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INTRODUCTION.
u Konstatlert istes, das der Lebenswandeldes Spinom _ yon allem
Tadel war,und reinundmakelloswie dasLebenseines g_ttl/chenVetter_
Jesu Christi. Auchwie I)ieser lift er fdr seineLehre wie Die'_ertrug er
die _'ne_krone. Ueberal], wo ein grosset Geist seine Gedenkeu aussprieht, ist Golgoths.'---HR_.
VERY few years ago the writings of Spinoza were
a_most unknown in this country. The only authorities
to which the Eng_sh reader could be referred were the
brilliant essays of Mr. Froude _ and Mr. Matthew Arnold?
the graphic but somewhat misleading
sketch in Lewes's
"_l_ry
of Philosophy," and the unsatisfactory volume of
Dr. R. W_s?
But in 1880 Mr. Ponock brought out his
most valuable "Spinoza_ his Life and Philosophy,""
likely
long to roma_u the standa_l
work on the subject;
Dr.
Mar_ean
has followed with a sympathe_c and gracefully
written " Study of Spinoza;"
Professor _ght
has edited
a volume of Spinozisfic Essays by Continental P_losoI ,, Short Studies in Geeat Subjects" first seHes_art." Spinoza._
s . _y8
in Criticism,"art. "Spinoza and the Bible."
• "Benedict de Spinoza; his Life, Correspondence, and Ethics."
1870.
• I is,ks this e_,ly opportunity of recording my deep obligations to
Mr. Pollock's book. I have made free use of it, together with Dr.
MartiM_s, in eompiling this introduction. In the _
which
Mr, _Polloekhas ineidentally _
I have been glad to be able to
refer to the versions of eo distinguished a scholar.

v_
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phers ; Auerbach's biographical noveP has been translated,
and many writers have made contributions to the subject
in magazines and reviews.
At first sight this stir of tardy recogaition may seemless
surprising than the preceding apathy, for history can show
few figures more remarkable than the so]itaxy thi_ker of
Amsterdam. But the causes which kept Spinoza in comparative ol_scurity are not very _r to seek. Personally he
shrank with almost womanly sensitiveness from anything
like notoriety: his chief work was withheld till altar his
death, and then publisht_l anonymously; his treatise on
Religion was also put forth in secret, and he disclaims
with evident sincerity all desire to found a school, or give
his name to a sect.
Again, the form in which his principal work is cast is
such as to repol those dilettante readers, whose
is necessary for a widely.extended reputation; none but
genuine students would care to grapple with the serried
array of definitions, axioms, and propositions, of which the
Ethics is composed, while the display of geometric a_curacy
flatters the careless into supposing, that the whole strue.
_ure is interdependent, and that, when a single- breach ha8
effected, the entire f_brie
hasbeen dsmollshe&
The matter, no less than the manner, of Spino_a's writ.
ings was such as to preclude popularity.
He genuinely
shocked his contemporaries. Advances in thought are
tolerated in proportion as they respond to and, as it were,
kindle into iiame ideas which are already smouktering ol_
sourely in r_y mind_ A teacher may deepen, modify,
transfigure what he finds, but he must not attempt radical
recommtruction_ In the seventeenth century all men's
deepestconvictions
wereinseparably
boundup withanthro.
pomorphienotionsof the Deity; Spinoza,in attaet_.g
theselatter
and endeavouring
to substitute
theconveption
t "Spin_:

einDenkerleben.

_

1655.

n_ao_c_o_,

vii

_
_ _
law, lme_edto be _ri_S at, the
very roots of moral order: he.co with curious irony his
works, which few read and still fewer understood, became
associated with notions of monstrous impiety, and their
author, who loved virtue with _l_hearted
and saintly
devotion,w_ branded as s railer against God and s subverter of morality, whom it was a shame even to _
oL
Those from whom juster views might have been expected
swelled the pop_t_ cry. The Cartesians sought to confirm
own preearieus reputation for orthodoxy by emph_o
di_vowa_ of their more d__ug a,uo_te.
Leibnitz, who
had known 81_oz_ l_'Son_dly, speal_ of him, whether
from jealousy or some more avowable moti_e, in tones of
eensistent depreciatiom
The torrent of abuse, which poured forth from the
theologlaus and their allies, served to overwhelm the
ethical and meta_hy_e_l _1_
of S'pino_'stea_._i_n_. The
phile_pher was hidden behind the arch-heretic_ Throughout _lmost the whole of the century following his death,
he is spoken o_ in terms displaTing complete mi_pl_rehension of his importanco and scope. The grossly inaccu,
rate account given by Bayle in the "I)ietionnaire Philoso_
phique" was accepted amsu_eient. The only symptom of a
following is foundinthe religious sect of Hatt_mi_ts, which
some of its doctmes on an imt_rfect understaud_
of the so-called mystic l_mages in the Ethics. The first
real recognition eame from Lesa_, who found, in Spinoza
a strength and solaco he sought in vain elsewhere, though
he never seoegted the system as _ whole. His cenversatdon with Jacobi (1780), a dffi_t though hostile student
the ]_tldcs, m_y 1_ _
to mark the ]_gi_ing Ofa new
epoch in the history of Spino_mo
Attention once attn_ed was never again with<l_rawn,and received a l_OWerful
imlmlse from Goethe, who more _.h_ onco confessed his
h_lebteclnm_
to the Ethics,
which indeedis abund_y

°.o
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INTItOD_C_ONo

evident throughout his wri_
_
_
an
eloquent tribute to "the holy, the rejected S_
_
Novels celetm_t_ him as "the man intoxic_te_ _th
Deity" (d_ Got_v_z_
Maze), and Heine for oz_e
forgot to sneer, as he recounted his life. The bri|lt_t
uovelist, Au_
has not only tramslated his complete
works, but has also made his hi_ory the subject of a
hiog_phi_
rom_ce_ A_ong German philosopho_ _t
is, perh_lz_, the l_st, who shows no traces of St_nozim_
Hegel has decls_
that "to be s philosopher one must first
be & Sginozist"
In recent years _ new impulse h_ been
given to the study of the Ethics by their curious harmony
with the last rem_ of physiological research.
In France Spinoza has _ lately t_e_ viewed as a disciple and perverter of Descartes
M. En_e Saimet prefixed to his translation of the philosopher's chief works
critical introduction written from t]_'s standpoint. _
the scientific study of philosophic systen_ has begun
among the French, M. Paul Janet has writt_m on Spinoz_
as a llnk in the _,.i_ of the history of thought; _ new
translation of his complete works hM been started,
_L Rena_ has delivered _ discourse on _
at the hicen.
tena_y o_ his death celebrated at the H_tgu_
T_ Holhmd there hM also been _ revival of intere_ in
the illustrious Dutch thinker. Professors VaaYtoten aud
"_d were mainly iustrument_ in procuring the eree/bm
o_a statue to his memory, and are now eugage_ in a free
edition o_his wo_,s, o_ which the/irst volume has _
_
In _d,
as _ore said, the interest in Spi_o_ h_ t_
_cen_ beenslight. The eontro__
of theei_
century, with the exception of Tolsad, _
him by
unworthy of seriousst_dy. Thefirstrecegnitionofhis_true
character
c_me l)rob_ly
fromGer_,_yth.,'ou_
_'__dge,
who inhisdesultory
w_y expressed
entb_
ad_
"B. deS_'_o_,Ol_
L_ TImW_S_e,
lSSS.

•eco_ed his opimon (in a p_._1 note to a paemgein
Schelliug), that the Ethlc_, the Novem Orgauum, aud the
Critique of Pure Reason were the three greste_ works
ainco the introduction of Chr_ity.
The influenco of Spinoza has been traced by Mr. Polloek in
Wordsworth, and. it is on record that Shelley not only
contemplated but began a translation of the _tus
Theolo_Poli_eu_, to be published _th _ prefa_ by
:LordByron, but the project was cut short by his deatlL
It is _
that George Eliot left behind her at her decease
a M_ translation of the Ethics.
It may strike those who are str_._rs to Sl_nOZ_ as
curious, tha_ notwithstanding the severely abstract nature
of his method, so many t_et_ and imag_tive
should be found among his a,,]h_rente. I__s_lg, Goethe,
Heine, Auerb_h, Coleridge_ Shelley, George Eliot; most
of these not on_ admired him, but studied him deeply.
On closer approach the apparent anomaly vanishes. There
is about Sl_iUoz_a power and a charm, _hich apl_lR
strongly to the poetic sense. He seems to dwell among
heights, which mo_t men see on_ in far off, momentary
glimFeee. The world of men is spread out before him,
the wor_ng8 of the human heart lie bared to his gaze, but
he does not _ to weel__ng,
or to laughter, or to rev_l_g:
his thoughts are ever with the eterna_ and somet'h_ngof
the l_auty and ealm of eternal things has passed into his
teaching. If we may, as he himself was wont to do, interpret spiritually a Bible legend, we may say of him that,
llke Moses returning from Si_, he bears in his presence
the witness that he has held co_union
with the Most

The _
authority for the fa_te of Spinoza's llfe is s
abort biography by 3"oha.nnesColerus' (KShler), Lutheran

x

INTRODUCTION.

pastor at the _%me, who occupied the lodgings formerly
tenanted by the philosopher. The orthodox Christian felt
a genuine abhorrence for the doctrines, which he regarded as
atheistic_ but was honest enough to recognize the stai_l_s
purity of their author's character. He sets forth what he
has to say with a quaint directness in admirable keeping
with the outward simplicity of the life he depicts.
Further authentic information is obtainable from passing
notices in the works of Leibnitz, and from Spinoza's published correspondence, though the editors of the latter have
suppressed all that appeared to them of merely 1)ersonal
interest. There is also a biography attributed to Lucas,
physician_ at the Hague (1712), but this is merely a confused l_negyric, and is often at variance with more trustworthy records. Additional details may be gleaned from
Bayle's hostile and _te
article in the "Dictionnaire
Philosophique ;" from S. Kortholt's preface to the second
edition (1700) of his father's book "'De tribus impostoribus
magnis:" and, lastly, from the recollections of Colonel
Stoupo (1673), an officer in the Swiss service, who had met
the 1)hilosopher at Utrecht, but does not contribute much
to our knowledg_
1_rueh de 8pinoz_ was born in Amsterdam Nov. 24,
1634. His parents were Portuguese, or possibly Span_Ah
Jews, who had sought a refuge in the Netherlands from
the rigours of the Inquisition in the Peninsula. Though
nothing positive is known of them, they appear to have
been in easy circumstances, and certainly bestowed on their
only son their other two children being _d_rls---athorough
education according to the notions of their time _d_ sect.
At the Jewish High School, under the guidance of Morteir_, a learned T_lmudist, and possibly of the briBia_t
French and English, and afterwards (1723) into Germau. The English
veeaion is reprinted in Mr. Polloek's book as an appendix.
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Manasseh Ben Israel, who afterwards (1655) was employed
to petition from Cromwell the re-a_rni_sion of the Jews to
England, the young Spinoza was instructed in the learning of the Hebrews, the mysteries of the Talmud and the
Cabbala, the text of the Old Testament, and the commentaries of l_bn Ezra and Maimonides. Readers of the
Tractatus Theclogico-Politicns will be able to appreciate the
use made of this early training.
Besides such severer
studies, Spinoza was, in obedienec to Rabbinical tradition,
made acquainted with a manual trade, that of lens polishing, and gained a knowledge of _Teneh, Italian, and German; Spanish, Portuguese, and Hebrew were almost his
native tongues, but curiously enough, as we learn _rom
one of his lately discovered letters/he
wrote Dutch with
difficulty. Latin was not included in the Jewish curriculum, being tainted with the suspicion of heterodoxy, but
Spinoza, feeling probably that it was the key to much of
the world's best knowledge, set himself to learn it ; 2 first,
with the aid of a German master, afterwards at the house
of Francis Van den Ende, a physician. It is probably
_rom the latter that he gained the sound knowledge of
physical science, which so largely leavened his philosophy;
and, no doubt, he at this time began the study of Descartes,
whose reputation towered above the learned world of the
l_od.
Coterus relates that Van den Ende had a daughter,
Clara Maria, who instructed her father's pupilsin Lal/n
and music during his absence. "She was none of the
' LetterX_N[XTT. See voL _.
s ,,A.translator
has special opportuni_e6 for observhlg the extent Of
Spinosa's knowledge of Latin.
His sentences are grammatical and his
meaaing ahnost a[ways clear. But his vocabulary is restricted ; his
style iswanting in flexibility, and seldom idiomatic; in fact, the niceties
of scholarship are wanting.
He reminds one of a clever _an_
who
acc_mphsbes much with simp|e tools.
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most beautiful, but she _

a great deal of wit," and asthe

atoryrunsdi_layed her_a_ty by reject_ the proffe_l
love of Spinoza for the sake of his fellow-pupil Kerkering,
who was able to enhance his attractions by the gift of a
eostly pesrl necklace. It is certain that Van den Ende's
daughter and Kerkering were married in 1671, but the
tradition of the 10revlouslove affair accords ill with aseer.
rained da_s. Clara Maria was only seven years old when
Spinoza left her father's house, and sixteen when he left
the neighbourhood.
Meanwhile the br_ni_.nt Jewish student was overtaken by
that mental crisis, which has come over so many lesser men
before and since. The creed of his fathers was found unequal to the strum of his own wider knowledge and changed
spfritual needs. The Hebrew faith with its immemor_
antiquity, its unbroken traditions, its myriads of marty_
eould appeal to an authority which no other religion has
equalled, and Spinoza, as we know from a l_aSsagein one
of his letters,_ felt the claim to the full We may be sure
that the gentle and reserved youth was in no haste to
obtrude his altered views, but the time arrived when they
could no longer be with honesty concealed. The Jewish
doctors were exasperated at the defection of their most
l_romis_ng l_Up_l,and. endeavoured to retain ]_m ill their
communion by the offer of a yearly pension of 1,000
florins. Such overtures were of course rejected. Sterner
measures were then resorted to. It is even related, on excellent authority, that Sl_uoza's life was attempted as he
was coming out of the Portuguese synagogue. Be this as
it may, he fled from Amsterdam, and was (1656) formally
excommumcated and anathematized according to the rites
of the Jewish church.
Thus isolated from his kindred, he sought more con.

geni_l society_oug the dissentingcommunityof Colle.
1 Letter L_k'TV°

giants, a body of men who without priests or set forms
of worship carried out the precepts'of
simple piety.
He
passed some time in the house of one of that body, not far
from Amsterdam, on the Ouwerkerk road, and in 1660 or
the following year removed with his friend to the head'quarters of the sect at Rhijnsburg, near I_yden, where the
memory of his sojourn is _
preserved
in the name
"Spinoza
Lane."
His separation
from Judaism
was
marked by his substituting
for his name Baruch the I_tin
equivalent Benedict, but he never received baptism or formally joined any Christian sect. Only once again does his
family come into the record of his life.
On the death of
his father, his sisters endeavoured to deprive him of his
share of the inheritance on the ground that he was an outeast and heretic.
Spinoza resisted their claim by law, but
on gaining his suit yielded up to them all they had demanded except one bed.
Skill in polishing lenses gave him su_eient
money for
his scanty needs, and he acquired a reputation as an optician before he became known as a philosopher.
It was in
this capacity that he was consulted by Leibnitz)
His only
contribution to the science was a short treatise on the
rainbow, prLuted posthumously
in 1687.
This was long
regarded as lost, but has, in our own time, been recovered
and reprLuted by Dr. Van _loten.
Spinoza also drew, for amusement, portraits of his friends
with ink or charcoal.
Colerus possessed "a whole book of
such draughts, amongst which there were some heads of
several considerable
persons, who were known to him, or
had occasion to visit him," and also a portrait of the philosopher hlm_tf in the costume of Mazamello.
So remarkable a man could hardly reTn_.in obscure, and
we have no reason to suppose that Spinoza shrank from
serial intereour_
Though in the last years of his life his
1 Letters LI., LH.
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habits were somewhat solitary, this may be set down to
failing health, poverty, and the pressure of uncompleted
work.
He was never a professed ascetic, and probably, in
the earlier years of his separation from Judaism, was the
centre of an admiring and affectionate circle of friends. In
his letters he frequently states that visitors leave him no
time for correspondence, and the tone, in which he was addressed b v comparative strangers, shows that he enjoyed
considerable reputation and resl_ct.
Before the appearance
of the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus,
he had published
nothing which could shock the susceptibilities
of Christians,
and he was known to be a complete master of Cart_slanism,
then regarded as the consummation and crown of learning.
It is recorded that a society o_ young men used to hold
meetings in Amsterdam £or the discussion of philosophical
l_roblems, and that Spinoza contributed papers as material
for their debates. _ Possibly the MS. treatise "On God,
Man, and his Blessedness," which has been re-discovered in
two Dutch copies during our own time, may be referred
to this period_
It is of no philosophic
value compared
with the Ethics, but is interesting
historically as throwing
light on the growth of Spinoza's mind and his early relations to Ca_tesianism.
Oblivion has long since settled down over this little band
of questioners, but a touching
record has been preserved
of one of their number, Simon de Vries, who figures in
Spinoza's correspondence.
He t_
often_ we are told,
wished to bestow gifts o£ money on his friend and master,
but these _
always been declined.
During the illness
which preceded his early death, he empressed a desire to
make the philosopherhis heir.
This again was declined,
and he was prevailed on by Spinoza to reduce the bequest
to a s_.ll
a, uuity, and to leave the bulk of his prol_erty
! L_tters
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Van Yloten, herein adopted.
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to his family.
When he ha_ Passel
away his brother
fixed the pension at 500 florins, but Spinoza declared the
sum excessive, and refused to accept more than 300 florins,
which were punctually paicl h_m till his death.
Besides this instruction by correspondence, for which he
seems to have demanded no payment (" mischief," as one
of his biogTaphers puts it, "could be had from him for
nothlng"),
Spinoza at least in one instance received into
his house a private pupil, z generally identified with one
Albert Burgh, who became a convert to Rome in 1675, and
took that occasion to admonish his ex-mtor in a strain of
contemptuous pity.= Probably to this youth were dictated
"The principles
of Cartesianism
geometrically
demonstrafed," which Spinoza was induced by his friends to
publish, with the addition of some metaphysical reflections,
in 1663. 3 Lewis Meyer, a physician of Amsterdnm,
and
one of Spinoza's intimA.tes, saw the book through the press,
and supplied a preface.
Its author does not appear to
have attached any importance to the treatise,
which he
regarded merely as likely to pave the way for the reception
of more original work.
It is interesting as an example of
the method afterwards employed in the Ethics, used to
support propositions not accepted by their expounder.
It
also shows that Spinoza thoroughly understood the system
_ rejectei.
In the same year the philosopher removed from Rhijnsburg to Voorburg, a suburb of the Hague, and in 1670 to
the Hague itself, where he lived till his death in 1677,
lodging first in the house (afterwards tenanted by Colerus)
of the widow Van Yeldsn, and subsequently with Van der
, Letters XXVI., XXVH.
_ Letter LXXIII.
3 The full title is, "Renatl des Cartes Principiorum partes I. et IL
more geometrico demonstrat_eper Benedictum de Spinoza Amstelods.
mensem. Aece_ruat ejusdem cogttata metaphysma. Amsterdam,
1663."

Spijk, a painter. He was very likely led to leave Rhijn_
burg by his in_
reputation and a desire for educated
society. By this t_ne he was well known in Holland, and
counted among his friends, John de Witt, who is said to
have consultecl h_m on affairs of state. Nor was his fame
confined to his native country. Henry Oldenburg, the first
secretary of the newly-established Royal Society of England, had visited h_m at Rh_jnsburg, in, reduced possibly
by Huyghens, and had invi_t him to carry on a corre.
spondence, _in terms of affectionate intimacy. Oldenburg
was rather active.minded thau able, never really understood
or sympathized with Spinoza's standpoint, and was
thoroughly shocked 2 at the appearance of the Tractatus
Theologico-Politicus, but he was the intimate fxiend of
Robert Boyle, and kept his correspondent accl_.i_ted with
the progress of science in England.
Later on (1671),
I_ibnitz consulted Spinoza on a question Of practical optics/
and in 1676, Ludwig yon Tschirnh_usen, a Bohem_,_
nobleman, known in the history of mathematical science,
contribur_l some 1)ertinent criticisms on the Ethics, then
circ_ulated
inMS:
A musingtestimonies
to Spinoza's
reputation
areafforded
bythevolunteered
effusions
ofBlyenbergh/and
theartless
questionings
ofthebeliever
inghosts.'
In 1670, the Traetatus Theologico-Politicus was published anonymously,
withtheus.meOf a fictitious
printer
at
Hamburg. Itnaturally
produceda stormofangrycontroversy.Itwas,in1674,formally
prohibited
by theStatesGeneral,
and,asamatterofcourse,
was placedon theIndex
by the Romish Churcl_ Perhapsfew books have been
t LetterL,_/_.
s But Tsehirr&ausen seems to have brought Oldenburg and Boyle to
a better mind. Letter LXV.
3 Lett_ LI.
J Letter Y_C_.

s_.

" Letter LXI. 8f_.
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more often "refuted," or less seriously damaged by the
ordeal Its aathor displayed his dislne_nstion to disturb
the f_ith of the unlearned by preventlnf during his lifetime
the sppeax_ee of the book in the v_.
In 1672, men's thoughts were for a tim_ diverted from
theologiea] eoutroversy by the French invasion of the
Netherlands, and the consequent outbreak of domestic
fe_tion. The shameful massacre of the brothers De Witt
by an _tod
mob brought Spinoz_ into close and t_nful eontaet with the l_utsions see_i_
round him. For
once hie philosophic
_
was bx_ken:he was only by
force prevented from rus_
forth futo the streets at the
of his ]fie, and proc_m_
his abhorrenee of the
erime_
Shortly afterwards, when the head-q_
of the French
army were st Utreeht, Spinoz_ wae sent for by the Prinee
de q_ond_,who wished to n_ke his acqnalntance. On his
m-Tivalst the e_mp, however, he found thst the Prinee wa_
&bsent; and, after wa_tlng & few days, returned home
without hsving seen _m_ The l_hilosopher's French entertainers held out hopes of • pension from Louis XIV., if s
book were dediested to thst monarch; but these overtures
were deelined.
On his _rival st the Hague, Splnoz_ was exposed to
eonsidemble danger from the excited popu]aee, who suspected _;m.of b_i'_ spy. Theea_tm,whieh had failed hlm
on the murder of his friend, roma_ned un_Z_
by the
peril threat_n_
hlmmelf. He told his landlord, who was
in dread of the house being ssoked, that, if the mob elbowed
•ny s_ns of violenee, he would go out _d speak to them
in person, though they should serve him as they had served
the _.h_ppy De Witts. "I am s good republican," he
added, "stud h_ve never had amy a_n but the welfare and
good of the 8tste."
In 1678, Splno_ was offered by the Elector
b

z_:_O_UO1YLOlt.
Charles Lewis/a protessorship of phitesophy at Heidelber_
but declined it? on the plea that teao.hi_g would interfere
with his orlg:mal work, and tlmt doctrinM restrictions,
however slight, would prove irksome.
In the following year, the Ethics were finished and circula_l in MS. among their author's frlends. Spinoza
made a journey to Amsterdam for the purpose of publishing them, but changed his intention on l_ing
that they
would probably meet with a stormy reception. Perhaps
f_illng health strengthened his natural desire for peace,
and considerations of personal renown never had any weight
with him.
To this elo_ng I_od belong the details as to Sp/noza's
manner of life collected by Colerns. They are best given
in the biographer's simple words, as rendered in the contemporary English version: "It is scarce c.-_tible how
sober and frugal he was. Not that he was reduced to so
gxeat a poverty, as not to be able to s_nd more, if he had
been willing. He had friends enough, who oi%red him
their purses, and all rn_nner Of assistance; but he was
naturally very sober, and would be _tisfied with littla"
_ia food apparently cost him but a few pencea day, aud
he drank hardly any wine. "He was often invited to eat
with his fwlende, but chose rather _o live upon what he had
at home, though it were never so little, than to sit down to
a good table at the expense of another man. _ . . He was
very careful to east up his ascounts every quarter; which
he did, that he might spend neither
more nor less than
what he could spend every year. And he would say sometimes to the people of the house, that he was like the _r.
l_mt, who forms a circle with his tail in his mouth, to
denote that he lind nothing left at the year's end. He
ndded, that he designed to lay up no more money than what
would be neccssary for him to have a deoent burying ....
LetterLIIL
t LetterLIV.
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He was of a middle size; he had good features in his face,
the a_n somewhat black; black curled hair; long eyebrows, and of the same colour, so that one might easily
know by his looks that he was descended from Portuguese
Jews ....
If he was very frugal in his way of living, his
conversation was also very sweet and easy.
l_e knew admirably well how to be master of his passions:
he was
never seen very melancholy, nor very merry ....
:He was
l_eskles very courteous and obl_.ng.
He would very often
discoursewith hislandlady,esl_lly
when slae1_yin,and
with the people of the house,when they happened to be
sickor a_cted: he never fa_ed,then,to comfort then_
and exhort them to bear with patience those evils which
God a_s_ned
to them as a lot.
He put the children in
mind of going often to church, and taught them to be
obedient and dutiful to their parents. When the people of
the house came from church, he would often ask them what
they had learned, and what they remembered
of the
sermo_
He _
& great esteem for Dr. Cordes, my pre_r,
who was s learned and good-natured T,_, and of
an exemplary life, which gave occasion to Spinoza to praise
him very often:
nay, he went sometimes to hear him
preactL . . . It happened one day that his landl_y
asked
b_m whether he believedshe could be zaved in the re.on
she professed. He answered: Y_,_ rd'tg'_ @ = _erygood
o_; _
_
_ _
for =-d_/=_,r,_
_
_
_/ott,ma,!/

His amusements were very simple : _11_n_ on OrdlnA._'y
m_tters with the l_Ople of the house; emo_n_ now and
again_ pipe of toba_o;
wa_i_
the l_bitsand quarrels
o_ iaseets;_-_
observationswith a micrOSco_ _"uch
were Ris _
in the hours which he could sparefrom
his philosophy.
But the greater part of his day wa_ taken
up with severe mental work in his own room.
Somethn_

he would ]_ecome so absorbed, that he would rema_ alone
for two or three d_ys together, his meals being carried up
to h_m.
Spinoza had never been robust, and had for more than
twenty years been su_ering from pht_8, a malady which,
at any rate in those days, never allowed its victlm_ to
es_l_
The end came quite suddenly and quietly, in
February, 1677. On Saturday, the 20th, after the landlord
and his wife had returned from church, Spinoza spent,
some time with them in conversation, and smoked _ pil_
of tobacco, but went to bed early. Apparently, he had
previously sent for his friend stud phys_;
Y_ewisMeyer,
who arrived on Sunday morning. On the 2let, Si_noza
came down as usual, and partook of some food at the midday meal. In the afternoon, the physician stayed alone
with his patient, the rest going to church. But when the
landlord and his wife returned, they were startled with the
news that the philosopher had expired about three o'clock_
Lewis Meyer returned to Amsterdam that same eve_nln_,
Thus Passed away all that was mortal of Spinoza_ If we
have read his charac_ aright, his last hours were com_
lotted with the thought, not so much that he had raised
for h_m_e]_ an imperishable monument, as that he lm_
pointed out to _t_d
a sure Path to t_ppiness
l_aee. Perhaps, with thiR glorious vision, there mi_gled
the more tender fe_l_n_ that, among the simple folk with
whom he lived, his memory would for a few brief years l_
cherished with reverenee and love.
funer_ took place on the 28th Fe])ruary, "]_ing
attended by _y
illustrious person_ and followed by six
coaches." The estate left behind _m by the philosopher
was very sce_ T. Rebekah de Spinoza, sister of the
deeeased, put in a e]_im as his heir; but abandoned it on
finding that, after the payment of _,
little or not&_
would _i_.
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The MSS., w_ch were found in Spino_'s
desk, were, in
v_ordauce with his wishes, forwarded to John Rieuwertz,
lmb_
of Amsterdam, m_twere that s_me year brought
o_ by Lewis _reyer, and snother of the philosopher's
friends, under the title, "B.D.S.
Opera Po_hum_"
They
_on_sted of the Ethics, _ selection of letters, a compendium
of Hebrew grammar, and two uncompleted
_
one
on politics, the other (styled "An Essay on the Improve.
ment of the Understanding")
on logical method.
The
last-named
had been begun several years previously, but
apparently been added to from time te thne.
It
_evelops some of the doctrines indicated in the _dlice,
and serves in some sort as an introduction to the larger
work.
In considering Spinoz_'s system of philosophy, it must
not be forgotten that the problem of the universe seemed
much _l_ler
in his day, t_
it dce8 in our ow_
Men
had not then recognized, that knowledge is "a world whose
margin fades for ever aud for ever as we move."
They
believed that truth was something definite, which might
be grasped by the aid of a cJear head, _l_nce,
and a
sound method.
Hence a tone o_ eo_nfidenee breathed
through
their inquirie_ which has since died away, and a
eompleteness
was aimed at, which is now seen to be un_
.att_n_ble.
But the products o_ human thought are often
valuable in ways undreamt
of by those who fashioned
and long a_ter their orig_!
use has become obsolete.
A system, obviousby inadequ_
and de_ec_ve as a
whole, may yet enshrine ideas which the worht is the richer
:for posses_,
This distinction between the h_smework and the central
t_oughts
is especially necessary in
the form in which his work is
_,xess on their interdependence.
that the geometrical method was

the study of Spinoza;
cast would seem to Lay
It has often been said,
adopted, because it was

]xdleved to insure almolute freedom from error. But _e_rnL
nation shows this to be a misconception. Spinoza, who
had purged his m_d of so many illusions, can hardly have
sue_u_u]_l to the notion, t_nat his Ethics was a flawless
mass of irrefrsgabie truth. He adopted his method because he believed, that he thus reduced argument to its
simplest terms, an_] laid himself least open to the seductions of rhetoric or passion. "It is the part of a wise
man," he says, "not to bewail nor to deride, but to understand." Hnrnan nature obeys fixed laws no less than do
the figures of geometry. "I will, therefore, write about
hum a_ b_n_, as though I were concerned with lines, and
planes, and solids."
As no system is entirely true, so also no system is entirely original. Each must in great measure be _e recombination of elements supplied by its p1_lecessor_
Spinozism
forms no exception to this rule; many of its leading conceptions my be traced in the writ;_s of Jewish ]_bbis
and of Descartes.
The biography of the philosopher supplies us in some
sort with the genesis of his system. His youth had been
passed in the study of Hebl_w learning, of metaphysical
specu]s_'ons on the nature of the Deity. He wu then
confronted with the scientific aspect of the world as revealed by Descartes. At first the two visions seeme_
antagonistic, but, as he gazed, their outlines blended and
cornrn_n_ed, he found _rn_elf in the 1)resence not of two,
])ut of one; the universe unfolded itself to _m as the
necessary result of the Perfect and Eternal God.
Other influences, no doubt, played a part in shaping his
convictions ; we know, for instance, that he was a student
of Bacon and of Hobbes, and almost cerl_nlyof(]_ordano
Bruno, but these two elements, the Jewish and the Cartesi_ are the main sources of his system, though it cannot
properly be called the mere development of either. From
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Deseartes, as Mr. Pollock points out, he derived his notdons
of physical seienee and his doctrine of the conservation of
motion.
In the f_a_nent
on the _l_rovement
of the Under.
standing, Spinoza sets forth the causes which prompted
_m to turn to philosophy, l It is worthy of note that they
are not speculative
but practical.
He did not seek, like
Descartes, "to walk with certainty," but to find a happiness beyond the reach of ch_e
for _imset_ and his fellowmen.
With • fervour that re_nds
one of Christian fleeing from the City of Destruction, he _lates on the vanity
of men's o_y
a_nbitions, riches, fame, and the pleas-o_s of sense, and on the necessity of looking for some
more worthy object for their desires.
Such an o_ject he
finds in the knowledge of truth, as obtainable
through
clear and dis_ot
ideas, bearing in themselves the evidence
of their own veracity.
Spinoza eoncelved as a vast unity all existence actual
and possible;
indeed, _ween
actual and possible he recognizes no dls_ction,
for, if a thing does not exist, there
must be some cause which prevents its existing, or in other
words renders it impossible.
This unity he terms indiffetautly Substance or Ged_ and the first l_art of the Ethics
is devoted to expouna_ng its nature.
Being the sum of existence, it is necessar_y _-6nlte (for
there is not_
external to itself to make it _-ite), and it
can be the cause of an i_t_to
number of results.
It must
_y
ol_erate in absolute _tom,
_or there is nothing
_y which it can be controlled; but none the less neces.
_y
it must ol_er_ts in accordance with eternal and immutable law_, ful_111_g the l_fection
of its own nature.
Substance consists in, or rather displays itself through
an _te
number of Attributes, but of these only two,
These oi_ervafio_ are not offered as a complete exposition of
_noffii_, but merely _ an indieationof its general
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E_nslon ami Thought, are knowable by us; _erefo_ the
rest may be left out of account in our inquiriss. These
Attrlbutes are not d_erent t_in_s, but different asr_-_s of
the stone t_g (Sp_oza does not m_e it clear, whether the
difference is intrinsic or due to the percipient) ; thus Extension and. Thought are not paraJlel and interacting, but
identical, and both acting in one order and connection.
Hence all questions of the dependence of m;nd on body, or
body on m;na, are done away with at a stroke. Every
_ni_estation of either is but &m_u_f_,tlon of the other,
seen under a different aspect.
Attributes are again subdivided, or rather disld_y themselves through an infinite number of Modes; some eternal
and universal in respect of each Attribute (such aa motion
and the sum of all psyct_l
facts); others lmving no
eternal and necessary existence, but _ng
and reacting on
one another in ceaseless flux, according to fixed and deftnite laws. These latter have been compared in relation to
their Attributes to waves in relation to the sea; or again
they may 1_.likene_ to the myria_ hues which pl_y over
the iridescent surface of a bubble; each is the n_
result of that which went before, and is the _
precursor of that which will come after; all are mod_cstions
of the underlying film, The phenomenal world is made
up of an infinite number of these Modes. It is manifest
that the Modes of one Attribute _n_ot be acted upon by
the Modes of another A_ribute, for each may be expreued
in terms of the other; within the _rn_ts of each AZtribute
the v_on
in the Modes follows an absolutely ne_s_,ry
order. When the Krst is given, the rest follow as inevitably, as from the nature of a triangle it follows, that its
three angles are equal to two right angles. Natmze is
-niform, and no infringement of her ]_ws is conceivat_e
without a reduction to chaos.
Hence it follows, that a th_

can only _e caIled contin-
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gent in relation to our knowledge. To an i_ni_e intelli.
gence such _ _
would be n.m_i._.
Hence also it follows, that the world c_not have been
erea_ed for any purpose other th_ that which it fulfils by
1_
what it is. _) say that it has been created for the
good

of

man_

or for any

_milR.r

elt_

is

to i_adul_

_u gro-

authropomorphim_
Among the Modes of thought may ]_e reckoned the
humLn mi_d, among the Modes of extension may be
rec_Ilo_
the hllma,
bo_y;
t4_en
togettler
they eonstitute
the Mode ma_
tesque

The nature of _;_d forms the subject of the second part
ef the Ethica Man's mind is the idea of man's body,
the consciousnea_ of bodily states. Now bodily states are
the result, not only of the body itself, but also of all
_hino,_ aJ_cthag the body; hence the huma_ _ind takes
cogni_,_e, not only of the human body, but also of the
external world, in so far as it affects the human body.
Its capacity for varied perceptions is in proportion to the
l_fs
calcify for re_
impre_ons.
The Jmceession of ideas of bodily _tos e_ot
be _-bitrari.ly controned by the mind taken _s a l_ower apart,
though the mi_d, as the aggregate of past state_ may be a
more or less important factor in the direction of its course.
We can, in popularp_
direct
our thoughts at will, but
the will, which we speak of as spontaneous, is really determined.

]_y laws

as _ixe_ and

necessary,

as those

which

regu-

the prol_rties of a tr_le
or a circle_ The fllu_on of
h_lom, in the sense of uncaused volition, results from
the fact, that men a.w conscious of their actions, but unconscious of the causes whereby those actions have been
determine& The chain of causes become_ so to _
incamlescent at a _rtlm_r point, and men assume thatonly
at that _.nt does it star_ into existence. They ignore the
which _11 remain iu o_,_ri_.
late
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If r._t be simply the mirror of bodily states, how can
we account for memory ? When the m_-d has been affected
by two *.hinT in close conjunction,the recurrence of one
re-awakens into life the idea of the other. To take an illnstration, _nd is llke a traveller revisiting his former home,
for whom each feature of the landscal_e recalls associations
of the past. From the interplay of associations are woven
memory and imagination.
Ideas may be either adequate or inadequate, in other
words either distinct or confused ; beth kinds are subject to
the law of causation. Falsity is merely a negative conceptlon. All adequate ideas are necessarily true, and bear in
themselves the evidence of their own veracity. The mind
aecurstely reflects existence, and if an idea be due _o the
mental association of two different f_tors, the jo_-g, so to
slx_k , may, with due care, be discerned. General notions
and abstra_ terms arise from the incapacity of the mi_d
to retain in completeness more t_._ a certain number of
mental _mages ; it therefore groul_s together points of resemblance, and considers the abstractions thus formed as
units.
There are three Idads of knowledge: op'mlon, rational
knowledge, and intuitive knowledge. The first alone is the
eauee of error; the second consists in adequate ideas of
pm-_icul_ properties of things, and in general notions; the
third proceeds fTom an adequate idea of some attritmte of
God to the adequate knowledge of l_arficular th_n_.
The reason does not regard things as contingent, but as
neces_ry, considering them under the form Of eternity, as
]m_ of the n_ture of God. The will has no existence apaxt
from p_ticular acts of volition, and since _
of voh'tion
axe ideas, the will is identieal with the understau_ltn_.
The third part of the Ethics is devoted to the consldera.
tion of the emotions.
In se far as it has adequate ideas, i.e., is t purely mtion_a!_
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the m;nd maybe _
to be active; in so far asit has inadequate ideas, it is lm_ive, and therefore subject to emotions_
Nothing can be destroyed from within, for all change
must come from without. In other words, everything
endeavours to persist in its own being. This endeavour must
not be associated with the "struggle for existence" fame|Jar
to studeats of evolutionary theories, though the suggestion
is tempting ; it is simply the result of a thlug being what
it is. When it is spoken o£ in reference to the human
mind only, it is equivalent to thewill; in reference
tothe whole man, it may be called apl0etite. Appetite is thus
i_atified with life; desire is defined as appetite, with coneciousneas thereof. All objects of our desire owe their
choiceworthlness simply to the fact that we desire them we do not desire a th_ng, because it is intrinsically good,
but we deem a t_n_ good, because we desire it. Everytking which adds to the bodily or mental powers of activity
is pleeau_ ; every_hhg which detracts from them is pain.
From these three fundamental:
desire, pleaaure,
--Spinozs deduces the entire list of human emotions..
Love is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of an externa]_
cause; hatred is pain, a_x_mpanied by the idea of an external eauso. Pleasure or pain may be excited by any_hln_
incidentally, if no_ directly. There is no need to proceed
further with the working out of the theory, but we may
remark, in peming, the extraordinary fineness of l_eel_
ti_a and surene_ of touch, with which it is accomplished
here, if nowhere else, Spinoza remains unsurl_ssed? Almost
x It m_y be worthwhile to cite the often.quotedtestimonyof tl_
distlnguid_ physiologist,J_hannu Muller.---"With regard to th_
reMma of the Imakiotm
to one anotherapartfromtheirphysiologica_
eonditimm,
it is im_
to give any betteraccountthanthatwhi_
Spinozahas laid down with _
mastery.'--_Aye/o_7/ed_
Memadum,ii. 54& He follow, up _ prake by quotingthe propo*
Jitkm ia qu_a is _mo.
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all the emotions arise from the lz_sive condition of the
•nlnd, but there is also a pleasure arising from the mind's
contemplation of its own power. This is the source of
virtue, and is purely activ_
In the fourth part of the Ethics, Spinoza treats of m_,
in so far as he is subject to the emotions, prefi_n_ a few
remarks on the m_ng
of the terms perfect and imperfect,
good aud evil. A th_ can only be called perfect in reference to the known intention of its author. We style
"good" that which we know with certafuty to be useful to
us: we style "evil" that which we know will hinder us in
the attainment of good. By"useful," we mean thatwhlch
wlIl aid us to approach gradually the kleal we have set
before ourselves. Ma_ being _ _
only of nature, must
be subject to emotions, t_cause he must encounter drcumst_ces of which he is not the sole and mtt_ient ea_se.
_motion can only be conquered by another emotion stronger
th_ itself, hence knowledge will only lift us shove the
sway of 1_sslons, in so far ss it is itself "touched with
emotion." Every man necessarily, aalcl therefore rightly,
seeks his own interest, whieh is thus identical with virtue;
but his own interest does not lie in melfishness, for rn_ is
always in need of external help, and nothln_ is moreuseful
to h_m t_
his fellow-men ; he__ceindividual welLt_ug is
promoted by harmonious social e_ort. The reasonable
man will deaire nothing for himse_ which he does not de_h_
_or other men; therefore he __11 be just, fid_
and
honourable.
The code of morals worked out on these lines
_y
resemblances to Stoicism, though it is _npro_a_le
that Spinoza w_s consclous_y imitating. The doctrine that
rational emotion, rather than pure reason, is necessm7 for
subduing the evil p_sions, is entirely his own.
The means whereby man may gain mastery over his
l_ss_ons, are set _orth in the first portion of the fifth
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of the Etl_cs. _ey depend on the deletion of passion
as a oenfm_t idea_ As soon as we form _ dear and distinct idea of a lz_ion, it changes its _r,
and ceases
to be _ lz_ssiom _Towit is l_z_ble, with due cs_e, to form
a distinct
idea c_ everybodilystate;hencea trueknowledge of the passions is the best remedy against them.
"While we contemplate the world as a necessary result of
the perfect nature o_ God, a feeli_ of joy will arise in our
hearts, aeeompanied
by the ideaofGod asitscause.This
isthein_llectual
loveof God,whichisthehighest
happinessman can know. It seeks for no special love from God
inreturn,
forsuchwould implya changein thenatureof
the Deity. It rises above all fear of ebau_e through envy
or jealousy, and inc'res_es in proportion as it is seen to be
l_xticll_ted in by our fellow-mere
The eone,lua_n_ propositions
of theEthos have given
rise
to more controversy
than any otherpartof thesysten_ Some critics have maintained that Spinoz_ is indul_ng in vague generalities without any definite me_n_,
others have suppcsea tl_t the large.age is intentionally obscure. Others, again, see in them a doctrine of
]_rsonal immorts_ty,
and, t_]r_ them in conjunction with
the somewhat transcendental form of the expressions concern_ the love of God, have ola_med the author of the
as a Mystic. All these _8,gestions are reductions
to the absurd, the last not least so. Spinoza may have
not mlwillin_ to ahow that his creed could be expressed
in exalted l_e
as well as the current theology, but his
'_mtel!ectusl love" has no more in common with the ecstatic
enthuslamn of cloistered saints, than his "God" has in
common wi_h the Divlnity of P_yma_at ])easa_ts, or his
"eterni_ _ with the ]z_Hso o_ _omet.
But to return
to the doctrine in dilute. _ "The human m_.d," says
Spim_, "_ot
be wholly destroyed with the body, but
Th_ explanationhere indicatedis basedon that given by Mr.

-XXX

INTI_ODU_O_o

• omewhat of it r_mai_s, which is eternal." The eternity
•hus predicated c_nuot mean ind_ite persistence in time,
for eternity is not commensurable with time. It must
•nean some special kind of existence ; it is, in fact, defined
_s a mode of thinking. Now, the rn_nd consists of adequate and inadequate ideas; in so far as it is composed of
the former, it is part of the infinite ralnd of God, which
broods, as it were, over the extended universe as its expression in terms of thought. As such, it is necessarily
eternal, and, since knowledge iml_lies self.censciousue_, it
knows that it is so. Tn_equate ideas will pass away with
the body, because they are the result of conditions, which
.are merely temporary, a_ insel_rably connected with the
.body, but adequate ideas will not pass away, inasmuch as
._hey are part o_ the _ncl of the Eternal
Knowledge of
_the third or intultive kind is the source of our highest l_erfection and blessedness; even as it forms part of the _nfi.
.nite _in_l of God, so also does the joy with which it
is accompanied--the intellectual love of God form
of the in_ulte intellectual love, wherewith God regards
_imself.
Spinoza concludes with the admonition, that mora_ty
rests on a basis quite independent of the acceptance of
the r._ud's Eternity. Virtue is its own reward, and needs
no other. This doctrine, which appears, as it were, l_r_auctorily in so many systems of morals, is by Sl_eZ_
in_iated on with .,lmo_ passionate earnestness ; few t_Jn_
seem to have moved him to more scornful deui_-! than the
popn!_ creed, that supernatural rewards and punishments
,are necessary as incentives to virtue. "I see in what mud
_this _
sticks," he exclaims in answer to some such stW_
_'ment. "He is one of those who would follow after his own
lusts, if he were not restrsmed by the fear of hell He abPollock," Spinoza," &e., eh. ix., to which the reader is referred for I
m_aeterly expositbm of the question.
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_;na from evll actions and fulfils God's commands like a
slave against Ida will, and for his bondage he expects to be
rewarded by God with gifts far more to his taste than
Divine love, and great in proportion to his original dislike
Qf virtue." 1 Again, at the close of the Ethics, he draws an
ironical picture of the pious coming before God at the
Judgment, and looking to be endowed with incalculable
blessl/n_ in recompense for the grievous burden of their
piety. For hlm_ who is truly wise, Blessedness is not the
reward of virtue, but virtue it_L
"And though the way
thereto be steep, yet it may be found--all f.hin_ excellent
are as difl3cult, as they are rare."
Such, in rough out.llne, is the philosophy of Spinoza ; few
_ystems have been more variously interpreted. Its author
has been reviled or exalted as Atheist, Pantheist, Monotheist, Mater_list, Mystic, in fact, under almost every name
in the philosophie vocab,_]ary. But such oK-hand _.
cationis based on hasty re_ing of isolated passages,
rather than on sound knowledge of the whole. We shad
act more wisely, and more in the spirit of the master, if,
as Professor T_nd a(lvises, "we call him simply Spinoza,
and endeavour to learn from himself wilt he sought and
what he found."
The two rema.lnlng works, translated in these volumes,
may be yet more briefly considered. They present no
di_culties, and are easily read in their entirety.
The Tractatns Theologlco-Politieus is an eloquent plea
for religious
libdrty. True rellga'on
isshown to consist in
the practice of simple piety, and to be quite independent of
i_hilosophieal speculations. The elaborate systems of dogmas framed by theologians are based on superstition, result-

fromfear.
The Bible is examined by a method,which an_dpates
in great measure the procedure
of modem rationalists, and
, LetterXLIX.

the theory of its verbal inspiration is shown _o be untenable.
The Hebrew prophets were di_.;%waished not by
superior wisdom, but by superior virtue, and they set forth
their higher moral ideals in language, which they thought
would best commend it to the multitude whom they addressed.
For anthropomorphic
notions of the Deity as a
heavenly ping and Judge, who displays His power by
miraculous interventions,
is substituted
the conception set
forth in the Ethics of an Tnfln_te Being, fnlfillin_ in the
uniformity
of natu_
law the perfection
of His own
Nature.
Men's thoughts cannot really be constrained by
commands ; therefore, it is wisest, so long as their actions
conform to morality, to allow them absolute liberty to
_,h_nk what they like, and say what they _hlnk.
The Political Treatise was the latest work of Spinoza's
life, and remains nn_niRhed.
Though it bears abundant
evidence of the influence of Hobbes, it di_ers from him in
several important points.
The theory of sovereignty is the
same in both writers, but Spinoza introduces considerable
qllalifications.
Supreme power is ideally absolute, but its
rights must, in practice, be llmlted by the endurance of its
subjects.
Thus governments
are founded on the common
consent, and for the convenience of the governed, who
are, in the last resort, the arbiters of their continuance.
Spinoza, like Hobbes, peremptorily sets aside all claims
of religionsorganiT_tions to act independently
of, or as
superior to the civil power.
Both reject.as
outside the
sphere of practical politics the case of a special revelation
to an individual.
In all matters affect;ng conduct the State
must be supreme.
It remains to say a few words about the present verslcaL
I alone am responsible for the contents of these volumes,
_vith the exception
of the Political Treatise, which has
been translated
for me by my friend Mr. A. H. Gosaet,
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Fellow of New College, Oxford, who has also, in my absence
from England, kindly seen the work through the press.
I
have throughout followed Bruder's text/correcting
a few
obvious misprints.
The additional letters given in Professor Van Yloten's Supplement/have
been inserted in
their due order.
This may claim to be the first version s of Spinoza's
works offered to the English reader; for, though Dr. R.
Willis has gone over most of the ground before, he laboured
under the disadvantages
of a very imperfect acq,_iutance
with Latin, and very loose notions of accuracy.
The Tractatus Theolo_co-Politicus
had been previously translated
in 1689.
Mr. Pollock describes this early version as
"preYcy accurate, but of no great literary merit."
Whatever
my own shortcomings,
I have never consciously eluded a di_eulty by a paraphrase.
Clearness has
throughout been aimed at in preference to elegance. Though
the precise meaning of some of the philosophical
terms
(e.g. idea) varies in different passages, I have, as far as
possible,
given a uniform
rendering, not venturing to
attempt greater subtlety than I found.
I have abstained
from notes; for, if given on an adequate scale, they would
have unduly swelled the bulk of the work.
Moreover,
excellent commentaries are readily accessible.
1l. H. M. _r.w_s.
i ,, B. de Spinosa Opera qu_e Supersunt Omnla," ed. C. H. Bruder.
l-_ipzig (Tauc.hnitz), 1843.
a , Ad B. D. S. Opera qu_ Sul)ersult Omnia Supplementum."
.Amsterdam,1862.
a While these volumeswere passing through the press_a translation
of the Ethics appearedby Mr. Hale White (Trhbner and Co.). The
Tractatus Politicus was translated in 1854 by W. t_Iaceall,but the book
has becomeso rare as to be practically inaccessible.
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PREFACE.
EN
never be superstitious,
if they
all would
their circumstances
by set rules,
or could
if theygovern
were
always favoured by fortune: but being frequently driven
into straitswhere rules are useless, and being often kept fluctuat_ag pitiably between hope and fear by the uncertainty of
fortune's greedily coveted favours, they are consequently,
for the most part, very prone to credulity.
The human
mind is readily swayed this way or that in tnnes of
doubt, especially when hope and fear are struggling for the
mastery, though usually it is boastful, over-confident, and
vain_
This as a general fact I suppose everyone knows, though
few, I believe, know their own nature; no one can have
lived in the world without observing that most people,
when in prosperity, are so over-brimming
with wisdom
(however inexperienced they may be), that they take every
o_er of advice as a personal insult, whereas in adversity
they know not where to turn, but beg and pray for counsel
from every passer-by.
No plan is then too futile, too
absurd, or too fatuous for their adoption ; the most frivolous causes will raise them to hope, or plungethem into despair-if
any_i.ghappens during their fright which
reminds them of some past good or ill, they think it port_nds a happy or unhappy issue, and therefore (though it
may have proved abortive a hundred times before) style it
lucky or unlucky omen.
Anything which excites their
astonishment
they believe to be a portent signifying the
auger of the gods or of the Supreme Being, .and, mist_lr_ g superstition for religion, account it impious not to
&vert the evil with prayer and sacrifice.
Signs and wonders
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of this sort they oonjure up perpetually, fill one might
think Nature as mad as themselves, they interpret her so

_anta_i_.

Thus it is brought prominently before us, that superstition's chief victims are those persons who greedily covet
temporal advanf_ges ; they it is, who (especiaJly when they
are in d_n_er, and cannot help) themselves) are wont with
P)rayers and womanish tears to implore help from God:
npbraidin_ Reason as blind, because she cannot show a sure
path to the shadows they pursue, and rejecting human
wisdomasvain; butbelieving
thephantoms of imagination,
dreams, and other childish absurdities, to be the very oracles
of Heaven. As though God ha_ turned away from the wise,
and written lWis 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, _en,
and birds. Such
is the unreason to which terror can drive ma'n'k_nd!
Superstition, then, isengendered, preserved, and fostered
by fear. If anyone desire an example, let him take Alexander, who onlybegan superstitiously
to seek guia__ee
from seers, when he first learnt to fear fortune in the passes
of Sysis (Curtius, v. 4) ; whereas after he haxl conquered
I)arius he consulted prophets no more, fill a second time
frightened by reverses. When the Scythiana were proyoking a battle, the Bactrians bah deserted, and he him.
self was lying sick of his wou_ads,"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
e_ples
of a like nature might be cited, clearly showing
the fa_, 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
p_ntoms of dejected and fearful mi_as; and la_3y, that
prophets have most power among the l_eople, and are mo_
formidable to rulers, precisely at those times when the
stateisin most peril. I thinkthis is su_ciently
plaint_
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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versal to ma_nd,
and also tends to show, that it is no less
incenmstcnt
and _a_able th_ other mental halluc_nationB
and emotional impulses, and _n'ther that it can only be
maintained
by hope, hatred, anger, and deceit; since it
springs, not from reason, hut solely from the more powerful
phases of emotion.
Furthermore, we may readily understand how di_cult it is, to maintain in the same course men
prone to every form of credulity.
For, as the mass of
man_ud
remains always at about the same pitch of misery,
it never assents long to any one remedy, but is always best
pleased by a novelty which has not yet proved illusive.
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
r_otent than superstition,"
and is easily led, on the plea of
n,- at one moment to adore its irlnos as gods, and
_non to execrate and abjure them as humanlty's
common
bane. _mmense pains have therefore been taken to eeunteract this evil by inves_'ng religion, whether true or f_lse,
with such pomp and ceremony, that it may rise superior te
every shock, and be always observed with studious reverence by the whole poople--a
system which has been
brought to great perfection by the Turks, for they consider
even controversy impious, and so clog men's minds 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 the subjects, and to mask the fear,
which keeps them down, with the specious garb of religion,
so that men may fight as bravely for slavery as for safety,
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 ceuldbe planned.
or attempted.
Wholly repugnant to the general freedom
are such devices as enthralling men's minds with prejudices, for_ug their judgment, or employing
any of the
weapons of quasi-religious
sedition; indee_ such seditions
only spring up, when law enters the doma_u of speculative
thought, and opinions are l_Ut on trial and condemned on
the same footing as crimes, while those who defend and
£oUow them are s_rificed, not to public safety, but to their
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ne_hetS
' hatred and cruelty. If deeds only coula be
grounds of ea-_Tn_,,1
c_,l_es, and words were
always allowed to l_aSsfree, such seditions would be divested
of every semblance of j_tion,
and would be separated
from mere controversies by _ hard and fast line.
Now, se_.iu_that we have the rare happiness of livingln a
republic, where everyone's judgment is free and unsh_lded,
where each may worship God as his conscience dictates,
and where freedom _ esteemed before all things dear and
rrecious, I have believed that I should be undertaking no
ungrateful or unprofitable task, in demonstra_;_g that not
only can such f:reedom 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 m_d
of the people, still prone to heathen superstiHon, away from
its legitimate rulers, and so bring us again into slavery.
As to the order o£ my treatise I will speak presently, but
first I will recount the causes which led me to _rite.
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 A.u_mosity,and display daily towards one
another such bitter hatred, that this, rather than the virtues they clalm_ 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 apl_earance and attire, by his frequenting this
or that place of worship, or employing the phraseology of
a l_rticu]ar sect--as for manner of life, it is in all cases
the same. Inquiry into the cause of this anomaly lea_
me unhesitatingly to ascribe it to the fact, that the _n3_tries of the Church are regarded by the masses merely as dignixies, her o_ices as posts of emolument--in short, popu_r
religion may be summed up as respect for ecclesiastics.
The spread of this misconception inflamed every worthless
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fellow with an inte_e
desire to enter holy orders, and thus
the love of d_fnsing God's religion degenerated into sordid
avarice and. ambition.
Every church tz_came a theatre,
where orators, instead of church teachers, harangued,
caring not to instruct the people, but striving to attract
a_mi_ation,
to bring opponents
to public scorn, and to
preach only novelties and paradoxes, such as would tickle
the ears of their congregation.
This state of things necessarily stirred up an amount of controversy, envy, and hatred,
which no lapse of time could appease;
so that we can
scarcely wonder that of the old religion nothing survives
but its outward forms (even these, in the mouth of the
multitude,
seem rather adulation than adoration of the
Deity), and that faith has become a mere compound of
credulity and prejudices--aye,
prejudices too, which degrade man from rational being to beast, which completely
stifle the power of judgment between true and false, which
seem, in fact, carefully fostered for the purpose of extinguisMng the last spark of reason ! Piety, great God ! and
religion are become a tissue of ridiculous mysteries;
men,
who flatly despise reason, who reject and turn away from
understanding
as naturally corrupt, these, I say, these
of all men, are thought,
O lie most horrible! to possess
light from on High.
_erily, if they had but one spark of
light from on High, they would not insolently
rave, hut
would learn to worship God more wisely, and would be
as marked among their fellows for mercy as they now are
for malice;
if they were concerned for their opponents'
souls, instead of for their own reputations, they would no
longer fiercely persecute, but rather be filled with pity and
coml)asad on.
Furthermore,
if any Divine light were in them, it would
appear from their doctrine.
I grant that they are never
tired of professing their wonder at the profound mysteries
of Holy Writ;
still I cannot discover that they teach
anything but speculations of Platonists
and Aristotelians,
to which (in order to save their credit for Christianity)
have made Holy Writ conform; not contentto rave
the Greeks themselves,
they want to ma]_e the pro_hets rave also; showing conclusively, that never even in
aleep have they caught a glimpse of Scripture's Divine
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The very vehemence of their _m_ration for the
mysteries
plai_ly
attests, that their belief in the Bible is a
£ormal assent rather than a living faith: and the fact is
made still more apparent by their laying down beforehand,
as a foundation for the study and true interpretation of
Scripture, the principle that it is in every passage true and
divine. Such a doctrine should be reached only after strict
scrutiny and thorough comprehension of the Sacred Books
(which would teach it much better, for they stand in need
Of no h_lm_.n

fictions),

and

not be set up

on the

threshold,

as itwere,ofinquiry.
As I pondered over the facts that the light of reason is
not only despised, but by many even execrated as a source of
imtfiety , that human commentaries are accelY_edas divine
records, and that credulity is extolled as faith; as I marked
the fierce controversies of philosophers raging in Church
and State, the source of bitter hatred and dissension, the
ready instruments of sedition and other ills innumentble, I
det_rmlnedto examinetheBibleafreshin a careful,
imand unfettered split, mal_.g no _mmptious concoming it, and attributing to it ne doctrines, which I do
not find clearly therei_ set dowm With these precautions
I constamcted a method of Scriptural interpretation, and
thusequippedproceeded to inquire--Whatis prophecy?
in what sense did God reveal l=[imself to the prophets, and
why were these particular men chosen by Him ? Was it
on account of the sublim;ty of their thoughts about the
Deity and nature, or was it solely on account of their piety ?
These questions being answered, I was easily able to conclude, that the authority of the prophets has weight only in
matters of morality, and that their speculative doctrines
affect us little.
Next I inquired,
why the Hebrews were calledGod's
chosen people, and discovering that it was only because
God had chosen for them a certain strip of territory, where
they might llve peaceably and at ease, I learnt that the I_w
revealed by God to Moses was merely the law of the individual Hebrew state, therefore that it w_s binding on none
but Hebrews, and not even on Hebrews after the downfall
of their nation. Further, in order to ascertain, whether it
could be concluded from Scripture, that the h11mau under.
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_anaing is n_turally corrupt, I inquired whether the Universal Religion, the Divine Law revealed through the
ts and Apostles to the whole human race, differs from
which is taught by the light of natural reason, whether
mi._les
can take place in violation of the laws of natm_
and ff 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
not]ling taught
expressly by Scripture, which does not
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 the Bible leaves reason
absolutely free, that it has not_ug in common with philosophy, in fact, that Revelation
and Philosophy stand on
totally different footings. In order to set this forth categoriw_._hand exhaust the whole question, I point out the way in
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 f__ct that the multitude
ever prone to
superstition, and caring more for the shreds of antiquity
th_n for eternal truths--pays
homage to the Books of the
Bible, rather than to the Word of God. I show that theWord
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 Scripture in a_cordance with the opinions and understandings
of
those, among whom the Apostles and Prophets preached,
to the end that men mlght receive it willingly, and with
their whole heart.
Ha_mg thus lald 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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method, stands entirely aloof fxom ordln_ry knowledge;
each has its separate province, neither can be called, the
h_ndma.;d of the other.
Furthermore,
as men's habitsd mlnd di_er,so that
some morereadily
embraceoneformoffaith,
some anotlmr,
forwhat moves oneto praymay move another
onlytoscoff,
I conclude, in accordance with what has gone before, that
everyone should be free to choose for hlmself the foll_a_
tions of his creed, and that faith should be judged only by
its fruits ; each would then obey God freely with his whole
heart, while nothlng would be publicly honoured save
justice and charity.
Having thus drawn attention to the liberty conceded t_
everyone by the revealed law of God, I pass on to another
part of my subject, and prove tt_t this same liberty can and
should be accorded with safety to the state and the magisterial authorlty--ln fact,
thatitcannotbe withheld without
great_an_ertopeaceand detriment
to thecommunity.
In orderto establish
my point,
I startfrom thenatural
rightsof the individual,
which areco-extensive
with his
desires and power, and from the fact that no one is bound
to live as another pleases, but is the guardian of his own
liberty.I show thattheserightscanonlybe tranderrod
to thosewhom we deputetodefendus,who acquire
with
the dutiesof defence
thepowerofordering
ourlives,
and
I thenceinferthatrulerspossessrightsonlylimited
by
their power, that they are the sole guardians of justice and
liberty, and that their subjects should act in all _.h_ngsas
they dictate: nevertheless, since no one can so utterly
abdicate his own power of self-defence as to cease to be a
man, I conclude that no one can be deprived of his natural
rights absolutely, but that subjects, either by tacit agreement, or by social contract, retain a certain number, which
c_nnot be taken from them without great danger to the state.
From these considerations I pass on to the Hebrew State,
which I describe at some length, in order to trace the
manner in which Religion acquir_ the force of law, and
to touch on other noteworthy Points. I then prove, that
the holders of sovereign power are the depositaries and
interpreters of religious no less than of civil or_
and that they alone have the right to decide what is just o_
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unjust, pious or impious; lastly, I conclude l_y 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 f.hin]rs.
Such, Philosophical
Reader, are the questions I submit
to your notice, counting on your a]_proval, for the subject
matter of the whole book and of the several chapters is impertaut and profitable. I would say more, but I do not want
my preface to extend to a volume, especially as I lmowthat
its lea_t_g propositions are to Philosophers but common])la_m. To the rest of maulHud I care not to commend my
treatise, for I cannot expect that i_ 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 w_d of the masses superstition is no less deeply rooted
tl_au fear; I recognize that their constancy is mere obstinacy, and thst 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 they should misinterpret it after their
wont.
They would gain n5 good themselves,
and might
prove a stumbllng-block
to others, whose philosophy
is
hampered by the belief that Reason is a mere handmaid
to Theology, and whom I seek in th/s work especially to
benefit.
But as there will be many who have neither the
lei_mre, 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 exam_n,tion and judgment
of my country's rulers, and that I am ready to retract anyf.h_ng, 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, an¢l

with morality.
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OF PROPHECY.

ROPHECY,
or revelation,
is sure
knowledge
revealed
by God towauo
A prophet
isonewho
interprets
the
zevelations of GOd to thosewho are unable to attain to sure
knowledge of the matters revealed, and therefore can only
hend them by simple faith,
Hebrew word for prophet is "_5i," _i.e. speaker or
interpreter, but in Scripture its me_n_n_ is restricted to in.
_ter of God, as,we may learn from Exodus vii. 1, where
s_ys to Moses, ' See, I have made thee a god to Pha- and Aaron thy brother s_.l] be thy prophet;" irapl_
that, since in interpreting Moses' words to Pharaoh,
Aaron actedthe partof a prophet,
Moses would be to
Pharaoh as a god, or in the attitude of a god.
_rophets I will treat of in the next chapter, and at present
consider
prophecy,
_ow
itis evident,
from the defmltion
abovegiven,
that
p_ptmcy really includes ordinary knowledge ; for theknowle_e whichwe S_luire by ournatural
faculties depends on
_[r knowledge of God and His eternal laws ; but ordinary
._ledge is common to all men as men, and rests on founwhich all share, whereas the multitude always
m£usafter rarities and exceptions, and th_lrs little of the
of nature; so that, when prophecy is talked of, ordi.
my knowledge is not supposed to be included. NevertheI See Notes,

p. 269,
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less it has as much right as any other to be called Divine,
for God's nature, in so far as we share therein, and Gotrs
laws, dictate it to us ; nor does it suffer from that to which
we give the pre-eminence, e_cept in so far as the la_,_r _useends its limits and cannot be accounted for by natural
laws taken in themselves.
In respect to the certainty it
involves, and the source from which it is derived, i.e. God,
ordinary knowledge is no whir inferior to prophetic, unless
indeed we believe, or rather dream, _h_t the prophets had
human bodiesbut superhuman minds, and thereforethat
their sensationsand consciousness
were entirelydi_ertmt
from our own.
Buf_ althoughordinaryknowledgeisDivine,itsprofessors
cannot be calledprophets/forthey teach what the restof
mankind could perceiveand apprehend, not merely by
simplefaith,but as surelyand honourablyas themselves.
Seeing then that our mind subjectively contains in itself
and partakesof the nature of God, and solelyfrom
cause is enabled to form notions explaining natural phenomena and inculcat_
morality, it follows that we may
rightly assert the nature of the hnm_n mind (in so far as
it is thus conceived) to be a primary cause of Divine revelation.
All that we clearly and distinctly understand
is
dictated to us, as I have just pointed out, by the idea and
nature of God; not indeed through words, but in a way far
more excellent and agreeing perfectly withthe nature of the
mind, as all who have enjoyed intellectual
certainty
doubtless attest.
Here, however, my chief purpose i_ to
speak of matters having reference to Scripture, so these
words on the light of reason will suffice.
I will now pass on to, and treat more fully, the ot_er
ways and means by which God makes revelations
to mankind, both of that which transcends
ordinaryImowledge,
and of that withinitsscope;for there is no reasonWhy
God should not employ other means to communicate what
wc know alrea<ty by the power of reason.
Our conclusions on the subject must be drawn soldly
from Scripture;
for what can we a4Rrm about matte_
transcending our knowledge except what is told us by the
words or writings of prophets ? And since there are, so
as I know, no prophet_ now alive, we have no al_ztative tntt
See Note2.
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to read the books of prophets departed, talrlng care the
while not to reason from metaphor or to ascribe auy_.hlng
to our authors which they do not themselves distinctly state.
I must further premise that the Jews never make any mention or account of secondary, or particular causes, but in a
stdrit of religion, piety, and what is commonly called, godliness, refer all t_i_gs directly to the Deity. For instance,
if they make money by a transaction, they say God gave it
to them; if they desire anything, they say God has disposed
their hearts towards it; if they thlnl_ anyt.hlng, they say
_l told them. Hence we must not suppose that everything, is prophecy or revelation which is described, in
Scripture as told by God to anyone, but only such _.hln_
_s are expressly announced as prophecy or revelation, or are
plainly pointed to as such by the context.
A perusal of the sacred books will show us that all God s
revelations' to the prophets were made through words or
appearances, or a combination of the two. These words
and appearances were of two kinds; (1) reaZwhen external
to the m_nd of the prophet who heard or saw them, (2)
ima_a_y
when the imagination of the prophet was in a
statewhichled]_imdistinctly
to supposethathe heardor
sawthem.
With a realvoiceGod revealed
toMoses thelawswhich
He wished to be transmitted to the Hebrews, as we may
_ee from Exodus xxv. 22, where God says, " And there I
will meet with thee and I will commune with thee from the
mercy seat which is between the Cherubim." Some sort of
real voice must necessarily have been employed, for Moses
found God ready to commune with him at any time. This,
as I shall shortly show, is the only instance of a real voice.
We might, perhaps, suppose that the voice with which
called Samuel was real, for in 1 Sam. iii. 21, we read,
" And the Lord appeared again in Shiloh, for the Lord rev_
Himselfto Samuel in Shilohby the word of the
Lord; ' implying that the aptmaranceof the Lord consisted in
_a_g
Himself known to Samuel through a voice ; in
otherwords,thatSamuelheardtheLord spsa_ng. But
we _'e compelled
to distinguish
betweenthepropheciesof
Mos_ and those of other prophets, and therefore must deeide that this voice was hnaginary, a conclusion further

16

A

THEOLOGICO-POLXTICAL

T_V._TISEo

[CHAP.

L

Pehportedby the voice's resemblance
to the voice of Eli,
Samuel was in the habit of hearing, ancl therefore
might easily imagine;
when thrice called by the Lord.
Samuel supposed it to have been Eli.
The voice which Abimelech heard was imaginary, for it
is written, Gen. xx. 6, "And God said unto him in a dream."
So that the will of God was manifest to h_m, not in waking,
but only in sleep, that is, when the imagination is most
active and uncontrolled.
Some of the Jews believe that the
actual words of the Decalogue were not spoken by God, but
that the Israelites heard a noise only, without any distinct
words, and during its continuance apprehended the Ten
Commandments by pure intuition ; to this opinion I myself
once inclined, seeing that the words of the Decalogue in
Exodus are different f_om the words of the Decalogue in
Deuteronomy, for the discrepancy seemed to imply (since
God only spoke once) that the Ten Commandments
were
not intended to convey the actual words of the Lord, but
only His meanlug.
However, unless we would do violence
to Scripture, we must cert_,_ly admit that the Israelites
heard a real voice, for Scripture expressly says, Deut. v. 4,
God spake with you face to face, _.e. as two men ordinarily
interchange ideas through the instrumentality
of their two
bodies; and therefore it seems more consonant with Holy
Writ to suppose that God really did create a voice of some
kind with which the Decalogue was revealed.
The discrepancy of the two versions is treated of in Chap. VIII.
Yet not even thus is all dit_culty removed, for it seems
scarcely reasonable to atfnnn that a created thing, depending on God in the same manner as other created thln_s,
would be able to express or explain the nature of God either
verbally o1"really by means of its individual organism:
for
instance, by declaring in the first person, "I am the Lord
your God."
Certainly when anyone says with hm mouth, " I under.
stand," we do not attribute the understanding to the mouth,
but to the mind of the speaker; yet this is because the
mouth is the natural organ of a man speaking, and the
hearer, knowing what understanding is, easily comprehends,
by a comparison with himself, that the speaker's mind is
meant; but if we knew nothing of God beyond the mere
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_TnA and wished to commune with _;m, and be assured of
existence, I fail to see how our wish would be satisfied
the declaration of a created thing (depending on God
more nor less than ourselves), "I am the LorcL"
If God contorted the lips ofMoses, or, I will not say Moses,
but some beast, till they pronounced the words, "I am the
Lord," should we apprehend the I_rd's existence therefrom ?
spoS_.t_e
seems dearly to point to the beliefthat God
self, having descended from heaven to Mount
Sinai for the purpose--and
not only that the Israelites
heard Him speaking, but that their chief men beheld ]_im
(Ex. xxiv.) Further the law of Moses, which might neither
be a_lded to nor curtailed_ and which was set up asa national
standard
of r_ght, nowhere prescribed the belief that God
is without body, or even without form or figure, but only
ordained that the Jews should believe in His existence and
worship _im alone: it forbade them to invent or fashion
s_likeneas
of the I)eity, but this was to insure purity of
ce; because, never having seen God, they could not by
means of imams recall the likeness of God, but only the
likeness of some created thing which might thus gradually
take the place of God as the object of their adoratio_
Nevertheless, the Bible dearly implies that God tins a form,
and that Moses when he heard God speaking was permitted
to behold it_ or at least its hinder parts.
Doubtless some mystery lurks in this question which we
will discuss more fully below.
For the ]_resent I will call
_ttention to the passages in Scripture indicating the means
by which God has revealed _i_ laws to man.
Revelation
may be through figures only, as in 1 Chron.
xx_., where God displays his anger to David by means of
an angel bearing _ sword, and also in the story of B_.h_.
Maimonides sad others do indeed main_in
that these and
ev_
other _ce
of _-n_ic apl_ritions (e.g. to ganoah
to Abraham o_ering up Isaac) occurred during sleep,
for that no one with his eyes open ever could see an angel,
but this is mere nonsense.
The sole object of such comm_at_i_reseems tobe toexert from 8c_ptureconfirmations
of Aristotelian
quibbles and their own inventions, a proceedingwhich I regard as the acme of absurdity.
_u tigures, not real but existing only in the prophet's
c
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im%,__na_on,God mvcaled to Joseph _ _t_re lo_hip,
and in words and figures He revealed _ Aoshua that He
would fight for the Hebrews, causing to appear an angel, as
it were the Captain of the Lord's host, bearing a sword,
and by this means communicating verbally. The forsaking
of Israel by Providence was portrayed to Isaiah by a vision
of the Lord, the thrice Holy, sitting on a very lofty throne,
and the Hebrews, stained with the mire of their sins, sunk
as it were in uncleanness, and thus as far as possible distaut from GocL The wretchedness of the people at the time
was thus revealed, while future calamities were foretold in
words. I could cite from Holy Writ many similar examples,
but I f,hlnk they are sutBeiently well known already.
However, we get a still more clear confirmation of our
position in NunL xil. 6, 7, as follows: "If there be any
prophet among you, I the Lord will make myself'known
unto him in a vision" (i.e. by appearances and signs, _r God
says of the prophecy of Moses that it was a vision without
signs), "and will speak unto him in a dream" (i.e. not with
actual words and an actual voice). "My servant Moses is
not so; with b_m will I speak mouth to mouth, even
apparently, and not in dark speeches, and the _irnilltude of
the Lord he shall behold," i.e. lco_,g on m_ as a friend
and not afraid, he speaks with me (cf. ]_x. _iiL 17).
This makes it indisputable that the other prophets did
not hear a real voice, and we gather as much from Deut.
xxiv. 10: "And there arose not a prophet since in Israel
like unto Moses whom the Lord knew face to face," which
must mean that the Lord spoke with none other ; for not
even Moses saw the Lord's face. These are the only media
of communication between God and man which I fred
mentioned in Scripture, and therefore the only ones which
may be supposed or invented. We may be able quite to
comprehend that God es_ncommunicate immediately with
man, for without the intervention of bodily means Hecomm_unica_ toour mi-ds _H_"es_n_; still, a man who_m by
pure intuition comprehen_ideas which are neither contained
in nor deducible from the foundations of our natural lmowledge, must necessarily possess a mind far sul_Tior tO thoee
of his fellow men, nor do I believe that any have been mo
endowed save Christ. To Him the ordinances of God lead-
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ing men to salvation were revealed directly without words
or visions, so that God manifested _mself to the Apostles

_

the _d of Christ_ He _or_e_lydidtoMo_

the supernatural voice. In this sense the voice of
Christ, like the voice which Moses heard, may be called the
voice of God, and it may be said that the wisdom of God
(i._ wisdom more than human) took upon itself in Christ
human nature, and that Christ was the way of salvation.
I must at this juncture declare that those doctrines which
certain churches put forward concerning Christ, I neither
a_n_n nor deny, for I freely confess that I do not understand them. What I have just stated I gather from Scripture, where I never read that God appeared to Christ, or
spoke to Christ, but that God was revealed to the Apostles
through Christ ; that Christ was the Way of Life, and that
the old law was given through an angel, and not immediately by God ; whence it follows that if Moses spoke with
God face to face as a man speaks with his friend (i.e. by
m_Lus of their two bodies) Christ communed with God
mind to _d.
Thus we may conclude that no one except Christ received the reveia_ions of God without the aid of imagination, whether in words or vision. Therefore the power of
_rephecy implies not a peculiarly perfect m_d, but a
peculiarly vivid imaginatio_ as I will show more clearly
in the next chapter.We _11 now inquire what is meant
in the Bible by the Spirit of God breathed into the prophets, or by the prophets spo_t-lug with the Spirit of God ;
_o that end we must determl-e the exact signification of
_he Hebrew word ruag_, commonly translated spirit.
word ruag/_ literally mea_s a wind, e.g. the south
wind, but it is frequently employed in other derivative
signifimtions. It is used as equivalent to,
p,(1.) Breath: "Neither is there any spirit in his mouth,"
_v. 17.
(2.) Life, or breat_"And his spirit returned to _"
1 Sam. _- 12; i.e. he breathed again.
(8.) Co_'age _
_9_th:
"Neither did there rem_
_my more _
in any r_ ,, Josh. ii. 11; "And the spirit
entered into me, and made me stand on my feet, Ezek. i_ 2.
(4.) Virtue and fitness: "Days should _
and multi.
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tudes of years should teach wisdom; but there is a spirit
in man," Job _
7 ; i.e. wisdom is not always found among
old men, for I now discover that it depends on individual

virtueandcapacity.So,"A _n in whomisthe Spirit,
'_

Numbers _._i 18.
(5.) Habit of mind : "Because he had another spirit with
him;" Numbers xiv. 24 ; i.e. another habit of mind. "Behold I will pour out My Spirit unto you," Prov. i. 23.
(6.) Will, purpose, desire, impulse: "Whither the spirit
was to go, they went," _zek. i. 12; "That cover with a
covering, but not of My Spirit," Ia xxx. 1 ; "For the Lord
hath poured out on you the spirit of,deep sleep," Is. _T.
10; "Then was their spirit softened, Judges viii. 8; "He
that ruleth his spirit, is better than he that taketh a city,;'
Prov. xvi. 32 ; "He that hath no rule over his own spirit, _
Prov. xxv. 28; "Your spirit as fire shall devour you, '_
Isaiah _x_ii_ 1.
From the mean_ of disposltJon we ge_(7.) Passions and faculties. A lofty spirit means pride,
a lowly spirit h.millty, an evil spirit hatred and melancholy. So, too, the expressions spirits of jealousy, fornication, wisdom, counsel, bravery, stand for a jealous, la_io
vions, wise, prudent, or brave mind (for we Hebrews u_
substantives in preference to adjectives), or these varioua
qualities.
(8.) Themind itself, or the life: "Yea, they haveall one
spirit," Eccles. iii. 19 ; "The spirit shall return to God Who
gave it."
(9.) The quarters of the world (from the winds which
blow thence), or even the side of anything turned towards
a partio,]_T quarter--Ezek, xxxvii. 9; xliL 16, 17, 18,
19, ge.
I have already
alludedto theway in which t_hingl
are
referred to God, and said to be of God.
(1.) As belonging to His nature, and being, as it wea_
l_rg of _[im ; e.g. the powerOf _
the eyes of God.
(2.) As under WiR dominion, and depending on l_fla
pleasure;
thus the heavens are called the heavens of the
Lord, as beanS His chariot and habitatio_
So Nebuelmdnezzar is called the servant of God, Auyria the scem_ of
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(8.) As dedicated to _m; e.g. the Temple of God, a
N_-__rene of GOd, the Bread of God.
(4.) As revealed through the prophets and not through
our natural faculties. In the, sense the Mosaic law is called
the law of GOd.
(5.) As being in the superlative degree. Very high moun.
talus are styled the mountains of God, s very deep sleep,
the sleep of God, &c. In this sense we must explai_
Amos iv. 11 : "I have overthrown you as the overthrow of
the Lord came upon Sodom and Gomorrah," i.e. that memorable overthrow, for since God Wi_self isthe Speaker,
the passage cannot well be taken otherwise.
The wisdom
of Solomon is called the wisdom of God, or extraordinary.
The size of the cedars of Lebanon is alluded to in the
Psalmist's expression, "the cedars of the Lord."
_mil.._ly, if the Jews were at a loss to understand any
phenomenon, or were ignorant o£ its cause, they referred it
to God.
Thus a storm was termed the chia_n_ of God,
thunder and lightning the arrows of God, for it was thought
that God kept the winds co_-ed
in caves, His treasuries;
thus differing merely in name from the Greek wind-god
Eolus.
In like manner miracles were called works of God,
as being especially marvellous ; though in reality, of course,
all natural events are the works of God, and take pla_e
solely by His power. The Psalmist calls the miracles in
_eE_ypt the works of God, because the Hebrews found in
m a way of safety which they had not looked for, and
therefore especially marvelled at.
As, then, unusual natural phenomena are called works
of God., and trees of unusual sizeare calledtrees of
we cannot wonder that very strong and tall men, though
impious robbers and whoremongers, are in Genesis called
sons of God.
This reference of _;ngs
wonderful to God was not
_cu]iar to the Jews.
Pharaoh, on hearing the interpretation of his dream, excl-._med that the mind of the gods was
in Joseph.
Nebuchadnezzar
told Daniel that he possessed
the mind of the holy gods ; so also in I_tin an_n_
well
made is often said to be wrought with Divine _ds,
which
is equivalent to the Hebrew phrase, wrought with the hand

_
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We can now very early uud_
and explain t_e_e
passages of Scripture which _
of the Spirit of God. In
some _
the _re_on
merely means _ very streng, dr7,
and deadly wind, as in T_
xl. 7. "The grass withere_
the flower fadeth, because the Spirit of the Lord bloweth
upon it.
t_im_|arlyin Ge_ i. 2: "The Spirit of the Lord
moved over the face of the waters." At other times it is
used as equivalent to a high courage, thus the spirit of
Gideon and of Samson is calle(1 the Spirit of the Lord, aa
very bold, and prel_red for any emergency. Any
unusual virtue or power is called the Spirit or Virtue of
the Lord, Ex. _xL 3: "I will fill _rn (Bezaleel) with the
Spirit of the Iz)rd," _.e., as the Bible itself explains, with
talent above man's usual endowment. So Isa. xi. 2: "And
the Spirit of the Lord RI_11rest upon h_m," is explAS_l.
_e_w_ds
in the text to mean the spirit of wisdom and
underst_ing_
of counsel and might.
The melancholy of Saul is ca_ed the melancholy of the
I_rd, or a very deep melancholy, the persons who applied
the term showing that they understood by it nothing super°
natural, in that they sent for a musician to as,.s__. it by
]mxl_p_ying.
Again, the "Spirit of the Lord ' is used as
equivalent to the rn_,cl of Tn_n_for instance, Job _v_i. 3:
"And the Spirit of the Lord in my nostrils," the allumon
being to Gen. il. 7: "And God breathed into _a_'s no_
the breath of ]fie." Ezekiel also, prophesying to the dead,
says (xxvfi. 14), "And I will give to you My Spirit, and yo
sS_.l! live ;" i.e. I will restore you to life. In Job • u;v. 14,
we re_l: "If He gather unto_im_el_ His Spirit and breath ;"
in Gem vi. 3: "My Spirit sh_]] not always strive with ma_;
for that he also is flesh," i.e. grace man acts on the dictates
of his body, and not the spirit which I gave h;m to discern
the good, I will let him alone. So, too, Ps. li. 12: "Create
in me s clean hear_, 0 God, and renew a right spirit with_,
me; ca_ me not away from _hy presence, and take not_
Thy Holy Spirit from me." It was supposed that sin orig_
only from the body, and that good impulses come
from the minrl ; therefore the p_lrn_st invokes the aid of
God against the bodily appetites, but prays that the spirit
which the Lord, the Holy One, had given _,n might be renewed_ Aga_,_ inasmuch as the Bible, in concession to

ignorance, de_ribes God _ lmving a _._d, • heart,
emotions--nay,
even a body and breath--the
expression
Slfirit of the Lord is used for God's m;nd, disposition ,
emotion, _n_gth,
or breath.
Thus, _
xl. 13: "Who
hath disposed the Spirit of the Lord ?" i.e. who, save _im.
self, hath caused the win_l of the Lord to will anything ?
and Isa. 1"_111
""_ 10: 4t But they rebelled, and vexed the Holy
S_m_irit2'
"The phrase comes to be used of thelaw of Moses, which
in a sense expounds God's will, Is. ]_iL 11, "Where is He

gavest also thy good Spiritto instructthem." This is
referredto in Deut. iv.6, "This is your wisdom and
understanding,"
and in Ps. c_li_i. 10, "Thy good Spirit
will lead me into the laud of uprightness."
The Spirit of
the Lord may mean the breath of the Lord, for breath, no
less tk_.n a mind, a heart, and a body are attributed to
God in Scripture, as in Ps. xx, fiii. 6. Hence it gets to
mean the power, strength, or faculty of God, as in Job
x_;il. 4, "The Spirit of the Lord made me," i.e. the power,
or, if you prefer, the decree of the Lord.
So the Psalmist
in poetic language declares, xxxliL 6, "By the word of the
Lord were the heavens made, and all the host of them by
the breath of His mouth," i.e. by a mandate issued, as it
were, in one breath.
Also Ps. er_fix. 7, "Whither stroll I
go from Thy Spirit, or whither shall I flee from Thy presenceS" i.e. whither shall I go so as to be beyond Thy
PO_aerstlandThy presence ?
y,the Spiritof the Lord is used in Scriptureto
ess the emotions of God, e.fl. His kindness and mercy,
ii. 7, "Is the Spirit [i.e. the mercy] of the Lortl
• traitened ? Are these cruelties His doings ?"
Zeeh. iv.
6, "Not by might or by power, but My SpLrit [i.e. mercy],
saith the Lord of hosts."
The twelfth
verse of the
seventh chapter of the same prophet must, I think,be
interpreted
in likemanner: "Yea, they made theirhearts
as an adamant stone, lest they should hear the law, and
the words which the Lord of hosts hath sent in His Spirit
[/_. in His mercy] by the fomer
prophets." So also
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Haggai il. 5: " So My Spirit remalneth among you: fear
ye not."
The passage in Isaiah xlvlii. 16, "And now the Lord
God and His Spirit hath sent me," may be taken to refer
either to God's mercy or _ revealed law; for .the prophet
says, "From the beginning" (_.e. from the thne when I
first came to you, to preach God's anger and His sentence
gone forth against you) "I spoke not in secret; from the
time that it was, there am I," and now I am sent by the
mercy of God as a joyful messenger to preach your restoration. Or we may understand him to mean by the revealed law that he had before come to warn them by the
command of the law ('Levit. xix. 17)in the same _an_er
and under the same conditions as Moses had warned them,
and that now, like Moses, he ends by preachiug their reetoration. But the first explanation seems to me the best.
Returning, then, to the main object of our discussion,
we find that the Scriptural phrases, "The Spirit of the
Lord was ,,up°n,,a prophet, .... The Lord breathed His"Spirit"
"
into men,
Men were filled with the Spirit of God, with
the Holy Spirit," &c_,are quite clear to us, and mean that
the prophets were e_dowed with a peculiar and extraordinary power, and devoted themselves to piety with especial
constancy ;L that thus they perceived the mind or the
thought of God, for we have shown that God's Spirit
signifies in Hebrew God's _d
or thought, and that the
law which shows His m_nd and thought is called His
Spirit; hence that the imagination of the prophets,
much as through it were revealed the decrees of God, may
equally be called the mind of God, and the prophets _e
said to have possessed the _d
of God. On our rai_ds
also the vni_d of God and His eternal thoughts are impressed; but this being the same for all men is less taken
into account, especially by the Hebrews, who claimed a
pre-eminence, and despised other men and other men's
knowledge.
Lastly, the prophets were said to possess the Spirit o_
God because men knew not the cause of prophetic know.
ledge, and in their wonder referred it with other marvels
directly to the Deity, styling it Divine knowledge.
We need no longer scruple to affirm that the l_yphetl
l_e Note 3.

only perceived God's revelation by the aid of hnagh_tion,
that is, by words and figures either real or hnaginary. We
find no other means mentioned in Scripture, and therefore
must not invent any. As to the particular law of Nature
by which the communleations 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 tha_ explaining some unique specimen by a transcendental term. Everyt,]_ing 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 coextensive 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 inquh_ng into the causes of
prophetic knowledge. We are only attempting, as I have
said, to examine the Seriptural 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 (el. 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
EzeHel 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 expresa/ons are plainly in harmony with the current
ideas of God and sph_ts.
Inasmuch as imag_tion is fleeting and inconstant, we
fred that the power of prophecy did not remain with a
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prophetforlong,
nor w_%st itaelf
frequently,
but w_
r_e; v,a-_esting
itself only in & fewmen, an(lin
notofte_
We must necessarily
inquire
how theprophets
became
assuredof the truthof what theyperceived
by ima_'_.
tion,
s.udnot by surementallaws;butourinvesti_tion
must be co-li_ed
to Scripture,
for the subject
isone on
whichwe cannotaequire
certain
knowledge,
and whichwe
_nnot explain
by theimmediatecauses.Scripture
teachingabouttheassurance
of prophets
I willtreatof in the
nextchapter.

CHAPTER

IL

OF PROPHETS.

Tprophetswere
follows from the
last e]_pter
that, as Ivivid
have imag_uasai_ the
endowed
with unusually
tlons, and not with unusually perfect m_nds. This conclusion is amply sustained by Scripture, for we are told tha_
Solomon was the wisest of men, but had no speeh_l faculty
of prophecy.
Heman, Calcol, and Dara, though men of
great talent, were not prophet_,
whereas
uneducated
countrymen, nay, oven women, such as Hagar, Abraham's
handmaid, were thus gifted.
Nor is this contrary to ordinary experience and reason.
_en of great im_nativo
power are less fitted for abstract reasoning, whereas those
who excel in intellect and its use keep their imagination
more restr_ned aud controlled, ho]fllng it in subjection, s_
to _peak, lest it should usurp the place of reason.
Thus to suppose that _nowledge of natural and spfrltnal
phenomena can be gained from the prophetic books, is au
utter mistake, which I _h_l! endeavour to expose, as I
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 l_im through
crea_.ed _.hi_o_, of which they know not the causes, caa
unblushingly
accuse philosophers of Atheism.
Treath_ the question methodically, I will show that prophedes varied, not only accorc_ng _ the hnagina_on an£l
physh_l temperament of the prophet, but also according
to his _rticular
ophdons ; and further that prophecy never
render_ the prophet _
than he was before. But I will
first discuss the assumm_ of truth which the prophets re_V_
fOF this _ a]rln to the _abject-matter of the chapter,
aud w_t seawe to elucidate somewhat our present point.
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Imagination does not, in its own nature, involve any certainty of truth,such as is impliedin every clearaud
distinct
idea,butrequires
some extrinsic
reasonto assure
us of itsobjective
reality:
henceprophecycannota_ord
certainty,
and theprophets
were assuredof God'srevelationby some sign,
and notby thefactof revelation,
as we
may seefrom Abrahs.m,
who,when he had heardthepromise of God, demanded a sign,not becausehe did not
believe
inGod,butbecause
hewishedtobe surethatitwas
God Who made thepromise.The factisstill
more evident
inthecaseofGideon:"Show me,"he saystoGod,"show
me a sign,
thatI may know thatitisThou thattalkest
with me." God alsosaysto Moses: "And letthisbe a
signthatI havesentthee."Hezet_ah_
thoughhe hadlong
known Isai_ to be a prophet,
nonetheleesdemanded
signof the curewhich he predicted.
It is thus quite
evidentthatthe prophetsalwaysreceived
some _
to
certify
them of theirprophetic
imagi-_s; and forthis
reasonMoses bidsthe Jews (Deut.xdii.)
askof thePro.
phetsa sign,
namely,theprediction
of somecomingevent
In thisrespect,
prophetic
knowledgeisinferior
tonatural
knowledge,
whichneedsno sign,
andinitself
implies
eerti.
tude. Moreover, Scripture
warrantsthe statement that
the certitude of the prophets was not mathematical, but
moral. Moses lays down the punishment of death for the
prophet
who preaches
new gods,
eventhoughhe confirm
his
doctrine by signs and wonders (-Deut. xiii.); "For," he
says, "the Lord also worketh signs and wonders to try HIS
people."
And Jesus Christ warns His disciples
ofthesame
thln_ (Matt.xxiv.24). Furthermore,
Ezekiel(xiv.9)
p1_,]ystates
thatGod sometimes
deceives
men withfalse
revelations
; and Micaiahbearslikewitness
inthecaseof
theprophetsofAhab.
Althoughtheseinstances
go to provethatrevelation
is
opento doubt,itnevertheless
conts.ln,_
aswe have said,
&
considerable
elementof certainty,
forGod neverdeceives
the good,nor His chosen,
but (according
to the ancient
proverb,
and asappearsinthe history
of Abigailand her
speech),
God usesthegoodasinstruments
ofgoodness,
and
thewickedasmeans to executeIrmwrath. Thismay be
•eenfrom thecaseof Micaiahabovequoted;foralthough
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God had deterrn;_ed to deceive Ah_b, through prophets,
He made use of lying prophets; to the good prophet He
revealed the truth, and did not forbid his Pr_l..i_
it.
Still the certitude of prophecy rer_u,_-_,as I have said,
merely moral; for no one can justify hlm_elf ,t_ore God,
nor boast that he is an instrument for God s goodness.
Scripture itself teaches aud shows that God led away David
to number the people, though it bears ample witness to
David's piety.
The whole ques_on of the certitude of prophecy was based
on these three considerations :-1. That the t_;uc_ revealed were imagined very vividly,
affec_
the prophets in the aq.meway as t_in_s seen when
awake;
2. The preseace of a sign;
3. Lastly and chiefly, that the rn_ud of the prophet was
given wholly to what was right and good.
Although Scripture does not always make mention of
sign, we must nevertheless suppose tl_t a sign was always
vouchsafed; for Scripture does not always re]ate every
condition and circumstance (as many have remarked), but
r_ther takes them for granted. We may, however, admit
that no sign was needed when the prophecy declared
nothln_ that was not already con_ned in the law of
Moses,because itwas confirmed bythat law. ]?or instance,
Jeremiah's prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem was
confirmed by the prophecies of other prophets, and by the
threats in the law, and, there£ore, it needed no sign ;
where_ _a_;_h,
who, contrary to all the prophets, fore.
told the speedy restoration of the state, stood in need of s
sign, or he would have been in doubt as to the truth of his
t__phecy, until it was confirmed by facts. "The prophet
whieh Prophesieth of peace, when the word of the prophet
shall come to pass, then sh_!] the prophet be known that
the I_rd hath truly sent blrn."
As, then, the certitude afforded to the prophet by signs was
not mathem _ical (i._ did not necessarily follow frem the l_ro

_l_on of the thingperceivedor seen),but onlymoral,_
as the _

were only given to convince the prophet, l_

and _

of each prophet, so that a sign which would

followathat such_gnsweregiv_ secor_ to theop_mon_
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_onvince one prophet would fall far short of convin_ng
-another who was imbued with different opinions. Therefore the signs varied accordln_ to the individual ln_phet.
So also did the revelation vary, as we have stated,
a_ording to individual dis_sition and temperament, and
a_orc]in_ to the opinions previously held.
It varied according to disposition, in this way: if a
_rophet was cheerful, victories, peace, and events which
make men glad, were revealed to him; in that he was
naturally more likely to imagine such thlnmL If, on the
contrary, he was melancholy, wars, massacres, and e_l_mL
,ties were revealed; and so, according as a prophet was
anerciful, gentle, quick to anger, or severe, he was more
fitted for one kind of revelation than another. It varied
according to the temper of jmagio'nationin this way: if a
])rophet was cultivated he perceived the mind of God in a
cultivated way, if he was confused he perceived it con_[usedly. And so with revelations perceived through visions.
If a prophet was a countryman he saw visions of oxen, cows,
_ad the like; if he was a soldier, he saw generals and
m_nies ; if a courtier, a royal throne, and so O1L
Lastly, prophecy varied according to the opinions heId
by the prophets; for instance, to the _M%gl,
who believed
_n the follies of astrology, the birth of Christ was revealed
,through the vision of a star in the East. To the augurs of
Nebuchadnezzar the destruction of Jerusalem was revealed
_hrough entrails, whereas the _ng himself inferred it f_rom
oracles and the direction of arrows which he shot into the
_fir. To prophets who believed that *nan acts from free
_hoice and by his own power, God was revealed as stav_g
apart from and ignorant of future human actions. All of
which we will illustrate from Scripture.
The first point is proved from the case of ElisI_ who, in
°order to prophecy to _Iehoram, asked for a harp, and was
unable to perceive the Divine purpose till he had been recreated by its music; then, indeed, he prophesied to Jeho.
ram and to his allies glad ti_ings, which previously he had
been unable to attain to because he was angry with the
king, and those who are _ngqT with anyone can imagine
evil of him, but not good. The theory that God does not
_eveal _iraself to the angry or the sad, is a mere dream:
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for God revealed to Moses while angry, the terrible
slaughter ofthe _rstboru, and did so without the in_erven.
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 Hebrews, so
that Josiah would not consult him, but inquired of a
woman, inasmuch as it was mere in accordance with
womAn]y nature that God should reveal His mercy thereto.
So, Mic_
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 style of the prophecy also varied according to the
Uence of the individual prophet. The prophecies of
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 disslmila_'it-j of style.
Compare, for instance, chap. i. of the courtly Isaiah, verse
U 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 in Idumma (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.
AII_

so

on.

A due consideration of these passage will clearly show us
that God has no particular style in spea_ng, but, according 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
flmy expressed them, for Isaiah saw the glory of the Lord
depar_
from the Temple in a different form from that
prezent_d 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
setitforthin _
detail;
but unlessthereis a
tru_worthytm<lition
on thesubject,
which I do notfora
moment believe,
this theoryisplainly
an inventionI___i_h
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saw seraphim with six wings, Ezekiel beasts with four
wings; Isaiah saw God clothed and sitting on a royal
throne, Ezekiel saw l_irn in the likeness of a fire; each
doubtless saw God under the form in which he nsually
imsgine_ _m.
Further, the visions varied in clearness as well as in details ; for the revelations of Zechariah were too obscure to
be understood by the prophet without explanation, as appears from his narration of them; the visions of Daniel
could not be understood by _
even after they had been
expL_;_ed,and this obscurity did not arise from the dltB.
eulty of the matter revealed (for being merely human
affairs, these only transcended human capacity in being
future), but solely in the fact that Daniel's imagination was
not so capable for prophecy while he was awake as while
he was asleep; and this is further evident from the fact
that at the very beg_nn_u_ 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 _
been e_lalned.
Here we may note that the words heard by Daniel, were,
as we have shown above, simply imaginary, so that it is
hardly wonderful that in his f_rightened 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 rem_ed
obscure because no one was
found, at that time, with imagination sul_ciently strong to
conceive it more clearly.
Lastly, the prophets, to whom it was revealed that God
would take Away Elijah, wished to lZ_u_e Elisha that he
had been taken somewhere where they would find him ;
showing sut_ciently clearly that they had not
God's revelation aright.
There is no need to set this out more amply, for no_ng
is more plain in the Bible than that GOd endowed some
prophets with far greater gifts of prophecy than othera
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But I will show in greater detail and length, for I consider
the point more important, that the prophecies varied according to the opinions previously embraced by the prophets,
and that the prophets held diverse and even contrary opinions and prejudices.
(I speak, be it understood, solely of
matters speculative, for in regard to uprightness and morality the case is widely different.)
From thence I shall conclude that prophecy never rendered the prophets more
learned, but left them with their former opinions, and that
we are, therefore, not at all bound to trust them in matters
of intellect.
Everyone has been strangely hasty in a_;ng
that the
prophets knew everything within the scope of human intellect; and, although certain passages of Scripture plainly
a_
that the prophets were in certain respects ignorant,
such persons would rather say that they do not understand
me passages *,bn,- a_mit that there was anyt]_ug which the
prophets did not know ; or else they try to wrest the Scril_
tural words away from their evident me_.nlng.
If either of these proceed;_gs is allowable we may as well
shut our Bibles, for valn]y shall we attempt to prove anything from them if their plainest passages may be classed
among obscure _nd impenetrable mysteries, or if we may
put any interpretation
on them which _ve fancy.
For
inst_a_ce, no*,hi-g is more clear in the Bible than that
Joshua, and perhaps also the author who wrote his history,
thought that the sun revolves round the earth, and that the
earth is fixed, and further that the sun for a certain period
reroa{-ed still.
Many, who will not a_m_t any .movement
in the heavenly bodies, explain away the passage _ it seems
to mean some*.h;_-g 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
revolve round the earth, try with all their might to wrest
this meanl,_ from Scripture, though p]A.;_ly nothing of the
sort is inten_ded. Such quibblers excite my wonder ! Are
we, forsooth, bound to t_lieve that Joshua the soldier was
a learned astronomer ? or that a miracle could not be revcalecl to _;Tn_or that the light of the sun could not remain
longer than usual above the horizon, _ithout .his knowing
the _ause ? To me both alternatives appear ridiculous, and
D
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therefore I would rather say that Joshua was ignorant of
the true cause of the len_hened
day, and that he and the
whole host with him thought that the sun moved round the
earth every day, and that on that l_articular occasion it
stood still for a time, thus causing the light to remain
longer; and I would say that they did not conjecture that,
from the amount of snow in the air (see Josh. x, 11), the
refraction may have been greater than usual, or that there
may have been some other cause which we will not now inquire into.
So also the sign of the shadow going back was revealed
to Isaiah according to his understanding;
that is, as proceeding from a going backwards
of the sun; for he, too,
thought that the sun moves and that the earth is still; of
parhelia he perhaps never even dreamed.
We may arrive at
this conclusion without
any scruple, for the sign could
really have come to pass, and have been predicted by Isaiah
to the king, without the prophet
being aware of the real
e&nse.

With regard to the building of the Temple by Solomon,
if it was really dictated by. God we must maintain the same
doctrine : namely, that all the measurements
were revealed
according to the opinions and understan_ina_ of the king;
for as we are not bound to believe that Solomon was a
mathematician,
we may affirm that he was ignorant of the
true ratio between the circumference and the diameter of a
circle, and that, like the generality of worl_aen, he thought
that it was as three to one. But if it is allowable _o d_are
that we do not understand
the passage, in good sooth I
know nothing in the Bible that we can understand;
for the
process of building is there narrated simply and as a mere
matter of history. If, again, it is permittedtopretend that
the passage has another meaning, and was written as it i_
from some reason unknown to us, this is no less that
a complete subversal of the Bible; for every absurd and
evil invention of human perversity
could thus, without
detriment to Scriptural authority, be defended and fosse.
Our conclusion is in no wise impious, for though Solomon,
Isaiah, Joshua, &c. were prophets, they were none the less
men, and as such not exempt from human shortcomings.
According to the understanding
of Noah it was reveale_
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to h_m that God was about to destroy the whole human
race, for Noah thought that beyond the ]im;ts of Palestine
the world was not inhabited.
Not only in matters of this kind, but in others more
important, the prophets could be, and in fact were, ignoradt; 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 of their intellect as for their piety and faithfnlness.
Adam, the first man to whom God was revealed, did not
know that He is ornulpotent 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 accordi_ _ to his understanding--that
is, as being unaware of his situation or his
sin, for Adam heard, or seemed to hear, the Lord walking
in the garden, calling him and aslrlng him where he was ;
and then, on seeing his shamefacedness, asking him whether
he had eaten of the forbidden fruit.
Adam evidently only
knew the Deity as the Creator of all things.
To Cain also
God was revealed, according to his understanding,
as ignorant of human affairs, nor was a higher conception of the
Deity required for repentance of his sin.
To Laban the Lord revealed ]_irn_elf as the God of
Abraham, because Laban believed that each nation had its
own special divinity (see Gen. _.
29). Abraham
also
knew not that God is omnipresent, and has foreknowledge of
all thlno_s ; for when he heard the sentence against the inhabitants of 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), "Peradventure there be fifty righteous within the city," _nd in
accordance with this belief God was revealed to him; as
Abraham ima_o_ned, He spake thus : "I will go down now,
and see whether they have done altogether according to the
cry of it which is come unto Me ; and, if not, I will know."
Further, the Divine testimony concernln_ Abraham asserts
nothing but that he was obedient, and that he "commanded
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his household after him that they should keep the way of
the Lord" (Gen. xviii. 19) ; it does not state that he held
sublime conceptions of the Deity.
Moses, also, was not sufficiently aware that God is omniscient, and directs h,m,.n actions by His sole decree, for
although God _imself says that the Israelites should
hearken to Him, Moses still considered the matter doubtful
and repeated, "But if they will not believe me, nor hearken
unto my voice." To him in like manner God was revealed
as taking no part in, and as being ignorant of, future human
actions: the Lord gave him two signs and said, "And it
shall come to pass that if they will not believe thee, neither
hearken to the voice of the first sign, that they will believe
the voice of the latter sign; but if not, thou shalt take of
the water of the river," &c. Indeed, if any one considers
without prejudice the recorded opinions of Moses, he will
plainly see that Moses conceived the Deity as a Being Who
has always existed, does exist, and always will exist, and
for this cause he calls _im by the name Jehovah, which
in Hebrew signifies these three phases of existence: as to
His nature, Moses only taught that He is merciful, gracious,
and exceeding jealous, as appears from many passages in
the Pentateuch.
Lastly, he believed and taught that this
Being was so different from all other beings, that He could
not be expressed by the image of any visible thing; also,
that He could not be looked upon, and that not so much
from inherent impossibility as from human in,fruity ;
further, that by reason of His power He was without equal
and unique. Moses admitted, indeed, that there were
beings (doubtless by the plan and command of the Lord)
who acted as God's vicegerents--that is, beings to whom
God had given the right, authority, and power to direc_
nations, and to provide and care for them ; but he taught
that this Being Whom they were bound to obey was the
highest and Supreme God, or (to use the Hebrew phrase)
God of gods, and thus in the song (Exod. xv. 11) he exclaims, "Who is like unto Thee, O Lord, among the gods ?"
and Jethro says (Exod. xviii. 11), "Now I know that the
Lord is greater than all gods.
That is to say, I am at
length coml_lled to ar]mlt to Moses that Jehovah is greater
than all gods, and that His power is unrivalled_" We mus_

remain in doubt whether Moses thought that these beings
whoacted asGod's vicegerents werecreated by Him, forhe has
stated nothln_, so far as we know, about their creation and
origin. He further taught that this Being had brought the
visible world into order from Chaos, and had given Nature
her germs, and therefore that He possesses supreme right
and power over all things ; further, that by reason of this
supreme right and power He had chosen for _;mself alone
the Hebrew nation and a certain strip of territory, and had
handed over to the care of other gods substituted by ]clamself the rest of the nations and territories, and that therefore
He was called the God of Israel and the God of Jerusalem,
whereas the other gods were called the gods of the Gentiles.
For this reason the Jews believed that the strip of _erritory
which God had chosen for $t_mself, demanded a Divine
worship quite apart and different from the worship which
obtained elsewhere, and that the Lord would not suffer the
worship of other gods adapted to other countries. Thus
they thought that the people whom the king of Assyria had
brought into Judsea were torn in pieces by lions because
they knew not the worship of the National Divinity
(2 Kings _v_. 25).
Jacob, according to/kben Ezra's opinion, therefore admonished his sons when he wished them to seek out a new
country, that they should prepare themselves for a new
worship, and lay aside the worship of strange gods--that is,
of the gods of the land where they were (Gen. x_rv. 2, 3).
David, in tolling Saul that he was compelled by the
h_ag's l_ersecution to live away from his country, said that
was driven out from the heritage of the Lord, and sent to
worship other gods (1 Sam. xxvi. 19). Lastly, he believed that
this Being or Deity had His habitation in the heavens (Deut.
xxxiii. 27), an opinion very common among the Gentiles.
If we now eY,.m_ne the revelations to Moses, we shall
find that they were accommodated to these opinions; as
he believed that the Divine Nature was subject to the conditions of mercy, graciousness, &c., so God was revealed
to him in accordance with his idea and under these attributes (see Exodus _v.
6, 7, and the second command.
ment). Further it is related (Ex. xxxiii. 18) that Moses
asked of God that he might behold Him, but as Moses (as
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we have said) had formed no mental image of God, and
God (as I have shown) only revealed Himself to the prophets in accordance with the disposition of their imagination, He did not reveal _iYnself in any form. This, I
repeat, was because the ima_4nation of Moses was unsuitable, for other prophets bear witness that they saw the
Lord; for instance, Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, &c. For this
reason God answered Moses, "Thou canst not see My
face ;" and inasmuch as Moses believed that God can be
looked upon--that is, that no contradiction of the Divine
nature is therein involved (for otherwise he would never
have preferred his request)--it is added, "For no one shall
look on Me and live," thus giving a reason in accerd,.nce
with Moses' idea, for it is not stated that a contradiction
of the Divine nature would be involved, as was really the
case, but that the thing would not come to pass because
of human infirmity.
When God would reveal to Moses that the Israelites,
because they worshipped the calf, were to be placed in the
same eategory as other nations, He said (ch. _rrriii. 2, 3),
that He would send an angel (that is, a being who should
have charge of the Israelites, instead of the Supreme Being),
and that He _in_self would no longer remain among them;
thus leaving Moses no ground for supposing that the
Isr_lites were more beloved by God than the other nations
whose guardianship He had entrusted to other beings or
angels (v/de verse 16).
Y_,astly,as 3Vrosesbelieved that God dwelt in the heavens,
God was revealed to him as coming down from heaven
on to a mountain, and in order to talk with the Lord
Moses went up the mountain, which he certainly need
not have done if he could have conceived of God as omnipresent.
The Israelites knew scarcely anything of God, although
He was revealed to them; and this is abundantly evident
from their transferring, a few days afterwards, the honour
and worship due to l_im to a calf, which they believed to
be the god who had brought them out of Egypt.
In
truth, it is hardly likely that men accustomed to the Sul_erstitions of Egypt, uncultivated and sunk in most abject
slavery, should have held any sound notious about the
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Deity, or that Moses should hare 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 comma_lds, 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 Judsea to other
substituted
powers. No one in the whole of the Old Testament 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 intellectual grounds for their actions), and made small account
of the laws concerning lrings, which are mainly three : nay,
he openly violated them (in this he did wrong, and acted
in a manner unworthy of a philosopher, by ind,ulging in sensual pleasure),
and taught that all Fortune s favours to
mankind are vanity, that hllm_,nity has no nobler gift than
wisdom, and no greater punishment
than folly.
See Proverbs 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
p_ophetic books (as is told in the treatise of Sabbathus, i.
,2), that they had serious thoughts of omitting his prophecy from the canon, and would doubtless
have thus
excluded it if a certain _naniah
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 corn-

mentary which has now perished, or by altering Ezekiel's
words and audaciously str_l_ng out phrases accorclmg to
his fancy. However this may be, chapter xviii, certainly
does not seem to agree with Exodus XL_V. 7, Jeremiah
x_i. 18, &c.
Samuel believed that the Lord never repented of anything 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 Jeremiah, on the other hand, it was revealed that,
"If that nation against whom I (the Lord) have pronounced, 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 wherewith I said I would benefit them" (Jer. xviiL 8-10). Joel
(iL 13) taught that the Lord repented _im only of evil.
Lastly, it is clear from Gen. iv. 7 that a man _n overcome 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
roanner of life. But, on the other hand, Paul (Rom. ix.
10) teaches as plaln]y as possible that men have no control
over the temptations of the flesh save by the special vocation and grace of God. And when (Rom. iii. 5 and vl. 19)
he attributes righteousness to man, he corrects himself as
spea]_ing 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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of the revelation; with regard to the details, every one may
believe or not, as he likes.
For instance, the revelation to Cain only teaches us that
God admonished him to lead the true life, for such alone is
the object and substance of the revelation, not doctrines
concerning free will and philosophy.
Hence, though the
freedom of the will is clearly implied in the words of the
admonition, we are at liberty to hold a contrary opinion,
since the .words and reasons were adapted to the understanding of Cain.
So, too, the revelation to _5caiah would only teach that
God revealed to him the true issue of the battle between
Ahab and Aram; and this is all we are bound to believe.
Whatever else is contained in the revelation concerning the
true and the false Spirit of God, the army of heaven stand°
ing on the right hand and on the left, and all the other
details, does not affect us at all. Every one may believe as
much of it as his reason allows.
The reasonings by which the Lord displayed His power
to Job (if they really were a revelation, and the author of
the history is narrating, and not merely, as some suppose,
rhetorically adorning his own conceptions), would come
under the same category--that
is, they were adapted to
Job's understanding,
for the purpose of convincing him,
and are not universal, or for the convincing of all men.
We can come to no different conclusion with respect to
the reasonings of Christ, by which He convicted the Pharisees of pride and ignorance, and exhorted His disciples to
lead the true life. He adapted them to each man's opinions
and principles,
l_or instance, when He said to the Pharisees (Matt. xii. 26), "And if Satan cast out devils, his
house is divided against itself, how then shall his ldngdom
stand?" He only wished to convince the Pharisees according
to their own principles, not to teach that there are devils,
or any kingdom of devils.
So, too, when He said to His
disciples (Matt. viii. 10), "See that ye despise not one of
these little ones, for I say unto you that their angels," &c.,
He merely desired to warn them against pride and despising
an.y of their fellows, not to insist on the actual reason
g_ven, which was simply adopted in order to persuade them
more easily.
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• T_tly, we should say exactly the same of the apostolic
signs and reason_u_s, but there is no need to go further
into the subject.
If I were to enumerate all the passages
of Scn'pture addressed only to individuals, or to a particular
_,an's understanding,
and which cannot, without great
danger to philosophy, be defended as Divine doctrines, I
should go far beyond the brevity at which I aim.
Let it
suffice, then, to have indicated a few instances of general
application, and let the curious reader consider others by
himself.
Although the points we have just raised concerning prophets and prophecy are the only ones which have
any direct bearing on the end in view, namely, the separation of Philosophy from Theology, still, as I have touchecl
on the general question, I may here inquire whether the
gift of prophecy was peculiar to the Hebrews, or whether it
was co, ninon to all nations.
I must then come to a conclusion about the vocation of the Hebrews, all of which I _hall
do in the ensuing chapter.
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THE VOCATION
OF THE HEBREWS,
AND WHETHER
GIFT OF PROPHECY
WAS PECULIAR
TO THEM.

THE

VERY man's true happiness and blessedness
consist
solely in the enjoyment of what is good, not in the
pride that he alone is enjoying it, to the exclusion of others.
He who th_nlrs h_mself the more blessed because he is enjoying benefits which others axe not, or because he is more
blessed or more fortunate than his fellows, is ignorant of
true happiness and blessedness, and the joy which he feels
is either childish or envious and malicious.
For instance,
a man's true happiness
consists only in wisdom, and the
knowledge of the truth, not at all in the fact that he is
wiser than others, or that others lack such ]_owled_e : such
considerations do not increase his wisdom or true happiness.
Whoever, therefore, rejoices for such reasons, rejoices in
another's misfortune,
and is, so far, malicious and bad,
knowing neither true happiness nor the peace of the true
life.
When Scripture, therefore, in exhorting the Hebrews t_>
obey the law, says that the Lord has chosen them for ]:[_rnself before other nations (Deut. x. 15); that He is near
them, but not near others (Deut. iv. 7) ; that to them alone
He has given just laws (_ut.
iv. 8) ; and, lastly, that He
has marked them out before others (Deut. iv. 82); it
speaks only according to the understanding of its hearers,
who, as we have shown in the last chapter, and as Moses
also testifies (Deut. ix. 6, 7), k-new not true blessedness.
For in good sooth they would have been no less blessed if
God had called all men equally to salvation, nor would
God have been less present to them for being equally present to others ; their laws would have been no less just if
they _
been orcIa.lned for all, and they themselves would
have been no less wise.
The miracles would have shown
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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 _;_gs 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 _
with the same faculties.
Still, though we assert that Moses, in the passages of the
Pentateuch
just cited, spoke only according to the under.
stanrllng 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 _srvels
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 _s
other
nations in knowledge, or in piety, but evidently in some
attribute different from these ; or (to speak like the Scriptures, according to their understandlug),
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 God, by the help of God,
external and inward, and, last4v , what I understand
by
fortune.
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
nature, according to which all th_-gs exist and are deter.
mined, are only another _me
for the eternal decrees of
God, which always involve eternal truth and necessity..
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So that to sayt_t everything happens according to natural
laws, and to say that everything is ord_inod by the decree
and or_;ns._ce of God, is the same thing.
Now since the
power in nature is identical with the power of God, by
which alone all things happen and are determined, it follows
that whatsoever man, as a part of nature, provides himself
with to aid and preserve his existence, or whatsoever nature
affords him without his help, is given to him solely by the
Divine power, acting either through human nature or
through external circumstance. So whatever human nature
can furnish itself with by its own efforts to preserve its
existence, may be fitly called the inward aid of God, whereas
whatever else accrues to man's profit from outward causes
may be called the external aid of God.
We can now easily understand what is meant by the
election of GOd. For since no one can do anything save by
the predeterminod
order of nature, that is by God's eternal
ordinance and decree, it follows that no one can choose a
plan of life for himself, or accomplish any work save by
God's vocation choosing him fCJrthe work or the plan of life
in question, rather than any o_her. Lastly, by fortune, I
mean the ordinance of God in so far as it directs human
life through external and unexpected means.
With these
pre]imlnaries
I return to my purpose of discovering the
reason why the Hebrews were said to be elected by God
before other nations, and with the demonstration
I thus
proceed.
All objects of legl "tnnate desire fall, generally spealdng,
under one of these three categories :-1. The knowledge of things through their primary causes.
2. The government of the passions, or the acquirement
of the habit of virtue.
3. Secure and healthy life.
The means which most directly conduce towards the first
two of these ends, and which may be considered their
proximate and efficient
causes are containedin huma,n
nature itself, so that their acquisition hinges only on our
own power, and on the htws of human nature.
It may be
concluded that these gifts are not peculiar to any nation, but
have always been shared by the whole human race, unless,
indeed, we would indulge the dream that nature formerly
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_rea_ed men of different kinds. But themeans which conduce
to security and health are chiefly in external circumstance,
and are called the gifts of fortune because they depend
_hiefly on objective causes of which we are ignorant ; for a
fool ma.y be alTnost as liable to happiness or tm_appiness
as a wise man. Nevertheless,
human management
and
watchfulness
can greatly assist towards living in security.
_nd war_ing off the injuries of our fellow-men, and even of
beasts. Reason and experience show no more certain means
of attalu_ng this object than the formation of a society with
fixed laws, the occupation of a strip of territory,
and the
_oncentration
of all forces, as it were, into one body, that is
the social body. Now for forming and preserving a society,
no ordinary ability and care is required:
that society will
be most secure, most stable, and least liable to reverses,
_vhich is founded and directed by far.seeing and careful
men; while, on the other hand, a society constituted by
men without trained skill, depends in a great measure on
fortune, and is less constant.
If, in spite of all, such a
_ciety lasts a long time, it is owing to some other directing
influence than its own ; if it overcomes great perils and its
a_airs prosper, it will perforce marvel at and adore the
guiding Spirit of God (in so far, that is, as God works
through hidden means, and not through the nature and
voind of man), for everything happens to it unexpectedly
and contrary to anticipation,
it may even be said and
thought to be by miracle. Nations, then, are distinguished
from one another in respect to the social organization and
the laws under which they live and are governed;
the Hebrew nation was not chosen by God in respect to its wisdom
nor its tranq_illity of mind, but in respect to its social organization and the good fortune with which it obtained
supremacy and kept it so many years. This is abundantly
clear from Scripture.
Even a cursory perusal will show
us that the only resl_ects in which the Hebrews surpassed
other nations, are in their successful conduct of matters relating to government, and in their surmounting great perils
aolely by God's external aid; in other ways they were on a
])ar with their fellows, and God was equally gracious to all.
For in respecttointellect
(aswe have shown in the last
chapter) they held very ordinary ideas about God aria
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nature, so that they ca-not l_ve been God's chosen in this
respect; nor were they so chosen in respect of virtue and
the true life, for here again they, with the exception of a
very few elect, were on an equality with other nations:
therefore their choice and vocation consisted only in the
temporal happiness and advantages of independent rule.
In fact, we do not see that God promised anything beyond
this to the patriarchs 1or their successors; in the law no
other reward is offered for obedience than the continual
happiness of an independent
commonwealth
and o_her
goods of this life ; while, on the other hand, against contumacy and the breaking of the covenant is threatened the
downfall of the eomrnonwealth
and great hardships.
Nor
is this to be wondered at ; for the ends of every social organization and commonwealth are (as appears from what
we have said, and as we will explain more at length hereafter) security and comfort; a commonwealth can only exist
by the laws being bin¢]ing on all. If all the members of a
state wish to disregard the law, by that very fact they dissolve the state and destroy the commonwealth.
Thus, the
only reward which could be promised to the Hebrews for
continued obedience to the law was security 2and its attendant advantages,
while no surer punishment
could be
threatened for disobedience, than the ruin of the state and
the evils which generally follow therefrom, in addition to
such further consequences as might accrue to the Jews in
particular from the ruin of their especial state.
But there
is no need here to go into this point at more length.
I will
only add that the laws of the Old Testament were revealed
and ordalned to the Jews only, for as God chose them in
respect to the special constitution of their society and government, they must, of course, have had special laws.
Whether God ordained special laws for other nations also,
and revealed HiTnself to their lawgivers prophetically, that
is, under the attributes by which the latter were accustomed
toims.oq_ue
_im, I oxnnetsu_eiently
determine. Itisevident from Scriptureitselfthat other nationsacquired
suprema_
and particular laws by the external aid of God ;
witness only the two following passages :In Genesis xiv. 18, 19, 20, it is related that ]_[elchisedek
was king of Jerusalem and priest of the Most _igh God,
I _
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that in exercise of his priestly functions he blessed Abra.
ham, and that Abraham the beloved of the Lord gave to
this priest of God a tithe of all his spoils. This sufficiently
shows that before He founded the Israelitish nation God
constituted
kings and prie_ in Jerusalem, and ordained
for them rites and laws.
Whether He did so prophetically
is, as I have said, not sufficiently clear ; but I am sure of
this, that Abraham, whilst he sojourned in the city, lived
scrupulously according to these laws, for Abraham had received no special rites from God ; and yet it is stated (Gen.
xxvi. 5), that he observed the worship, the precepts, the
statutes, and the laws of God, which must be interpreted
to mean the worship, the statutes, the precepts, and the
laws of king Melchisedek.
Malachi chides the Jews as
follows (i. 10-11.) :--"Who
is there among you that will
shut the doors ? [of the Temple]; neither do ye kindle
_re on mine altar for nought.
I ]aave no pleasure in you,
saith the Lord of Hosts.
For from the rising of the sun,
even until the going down of the same _v Name shal] be
great among the Gentiles ; and in every place incense Rh_ll
be offered in My Name, and a pure offering; for My Name
is great among the heathen, saith the Lord of Hosts."
These words, which, unless we do violence to them, could
only refer to the current period, abundantly testify that
the Jews of that time were not more beloved by God than
other nations, that God then favoured other nations with
more miracles than He vouchsafed to the Jews, who had
then partly recovered their empire without miraculous aid;
and, lastly, that the Gentiles possessed rites and ceremonies
acceptable to God. But I pass over these points.lightly
: it
is enough for my purpose to have shown that the election
of the Jews had regard to noth_n_ but temporal physical
happiness and freedom, in other words, autonomous government, and to the manner and means by which they obtained
it; consequently to the laws in so far as they were necessary to the preservation
of that special government ; and,
lastly, to the manner in which they were revealed.
In regard to other matters, wherein mau's true happinea_ consists, they were on a par with the rest of the nations.
When, therefore, it is said in Scripture (Deut. iv. 7) that
the Lord is not so nigh to any other nation as He is to the
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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 blessedness--G_
was, as we have said already, and are now demonstrating, 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 Trlm in truth."
So in the same Psalm,
verse 9, "The I_rd is good to all, and His tender mercies
are over all His works."
In Ps. xxxiii. 15, it is clearly
stat_l that God has granted to all men the same intellect,
in these words, "He f_._hioneth their hearts alike."
The
heart was considerecl by the Hebrews, as I suppose every.
one knows, to be the seat of the soul and the intellect.
Lastly, from Job x_vlii. 28, it is plain that God had or.
clashed 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,
Go_ would t_rdon the ]_inevites.
We
conclude, therefore (inasmuch as God is to all men equally
graciouB, and the Hebrews were only chosen by H;m in reto 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
prophefio gift was not peculiar to the Jews.
Indeed, history, 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 l_roR
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phets as the Hebrews, or that any Gentile prophet was expressly sent by God to the nations, this does not affect the
question, for the Hebrews were careful to record their own
affairs, not those of other nations.
It sufliees, then, that
we find in the Old Testament Gentiles, and uncircumcised,
as Noah, Enoch, Abhnelech, Balaam, &c., exercising prophetic gifts ; further, that Hebrew prophets were sent by
God, not only to their own nation but to many others also.
Eze_el prophesied to all the nations then known ; Obadiah
to none, that we are aware of, save the Idumeans;
and
Jonah was chiefly the prophet to the Ninevltes.
bewails and predicts the calamities, and hails the restoration not only of the Jews but also of other nations, for he
says (chap. xvi. 9), "Therefore
I will bewail Jazer with
weeping ;" and in chap. xix. he foretells first the calamities
and then the restoration of the Egyptians (see verses 19,
20, 21, 25), saying that God shall send them a Saviour to
free them, that the Lord shall be known in Egypt, and,
further, that the ]_gyptia_s shall worship God with sacririce and oblation; and, at last, he calls that nation the
blessed Egyptian people of God; all of which particulars
are specially noteworthy.
Jeremiah is called, not the prophet of the Hebrew nation,
but simply the prophet of the nations (see Jer. i. 5).
He
also mournfully foretells the calamities of the nations, and
predicts their restoration, for he says (xlviii. 31) of the
Moabites, "Therefore
will I howl for Moab, and I will cry
out for all Moab" (verse 36), "and therefore rnlne heart shall
sound for Moab like pipes ;" in the end he prophesies their
restoration, as also the restoration of the Egyptians, Am.
monites, and Elamites.
Wherefore it is beyond doubt that
other nations also, like the Jews, had their prophets, who
i_rophesied to them.
Although
Scripture only makes mention of one m_n,
Balaam, to whom the future of the Jews and the other
nations was revealed, we must not suppose that Balaam
prophesied only that once, for from the narrative itself it is
abundantly clear that he had long previously been famous
for prophecy and other Divine gifts. For when Balak bade
him come to _m, he said (Num. _i. 6), "For I wot that
he whom thou blessest is ble_ed, and he whom thou cursest
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is cursed."
Thus we see that he possessed the gift which
God had bestowed on Abraham.
Further, as accustomed
to prophesy, Balaam bade the messengers wait for him till
the will of the Lord was revealed to him. When he prophesied_ that is, when he interpreted the true mind of God,
he was wont to say this of himself : "He hath said, which
heard the words of God and knew the knowledge of the
Most High, which saw the vision of the Almighty falling
into a trance, but having his eyes open."
Further, after
he had blessed the Hebrews by the command of God, he
began (as was his custom) to prophesy to other nations,
and to predict their future ; all of which abundantly shows
that he had always been a prophet, or had often prophesied,
and (as we may also remark here) possessed that which
afforded the chief certainty to prophets of the truth of
their prophecy, namely, a mind turned wholly to what is
right and good, for he did not bless those whom he wished
to bless, nor curse those whom he wished to curse, as
Balak supposed, but only those whom God wished to be
blessed or cursed.
Thus he answered Balak: "If ]_lak
should give me his house full of silver and gold, I cannot
beyond the commandment of the Lord to do either good
og_rbacl of my own mind; but what the Lord saith, that
will I speak."
As for God being angry with him in the
way, the same happened
to Moses when he set out to
Egypt by the command of the Lord ; and as to his receiving
money for prophesying,
S_muel did the same (1 Sam. iL
7,8); ifinanyway
he sinned,
there is not a just man upon
earth that doeth good and sinneth not," Eccles. vii. 20.
(V/de 2 Epist. Peter ii. 15, 16, and Jude 5, 11.)
His speeches must certainly have had much weight with
God, and His power for cursing must assuredly have been
very great from the number of times that we find stated in
GoSC_pture,in proof of God's great mercy to the Jews, that
would not hear Balaam, and that He changed the
cursing to blessing (see Deut. _il.
6, Josh. xxiv. 10, Neh.
xiii. 2). Wherefore he was without doubt most acceptable
to God, for the speeches and curaings of the wicked move
Oocl not at alL As then he was a true prophet, and nevertheless Joshua calls h_m a sooth_yer or augur, it is certain
that this title had an honourable signification,
and that
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those whom the Gentiles called augurs and soothsayers
were true prophets, while those whom _ipture
often
accuses and condemuR 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 passage of Scripture which they cite, by way of confirming
their theory with its authority, is Exodus _-r_ii. 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 shs.ll 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 _i,-_elf
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 ]mew
that the disposition and spirit of his nation was rebellious,
he clearly saw that they could not carry out what they ha_
begun without very great miracles and special external ai_
from God; nay, that without such aid they must necessarily
perish: as it was evident that God wished them to be preserved, He asked for t_s special external aid. Thus he
says (Ex. _iv.
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 sfi_ecked
people."
The reason, therefore, for Ida
see_n_ special external aid from God was the stiffneckedness of the people, and it is made still more plain, that he
asked for nothing beyond this special external aid by God'a
answer--for
God answered at once (verse 10 of the _.me
chapter)--" Behold,I make a cove_,.nt: before all Thy peopl_
I will do marvels, such as have not been done in all the
earth, nor in any nation."
Therefore Moses had in view
no--in Z beyond the special election of the Jews, as I have
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exph_ned it, and made no other request to God_ I confess
that in Paul's E!_istle to the Romans, I find another text
wtdch carries more weight, n-rnely, where Paul seems to
teach a different doctrine from that here set down, for he
there says (Rom. _L 1) : "What advantage theu hath the
Jew ? or what profit is there of circumcision ? Much every
way: chiefly, because that unto them were committed the
oracles of God."
But if we look to the doctrine which Paul especially
desired to teach, we shall find nothing repugnant
to our
present contention; on the contrary, his doctrine is the same
as ours, for he says (Rom. iii. 29) "that God is the God
of the Jews and of the Gentiles, and" (ch. ii. 25, 26)
"' But, if thou be a breaker of the law, thy circumcision
is
made uncircumcision.
Therefore if the uncireumcision keep
the righteousness
of the law, shall not his uncircumcision
be counted for circumcision ?" Further, in chap. iv. verse 9,
he says that all alike, Jew and Gentle,
were under sin,
and that without commandment
and law there is no sin.
_rherefore
it is most evident that to all men absolutely
was revealed the law 1ruder which all lived--namely,
the
law which has regard only to true virtue, not the law
eatablished
in respect to, and in the formation
of, a particular state and adapted to the disposition of a particular
people.
Lastly, Paul concludes that since God is the God
of all nations, that is, is equally gracious to all, and since
all men equally live under the law and under sin, so also
to all nations did God send His Christ, to free all men
equally from the bondage of the law, that they should no
more do right by the command of the law, but by the conStant determln_tion
of their hearts.
So that Paul teaches
exactly the same as ourselves.
When, therefore, he says,
"To the Jews only were entrusted the oracles of God,"
we must either understand
that to them only were the
laws entrusted in writing, while they were given to other
nations merely in revelation
and conception, or else (as
none but Jews would object to the doctrine he desired to
advance) that Paul was answering only in accordance with
the understanding
and current ideas of the Jews, for in
respect to teaching th_u_ which he had partly seen_ partly
heard, he was to the Greeks a Greek, and to the Jews a Jew.
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It now only remains to us to answer the argumentsof
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 scattered 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 _imself the Jews for ever, so that though
they have lost their commonwealth, they still nevertheless
remain God's elect.
The passages which they th_nl_ teach most clearly this
eternal election, are chiefly :-(1.) Jer .... i, 36, where the prophet testifies that the seed
of Israel Rha31for ever remain the nation of God, comparing them with the stability of the heavens and nature;
(2.) Ezek. xx. 32, where the prophet seems to intend that
though 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 them the rebels and transgressors, bring them thence to his Holy mountain, where the
whole house of Israel should worship ]_n. Other passages
are also cited, especially by the Pharisees, hut I thlnlr Xshall
satisfy everyone if I answer these two, and this I shall
easily accomplish after showing from Scripture itself that
God chose not the Hebrews for ever, but only on the condition 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 threatens
their total rnin_ for He says, "X testify against you that ye
shall surely perish. As the nations which the Lord destroyeth before your face, so shall ye perish." In like
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manner many other passages are found in the law which
expressly show that God chose the Hebrews neither absolutely nor for ever. If, then, the prophets foretold for
them a new covenant of the knowledge of 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 rebellious 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,
hut we must evidently believe that the true Gentile prophets (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 of God and love is universal, as is clear,
moreover, from Zeph. iii. 10, 11. no difference in this respec_ can be admitf_
between Jew and Gentile, nor did
the former enjoy any special election beyond that which we
have pointed out.
When the prophets, in spea_ng of this election which regards only true virtue, mixed up much concerning sacrifices and ceremonies, and the rebui]_]ing of the temple and
city, they wished by such figurative expressions, after the
manner and nature of prophecy, to expound matters spiritual, so as at the same f_ne 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
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 scrupulously observe.
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 _umber of Jews accepted
Catholicism.
Now, as these renegades were a_mltted to all
the native privileges of Spe.ulards, and deemed worthy of
_ll_g
all honourable
offices, it r-._e to pass that they
straightway became so intermingled
with the Sl_.__rds 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 emasculated 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.
Of such a possibility we have a very famous example in
the Chinese.
They, too, have some dist'mctive 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, if 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 h_m if he will _dm_t that this choice,
whether temporary or eternal, has no regard, in so far as it
is tmcll]iar 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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HE word law, taken in the abstract, means that by
which an individual, or all thlngs, or as many tblngs as
belong to a particl!!_,r species, act in one and the same fLxed
anddefinite m_.nner, which manner depends either on natural
necessity or on human decree. A law which depends on
natural necessity is one which necessarily follows from the
nature, or from the definition of the thing in question; a
law which depends on human decree, and which is more
correctly called an or_n_.nce, is one which men have laid
down for themselves and others in order to live more safely or
conveniently, or from some similar reason.
For example, the law that all bodies impinging on lesser
bodies, lose as much of their own motion as they communicate to the latter is a universal law of all bodies, and deFends on natural necessity. So, too, the law that a man in
remembering one t.b_ug, straightway remembers another
either like it, or which he had perceived simultaneously
with it, is a law which necessarily follows from the nature
of mare But the law that men must yield, or be compelled
to yield, somewhat of their natural right, and that they bind
themselves to live in a certain way, depends on human
decree. Now, though I freely admit that all things are
predetermined by universal natural laws to exist and operate
in a given, fixed, and definite manner, I still assert that the
laws I have just mentioned depend on human decree.
(1.) Because man, in so far as he is a part of nature, constitutes a _
of the power of nature. Whatever, therefore,
follows necessarily from the necessity of human nature
(that is, from nature herself, in so far as we conceive of her
as actlng through man) follows, even though it be necesril/, from human power. Hence the sanction of such
may very well be said to depend on _s.n's decree, for
it principally depends on the power of the hllman mind; so
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that the human _nd
in respect ix) its perception of _h_ngs
as true and false, can readily be conceived as without such
laws, but not without necessarylaw aswe have just defined it.
(2.) I have stated that these laws depend on human decree
becauseitiswelltodefineand expl_,_thingsby theirproximate causes. The general consideration
of fateand the
concatenation
of causeswould aidus verylittle
in forming
and arranging our ideasconcerningparticular
questions.
Let us add that as to the actualco-ordin_tion
and concatenationof things, that is how tb;ngs are ordained and linked
together, we are obviously ignorant; therefore, it is more
profitable for right living, nay, it is necessary for us to consider things as contingent.
So much about law in 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 exceeded limits, and therefore lays down no rule beyond human
strength.
Thus it is expedient to define law more particularly 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 on]y perceived by a few, and most men are almost incapable of
grasping it, though they live under its conditions, legislators, with a view to exacting general obedience, have wisely
put forward another object, very different from that which
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 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 me.nlng
when he says, ttmt those who live
under the law cannot he justified through the law, for justice, as commonly defined, is the constant and perpetual
will to render every man his due.
Thus Solomon says
(Prov. xxl. 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, he divided into human law and Divine law.
By human law I mean a plan of living which serves only
to render life and the state seeure.
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 exp]al- 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 profitable to us. For in intellectual
perfection the highest
good should consist. Now, since all our knowledge, and tho
_rt,.inty
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 wo
have no clear and distinct idea of God we may remain in
universal doubt--it follows that our highest good and perfection also depend solely on the knowledge of God. Further, since without God nothing can exist or be conceived, 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
l_erfect knowledge of God in proportion to our knowledgo
of natural phenomena:
conversely (since the knowledge of
an effect through its cause is the same thing as the knowle_owledgeof
a particular property of a cause) the greater our
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 proportion to the nature and l_fection of the object of his special
desire; hence the most l_ffect and the chief sharer in the
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highest blessedness is he who prizes above all else, and takes
especial delight in, the intellectual knowledge of God, the
most perfect Being.
Hither, then, our highest good and our highest blessedness aim--namely,
to the knowledge and love of God; therefore the means demanded by this aim of all human actions,
that is, by God in so far as the idea of him is in us, may be
called the commands of God, because they proceed, as it
were, from God Himself, inasmuch as He exists in our minds,
and the plan of life which has regard to this aim may be
fittv called the law of God.
The nature of the means, and the plan of llfe which this
aim demands, how the foundations of the best states follow
its lines, and how men's life is conducted, are questions per.
taining to general ethics.
Here I only proceed to treat of
the Divine law in a particular application.
As the love of God is man's highesthappiness
and blessedness, and the ult_nate end and ,.ira of all hum_
actions,
it follows that he alone lives by the Divine law who loves.
God not from fear of punishment, or from love of any other
object, such as sensual l_leasure, fame, or the like; but
solely because he has knowledge of God, or is convinced that
the knowledge and love of God is the highest good.
The
sum and chief precept, then, of the Div_e law is to love God
as the highest good, namely, as we have said, not from fear
of any pains and penalties, or from the love of any other
object in which we desire to take pleasure.
The idea of
God lays down the rule that God is our highest good--in
other words, that the knowledge and love of God is the ulti.
mate aim to which all our actions should be directed.
The
worldling
cannot understand
these thin_,
they appear
foolishness to him, because he has too meagre a knowledge
_f God, and also because in this highest good he can discover nothing which he can handle or eat., or which affects
the fleshly appetites wherein he chiefly delighim, for it consists solelyin thought and thepure reason. They, on the other
hand, who know that they possess no greater gL_ th_ intellect and sound reason, will doubtless accept what I have
_id without question.
We have now explained that wherein the Divine law chiefly
consists, and what are human laws, namely, all those which
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have a different _,im unless they have been ratified by
revelation, for in this respect also things are referred to
God (as we have shown above) and in this sense the law of
Moses, although it was not universal, but entirely adapted
to the disposition and particl_l_r preservation of a single
people, may yet be called a law of God or Divine law, in_.
much as we believe that it was ratified by prophetic insight.
If we consider the nature of natural Divine law as we
have just expls.lned it, we sh_11 see
I. That it is universal or common to all men, for we
have deduced it from universal human nature.
TT. That it does not depend on the truth of any historical
narrative whatsoever, for inasmuch as this natural Divine
law is comprehended solely by the consideration of human
nature, it is plain that we can conceive it as existing as
well in Adam as in any other man, as well in a man living
among his fellows, as in a man who lives by himself.
The truth of a historical narrative, however assured, cannot give us the knowledge nor consequently the love of
God, for love of God springs from knowledge of Him, and
knowledge of Him should be derived from general ideas, in
themselves cert,;in and known, so that the truth of a historical narrative is very far from being a necessary requisite
for our attaining our highest good.
Still, though the truth of histories cannot give us the
knowledge and love of God, I do not deny that reading
them is very useful with a view to life in the world, for
the more we have observed and known of men's customs
and circllmstancos, which are best revealed by their actions,
the more warily we shall be able to order our lives among
them, and so far as reason dictates to adapt our actions to
their dispositions.
IIL We see that this natural Divine law does not demand
the performance of ceremoniesmthat
is, actions in themselves
indifferent, which are called good from the fact of their
ingtitution_ or actions symbolling
sometl_ing profi_ble for
_lvation, or (if one prefers this definition) actions of which
the meaning surpasses human understan_]_ng.
The natural
light of reason does not dema._el anyt, hi_g which it is itself
unable to supply, but only such as it can very clearly show
to be _
or a means to our blessedness.
Such things as
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could best ]_e united in a l_articular territory, and could
form a body politic or state, and further that he perceived
the method by which that nation could best be constrained
to obedience; but he did not perceive, nor was it revealed
_ him, that this method was absolutely the best, nor that
the obedience of the people in a certain strip of territory
would necessarily imply the end he had in view.
Wherefore he perceived these _,h_gs not as eternal truths, but as
precepts and ordinances,and he ordained them as laws of
God, and thus it came to be that he conceived God as a
ruler, a legislator, a king, as merciful, just, &c., whereas
such qualities are simply attributes
of human nature, and
utterly alien from the nature of the Deity.
Thus much
we may at_rm of the prophets who wrote laws in the name
of God; but we must not a_rm it of Christ, for Christ,
although He too seems to have written laws in the name of
God, must be taken to have had a clear and adequate perception, for Christ was not so much a prophet as the
mouthpiece of God. For God made revelations to mankind
through Christ as He had before done through angels--that
is, a created voice, visions, &c_ It would be as unreasonable
to say that God had accommodated his revelations to the
opinions of Christ as that He ha_ before a_ornrn edated them
to the opinions of angels (that is, of a created voice or visions)
as matters to be revealed to the prophets, a wholly absurd
hypothesis.
Moreover, Christ was sent to teach not only
the Jews but the whole human race, and therefore it was
not enough that His m_nd should be a_omrnodatod
to the
opinions of the Jews alone, but also to the opinion and
fundamental teaching common to the whole human race-in other words, to ideas universal and true. $n_nuch
as
God revealed _m_elf
to Christ, or to Chr_t's m_nd irnme_
diately, and not as to the prophets through words and
symbols,we must needs suppose that Christ perceivedtruly
what was revealed, in other words, He understood it, for a
matter is understood when it is perceived simply by the
m_nd without words or symbols.
Christ, then, perceived (truly and adequately)
what was
revealed, and if He ever proelR._med such revelations as
laws, He did so because of the ignoranee and obstinacy of
the people, act,_g in this respect the _
of God;
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much as He accommodated _im_elf 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 spea_ng to those to whom it was not yet given to
understand the _n_lom of heaven. (See Matt. xiii. 10, &c.)
To those to whom it was given to understand themysteries
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 apparently points to this more than once (e.g. Rein. vii. 6, and
iii. 28), though he never himself seems to wish to speak
openly, but, to quote his own words (Rein. 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. lii. 1, 2), to carnal
men. In Rein. ix. 18, he teaches undisguise_y 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
(Rein. viii. 9), whereby he perceives the laws of God as
eternal truths. We conclude, therefore, that God is described as a lawgiver or prince, and styled just, mercia,
&c., mealy in concession to popular understanding, and
the imperfection of popular knowledge; that in reality
God _
and directs all things simply by the necessity of
His nature and perfection, and that His decrees and volitions are eternal truths, and always involve necessity. So
much for the first point which I wished to explain and demonstrate.
Passing on to the second point, let us search the sacred
pages for their teaching concerning the light of nature and
thi_ Divine law. The first doctrine we find in the history
of the first man, where it is narrated that God commanded
Adam not to eat of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil; this seems to mean that God comm_nded
F
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Adam to do and to seeka_terr_htcousnessbemuse itwas
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
that he who acts rightly from the true knowledge and love
of right, acts with freedom and constancy, whereas he who
acts from fear of evil, is under the constraint of evil, and
acts in bondage under external control.
So that this commandment of God to Adam comprehends the whole Divine
natural law, and absolutely agrees with the dictates of the
light of nature ; nay, it would be easy to explain on this
basis the whole history or allegbry of the first ma_
But I
prefer to pass over the subject in silence, because, in the
first place, I cannot be absolutely certain that my exl_la.n,tion would be in accordance with the intention
of the
sacred writer; and, secondly, because many do not admit
that this history is an allegory, maintaining
it to be a
simple narrative of facts.
It will be better, therefore, to
adduce other passages of Scripture, especially such as were
written by him, who speaks with all the strength of his
natural understanding,
in which he surpassed all his contemporaries,
and whose sayings are accepted by the poople
asof equal weight with those of the prophets. Imean Solomon, whose prudence and wisdom are commended in Scripture rather than his piety and gift of prophecy.
He, in
his proverbs calls the human intellect the well-spring of
true life, and declares that misfortune is made up of folly.
"Understanfllng
is a well-spring of life to him that hath it;
but the instruction
of fools is folly," Prov. xvi. 22. Life
being taken to mean the true life (as is evident from
Deut. _.
19), the fruit of the understanding
consists
only in the true life, and its absence constltutes
p-n_hmen_. All this absolutely agrees with what was set out in
our fourth point concerning
natural law.
Moreover our
position that it is the well-spring of life, and that the intellect alone lays down laws for the wise, is plainly taught
by the sage, for he says (Prov. xiii. 14): "The law of the
wise is a fountain of life "--that
is, as we gather from the
preceding text, the understanding.
In chap. iii. 13, he expressly teaches that the understana_ng renders man blessed
and happy, and gives him true peace of mind.
"Happy is
the man that findeth wisdom, and the man that getteth
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understanding,"for '=Wisdom giveslength of days,an_
richesand honour; her ways areways of ples_antness,
and
allher paths peace" (xiii.
16,17). Accordingto Solomon,
therefore,
itisonly the wise who livein peace and eclua_rnJty,not likethe wicked whose minds drifthitherana
_hlther, 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 contention: "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 o£ His mouth cometh knowledge
and understanding."
These words clearly enunciate (1),
_hat wisdom or intellect alone teaches us to fear God wisely
mthatis,
to worship Him truly; (2), that wisdom and know]edge flow 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
nothln_ else. Solomon goes on to say in so many words
that this knowledge contains and involves the true principles 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
eClulty, yea every good path."
All of which is in obvious
_reement
with natural knowledge .- for after we have come
to the understanding
of thi_,
and have tasted the excellence of knowledge, she teaches us ethics and true virtue.
Thus the happiness and the peace of him who cultivates
natural understanding
lies, accor_iu_ to Solomon also,
not so much under the dom_u_on of fortune (or God's external 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 _.h_ugs of God from the creation of the
world are dearly seen, being understood by the _hlugs that
are made, even His eternal power and Godhead; so that

68

A THEOLOGICO-POLITICAI,
TREATISE. [CHAP. IY.

they are without excuse, l_ecause, when they knew God.
they glorified Him not as God, neither were they thau_ul."
These words clearly show that everyone can by the light of
n_ture clearly understand the goodness and the eternal
divinity of God, and can thence know and deduce whal_
they should seek for and what avoid; wherefore the Apostle
says that they are without excuse and can-ot plea_l ignorance, as they cert._nly might if it were a question of
supernatural light and the incarnation, passion, and resurrection of Christ. "Wherefore."
he goes on to say (ib. 24),
•' God gave them up to uncleanness through the lusts of
their own hearts;"
and so on, through the rest of the
chapter, he describes the vices of ignorance, and sets them
forth as the punishment
of ignorance.
This obviously
agrees with the verse of Solomon, already quoted, "The
instruction of fools is folly," so that it is easy to understand
why Paul says that the wicked are without excuse.
As
every man sows so shall he reap : out of evil evils necessarily spring, Hess
they be wisely ceunterac+_d.
Thus we see that Scrip_n-e literally approves of the llght_
of natural reason and the natural Divine law, and I have
_lfilled the promises made at the beg_nnlng of this chapter.
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Nlaw,
thewhich
foregoing
chapter
we have
shownand
that
the Divine
renders
men truly
blessed,
teaches
them
the true life, is universal to all men; nay, we have so intimately deduced it from human nature that it must be esteemed _n_te, and, as it were, ingrain_
in the h,_r,_ mind.
But with regard to the ceremonial observances which
were ordained in the Old Testament for the Hebrews only,
and were so adapted to their state that they could for the
most part only b_ observed by the society as a whole and
not by each individual, it is evident that they formed no
part of the Divine law, and had nothing to do with blessedness and virtue, but _
reference only to the election of
the Hebrews, that is (as I have shown in Chap. IIL), to
their temporal bodily happiness and the tranquillity of
their kingdom, and that therefore they were only valid
while that l_gdom lasted. If in the Old Testament they
are spoken of as the law of God, it is only because they
were founded on revelation, or a basis of revelation. Still
as reason, however sound, has little weight with ordinary
theolog___s, I will adduce the authority of Scripture for
what I here assert, and will further show, for the sake of
greater clearness, why and how these ceremonials served
to estsblish and preserve the Jewish ldnoadom.
teaches most plainly that the Divine law in its strict sense
signifies that universal law which consists in a true n)_nner
of life, and does not signify ceremonial observances. In
chapter i., verse 10, the prophet calls on his countrymen
to hearken to the Divine law as he delivers it, and first
excluding all kinds of sacrifices and all feasts, he at length
sums up the law in these few words, "Cease to do evil,
learn to do well: seek _udgment, relieve the oppressed."
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Not less striking testimony is given in Psalra xl. 7-9, where
the Psn.]mlst addresses God : "Sacrifice and offering Thou
didst not desire ; mine ears hast Thou opened ; burnt offering and sin-offering hast Thou not required; I delight t,o
do Thy will, O 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 fac_ 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 reserved 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 preceptsbesides ceremonies are contained in theso
five books, they appear not as moral doctrines universal to
all men, but as comm_.nds especially adapted to the understanding and character of the Hebrew people, and as
having reference only to the welfare of the kingdom,
l_or
instance, Moses does not teach the Jews as a prophet not
to kill or to steal, but gives these commaudments
solely
as a lawgiver and judge; he does not reason out the doctrine, but aifixes for its non-observance
a penalty which
may and very properly does vary in different nations.
So,
too, the comm_.nd 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 tranqnillity
and
blessednoss of the individual Moses would have eondenmed
mot merely the outward act, but also the mental acquiescence, as is done by Christ, Who taught, only universal
moral precepts, and for this cause pronnses a spin'tual
instead of a temporal reward.
Christ, as I have said, was
gent 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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we can easily understand that ]_e wished in nowise to do
away with the law of Moses, inasmuch as He introduced
no new laws of _[_ own--His
sole care was to teach moral
doctrines, and distinguish
them from the laws of the
state ; for the Pharisees, in their ignorance, thought that
the observance of the state law and the Mosaic law was
the sum total of morality ; whereas such laws merely had
reference to the public welfare, and ,.lined not so much at
instructing the Jews as at keeping them under constraint.
But let us return to our subject, and cite other passages
of Scripture which set forth temporal benefits as rewards
for observing the ceremonial law, and blessedness as reward
for the universal law.
None of the prophets puts the point more clearly than
Y_ah.
After condemning hypocrisy, he commends liberty
and charity towards one's self and one's neighbours, and
promises as a reward: "Then shall thy light break forth
as the morning, and thy health shall spring forth speedily,
thy righteousness sh,.]] go before thee, and the glory of the
Lord shall be thy rereward" (chap. lviii. 8). Shortly afterwards he co*nmends the Sabbath, and for a due observance
of it, promises: "Then shalt thou delight thyself in the
Lord, and I will cause thee to ride upon the high places of
the earth, and feed thee with the heritage of Jacob thy
father: for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it."
Thus
the prophet for liberty bestowed, and charitable works,
promises a healthy mind in a healthy body, and the glory
of the Lord even after death; whereas, for ceremonial
exactitude, he only promises security of rule, prosperity,
and temporal happiness.
In Ps_tms xv. and xxiv. no mention is made of ceremoo
hies, but only o£ moral doctrines, inasmuch as there is no
question of anything but blessedness, and blessedness is
symbolically promised : it is quite certain that the expres.
sions, "the hill of God," and "His tents and the dwellers
therein," refer to blessedness and security of soul, not to
the actual mount of Jerusalem and the tabernacle of Moses,
for these latter were not dwelt in by anyone, and only the
sons of Lovi mlu_stered there.
Further, all those sentences
of Solomon to which I referred in the last chapter, for the
cultivation
of the intellect
and wisdom, promise
true
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blessedness, for by wisdom is the fear o£ God at length
understood, and the knowledge of God found.
That the Jews themselves were not bound to practise
their ceremonial observances after the destruction of their
_u_om
is evident from Jeremiah.
For when the prophet
saw and foretold that the desolation of the city was at hand,
he said that God only delights in those who know and understand that He exercises loving-kindness,
judgment, and
righteousness in the earth, and that such persons only are
worthy of praise.
(Jer. ix. 23.)
As though God had said
that, after the desolation of the city, He would require nothing special from the Jews beyond the natural law by
which all men are bound.
The New Testament also confirms this view, for only
moral doctrines are therein taught, and the _ngdom
of
heaven is promised as a reward, whereas ceremonla] observances are not touched on by the Apostles, after they began
to preach the Gospel to the Gentiles.
The Pharisees certa_u]y continued to practise these rites after the destruction
of the _n_lom,
but more with a view of opposing the
Christians than of pleasing God: for after the first destruction of the city, when they were led captive to Babylon, not being then, so far as I am aware, split up into
sects, they straightway neglected their rites, bid farewell to
the Mosaic law, buried their national customs in oblivion
as being plainly superfluous, and began to m_ngle with
other nations, as we may abundantly learn from Ezra and
Nehemiah.
We cannot, therefore, doubt that they were no
more bound by the law of Moses, after the destruction of
their kingdom,
than they had been before it had been
begun, while they were still living among other peoples
before the exodus from Egypt, and were subject to no
special law beyond the natural law, and also, doubtless, the
law of the state in which they were living, in so far as it
was consonant with the Divine natural law.
As to the fact that the patriarchs offered sacrifices, I
think they did so for the purpose of stimulating their piety,
for their _ds
had been accustomed from childhood to
the idea of sacrifice, which we know had been universal
from the time of Enoch; and thus they found in sa_i_ce
their most powerful incentive.
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The patriarchs, then, did not sacrifice to God at the
bidding of a Divine right, or as taught by the basis of the
Divine law, but simply in accordance with the custom of
the time ; and, if in so doing they followed any or_in_-nce,
it was simply the ordinance of the country they were living
in, by which (as we have seen before in the case of Melchisedek) they were bound.
I think that I have now given Scriptural authority for
my view: it remains to show why and how the ceremonial
observances tended to preserve and confirm the Hebrew
lfin_dom;
and this I can very briefly do on grounds
universally accepted.
The formation of society serves not only for defensive
purposes, but is also very useful, and, indeed, absolutely
necessary, as rendering possible the division of labour.
If
men did not render mutual assistance to each other, no one
would have either the skill or the time to provide for his
own sustenance
and preservation:
for all men are not
equally apt for all work, and no one would be capable of
preparing
all that he individually
stood in need of.
Strength and time, I repeat, would fail, if every one had
in person to plough, to sow, to reap, to grind corn, to cook,
to weave, to stitch, and perform the other numerous functions required to keep life going; to say nothing of the arts
and sciences which are also entirely necessary to the perfection and blessedness
of human nature.
We see that
ala_ples living in uncivilized barbarism lead a wretched and
ost animal life, and even they would not be able to acquire their few rude necessaries without assisting
one
another to a certain extent.
Now if men were so constituted by nature that they desired nothing but what is designate_ by true reason, society
_vould obviously have no need of laws: it would be sufficient to inculcate true moral doctrines; and men would
freely, without hesitation, act in accordance with their true
interests.
But human nature is framed in a different
fashion: every one, indeed, seeks his own interest, but does
not do so in accordance with the dictates of sound reason,
for most men's ideas of desirability
and usefulness are
guided by their fleshly instincts and emotions, which take
no thought beyond the present and the immediate object.
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Therefore, no society can exist without government, and
force,
and lawstorestrain
and repress
men's desires
ancl
_mmoderato impulses.
Still human nature will not submit
to absolute repression. ¥iolent governments, as Seneca
says, never last long ; the moderate governments endure.
So longasmen actsimplyfrom feartheyactcontrary
to
their
inclinations,
_.t_ugno thou8htfortheadvantages
or
necessity
of theiractions,
but simplyendeavouring
to
escapepunishmentorlossoflife.
Theymust needsrejoice
inany evil
whichbefalls
theirruler,
evenifitshouldinvolvethemselves;
and must long'for
andbringaboutsuch
evil
by everymeans intheir
power. Again,men areespedally intolerant of serving and being ruled by their equals.
Lastly, it is exceedingly dit_cult to revoke liberties once
granted.
From these considerations it follows, firstly, that authority should either be vested in the hands of the whole state
in common, so that everyone should be bound to serve,
and yet not be in subjection to his equals; or else, if power
be in the hands of a few, or one man, that one Tn_n should
be something above average humanity, or should strive to
gethimselfacceptedas such. Secondly,
laws shouldin
everygovernmentbe so arrangedthatpeopleshouldbe
keptin bounds by thehopeof somegreatly-desired
good,
ratherthan by fear,forthen everyonewilldo hisduty

wimngly.
I_stly, as obedience consists in acting at the bidding of
external
authority,
itwould have no place in a state
whero
the governmentisvestedin thewholepeople,
and where
lawsaremade by common consent.In sucha society
the
people would re_a_i_ free, whether the laws were added to
or di_.iulshed, inasmuch as it would not be done on external authority, but their own free consent. The reverse
happens when the sovereign power is vested in one mA_,
for all act at his bidding ; and, therefore, unless they had
been trained from the first to depend on the words of
theirruler,
the latter would find it difficult,
in caseof
need,toabrogate
liberties
onceconceded,
and imposenew
_WS.

From theseuniversal
considerations,
letus passon tothe
Irlngdomof theJews. The Jewswhen theyfirst
came out

Of Egypt were not bound by any _onal
laws, and were
therefore free to ratify any laws they liked, or to make new
ones, and were at liberty to set up a government and occupy
a territory wherever they chose.
However, they were en*
tirely unfit to frame a wise code of laws and to keep the
sovereign power vested in the community;
they were all
uncultivated and sunk in a wretched slavery, therefore the
sovereignty was bound to remain vested in the hands of.
one man who would rule the rest and keep them under
constraint, make laws and interpret them.
This sovereignty was easily retained by Moses, because he surpassed
the rest in virtue and persuaded the people of the fact,
proving it by many testimonies (see Exod. chap. xiv., last
verse, and chap. xix., verse 9). He then, by the Divine virtue
he possessed, made laws and ordained them for the people,
ta_ing the greatest care that they should be obeyed will_ngly
and not through fear, being specially induced to adopt this
course by the obstinate nature of the Jews, who would not
have submitted to be ruled solely by constraint ; and also
by the imminence of war, for it is always better to inspire
soldiers with a thirst for glory than to terrify them with
threats; each man will then strive to distinguish himself
by valour and courage, instead of merely trying to escape
punishment.
Moses, therefore, by his virtue and the 1)ivino
comm_nd, introduced a religion, so that the People might
do their duty from devotion rather than fear.
Further, he
bound them over by benefits, and prophesied many advantages in the future ; nor were his laws very severe, as anyono
may see for h_r_self, especially if he remarks the number
of cireumRtancos necessary in order to procure the conviction of an accused person.
IAstly, in order that the People which could not gove_
itself should be entirely dependent on its ruler, he left
nothing to the free choice of individuals (who had hithert_
been slaves) ; the people could do nothing but remember the
law, and follow the ordinances laid down at the good pleasure of the£r ruler; they were not allowed to plough, to
sow, to reap, nor even to eat; to clothe themselves, to shave,
to rejoice, or in fact to do anything whatever as they liked,
but were bound to followthe directions
given in the law;
and not only this,but they were obligedto have marks on
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theirdoor-posts,
on theirhands, and between theireyesto
admonish them toperpetualobedience.
This, then, was the object of the ceremonial law, that
men should do nothing of their own free will, but should
always act under external authority, and should continually
confess by their actions and thoughts that they were not
their own masters, but were entirely under the control of
others.
From all these considerations it is clearer than day that
ceremonies have nothing to do with a state of blessedness,
and that those mentioned in the Old Testament, i.e. the
whole Mosaic Law, had reference merelyto the government
of the Jews, and merely temporal advantages.
As for the Christian rites, such as baptism, the Lord's
Supper, festivals, public prayers, and any other observances
which are, and always have been, common to all Christendom, if they were instituted
by Christ or His Apostles
(which is open to doubt), they were _nstituted as external
signs of the universal church, and not as having anything
to do with blessedness, or possessing any sanctity in themselves.
Therefore, though such ceremonies were not ordained for the sake of upholding a government, they were
ordained for the preservation of a society, and accordingly he
who lives alone is not bound by them: nay, those who live
in a country where the Christian religion is forbidden, are
bound to abstain from such rites, and can none the less
live in a state of blessedness.
We have an example of this
in Japan, where the Christian religion is forbidden, and the
Dutch who live there are enjoined
by their East India
Company not to practiseany outward rites of religion.
I
need not cite other examples, though it would be easy to
prove my point from the fundamental principles of the New
Testament,
and to adduce many confirmatory instances;
But I pass on the more willingly, as I am anxious to pro*
eeed to my next proposition.
I will now, therefore, pass on
to what I proposed to treat of in the second part of this
chapter, namely, what persons are bound to believe in the
_arratives contained in Scripture, and how far they are so
bound.
Exam_ing
this question by the aid of natural
reason, I will proceed as follows.
If anyone wishes to persuade his fellows for or aga_
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anything which is not selfo_vident, he must deduce his contention from their admissions, and convince them either by
experience or by ratiocination;
either by appce.]in_ to facts
of natural experience, or to self-evident intellectual axioms.
Now unless the experience be of such a kind as to be
clearly and distinctly understood, though it may convince a
man, it will not have the same effect on his mlnd and disperse the clouds of his doubt so completely as when the
doctrine taught is deduced entirely from int_lectual
axioms
mthat is, by the mere power of the understanding
and logical
order, and this is especially the case in spiritual matters
which have nothing to do with the senses.
But the deduction of conclusions from general truths
p_ori, usually requires a long chai_ of arguments, and,
moreover, very great caution, acuteness, and self-restraint-qua.]ities which are not often met with; therefore people
prefer to be taught by experience rather than deduce their
conclusion from a few axioms, and set them out in logical
order.
Whence it follows, that if anyone wishes to teach a
doctrine to a whole nation (not to s_
of the whole human
race), and to be understood by all men in every partic, fla.r,
he will seek to support his teaching with experience, and
will endeavour to suit his reasonings and the definitions of
his doctrines as far as possible to the understanding
of the
common people, who form the majority of m_.n_nd, and
he will not set them forth in logical sequence nor adduce the
definitions which serve to establish them.
Otherwise he
writes only for the learned--that
is, he will be understood
by only a small proportion of the human race.
All Scripture was written primarily for an entire people,
and secondarily for the whole human race; therefore its
contents must necessarily be adapted as far as possible to
the understanding
of the masses, and proved only by examples drawn from experience.
We will explain ourselves
more clearly.
The chief speculative doctrines taught in
Scri_are
the existence of God, or a Being Who made
and Who directs and susf_i_
the world with
eousummate
wisdom;
furthermore,
that God takes the
greatest thought for men, or such of them as live piously
and honourably, while He punishes, with various penalties,
those who do evil, selmmating them from the good. All
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this is proved in Scripture entirely through experience--that
_s, through the narratives there related.
No definitions of
<loetrine are given, but all the sayings and reasonings are
adapted
to the understanding
of the masses.
Although
experience can give no clear knowledge of these things, nor
explain the nature of God, nor how He directs and sustains
all things, it can nevertheless
teach and enlighten men
sufficiently
to impress obedience and devotion on their
minds.
It is now, I think, sufficiently clear whatporsons
are bound
Co believe in the Scripture narratives,
and in what degree
they are so bound, for it evidently follows from what has
been said that the knowledge of and belief in them is particularly necessary to the masses whose intellect is not capable
_)f perceiving th_ugs clearly and distinctly.
Further, he
who denies them because he does not believe that God exists
or takes thought for men and the world, may be accounted
impious ; but a man who is ignorant of them, and never_he.less knows by natural reason that God exists, as we have
_aid, and has a true plan of life, is altogether blessed--yes,
more blessed than the common herd of believers, because
besides true opinions he possesses also a true and distinct
rconception.
Lastly, he who is ignorant of the Scriptures
_and knows nothing by the light of reason, though he may
not be impious or rebellious, is yet less than hum,._ and
_almost brutal, having none of God's gifts.
We must here remark that when we say that the know_ledge of the sacred narrative is particularly necessary to the
masses, we do not mean the knowledge of absolutely all the
narratives in the Bible, but only of the principal ones, those
,which, taken by themselves, plainl_ display the doctrine we
".have just stated, and have most effect over men's v-_uds.
If all the narratives in Scripture were necessary for the
proof of this doctrine, and if no conclusion could be drawn
"without the general consideration
of every one of the his"_ories contained in the sacred wri_no_, truly the conclusion
•and demonstration
of such doctrine would overtaslr the
_uderstanding
and strength not only of the masses, but of
_'_aumanity ; who is there who could give attention to all the
narratives at once, and to all the cire_ces,
and all the
-scraps of doctrine to be elicited from _uch a host of diverse
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llistories ? I caunot believe that the men who have left
us the Bible as we have it were so abounding in talent that
they attemptexl setting about such a method of demonstration, still less can I suppose that we cannot understand
Scriptural doctrine till we have given heed to the quarrels of
Isaac, the advice of Achitophel
to Absalom, the civil war
between Jews and Israelites, and other similar chronicles ;
nor can I think that it was more difficult to teach such
doctrine by means of history to the Jews of early times, the
contemporaries
of Moses, than it was to the contemporaries
of Esdras.
But more will be said on this point hereafter,
we may now only note that the masses are only bound to
know those histories which can most powerfully dispose
their mind to obedience and devotion. However, the masses
are not sufficiently skilled to draw conclusions from what
they read, they take more delight in the actual stories, and
in the strange and unlooked-for
issues of events th_.n in
the doctrines implied ; therefore, besides rea_ing these narratives, they arealways in need of pastors or church ministers
to explain them to their feeble intelligence.
But not to wander from our point, let us conclude with
what has been our principal object--namely,
that the truth
of narratives, be they what they may, has nothing to do
with the Divine law, and serves for nothing except in respect
of doctrine, the sole element which makes one history better
than another.
The narratives in the Old and New Testaments surpass profane history, and differ among themselves
in merit simply by reason of the salutary doctrines which
they inculcate.
Therefore, if a man were to read the Scri_
ture narratives
believing the whole of them, but were to
give no heed to the doctrines they contain, and make no
_mendment
in his life, he might employ himself just as
l_rofitably in reading the Koran or the poetic drama, or or_linary chronicles, with the attention usually given to such
writings ; on the other h_.nd, if a man is absolutely ignorant
of the Scriptures, and none the less has right opinions and
true plan of life, he is absolutely blessed and truly l_S.
_esses in ]_imself the spirit of Christ.
The Jews are of a directly contrary way of thln]dn_, for
_hey hold that true opinions and a true plan of life are of
no service in at_nlng
blessedness, if their l_Osecesors have
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arrived at them by the light of reason only, anc[ not like
the documents prophetically
revealed to Moses.
M_imo.
nides ventures openly to make this assertion : "Every man
who takes to heart the seven precepts and diligen_y follows
them, is counted with the pious among the nations, and an
heir of the world to come ; that is to say, if he takes to
heart and follows them beeause God ordained them in the
law, and revealed them to us by Moses, because they were
of a_oretime precepts to the sons of Noah: but he who
follows them as led thereto by reason, is not counted as a
dweller among the pious, nor among the wise of the nations."
Such are the words of Maimonides, to which R. Joseph, the
son of Shem Job, adds in his book which he calls "Kebod
Elohim, or God's Glory," that although Aristotle (whom he
considers to have written the best ethics and to be above
everyone else) has not omitted anything that concerns true
ethics, and which he has adopted in his own book, carefully
following the lines ]aid down, yet this was not able to suf_ce
for his salvation, inasmuch as he embraced his doctrines
in accordance with the dictates of reason and not as Divine
documents prophetically revealed.
However, that these are mere f_ments, and are not support_ by Scriptural authority will, I think, be sufficiently
evident to the attentive reader, so that an examination of the
theory will be sufficient for its refutation.
It is not my purpose here to refute the assertions of those who assert that
the natural light of reason can teach nothing of any value
concerning the true way of salvation.
People who lay no
clalms to reason for themselves, are not able to prove by
reason this their assertion ; and if they hawk about something superior to reason, it is a mere figment, and far below
reason, as their general method of life sufficiently shews.
But there is no need to dwell upon such persons.
I will
merely add that we can only judge of a man by his works.
T_ a man abounds in the fruits of the Spirit, charity, joy,
peace, long-suffering,
kindness, goodness, faith, gentleness,
chastity, r_alnst which, as Paul says (Gal. v. 22), there is
no law, such an one, whether he be taught by reason only
or by the Scripture only, has been in very truth taught by
God, and is altogether blessed.
Thus have I said all that
I undertook to say concerning Divine law.

CHAPTER
OF
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MIRACLEfl.

S men are accustomed to call Divine the knowledge
which transcends human understanding,
so also do
they style Divine, or the work of God, anything of which
the cause is not generally known: for the masses think that
the power and providence of God are most dearly displayed by events that are extraordinary and contrary to the
conception they have formed of nature, especmlly if such
events bring them any profit or convenience:
they think
that the dearest possible proof of God's existence is afforded
when nature, as they suppose, breaks her accustomed order,
and consequently
they believe that those who explai_ or
endeavour to understand phenomen_ or mir_es
through
their natural causes are doing away with God and His providence.
They suppose, forsooth, that God is inactive so
long as nature works in her accustomed order, and v/_
vers_, that the power of nature and natural cafises are idle
so long as God is acing:
thus they imagine two powers
distinct one _om the other, the power of God and the
power of nature, though the latter is in a sense determined
by God, or (as most people believe now) created by l_im.
What they mean by either, and what they understand by
God and nature they do not know, except that they imagine
the Power of God to be like that of some royal potentate,
and nature's power to consist in force and energy.
The masses then style unusual phenomena"
miracles,"
_d partly from piety, partly for the sake of opposing
the students of science, prefer to remain in ignorance of
natural causes, and only to hear of those things which they
know least, and consequently _._mire most.
In fact, the
common people can only aAore God, and refer all Ch;n_S to
His power by removing natural causes, and conceiving
things happening out of their due course, and only _rni,_s
G
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the power of God when the power of nature is conceived of
as in subjection to it
This idea seems to have taken its rise among the early
Jews who saw the Gentiles round them worshipping visible
gods such as the sun, the moon, the earth, water, air, &c.,
and in order to inspire the conviction that such divinities
were weak and inconstant, or changeable, told how they
themselves were under the sway of an invisible God, and
narrated their miracles, trying further to show that the
whom they worshipped arranged the whole of nature
for their sole benefit: this idea was so pleasing to h,lm,ni_y
that men go on to this day imagining miracles, so that they
may believe themselves
God's favourites,
and the _n_l
cause for which God created and directs all things.
What pretension will not people in their folly advance !
They have no single sound idea concerning either God or
nature, they confound God's decrees with bureau decrees,
they conceive nature as so llmited that they believe m,., to
be its chief part!
I have spent enough space in setting
forth these common ideas and prejudices concer-lng nature
and miracles, but in order to afford a regular demonstration
I willshow-I. That nature cannot be contravened, hut that she preserves a fixed and immutable order, and at the same time I
will explain what is meant by a miracle.
IL That God's nature and existence, and consequently
His providence cannot be known from miracles, but that
they can all be much better perceived from the f_ed and
immutable order of nature.
1_. That by the decrees and volitions, and consequently
the providence of God, Scripture (as I _
prove by Scrip.
rural examples) means nothing but nature s order following
necessarily from her eternal laws.
IV. _stly,
I will treat of the method of interpre_-g
Scriptural miracles, and the chie_ points to be noted concerning the narratives of them.
Such are the principal subjects which will be discussed
in this chapter, and which will serve, I think, not a little to
further the object of this treatise.
Our first point is easily proved from what we showed in
Chap. IV. about Divine law--namely,
that all that God
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wishes or determines involves eternal necessity and truth,
for we demonstrated that God's understanding is identical
with His will, and that it is the same thing to say that
wills a th_ug, as to say that He understands it ; hence,
as itfollowsnecessarily
from the Divine nature and perfectionthat God understandsa thing as itis,itfollowsno
|essnecessarily
that He willsitas itis. Now, as nothlu_
is necessarily true save only by Divine decree, it is plain
that the universal laws of nature are decrees of God followg from the necessity and perfection of the Divine nature.
ence, any event happening in nature which contravened
nature's universal laws, would necessarily also contravene
the Divine decree, nature, and understanding;
or if anyone asserted that God acts in contravention to the laws of
nature,he, ipsof_cto,would be compelledto assertthat
God acted againstHis own nature--an evidentabsurdity.
One might easilyshow from the same premises that the
l)owerand efciencyof naturearein themselvestheDivine
power and efciency,and thatthe Divinepower isthevery
essenceof God, but thisI gladlypass overforthepresent.
Nothing, then,comes to pass in nature_ in contravention to her universallaws, nay, everythingagrees with
them and followsfrom them, for whatsoever comes to
pass,comes to pass by the willand eternaldecreeof God;
thatis,aswe have justPointedout,whatevercomes to pass,
comes to pass accordingto laws and ruleswhich involve
eternalnecessityand truth; nature,therefore,
always observeslaws and miles which involve eternal necessity and
truth,although they may not allbe known to us, and
therefore she keeps a fixed and immutable order. Nor is
Eaere any sound reason for limiting the power and efficacy
of nature, and asserting that her laws are fit for certain
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purposes,
all; for
the efficacy
Power
of
nature, arebut
the not
veryforefcacy
andaspower
of God,andand
as the
laws and rules of nature are the decrees of God, it is in every
way to be believed that the power of nature is infiuite, and ,
that her laws are broa_ enough to embrace ev_
eeneeived by the Divine intellect;
the only alternative is to
_sert
that God has created nature so weak, and ha8
- t N.B. I donot nleau here by "nature; merely matter and its modi.
_
butinfinite
otherthings
beside8
matter.
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ordained _or her laws so barren, that He is repeatedly
compelled to come ah_h to her aid if He wishes that she
should be preserved, and that t,hln_ should happen as He
desires: _ conclusion, in my opfuion,
very far removed
from reason. Further, as not,hl.g happens in natu_which
does not follow from her laws, and as her laws embrace
everything conceived by the Divine intellect, and lastly, as
nature preserves a fixed and immutable order; it most
dearly follows that miracles are only intelligible as in relation to human op_on., and merely mean events of which
the natural cause cannot be explained by a reference te
any ordinary occurrence, either by us, or st any rate, by
tlfe writer and narrator of the miracle.
We may, in fact, say that a miracle is an event of which
the causes cannot be expl,._ned by the natural reason
through a reference to ascertaiued worlrln_s of nature ;
but since miracles were wrought accord_ to the under.
stan_n_ of the masses, who are wholly ignorant of the
wor_n_s of nature, it is certain that the ancients took for
a miracle whatever they could not explain by the metho_
adopted by the unlearned in such cases, n_.r-ely, an appeal
to the memory, a re_lling of something slmilar, which ig
ordinarily regarded without wonder; for most people th_nTr
they sufficiently understand a thing when they have cease_
to wonder at it. The ancients, then, and indeed most me_
up to the present day, had no other criterion for a mir-.cle
hence we e,.n,ot doubt that mp.nyth_ngs are narrated in
Scripture as miracles of which the causes could easily be explained by reference to ascertained wor_ngs of nature. We
have hinted as much in Chap. II., in speaking of the sun
standing s_ in the _me of Joshua_ and going ba_rwardg
in the time of Ahaz ; but we shall soon have more to say
on the subject when we come to treat of the interpre*
tation of miracles later on in this chapter.
It is now time to pass on to the second point, and show
that we e_nnot gain an nuderstanding of God's essence.
existence, or providence by means of miracles, but th_
these truths %remuch better perceived through the fixed
and ir-T-utable order of nature.
I thus proceed with the demonstration. As God's axistence is not self-evident_lit must necessarily beinferred from
1 See Note 6.

e_.
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ideas so _aly
and incontrovertibly true, that no power can
_e p0_mlated or conceived _t
to impugn them. They
_ught certainly so to appear to us when we infer from them
(_xl's existence, if we wish to place our conclusion beyond
the reach of doubt; for if we could conceive that such ideas
_oul_ be hnpugned by any power w_ver,
we should
doubt of their truth, we should doubt of our conclusion,
ammely, of God's existence, and should never be able to be
certain of anyf,hin_. Further, we know that nothln_ either
agrees with or is contrary to nature, unless it agrees with
or is contrary to these primary ideas; wherefore if we would
conoeive that anything could be done in nature by any
power whatsoever which would be contrary to the laws of
n_ture, 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 consequently on the existence of God, and on eve_hing
howsoever 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 absolutely certain of it, as knowing that nature follows a fixed
_nd immutable order.
Let us take miracle as meaning that which cannot be ex.plalned through natural causes. Th_ may be inte_reted
xu two senses : either as that which has natural causes, but
cabot
be examined by the human intellect;
or as that
which has no cause save God and God's will. But as all
thi_s which come to pass through natural causes, come to
pass also solely through the win and power of God, it comes
to this, that a miracle, whether it has natural causes or not,
is a result which cannot be expIA_ned by its cause,
that is a
phenomenon which surpasses hi!man understanding;
but
from such a phenomenon, and certainly from a result surpasai_g our understating,
we can gain no knowledge. For
whatsoever we understand clearly and distinctly should be
to us either in itself or by means of something else
and distinctly understood;
wherefore from a miracle
or a phenomenon which we cannot understand, we can gain
no knowledge of God's ess_ce, or existence, or indeed any.
thing about God or nature; where_s when we know that
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all thin_ are ordained and ratified by God, that the operations of nature follow from the essence of God, and that
the laws of nature are eternal decrees and volitions of God.
we must perforce conclude that our knowledge of God and
of God's will increases in proportion to our knowledge and
clear understanding
of nature, as we see how she dependa
on her primal cause, and how she works according to eternal law. WherQfore so far as our understanding
goes_
those phenomena which we clearly and distinctly understand have much better right to be called works of God_
and to be referred to the will of God than those about
which we are entirely ignorant, although they appeal power_
fully to the imagination, and compel men's admiration.
It is only phenomena that we clearly and distinctly understand, which he_hten
our knowledge
of God, and most
clearly indicate His will and decrees.
Plainly, they are
but triflers who, when they cannot ex_laln a thing, ru_
back to the will of God ; this is, truly, a ridiculous way of
expressing ignorance.
Again, even supposing that some
conclusion could be drawn from miracles, we could not
possibly infer from them the existence of God: for a
mirage being an event under lim_ations is the expression
of a fixed and limited power; therefore we could not possibly
infer from an effect of this kind the e_tence
of a cause
whose power is infinite, but at the utmost only of a cause
whose power is greater tha_n that of _he said effect.
I say
at the utmost, for a phenomenon may be the result of many
concurrent causes, and its power may be less than the power
of the sum of such causes, but far greater than t_t of any
one of them taken individually.
On the other hand, the
laws of nature, as we have shown, extend over infinity, au_
are conceived by us as, after a fashion, eternal, and nature
works in accordance with them in a fixed and immutabt_
order; therefore, such laws indicate to us in a certain degre_
the infinity, the eternity, and the immutability of God.
We may conclude, then, that we _.nnot gain knowledg_
of the existence and providence of God by means of
des, but that we can far better infer them from the fixe_
and immutable order of nature.
By miracle, I here mea_
an event which surpasses, or is thought to surpass, human
comp_hension:
for in so far as it is supposed to destroy or
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give
no knowledge of
but, contrariwise, takes away
that which we naturally have, and rnal_es us doubt of God
and everything else.
Neither
do I recognize any difference between an event
against the laws of nature and an event beyond the laws of
nature (that is, according to some, an event which does not
contravene nature, though she is inadequate to produce or
eifect it)--for
a miracle is wrought in, and not beyond
and, therefore, must necessarily
interrupt
the order of
nature, though it may be said in itself to be above nature,
nature, which otherwise we conceive of as fixed and unchangeable, according to God's decrees. If, therefore, anyfrom her laws, it would also be in contravention
to the
thing
should God
come
pass in nature
which fordoes
follow
order which
hastoestablished
in nature
evernotthrough
universal natural laws: it would, therefore, be in contravention to God's nature and laws, and, consequently, belief in
it would throw doubt upon everything, and lead to Atheism.
I th_nl_ I have now sufficiently established my second
point, so that we can again conclude that a mir_le, whether
-in contravention to, or beyond, nature, is a mere absurdity ;
and, therefore, that what is meant in Scripture by a miracle
can only be a work of nature, which surpasses, or is believed to surpass, human comprehension.
Before passing
on to my third Peint, I will adduce Scriptural authority for
my assertion that God cannot be known from miracles.
Scripture nowhere states the doctrine openly, but it can
readily be inferred from several passages.
Firstly, that in
which Moses commands (Deut. xiii.) that a false prophet
"If there arise a prophet among you, and giveth thee a
sign or wonder, and the sign or wonder come to pass, sayshouldlet beus put
to death,
worknotmiracles:
ing,
go after
other even
gods though
. . . thouheshalt
hearken
unto the voice of that prophet; for the Lord your God
proveth you, and that prophet sh_ll be put to death."
From this it dearly follows that miracles could be wrought
even by false prophets ; and that, unless men are honestly
endowed with the true knowledge and love of God, they
may be as easily led by miracles to follow false gods as to
follow the true God; for these words are added: "For the

Lord your God tempts you, that He may know whether
you love Him with all your heart and with all your mln&"
Further, the Israelites, from all their mirades, were unable to form a sound conception of God, as their experience
testified: for when they had persuaded themselves that
Moses had departed from among them, they petitioned
Aaron to give them visible gods; and the idea of God they
had formed as the result of all their miracles was--a calf !
Asaph, though he had heard of so m_ny mitres, yet
doubted of the providence of God, and would have turned
himself from the true way, if he had not at last come to
understand true blessedness. (See Ps. h..;il.)
Solomon,
too, at a time when the Jewish nation was at the height of
its prosperity, suspects that all things happen by chance.
(See Ecclea iii. 19, 20, 21 ; and chap. ix. 2, 3, &c.)
Lastly, nearly all the prophets found it very hard to reconcile the order of nature and hnm_n affairs with the
conception they had formed of God's providence, whereas
philosophers who endeavour to understand things by clear
conceptions of them, rathex than by miracles, have always
found the task extremely easyuat least, such of them as
place true happiness solely in virtue and peace of mind,
and who _im at obeying nature, rather than being obeyed
by her. Such persons rest assured that God directs nature
aecorcling to the requirements of universal laws, not according to the requirements of the particular laws of hnmgn
nature, and that, therefore, God's scheme comprehends, not
only the bnman race, but the whole of nature.
It is pl,_n;
then,from Scripture itself, that miracles can
give no knowledge of God, nor clearly teach us the providence of GOd_ As to the frequent statements in Scripture,
that God wrought miracles to make l_imsetf plain to man
---as in Exodus x. 2, where He deceived the EgyptiAn,, and
gave signs of Wimself, that the Israelites might know that
He was God,uit does not, therefore, follow that miracles
really taught this truth, but only that the Jews held
opinions which laid them easily open to conviction by
miracles. We have shown in Chap. IL that the reasons assigned by the prophets, or those which are formed from reve.
lation, are not assigned in accordance _
ideas universal
and common to all, but in accordance with the accepted
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doctrines, however _
and with the opinions of those
to whom the revelation was given, or those whom the Holy
8plrit wished to convinoe_
This we have /ll_ted
by many Scrip_u_l
instances,
and can further cite Paul, who to the Greeks was a Greek,
_d to the Jews • Jew. But _Ithough these miracles could
convince the Eg_tians
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 De_y
took special care of the Jews, who had just then an unext_h
Yehappy issue of all their affairs.
They could not
m 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 inequah'ties of fortune,
l_ersuaded themselves that God loved the Jews above all
men, though they did not surpass their fellows in true
_a_
perfectio_
I now go on to my _h/rd point, and show from Scripture
that the decrees and mandates of God, and consequently
His providence, are merely the order of natu_
__hat is,
when Scripture describes an event as accomplished by God
or God's will, we must understand merely that it was in
aecorA_nce 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 Sc_ripture 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.
Wherefore our conclusion must be gathered by inference
from those Scriptural narratives which halypen to be written
more at length and circumstantially
thA.n usual.
Of these
I _
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 h_m_
yet God did not send Saul to Samuel as people are wont
to send one man to another.
His " sendlng" 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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tO the prophet Samuel, to learn from _m where he might
find them. From no part of the narrative does it appear
that Saul had any command from God to visit Samuel
beyond _
nat__ral motive.
In Psalm ev. 24 it is said that God changed _e heart_
of the Egyptians, so that they hated the Israelites. This
was evidently a natural change, as appears from Exodus,
chap. i., where we find no slight reason for the Egyptians
reducing the Israelites to slavery.
In Genesis ix. 13, God tells Noah that He will set His
bow in the cloud; this action of God's is but another way
of expressing the refraction and reflection which the ray_
of the sun are subjected to in drops of water.
In Psalm cxlvii. 18, the natural action and warmth of
the wind, by which hoar frost and snow are melted, are
styled the word of the Lord, and in verse 15 wind and
cold are called the commandment and word of GOd.
In Psalm cir. 4, wind and fire are called the angels and
raln_sters of God, and various other passages of the
sort are found in Scripture, clearly showing that the decree,
commandment, fiat, and word of God are merely expressions for the action and order of nature.
Thus it is plain that all the events narrated in Scripture
came to pass naturally, and are referred directly to
because Scripture, as we have shown, does not aim at
expJ_.inlng things by their natural causes, but only at
narrating what appeals to the popular imagination, and
doing so in the manner best caleula_d to excite wonder,
and consequently to impress the minds of the masses with
devotion. If, therefore, events are found in the Bible
which we cannot refer to their causes, nay, which seem
entirely to contra_ct the order of nature, we must not
come to a stand, but assuredly believe that whatever did
really happen happened naturally. This view is confirmed
by the fact that in the case of every miracle there were
many attendant circumstances, though these were
always related, especially where the narrative was of a
poetic character.
The circumstances of the miracles clearly show, I maintain, that natural causes were needed. For instance, in
order to infect the Egyptians with blains, it was necessary

that _Iosea should _catter ashesin the air CExed.ix. lO)
the l_custs also came upon the laud of Egypt by a commpmd 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 m_ndate the sea opened a way for the
Jews (Exed. 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 7glngs iv. 34_, 35).
Again, in John's Gospel (chap. ix.) certain acts are mentioned as Imrformed by Christ preparatory to healing the.
blind man, and there are numerous other instances showiag that something further titan the absolute fiat of Gocl
is required for working a miracle.
Wherefore
we may believe that, although the cireumo
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
watexs of the sea returned to their strength in the morning," no mention being made of a wind ; but in the song
of Moses (Exed. xv. 10) we read, "Thou didst blow with
Thy wind (/.e. with a very strong wind), and the sea
covered them." Thus the attendant circumstance is omitte_
in the history, and the miracle is thereby enhanced.
But perhaps
someone will insist that we _nd many
things in Scripture which seem in nowise explicable by
natural causes, as for instance, that the sins of men an¢t
their prayers can be the cause of rain and of the earth's
fert_ty, 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 ancl
the style which has most power to move men, and
.cially uneducated men, to devotion ; and therefore it speaka
inaccurately of God and of events, seeing that its object is
not to convince the reason, but to attract and lay hold ot_
the imagination
If the Bible were to describe the destruc-
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tion of an empire in the style of political historic-.,
the
masses would _in
unstirred, whereas the contrary is the
ease when it adopts the method of poetic description, and

refers all t_i-_ 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 slm_la_ expressions,
which axe either thrown out poetically or related accordi_
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 anything 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 bands ; for whatsoever is
contrary to nature is also contrary to reason, and whatsoever
is contrary to reason is absurd, and, ilvso 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 judgment.
When they see or hear anything
new, they are,
unless strictly on their guard, so occupied with their own
l_reconceived opinions that they perceive something quite
_titterent from the plain facts seen or heard, espe_y
if
such facts surpass the comprehension
of the beholder or
hearer, and, most of all, if he is interested in their happeniug in a given way.
Thus men relate in chronicles and histories their own
_opinions rather than actual events, so that one and the
_Lme event is so differently related by two men of d_erent
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that it seems like two separate occurrences ; and,
,itisvery.
easyfrom historical
chronicles
togather#
thepersonal
op_nonsofthehistoria_
I could cite many instances in proof of this from the
writings both of natural philosophers and historians, but
I will content myself with one only from Scripture, and

leavethe readerto judgeof therest.

In the time of Joshua the Hebrews held the ordinary
opinion that the sun moves with a daily motion, and that
the earth r__._ns at rest; to this preconceived opinion they
adapted the miracle which occurred during their battle with
the five Mugs. 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 he of great service to them at that time iu convincing and proving by experience to the Gentiles, who worshipl_dthe sun, that the sun was under the control of
another deity who could compel it to change its daily
course. _nus, partly through religious motives, partly
through preconceived opinions, they conceived of and related the occurrence as something quite different from what
re_nshappened.
in order to interpret the Scriptural miracles and
understand from the narration of them how they really
happened, it is necessary to know the opinions of those who
_-_ related them, and have recorded them for us in writing,

andto distinguishsuch opinionsfrom the actualimpresdon made upon their senses, otherwise we shall confound
opinions and judgments with the actual mir_le as it really
occurred: nay, further, we shall confound actual events
withsymbolical and imaginary
ones. For m_uy th_n_s
are
narrated
inScripture
as real,
and were believed
tobe real,
which were in _
onlysymbolical
and imaginary.As,
forinstance,
thatGod came down fromheaven(Exod._v,
28,Deut. v.28),and thatMount _q_ smoked because
God descended upon it surrounded with fire; or, again,
that Elijah ascended into heaven in a chariot of fire, with
horses of fire ; all these th_n_ were assuredly merely symbois ad_pted to the opinions of those who have _nded
them down to us as they were represented to them, _Amely ,
as real AIl who have any education know that God hal

_
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_no right hand nor left ; that He is not moved nor at vest,
nor in a particlll,.r place, but ttm,t He is absolutely infinite
and contains in _imself all perfections.
These t_n_s,
I repeat, are known to whoever judges of
_thlu_s by the pereeption of pure reason, and not according
_s his imagination is affected by his outward senses.
Following the example of the masses who imagine a bodily
])eity, holding a royal court with a throne on the convexity
-of heaven, above the stars, which are believed to be not
very far off from the earth.
To these and sh_lar opinions very many narrations
in
Scriphn'e ale adapted, and should not, therefore, be rni_.
.taken by philosophers for realities.
Lastly, in order to understand, in the case of miracles,
what actually took place, we ought to be fame]Jar with
.Jewish phrases and metaphors ; anyone who did not make
sufficient allowance for these, would be continually seeing
miracles in Scripture where nothing of the kind is intended
by the writer; he would thus miss the knowledge not only
.of what actually happened,
but also of the Tnlnd of the
_writers of the sacred text.
For instance, Zechariah speaking of some future war says (chap. xiv. verse 7) : "It shall
be one day which shall be known to the Lord, not day nor
_night ; but at even time it sh_ll be light."
In these words
_ae seems to predict a great miracle, yet he only means that
-the battle will be doubtful the whole day, that the issue
will be known only to God, but that in the even_n_ they
will gain the victory : the prophets frequently used to predict victories and defeats of the nations in s_mil_r phrase_
'Thus Isaiah, describing
the destruction
of Babylon, says
(chap. xiii.) : "The stars of heaven, and the constellations
-thereof, shall not give their light; the sun shah be dar.
kened in his going forth, and the moon s_11 not cause
her lig ht to shin_.
" ^"
"_
_ow
I suppose no one imagines that
-at the destruction of Babylon these phenomena actually
,.occurred any more $.h_._ that which the prophet adds,
"" For I will make the heavens to tremble, and remove the
.earth out of her place."
So, toe, I_
in foretelling to the Jews that they would
_return from Babylon to Jerusalem in safety, and would not
,suffer from thirst on their journey, says: "And they thirsted
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alet when He led them ttLrvugh the deserts ; He caused the
waters to flow out of the rocks for them; He clave the
rocks, and the waters gushed out."
These words merely
mean that the Jews, like other people, found springs in the
_[esert, at which they quenched their tlfirst; for when the
Jews returned to Jerusalem with the consent of Cyrus, it is
_lmitted that no similar miracles befell them.
In this way many occurrences in the Bible are to be regarded merely as Jewish expressions.
There is no need
for me to go through them in detail; but I will call atten.
tion generally to the fact that the Jews employed such
phrases not only rhetorically, but also, and indeed chiefly,
from devotional motives.
Such is the reason for the sub_titution of "bless God" for "curse God" in 1 K;n_ xxi.
10, and Job ii. 9, and for all things being referred to God,
whence it appears that the Bible seems to relate nothing
_ut miracles, even when speaking of the most ordinary oc_u'rences, as in the examples given above.
Hence we must believe that when the Bible says that
the Lord hardened Pharaoh's heart, it only means that
Pharaoh was obstinate;
when it says that God opened the
• rindows of heaven, it only means that it rained very hard,
and so on. When we reflect on these pecn]igrities, and also
on the fact that most things are related very shortly, with
very little detail, and _imost in abridgments, we shall see
that there is hardly anythino_ in Scripture which can be
provod contrary to natural reason, while, on the other
hancl, many things which before seemed obscure, will after
a little consideration be understood and easily exph,lned.
I think I have now very dearly explglned all that I proc_]lsed to explain, but before I finish this chapter I would
attention to the fact that I have adopted a different
method in speaking of miracles to that which I employed
in treating of prophecy.
Of prophecy I have asserted
t_othlng which could not be inferred from promises revealed
in Scripture, whereas in this chapter I have deduced my
conclusions
solely from the principles ascertained by the
natural light of reasozL I have proceeded in this way advisedly, for prophecy, in that it surpasses human knowledge, is a purely theological question; therefore, I knew
that X oonld not make any assertions about it, nor learn
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wherein it consists, except through deductions from premises that have been revealed; therefore I was compelled
to collate
thehistory
of prophecy,
and to draw therefrom
certain conclusions which would teach me. in so far as such
teaching is possible, the nature and properties of the
But in the case of mim_es, as our inquiry is a question
purelyphilosophical
(_amely,
whetheranything
canhappen
which contravenes,
or doesnot followfrom thelaws of
nature), I was not under any such necessity: I therefore
thoughtitwiserto unravelthedi_culty
throughpremises
ascertained
and thoroughly
known by thenaturallight
of
reason.I say I thoughtitwiser,
forI couldalsoeasily
have solvedtheproblemmerelyfrom the doctrines
and
fundA.mental principles of Scripture: in order that everyone may acknowledge this, I will briefly show how it could
be done.
Scripture makes the general assertion in several passages
that nature's course is fixed and unchangeable.
In Ps.
cxlvili. 6, for instance, and Jer. _.
35. The wise man
also,
in Eccles.
i.I0,distinctly
teaches
that"thereisnothingnew underthesun,"and m verses11,12,illustrating
the same idea, he adds that although something occasionally
happens which seems new, it is not really new, but "hath
been already of old time, which was before us, whereof there
is no remembrance, neither shall there be any remembrance
of things that are to come with those that come after."
Again in chap. iii. 11, he says, "God hath made everything
beautiful in his time," and immediately afterwards adds,
"I know that whatsoever God doeth, it shall be for ever;
no, rigcanbe putto it,
noranythi_ takenfromit."
ow allthesetextsteachmost distinctly
thatnature
preserves a fixed and unchan_able order, and that God in
all ages, known and unknown, has been the same ; further,
that the laws of nature are so perfect, that nothing can be
added thereto nor taken therefrom; and, lastly, that miracles
onlT appear as something new because of man's ignorance.
Such istheexpress teaching of Scripture : nowheredoes
Scri1_reassert
thatan_.hi_ghappenswhichcontradicts,
or_nnot follow
from thelawsof nature;and,therefore,
we shouldnotattribute
toitsucha doctrine.
To these considerations
we must add. that miracles re.

fqou_reowCaUSeS
and attendant clr_irn_mces,
and that they
not from some mysterious royal power which the
masses attribute to God, but from the Divine rule and decree; that is (as we have shown from Scripture itself) from
the laws and order of nature ; lastly, that miracles can be
wrought even by false prophets, as is proved from Deut. xiii.
Matt. xxiv. 24.
The conclusion, then_ that is most plainly put before us
is, that miracles were natural occurrences, and must therefore be so explained as to appear neither new (in the words
of Solomon) nor contrary to nature, but, as far as possible,
in complete agreement with ordinary events.
This can
easily be done by anyone, now that I have set forth the
rules drawn from Scripture.
Nevertheless, though I main_n that Scripture teaches this doctrine, I do not assert
that it teaches it as a truth necessary to salvation, but only
that the prophets were in agreement with ourselves on the
point; therefore everyone is free to thi_ on the subject as
he likes, aeco_ing
as he th_n]_s it best for hlm_elf, and
most likely to conduce to the worship of God and to _gle-

hearted religion.
This is also the opinion of Josephus, for at the conclusion
of the second book of his "Antiquities,"
he writes : "Let
no man thln_ this story incredible of the ses's dividing to
save these people, for we find it in ancient records that
this hath been seen before, whether by God's extraordinary
will or by the course of nature it is indifferent.
The same
thing happened one time to the Mgcedoai_ns, under the
eommand of A/e_er,
when for want of another passage
the _amphyZian
Sea divided to make them way

Providence making use of Akfficnderat that time as His
instrument
for destroying the Pers/¢_ Empire.
This is
attested by all the historians who have pretended to write
the Life of that Prince. But people are at liberty to think
what they please."
Such are the words of Josephus, and such is his opinion
on faith in miraele_
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people declare, as all are ready to do, that the
Bible is the Word of God teaching man true blessedness and the way of salvation, they evidently do not mean
what they saT ; for the masses take no pains at all to live
according to Scripture, and we see most people endeavouring
to hawk about their own commentaries as the word of God,
and giving their _
efforts, under the guise of religion,
to com_llin_others to t_n]r as they do: we generally see,
I say, theologlans A.u_ous to learn how to wring their inventions and sayings out of the sacred text, and to fortify
them with Divine authority. Such persons never display
less scruple or more zeal than when they are interpreting
Scripture or the m_nd of the Holy Ghost; if we ever see
them perturbed, it is not that they fear to attribute some
error to the Holy Spirit, and to stray _rom the right path,
but that they are afraid to be convicted of error by others,
and thus to overthrow and bring into contempt their own
authority. But if men really believed what they verlm_ly
testify of Scripture, they would adopt quite a different plan
of ]fie: their minds would not be agitated by so many con°
tentlons, nor so many hatreds, and they would cease to be
excited by such a blind and rash passion for interpreting
the sacred writings, and excogitating novelties in religion.
On the contrary, they would not dare to adopt, as the
teaching of Scripture, anyttfing which they could not pla_!y
deduce therefrom: lastly, those sacrilegious persons who
have dared, in several passages, to interpolate the Bible,
would have shrunk from so great a crime, and would lmve
stayed their sacrilegious h_.nds.
Ambition and unscrupulousness have waxed so pewerhd,
that religion is thought to consist, not so much in respect.

ing the writings of the Holy Ghost, as in defending human
commentaries, so that religion is no longer identified with
chsxity, but with spresdi_g discord _d propagating insensate lmtred disguised under the na_nc of zeal for the Lord,
_nd ester 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
wonder£-a] that for the sake of increasing the admiration
and veneration felt for Scripture, men strive to exp]aln it
so as to make it appear to centraAict, as far as possible,
both one and the other: thus they dream that most pro.
fo_d 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 hna_aation 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
lm_ssionsare defended by the passions.
If we would separate ourselves from the crowd and escape
from theological prejudice_ instead of rashly _eeptl/_ng
human commentaries for I_vine documents, we must conraiderthe true method of mterpretiug Scripture and dwell
upon it at some length: for if we remain in ignorance of
this we c_n_ot know, certainly, what the Bible and the
Holy Spirit wish to teach.
I m_y 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
ofnatureconsists in the
e_m_u_tion of the history of nature, and therefrom dedu_ng de_nitions of natural phenomena on certain fixed
axioms, so Scriptural interpretation proceeds by the examination of Scripture,
and inferring
the intention
of its
authors as a legitimate conclusion from its funda_aent_l
l__nciptes. By working in this rn_nner everyone will
_lways advance without danger of error--that
is, if they
admit no principleB for interpreting Scripture, and diseusshlg its contents save such as they __n__in Scripture
ira.--and
will be able with equal security to discuss what
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surpasses our understandS-g, and what is known by the
natur_ light of reaso_
In order to m_lre clear that such _ method is not only
correct, but is also the only one advisable, and that it agrees
with that employed in interpreting nature, I must remark
that Scripture very often treats of matters which c_rmot
be deduced from principle_ known to reason: for it is
chiefly made up ofnarratives and revelation: the narratives
generally contain miracles---that is, as we have shown in the
last chapter, relations of extraord_n_, T natural occurrences
sAapted to the opinions and judgment of the ]Kstoriams
who recorded them: the revelstions also were sdspted to
the opinions of the prophets, as we showed in Chap. H.,
and in themselves surpassed human comprehension. Therefore the knowledge of all these--that is, of nearly the whole
contents of Scril_ure_ must be sought from Scripture s/one,
even as the knowledge of nature is sought from nature_
As for the roots/doctrines which are also contained in the
Bible, they may be demonstrated from received axioms_
but we c_ot
prove in the same m_n_er that Scripture
intended to te_h them, this aan only be learned from Scripture itsetf.
If we would bear unprejudiced witness to the Divin_
origin of Scripture, we must prove solely on its own authority that it teaches true moral doctrines, for by such means
alenecan its Divine origin be demonstrated : we haveshown
tt_t the certitude of the prophets depended chiefly on their
having _ds
tu_med towsrds whst is just and good, ther_
fore we ought to l_ve proof of their possessing this quality
beforewe repose faith in them. From m_raclesGod' s divinity
cannot be proved, as I have already shown, and need not
uow repeat, for mim_es could be wrought by false prophets.
Wherefore _
I)ivine or_
of Scripture must consist
solely in its te_h_._ true virtue. But we must come t_
our conclusion simply on Scriptura/ grounds, for if we
were ,,_ble to do so we could not, unless strongly prejudiced, aeeel_ the Bible and bear witness to its Divh_e

o_
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any more than n_ture does: therefore, such definitions must
be sought in the latter case from the diverse worlrino_,sof
_ture;
in the former case, from the vaxions narratives
about the given subject which occur in the Bible.
The unlversal rule, then, in interpreting
Scripture is to
accept nothing as an authoritative
Scriptural statement
which we do not perceive very clearly when we examine it
in the light of its history.
What I mean by its history,
vmd what should be the chief points elucidated, I will now
tory of a Scriptural statement comprises-I. The nature and properties of the l_ng_ge
in which
the books of the Bible were written, and in which their
authors were accustomed to speak.
We shM1 thus be able
to inves_gate every expression by comparison with common
conversational usages.
Now all the writers both of the Old Tes_ment
and the
New were Hebrews : therefore, a knowledge of the Hebrew
language is before all things necessary, not only for the
comprehension of the Old Testament, which was written in
that tongue, but also of the New: for although the latter
was published in other !_mges,
yet its characteristics
are Hebrew.
IL An analysis of each book and arrangement
of its
contents under heads; so that we may have at ha_d the
various texts which treat of a given subject. Lastly, a note
of all the passages which are ambiguous or obscure, or
which seem mutn_.11y contradictory.
I call passages clear or obscure according as their meanmg is inferred easily or with fl_meulty in relation to the
context, not according as their truth is perceived eas_y or
the reverse by reasom We are at work not on the truth of
passages, but solely on their me_.nlng.
We must take
especial care, when we are in search of the meaning of a
text, not to be led away by our reason in so far as it is
founded on principles of natural knowledge (to say nothing
of prejudices):
in order not to confound the me_nln_ of
a passage with its truth, we must examine it solely by
means of the aignification of the words, or by a reason
acknowledging no foundation but Scriptur_
I will illustrate my meaning by an e_mpl_
The words
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of Mo_s, "Godis
a fire" and "God is jealous," are perfect]y clear so long as we regard merely the m'gniflcation of
the words, and I therefore reckon them among the clear
t_ssages, though in relation to reason and truth they ar_
most obscure: still, although the literal meaning is relmg_nt to the natural l_ht of reason, nevertheless, if it cannot
be clearly overruled on grounds and principles derived
from its Scriptural "history," it, that is, the literal me_g,
must be the one retained: and contrariwise if these passages literally interpreted are found to clash with principle_
derived from Scripture, though such literal interpretation
were in absolute harmony with reason, they must be interlr_ted in a diffe_mt manner, i.e. metaphorically.
we would know whether Moses believed God to be a
fire or not, we must on no account decide the question on
grounds of the reasonableness
or the reverse of such an
ypinion, but must judge solely by the other opinions of
Moses which are on record.
In the present instance, as Moses says in several other
wl_he_eS that God has no likeness to any visible thing,
in heaven or in earth, or in the water, either all
such passages must be taken metaphorically,
or else the
one before us must be so explained.
However, as we should
depart as little as possible from the literal sense, we must
first ask whether this text, God is a fire, admits of any hut
the literal me_._ing--that
is, whether the word fire ever
means anything besides ordinary natural fire. H no such
second meaning
can be found, the text must be taken
literally, however repugnant to reason it may be: and all
the other passages, though in complete accordance witti
reason, must be brought into harmony with it. H the
verbal expressions
would not admit of being thus harmonised, we should have to set them down as irreconcilable,
and suspend our judgment concerning them.
However, as
we find the name fire applied to a_
and jealousy (see
Job _.
12) we can thus easily reconcile the words of
Moses, and legitimately conclude that the two propositions
God is a fire, and GOd is jealous, are in mea_-g
identical.
Further, as Moses clearly teaches that God is jealous,
and nowhere
states that God is without
pass!'ons or
emotions, we must evidently infer that Moses held
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h_m_elf, or at any rate, that he wished to teach it,
nor must we refrain because such a belief seems contrary
to reason: for as we have shown, we cannot wrest the
me_nlng of texts to suit the dictates of our reason, or our
preconceived opinions. _he whole knowlcdge of the Bible
must be sought solely f_om itself.
Lastly, such a history should relate _he environment
of all the prophetic books extant; that is, the life, the conduct, and the studies of the author of each book, who he
was, what was the occasion, and the e_och of his writing,
whom did he write for, and in what ]_u_ge.
Further, it
should inquire into the fate of each book: how it was first
received, into whose hands it fell, how many different versions there were of it, by whose advice was it received into
the Bible, and, lastly, how all the books now universally
accepted as sacred, were united into a single whole.
All such information should, as I have said, be contained
in the "history" of Scripture. For, in order to know what
statements are set forth as laws, and what as moral precepts, it is important to be acquainted with the life, the
conduct, and the pursuits of their author: moreover, it
becomes eas_erto explain a man's writings in proportion as
we have more intimate knowl_ge of his genius and tempersanent_
Further, that we may not confound precepts which are
eternal with those which served only a temporary purpose,
or were only meant for a few, we should know what was
the occasion, the time, the age, in which each book was
written, and to what nation it was addressed.
Lastly, we should have knowledge on the other points I
have mentioned, in order to be sure, in addition to the
authenticity of the work, that it has not been tampered
with by sacrilegious ]l_.nds, or whether errors can have
crept in, and, if so, whether they have been corrected by
men sufficiently skilled and worthy of credence. All these
tl_gs should be known, that we may not be led away by
blind impulse to accept whatever is thrust on our notice,
instead of only that which is sure and indisputable.
Now, when we are in possession of this history of Scripture, and have _nally decided that we assert not_;-g as
prophetic doctrine which does not directly follow from such
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history, or which is not clearly deducible from it, then, I
say, it will be time to gird ourselves for the task of inve_gating the mind of the prophets and of the Holy Spirit_
But in this further arguing, also, we sl_all requ_e a method
very like that employed in interpreting nature" from her
history. As in the examination of natural phenomena we
try first to investigate what is most universal and common
to all natur_ such, for instauce, as motion and rest, and
their laws and rules, which nature always observes, and
through which she continually works--and than we proceed
to what is less universal; so, too, in the history of Scrip.
ture, we seek first for that which is most universal and
serves for the basis and foundation of all Scripture, a doctrine, in fact, that is commended by all the prophets as
eternal and most profitable to all mere For example, that
God is one, and that He is omnipotent, that He alone
should be worshipped, that He has a care for all men, and
that He especially loves those who adore Him and love
their neighbour as themselves, &c. These and similar doctrines, I repeat, Scripture everywhere so clearly and expressly teaches, that no one was ever in doubt of its mean°
ing concerulng them.
The nature of God, His rn_n_er of regarding and provieling for things, and s_mil_.r doctrines, Scripture nowhere
teaches professedly, and as eternal doctrine; on the contrary, we have shown that the prophets themselves did not
agree on the subject; therefore, we must not lay down any
doctrine as Scriptural on such subjects, though it may
appear perfectly clear on rational grounds.
From a proper knowledge of this universal doctrine of
• Scripture, we must then proceed to other doctrines less
universal, but which, nevertheless, have regard to the
general conduct of life, and flow from the universal doctrine like rivulets from a source; such are all particular
external m_nlfestations of true virtue, which need a given
occasion for their exercise; whatever is obscure or am- .
biguous on such points in Scripture must he explained and
defined by its universal doctrine; with r.eg_ to contradictory instances, we must observe the occasion and the time
in which they were written. For instance, when Christ
_ys, "JBtessed are they that mourn, for they sl_ll
be com.
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forted," we do not know, from the actual _e,
what
sort of mourners are meant; as, however, _
a_er_rds
t_aches that we should have care for nothing, save only for
the kingdom of God and His righteousness,
which is commended as the highest good (see Matt. vi. 33), it follows
that by mourners He only meant those who mourn for the
kingdom of God and righteousness neglected by man: for
this would be the only cause of mourning to those who love
nothln_ but the Divine lrln_:lom and justice, and who
evidently
despise the gifts of fortune.
So, too, when
Christ says: "But if a man strike you on the right cheek,
turn to t_irn t he left also, " and the words which follow.
If He had given such a command, as a lawgiver, to
judges, He would thereby have abrogated 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 A._mat correcting outward actions so much as the f_a_me
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 destruction of the city was also taught by Jeremiah before
the first destruction of Jerusalem, that is, in slrn_lar cireum.
stances, as we see from Lamentations iii. 25-30.
Now as such teach,us 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 h_,nd, Moses (who did not
writ_ 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 eve, it follows most dearly from
these purely Scriptural grounds that this precept of Christ
and Jeremiah coneern_ng submission to injuries 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 demand penalties before the judge (see Lev. v. 1), not for the
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sake of vengeance (Lev. xix. 17, 18), but in order to defend
justice and his country's laws, and to prevent the w:_ked
rejoin'rig in their wicked_uess.All thisispls.i_ly in accordance with reason. I might citemany other examples i_
the _.me manner, but I thinl_the foregoingare su_cient
to explain my meaning and the utility of this method, and
this is allmy present purpose.
Hitherto we have only
shown how to investigate
thosepassagesof Scripture
which
trestof practical
conduct,and which, therefore,
are more
easilyexamined,foron such subjectstherewas neverreally
any controversyamong the writersofthe Bible.
The purely speculative
passages
c_,nnot be so e_ily
traced to their real meaning: the way becomes narrower,
for as the prophets differed in matters speculative among
themselves, and the narratives are in great measure a_lapted
to the prejudices of each age, we must not, on any account,
infer the intention of one prophet from clearer passages i_
the writings of another; nor must we so explain his mean°
bag, unless it is perfectly plain that the two prophets were
at one in the matter.
How we are to arrive at the intention of the prophets i_
such cases I will briefly explain.
Here, too, we must begi_
from the most universal proposition, inquiring first from
the most clear Scriptm_l
statements what is the nature of
prophecy or revelation, and wherein does it consist ; then
we must proceed to miracles, and so on to whatever is most
general till we come to the opinions of _ particular prophet,
and, at last, to the meaning of a particular revelation,
prophecy, history, or rnlr_cle.
We have already pointect
out that great caution is necessary not to confound the
mind of a prophet or historian with the mind of the Holy
Spirit an/[ the truth of the matter;
therefore
I need not
dwell further on the subject.
I would, however, here remark concern_n_ the meaning of revelation, that the present
method only teaches us what the prophets really saw or
heard, not what they desired to signify or represent by
symbols.
The latter may be guessed at but _.nnot be in.
ferrsd with certainty from Scriptural premises.
We have thus shown the plan for interpreting Scripture,
and have, at the same time, demonstrated that it is the one
and surest way of investigating
its true meauing.
I am
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wlllng indeed to aAm_t that those persons (if any such.
there be) would be more absolutely eert_i_ly right, whc_
have received either a trustworthy tradition or an assuranc_
from the prophets themselves,
such as is claimed by th_
Pharisees; or who have a ponti_ gifted with i_¢_lllbilit_y in.
the interpretation of Scripture, such as the Roman Catholics
boa_.
But as wo _n never be perfectly sure, either of
such _ ta_tition or of the authority of the pontiff, we can.
not found any certain conclusion on either : the one is denied by the oldestsect of Christians,
the other by th_
oldestsect of Jews. Indeed,if we considerthe seriesof
years(tomention no otherpoint)acceptedby the Pharisees
from theirRabbis, during which time they say theyhave.
handed down the tradition
from Moses, we shallfindthat
itis not correct,
as I show elsewhere. Thereforesuch a
tradition
should be receivedwith extreme suspicion;and
although, according to our method, we are bound to consider as uncorrupted the tradition of the Jews, namely, tho
meaning of the Hebrew words which we received from
them, we may accept the latter while retraining our doubts
about the former.
No one has ever been able to change the meaning of
word inordinaryuse,though many have changed themeaning of a particular sentence.
Such a proceeding would be
most di_cult;
for whoever attempted to e.hpmge the meaning
of a word, would be compelled, at the same time, to explain
all the authors who employed it, each according to his temperament and intention, or else, with consumm_tte cnnn_ng,.
to falsify them.
Further, the masses and the learned a]il_e preserve language, but it is only the learned who preserve the meaning
of particular
sentences
and books:
thus, we may easily
nnagine tl_t the learned having a very rare book in their
power, might chancre or corrupt the meu,nlng of a sentence
in it, but they could not alter the signification of the words;
moreover, if anyone wanted to change the mes.n_g of a
common word he would not be ableto keep up the change
amung posterity,
or in common parlanceor wl_ting.
For theseand such-like
reasonswe may readilyconclude
that it would never enter into the mind of anyone tc_
eerrupt a language, though the intention of a writer may
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often have been _l_ed
by changing his phrams or interpret.i_g them amiss.
As then our method (based on the
principle that the knowledge of Scripture must be sought
from itself alone) is the sole true one, we must evidently
renounce any knowledge which it cannot furnish for the
_omplete un_erstandlng
of Scripture.
I will now point out
itsdif_culties
and shortcomings,which preventour galnin_
completeand assuredknowlege of the Sa_ed Text.
Its first great difficulty consists in its requiring
a
•horough
knowledge of the Hebrew language.
Where is
_uch knowledge to be obtained?
The men of old who
employed the Hebrew tongue have left none of the
"
_ilales and bases of their language to posterity;
we _Vrmve
fcrom them absolutely nothing in the way of dictionary,
gr_mvaar, or rhetoric.
Now the Hebrew nation has lost all its grace and beauty
(as one would expect after the defeats and persecutions
it
]aas gone through), and has only retained certain fxagments
_af its language and of a few books.
Nearly all the names
ef fruits, birds, and fishes, and many other words have
.perished in the wear and tear of time.
Further, the mean•ng of many nouns and verbs which occur in the Bible are
either utterly lost, or are subjects of dispute.
And not
_)nly are these gone, but we are lacking in a knowledge of
Hebrew phraseology.
The devouring tooth of time has destroyed nearly all the phra_s
and turns of expression
peculiar to the Hebrews, so that we know them no more.
Therefore we cannot investigate as we would all the meanings of a sentence by the uses of the language;
and there
are many phrases of which the meaning is most obscure or
altogether inexplicable,
though the component words are
perfectly plain.
To this impossibility of tracing the history of the Hebrew
la_ge
must be added its particular nature and composition: these give rise to so many ambiguities that it isimpossible to find a method which would enable us to gain a
certain knowledge of all the statements
in Scripture. t In
addition to the sources of ambiguities common to all lan.
guages,therearemany peculiar
to Hebrew. These,I thief-,
it worth whileto mention.
Firstly, an ambiguity often arises in the Bible from our
i See Note 7.
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mi_a_h_j
one letter for a_other dmil_ one. The Hebrewa
divide the lottm_ of the _lpl_be_ into five classes, a_corellng
tlm five o_rg_n-of the mouth employed in pronouncing
n_mely, the llps, the tongue, the teeth, the palate,
and the f_roat,
For instance, Alpha, Ghot, Hgain, He, ar_
_lled gunnels,
and are barely distinguishable,
by any sign
that we ]mow, one from the other.
:E_, which signifies to,
is often taken for/*gal, which signifies abave, and vice versd.
Hence sentences are often rendered rather ambiguous or

me_i_les..

A _cond di_ulty
arises from the multiplied meaning
of e_ajunctions
and adverbs.
For instance, va_ serves
prcmisc_uously for a particle of union or ofseparation,meanrag, .a_, but, became, however, t_
: k/, has seven or eight
me_.nm_,
namely, wherefore, although, if, whe_, ina_muvh
as, be.cam, a b_r_i_,
&c., and so on with almost all

t_-tieh..
The third very fertile source of doubt is the fact that
Hebrew verbs in the indicative mood lack the present, the
imperfect, the pluperfect, the future perfect, and other
tenses most frequently employed in other ]_uguages;
in the
imperative and infinitive moods they are wanKug in all expt the present, and a subjunctive mood does not exist.
ow, al_ough
all these defects in moods and tenses may
be supplied by certain fundamental rules of the language
with ease and even elegaace, the ancient writers evidently
neglected such rules altogether, and employed indifferently
future for present and pa_ and v/ee vers_ past for future,
and also indicative for imperative and subjunctive, with the
result of considerable confusion.
Besides the_e sources of ambiguity there are two others,
one very importaut.
Firstly, there are in Hebrew no
vowels; secondly, the sentences are not separated by any
marks elucidati_a
the me_n_n_ or separat_mg the clauses
of these
has generally
supplied
. y pointstheandwant
z_cent_,
such two
substitutes
cannotbeen
be accepted
by us, ina_auch
as they were invented and designed by
mea of an after age whose authority should carry no
_eight.
The aadeat_ wrote without peint_ (that is, without vowels and accents), as is abundantly testified;
their
_ts
_ded what was lacking, according to their own

_deas of Scriptural interpretstion; wherefore the e_zing
_coente and points are simply current interpretations, and
_re no more authoritative than any other commentarY.
Those who are ignorant of this _t cannot justif_ the
_author of the Epistle to the Hebrews for interpreting
(chap. xi. 21) Genesis (xlvii. 81) very di_erently from the
version given in our Hebrew text as at present pointed,
_asthough the Al_ostle had been obliged to learn the meanlug of Scripture from those who added the points. In my
opinion the latter are clearly wrong. In order that every_ne may judge for h_mself, and also see how the discr_
paucy arose simply from the want of vowels, I will give
both interpretations. Those who pointed our version read,
"'And Israel bent h_m_elf over, or (changing Hgu_ into
limb, a similar letter) towards, the head of the bed." The
author of the Epistle reads, "And Israel bent himself over
the head of his staff," substituting _
for _n_, from
_hich it only di_ers in resl_t of vowels. Now as in this
uarrative it is Jacob's age only that is in question, _
not
his il]_ess, which is not touched on till the next chapter,
_it seems more lil_ely that the historian intended to say
that Jacob bent over the head of his sta_ (a t.h_g eommonly used by men of advanced age for their support)
than that he bowed himsetf at the head of his bed,
_lly as for the former re_ing no substitution of letters
is required. In this example I have desired not only to
reconcile the passage in the Epistle with the iz_n_ge in
Genesis, ]_ut also and chiefly to illustrate how little trumt
should be placed in the points and accents which are found
in our l_resent Bible, and so to prove that he who would
be without bias in interpre_ng Scripture should hesitate
•about accepting them, and inquire aS_sh for himself.
Such being the nature and structure of the Hebrew language, one may ez_y understand that m_uy _]i_,_ulties
_re likely to arise, and that no possible method could solve
all of them. It is useless to hope for s way out of our
_Beulties in the comparison of various l_-alkl l_sages
•(we have shown that the only method of discovering the
true sense of a passage out of many alternative ones i_ to
what are _he usages of the language), for this eeml_arison of _el
passages can only a_cidentally thr_
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light on a dlmcult point, seeing that the prophets never
wrote with the express object of explaining their own
phrases or those of other people, and also because we
_._not infer the meaning of one prophet or apostle by the
meaning of another, unless on a purely practical question,
_aot when the matter is speculative, or if a miracle, or historyis being narrated. I m_ht illustrate my point with instances, for there are many inexplicable phrases in Scripture, but I would rather pass on to consider the dlmculties
and imperfections of the method under discussion.
A further difficulty attends the method, from the fact
that it requires the history of all that has happened to
every boolr in the Bible ; such a history we are often quite
unable to furnish.
Of the authors, or (if the expression
be preferred), the writers of many of the books, we are
either in complete ignorance, or at any rate in doubt, as I
will point out at lengttL
Further, we do not know either
the occasions or the epochs when these books of unknown
authorship were written; we cannot say into what hands
t_et_dfell, nor how the numerous varying versions origio
; nor, lastly, whether there were not other versions,
now lost.
I have briefly shown that such knowledge is
necessary, but I passed over certain considerations which I
will now draw attention to.
If we read a book which cont_ns incredible or impossible narratives, or is written in a very obscure style, and
if we know notlfing of its author, nor of the time or occasion of its being written, we sbM1 vainly endeavour to
gain any certain knowledge of its true me_nlng. For being
in ignorance on these points we cannot possibly know the
_m or intended aim of the author ; if we are fully informed, we so order our thoughts as not to be in any way
wi_oJmUdicedeither in ascribing to the author or him for
the author wrote either more or less than his meaning, and we only take into consideration
what the author

have

in

orwhat
the and

e& I th_k this must be tolerably evident to alL
It often happens that in different books we read historie_ in themselves
R/miler, but which we judge very
d_t_rently, v_ordln_
to the opinions we have formed of
the _thors.
I remember once to have read in some book
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that a man named Orlando _uriosoused todrivea kind of
winged monster through the air, fly over any countries he
liked, kill unaided vast numbers of men and giants, and
such like fancies, which from the point of view of reason
are obviously absurd.
A very slmilar s_ry I read in Ovid
of Perseus, and also in the books of Judges and Kings of
Samson, who alone and unarmed killed thousands of men,
and of Elijat_ who flew through the air, and at last went
np to heaven in a chariot of fire, with horses of fire. All
these stories are obviously alike, but we judge them very
differently.
The first only sought to amuse, the second had
a political object, the third a religious object.
We gather
this simply from the opinions we had previously formed of
the authors. Thus it is evidently necessary to know something of the authors of writings which are obscure or unintelligible, if we would interpret their meaning; and for
the same reason, in order to choose the proper re_ing from
among a great variety, we ought to have information as to
the versions in which the differences are found, and as to
the possibility of other readings having been discovered by
persons of greater authority.
A further difficulty attends this method in the case of
some of the books of Scripture, namely, that they are no
longer extant
in their original language.
The Gospel
according to Matthew, and certainly the Epistle to the
Hebrews, were written, it is thought, in Hebrew, though
they no longer exist in that. form.
Aben Ezra affL_ns in
his commentaries that the book of Job was translated into
Hebrew out of another language, and that its obscurity
arises from this fact.
I say nothing of the apocryphal
books, for their authority stands on very inferior ground.
The foregoing difficulties in this method of interpreting
Scripture from its own history. I conceive to be so great
that I do not hesitate to say that the true me_.n_ng of
Scripture is in many places inexphcable, or at best mere
subject for guesswork ; but I must again point out, on the
other hand, that such difficulties only arise when we endeavour to follow the meaning of a prophet in matters
which cannot be perceived, but only imagined, not in tM_,
whereof the understanding
can give a clear and distinct idea,
and which are conceivable through themselves :l mati_s
1 See Note 8.
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which by their nature are easily perceived cannot be eXo
preseed so obscurely as to be uu_ute_ble
; as the proverb
says, "a word is enough to the wise."
Euclid, who only
wrote of matters very simple and easily understood, can
foeona_y
be comprehended by anyone in anylanguage ; we can
ow his intention perfectly, and be certain of his true
me_nln_, without having a thorough knowledge of the language in which he wrote ; in fact, a quite rudimentary acquaintance is su_cient.
We need make no researches concerning the life, the pursuits, or the habits of the author;
nor need we inquire in what language, nor when he wrote,
nor the vicissitudes
of his book, nor its various re.lugs;
nor how, nor by whose advice it has been received.
What we here say of ]_uclid might equally be said of any
book which treats of t]_ugs by their nature perceptible:
thus we conclude that we can easily follow the intention of
Scripture in moral question_ from the history we possess
of it, and we can be sure of its true me_g.
The precepts of true piety are expressed in very ordinary
l_u_e,
and are equally simple and easily understood.
Further, as true salvation and blessedness consist in a
true assent of the soul--and
we truly assent only to
what we clearly understand--it
is most plain that we can
follow with certainty the intention of Scripture in matters
relating to salvation and necessary to blessedness;
therefore, we need not be much troubled about what remains :
such matters, inasmuch as we generally c_unot grasp them
with our reason and understandin_
are more curious than
profitable.
I t,h_nk I have now set forth the true method of Scriptural interpretation,
and have sufficiently explained
my
own opinion thereon.
Besides, I do not doubt that everyone will see that such a method only requires the aid of
natural reason.
The nature and efficacy of the natural
reason consists in deducing and proving the unknown from
the known, or in carrying premises to their legitimate conclusions;
and these are the very processes which our
method desiderates.
Though we must admit that it does
not su_ce to explain everything in the Bible, such imper.
fectlon does not spring from its own nature, but from the
fs_t that the path which it teaches us, as the true one, has
I
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never been tended or trodden by men, and has thus, by the
lapse of time, become very all--cult, and almost impassable, as, indeed, I have shown in the dimculties
I draw
attention to.
There only remains to e_.mlne 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 propounders to explain_ Personally, I can only suppose that
they have adopted a very obscure way of stating their complete uncertainty about the true meaning of Scripture.
If
we look at their interpretations,
they contain nothlng
supernatural, at least no_hing but the merest conjectures.
Let them be placed side by side with the interpretations
of those who frankly confess that they have no faculty
beyond their natural ones ; we shall see that the two are
just alike beth human, beth long pondered over, both
laberiously invented.
To say that the natural reason is insufficient for such results is p],.inly untrue, firstly, for the
reasons above stated, namely, that the difficulty of interpreting 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 (admitted, I thlu_-, 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
faitlfful, who need no law.
Indeed, those who demand
supernatural
faculties for comprehendlng
the meaning of
the prophets and apostles seem truly lacking in natural
faculties, so that we should hardly suppose such persons the
_ssessors
of a Divine supernatural gift.
The opinion of Malmonides
was widely different.
He
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_sserted that each l_assage in Scripture admits of various,
nay, contrary, me_nlngs ; but that we could never be certain of any particular one till we knew that the passage, as
we interpreted it, contained nothing contrary or repugnant
to reason.
If the literal meaning
clashes with reason.
though the passage seems in itself perfectly clear, it must
be interpreted
in some metaphorical
sense.
This doctrine
he lays down very ,p,la_n]y in chap. xxv. part ii. of his book,
•'More Nebuch_m,'
for he says : "Know that we shrink
not from affirming that the world hath existed from eternity, because of what Scripture saith concerning the world's
creation.
Por the texts which teach that the world was
created are not more in number than those which teach
that God hath a body ; neither are the approaches in this
matter of the world's creation closed, or even maple hard to
us: so that we should not be able to explain what is
written, as we did when we showed that God hath no body,
nay, peradventure, we could expl_in and make fast the doctrine of the world's eternity more easily th_.n we did away
with the doctrines that God hath a beatified body.
Yet
two thJn_ hinder me from doing as I have said, and
believing
that the world is eternal.
As it hath been
clearly shown that God hath not a body, we must perforce ex-p|_._n all those passages whereof the literal sense
agreeth not with the demonstration,
for sure it is that they
can be so exp|_.]ned.
But the eternity of the world hath
not been so demonstrated, therefore it is not necessary to do
violence to Scripture in support of some common opinion,
•rhereof we might, at the bidding of reason, embrace the
contrary."
Such are the words of M,._monides, and they are evidently
sufficient to establish our point: for if he had been eonvinced by reason that the world is eternal, he would not
have hesitated
to twist and expl_.]n away the words of
Scripture till he made them appear to teach this doctrine. He would have felt quite sure that Scripture, though
everywhere pl_._n!y denying the eternity of the world, really
intends to teach it.
So that, however clear the meaning of
Scripture
may be, he would not feel certain of having
grasped it, so long as he remained doubtful of the truth of
what was written.
Forwe are in doubt whether a thing is

•
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in conformity with reason, or contrary thereto, so long
we are uncertain of its truth, and, consequently, we _nnot
be sure whether the lifexal m_ning of a passage be true or
false.
If such a theory as this were sound, I would certainly
grant that some faculty beyond the natural reason is reu_ted for interpreting Scripture. For nearly all thln_s
we find in Scripture
cannot be inferred from known
rinciples
of thenaturalreason,
and,therefore,
we should
_mabletocome toany conclusion
about theirtruth,
or
about the real mes_ng and intention of Scripture, but
should stand in need of some further assistance.
Further, the truth of this theory would involve that the
masses, having generally no comprehension of, nor leisure
for, detailed proofs, would be reduced to receiving all their
knowledge of Scripture on the authority and testimony of
philosophers,
and,consequently,
would be compelledto
supposetl_ttheinterpretations
givenbyphilosophers
wero
infallible.
Truly this would be a new form o5 ecclesiastical authorlty, and a, new sort of priests or pontiffs, more likely to
excite men s ridicule than their veneration. Certainly
our method demands a knowledge of Hebrew for which the
masses have no leisure; but no such objection as the for_
going can be brought against us. For the ordinary Jews
or Gentiles, to whom the prophets and apostles preae_hed
and wrote, understood the language, and, consequently, the
intention o5 the prophet or apostle addressing them; but
they did not grasp the intrinsic reason of wl_t was prea_ed,
which,according to _.imonides, would be necessary for an
understanding of it.
There is no_,blng_then, in our method which renders it
necessary that the masses should follow the testimony of
commentators, for I point to a set of unlearned people who
understood the language of the prophets and apostles;
wherees Maimonides could not point to any such who
could arrive at the prophetic or apostolic meaning through
their knowledge of the causes of tlung_.
As to the multitude of our own time, we have shown
that whatsoever is necessary to salvation, though its rea4_u_
may be _t_own, caneasily
be understood
inanylanguage,,
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_use
it is thoroughly ordinary and usual; it is in such
understaufl_nZ amthis that the masses acquiesce, not in the
testimony of oo_mentatere; with regard to other questions,
the ignorant and the learned fare alike.
But let us return to the opinion of Malmonldes, and exa'_
mine it more closely. In the first place, he supposes that the
"
prophets were in entire agreement one with another, and
that they were consummate philosophers and theologlan_;
for he would have them to have based their conclusions on
the absolute truth. Further, he supposes that the sense of
Scripture
cannotbe made p1a_.from Scripture
itself,
for
thetruthof thin_sisnot made p1_i_therein
Cm thatit
doesnotproveany the.g,
nortcachthemattersof which
itspeaksthroughtheirdefinitions
and first
causes),
there_ore,according
toMaimonides,
thetruesenseof Scripture
_-ot be made p1a_nfrom itself,
and must notbe there
_ought.
The falsity ofsuch a doctrine is shown in this very chap_er, for we have shown both by reason and examples that
the mea-i.g of Scripture is only made plain through Scripture itself, and even in questions deducible from ordinary
knowledge should be looked for from no other source.
Lastly, such a theory supposes that we may expl_ the
words of Scripture according to our preconceived opinions,
twisting them about, and revering or completely chan_dng
theliteral
sense,
howeverplainitmay be. Suchlicence
is
utterly opposed to the teaching of this and the preceding
chapters, and, moreover, will be evident to everyone as rash
and excessive.
But if we grant all this licence, what can it effect aP_er
allP Absolutely
nothing.Thosethingswhich cannotbe
demonstrated,
and which make up the greaterpartof
Scripture, cannot be ex_mined by reason, and cannot therefore be explained or interpreted by this rule; whereas, on
_he contrary, by following our own method, we can explain
many questions of this nature, and discuss them on a sure
basis, as we have already shown, by reason and example.
_l_ose matters which are by their nature comprehensible
we caneasily
explain,
as hasbeen pointedou_ simplyby
means ofthecontext.
Therefore,
themethod of Maimonidesisclearly
useless:
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to which we may add, that it does away _th all the eert_inty which the masses acquire by candid rea_ing_ or
which is gained by any other persons in any other way.
In conclusion, then, we dismiss Maimonides'
theory aa
harmful, useless, and absurd.
As to the tradition of the Pharisees, we have already
shown that it is not consistent, while the authority of the
popes of Rome stands in need of more credible evidence ;
the latter, indeed, I reject simply on this ground, for if the
popes could point out to us the meaning of Scripture as
surely as did the high priests of the Jews, I should not be
deterred by the fact that there have been heretic and impious Roman pontiffs ; for among the Hebrew high-priests
of old there were also heretics and impious men who gained
the high-priesthood
by improper means, but who, nevertheless, had Scriptural sanction for their supreme power of interpreting the law.
(See Deut. xvii. 11, 12, and xxx_ii. 10,
also Ma1_e_ti il. 8.)
However, as the popes can show no such sanction, their
authority remains open to very grave doubt, nor should anyone be deceived by the e_,mple of the Jewish high-priests
and think that the Catholic religion also stands in need of
a pontiff; he should bear in rn_l that the laws of Moses
being also the ordinary laws of the country, necessarily required some public authority to insure their observance ;
for, if everyone were free to interpret the laws of his country as he pleased, no state could stand, but would for that
very reason be dissolved at once, and public rights would
become private rights.
With religion the ease is widely different. Inasmuch as it
consists not so much in outward actions as in simplicity
and truth of character, it stands outside the sphere of law
and public authority. Simplicity and truth of character are
not produced by the constraint of laws, nor by the authority of the state, no one the whole world over can be forced
or legislated into a state of blessedness;
the means required for such a consummation are faithful and brotherly
admonition, sound education, and, above all, free use of the
individual judgment.
Therefore, as the supreme right of free thinking, even on
religion, is in every man's power, and as it is inconcelvablo
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that such power could be alienated, i%is also in every man's
power to wield the supreme right and authority of free
judgment in this behalf, and to explai- and interpret re.
ligion for himself. The only reason for vesting the supreme
authority
in the interpretation
of law, and judgment
on
public a_.irs in the hands of the magistrates,
is that it
concerns questions of public right.
_mi1_,rly the supreme
authority in expl_,inlng religion, and in passing judgment
_hereen, is lodged with the individual
because it concerns
qri_yeStionsof individual right. So far, then, from the authoof the Hebrew high-priests telling in conKrmation of
the authority of the Roman pontiffs to interpret religion,
it would rather tend to establish individual
freedom of
judgment.
Thus in this way also, we have shown that our
method of interpreting
Scripture is the best.
For as the
highest power of Scriptural interpretation
belongs to every
man, the rule for such interpretation
should be nothing but
the natural light of reason which is common to all--not
any supernatural light nor any external authority ; moreover, such a rule ought not to be so ri_mcult that it can
only be applied by very skilful philosophers,
but should be
ad_pted tothe natural and ordi_.ry faculties and capacity
of m_nkind.
And such I have shown our method to be,
for such difficulties as it has arise from men's carelessness,
and are no part of its nature.
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AUTHORSHIPOF THE P_£s_ATEUCI_AND THE OTHEIg
_rlSTORICALBOOKS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.

Nprinciples
the formerof chapter
we treated
of the and
foundations
and
Scriptural
knowledge,
showed that
it consists solely in a trustworthy
history of the sacred
wri_ags;
such a history, in spite of if_ indispensability,
the ancients neglected, or at any rate, whatever they may
have written or handed down has perished in the lapse of
time, consequently the groundwork for such an investiga,
tion is to a great extent, cut from under us. This might
be put up with if succeec]ing generations had confined
themselves
within the limits of truth, and had handed
down conscientiously
what few partic_liars they had re,
ceived or discovered without any additions from their own
brains: as it is, the history of the Bible is not so much
imperfect as untrustworthy:
the foundations are not only
too scanty for building upon, but are also unsound.
It is
13art of my purpose to remedy these defects, and to remove
common theological prejudices.
But I fear that I am
attempting my task too lato, for men ha.re arrived at thepitch
of not suffering contradiction,
but defending
obstinately
whatever they have adopted under the n_me of religion
So widely have these prejudices taken possession of men's
minds, that very few, comparatively speaking, will listen to
reason.
However, I will make the attempt, and spare no
efforts, for there is no l_ositive reason for dest_ring
of
success.

In order to treat the subject methodically,
I will begin
with the received opinions concerning the true authors of
the sacred books, and in the first place, speak of the author
of the Pentateuch,
who is almost universally supposed to
have been Moses.
The Pharisees are so firmly convinced
of his identity, that they account as a heretic anyone who
differs from them on the subject.
Wherefore, Aben Ezra,
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intelligence, and no _
learnl_,
who was the first, so far as I know, to treat of this opinion,
dared not express his mes_ng openly, but confi.ed ]_;mself to dark hints which I shall not scruple to elucidate,
thus throwing full light on the subject.
The words of Aben Ezra which occur in his COmrnental T
on Deuteronomy are as follows :--" Beyond Jordan, &c.
....
If so be that thou understandest the mystery of the
twelve ....
moreover Moses wrote the law .....
The
C_ua_n_te was then in the land ....
it sh_]l be revealed
on the mount of God ....
then also behold his bed, his
iron bed, then shalt thou know the truth." In these few
words he hints, and also shows that it was not Moses who
wrote the Pentateuch, but someone who lived long after
_rn, and further, that the book which Moses wrote was
somethlug different from any now extant.
To prove this, I say, he draws attention to the f_cts-I. That the preface to Deuteronomy could not have
been written by Moses, inasmuch as he had never crossed
the Jorda_
II. That the whole book of Moses was written at full
length on the circ_mference of a single altar (Deut. xxvll, and
Josh.viil. 37), which altar, according to the Rabbis, cou_Rted
of only twelve stones: therefore the book of Moses must
have been of far less extent than the Pentateuch. This is
what our author means, I think, by the mystery of the
twelve, unless he is referring to the twelve curses contained
in the chapter of Deuteronomy above cited, which he
thought could not have been contained in the law, because
Moses ]_ade the _rltes read them after the recital of the
law, and so bind the people to its observance. Or again,
he may have had in his m_nd the last chapter of Deuteronomy which treats of the death of Moses, and which conrains twelve verses. But there is no need to dwell further
on these and slm;!_r conjectures.
tit That in Deut. xxxl. 9, the expression occurs, "and
Moses wrote the law :" words that c_not be ascribed to
Moses, but must be those of some other writer narra_in_
the deeds and writin_ of Moses.
IT. That in Genesis xii. 6, the historian, after nmTating
that Abraham journeyed through the land of Canaan, adds,
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"and the Canaanite was then in the land," thus clearly exo
c]udlng the time at which he wrote.
So that this l_ssago
must have been written after the death of Moses, when the
Canaanites had been driven out, and no longer possessed
the land.
Aben Ezra, in his commentary on the passage, alludes to
the difficulty as follows:--"
And the Canaanite was then
in the land : it appears that Canaan, the grandson of Noah,
took from another the land which bears his name ; if this be
not the true meAnlu% there lurks some mystery in the passage, and let him wI_o understands it keep silence."
That
is, if Ca_n
invaded those regions, the sense will be, the
C_u_.uite was then in the land, in contradistinction
to the
time when it had been held by another: but if, as follows
from Gen. chap. x. Canaan was the first to inhabit the land,
the text must mean to exclude the time present, that is the
time at which it was written; therefore it _._ot
be the
work of Moses, in whose time the C_uaa_ites still possessed
those territories:
this is the mystery
concerning which
silence is recommended.
V. That in Genesis xYil. 14 Mount Moriah is called
the mount of God,1 a name which it did not acquire till after
the building of the Temple; the choice of the mountain
was not made in the time of Moses, for Moses does not
point out any spot as chosen by God ; on the contrary, he
foretells that God will at some future time choose a spot
to which his name will be given.
• I. Lastly, that in Deut. chap. iii., in the passage relating to Og, king of Bashan, these words are inserted:
"For only Og king of Bashan remained of the rem,_nt of
giants : behold, his bedstead was a bedstead of iron: is it
not in Rabbath of the children of Ammon?
nine cubits
was the length thereof, and four cubits the breadth of it,
after the cubit of a man."
This parenthesis
most lO]a_ly
shows that its writer lived long after Moses; for this
mode of speaking is only employed
by one treating of
things long past, and pointing to relics for the sake of
gaining credence: moreover, this bed was almost ce_inly
first discovered
by David, who conquered
the city of
Rabbath
(2 Sam, xii. 30.)
Again, the historian a little
further on inserts after the words of Moses, "Jair, the son
See Note 9.
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Of M_n_sseh, took all the country of Argob unto the eoasta
of Geshuri and Ma_hathl;
and called them after his ow_
name, Baahan-havoth-jair,
unto this day."
This passage,
I say, is inserted to explain the words of Moses which precede it.
"And the rest of Gilead, and all Bashan, be.in_
the lrin_tom of Og, gave I unto the half tribe of Manasseh;
all the region of Argob, with all Bas_
which is called
the land of the giants."
The Hebrews in the time of the
writer indisputably knew what territories belonged to the
tribe of Judah, but did not know them under the name of
the jurisdiction of Argob, or the land of the giants. Therefore the writer is compelled to expl_,_n what these places
were which were anciently so styled, and at the same timer
to point out why they were at the time of his writing
known by the name of Jair, who was of the tribe o£r
Manasseh, not of Juflah_ We have thus made clear the
meaning of Aben Ezra and also the passages of the Pentateuch which he cites in proof of his contention.
However,
Aben Ezra does not call attention to every instance, or
even the chief ones; there remain many of greater importance, which may be cited. Namely (I.), that the writer
of the books in question not only speaks of Moses in the
third person, but also bears witness to many details concoming him ; for instance,
"Moses
talked with God ;"
"The Lo_
spoke with Moses face to face ; .... Moses was
the meekest of men" (Numb. xii. 3) ; "Moses was wrath
with the captains of the host;" Moses, the man of God ;"
"Moses,
the servant o£ the Lord, died; .... There was
never a prophet in Israel like unto Moses," &c. On the
other hand, in Deuteronomy,
where the law which Moses
had expounded
to the People and written is set forth_
Moses speaks and declares what he has done in the first
person: "God
spake with me"
(Deut. ii. 1, 17, &c.),
"I prayed to the Lord," &c. Except at the end of the_
book, when the historian, after relating the words of
Moses, begins again to speak in the third person, anc_
to tell how Moses handed over the law which he had
expounded to the people in writing, again admonlshi_ff
them, and further, how Moses ended his life.
All these.
details, the m_uner of narration, the testimony, and the
context of the whole story lead to the plain conclusion
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that these books were written by another, and not by
Moses in person.
II. We must also remark that the history relates not
only the mA.-_er of Moses' death and burial, and the
thirty days' mourn_nS of the Hebrews, but further coml_ares

_m

with

all the

prophets

who

came

after

]llm_ and

states that he surpassed them all. "There was never
prophet in Israel like unto Moses, whom the Lord knew
fa_e to face." Such testimony cannot have been given of
Moses by himself, nor by any who immed_tely succeeded
him, but it must come from someone who lived centuries
afterwards,
especially
as the
historian &c.
speaks
And°fofPast
the
times.
'"There
was never
a prophet,"
place of burial, "No one ]mows it to this day."
TIT. We must note that some pla_es are not styled by
the names they bore during Moses' lifetime, but by others
which they obtained subsequently. For instance, Abraham
is said to have pursued his enemies even unto Dan, a name
not bestowed on the city till long after the death of Joshua
(Gen. xiv. 14, Judges xviii. 29).
IV. The narrative is prolonged a_r the death of Moses,
for in Exodus xvi. 34 we read that "the children of Israel
did eat _:_,nr_aforty years until they came to a laud inhabited, until they came unto the borders of the land of
Canaan." In other words, until the time alluded to in
Joshua vL 12.
So, too, in Genesis x_xvL 31 it is stated, "These are the
_n_s that reigned in Edom before there reigned any king
over the children of IsraeL" The historian, doubtless, here
relates the ]rings of Idumma before that territory was conquered by David xand garrisoned, as we _
in 2 Sam.
_ii. 14.
From what has been said, it is thus clearer t_n the sun
at noonday that the Pentateuch was not written by Moses,
but by someone who lived long after Moses. Let us now
turn our attention to the t_oks which Moses aetua]ly did
write, and which are cited in the Pentateuch; thus, also,
shall we see that they were different from the Pentateuch.
Firstly, it apl_ars from Exodus xvli. 14 that Moses, by
the command of God, wrote an account of the wax against
Amalek. The book in which he did so is not named in
x See l_ote 10.
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the chapter just quoted,but in Numb. xxi.12 a book is
r_erred to under the titleof thewars of God, and doubtless this war against Ama]ek and the castrametations
said
in Numb. _i_
2 to have been written by Moses are
therein described.
We hear also in Exod. xxiv. 4 of
another book _11ed the Book of the Coveu_ut, which
Moses read before the Israelites when they first made a
covenant with God. But this book or this writing contained very little, _amely, the laws or commandments
of
God which we find in Exodus xx. 22 to the end of chap.
_ndv, and this no one will deny who reads the aforesaid
ehapter ration=11y and impartially.
It is there stated that
as soon as Moses had learnt the feeling of the people on
the subject of m_ng
a cownant with God, he immediately
wrote down God's laws and utterances, and in the morning, after some ceremonies had been performed, read out
the conditions of the covenant to an assembly of the whole
people.
When these had been gone through, and doubtless understood by all, the whole people gave their assent.
Now from the shortness of the time taken in its perusal
and also from its nature as a compact, this document evidently contained nothl-g more than that which we have
just described.
Further,
it is clear that Moses exp1ained
all the laws which he had received in the fortieth
year
after the exodus from Egypt; also that he bound over the
people a second time to observe them, and that _n_!ly he
committed them to writing (Deut. i. 5 ; TYiT. 14 ; _xi. 9),
in _ book which contained these laws explained, and the
:new covenant, and this book was therefore called the book
of the law of God: the s_ne which was afterwards added
to by Joshua when he set forth the fresh covenant with
which he bound over the people and which he entered into
with God (Josh. xxiv. 25, 26).
Now, as we have extant no book containing tt_s covenant
of Moses and also the covenant of Joshua_ we must perforce
conclude that it has perished, unless, indeed, we adopt the
wild conjecture of the Chaldean paraphrast Jonathan, and
twimt about the words of Scriptureto our heart's content.
commentator, in the face of our present di_culty, preferred corrupting the sacred text to confes_ng
his own
_moraues. The pas_H_ in the book of Joshua which runs,
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" and Joshua wrote these words in the book of the law of
_xt,"
he changes into "and Joshua wrote these words and
kept them with the book of the law of God."
What is to
be done with persons who will only see what pleases them?
What is such a proceeding if it is not denying Scripture,
_nd inventing another Bible out of our own heads ? We
may therefore conclude that the book of the law of God
which Moses wrote was not the Pentateuch, but something
_luite different, which the author of the Pentateuch duly
inserted into his book.
So much is abundantly plain both
from what I have said and from what I am about to add.
For in the passage of Deuteronomy above quoted, where it
ds related that Moses wrote the book of the law, the hist_
Tian adds that he handed it over to the priests and bade
them read it out at a stated time to the whole people.
_his shows that the work was of much less length than
"the Pentateuch,
inasmuch as it could be read through at
_ne sitting so as to be understood by all; further, we must
not omit to notice that out of all the books which Moses
wrote, this one book of the second covenant and the song
(which latter he wrote afterwards so that all the people
might learn it), was the only one which he caused to be re_h_dously guarded and preserved.
In the first covenant he
only bound over those who were present, but in the
,second covenant he bound over all their descendants also
(Deut. xxiT. 14), and therefore ordered this covenant with
_future ages to be religiously preserved, together with the
Song, which was especially addressed to posterity:
as, then,
we have no proof that Moses wrote any book save this of
the covenant, and as he committed no other to the care of
_osterity;
and, lastly, as there are many passages in the
Pentateuch which Moses could not have written, it follows
that the belief that Moses was the author of the Pentateuch
ds ungrounded and even irmtiona.L
Someone will perhaps ask whether Moses did not also
_write down other laws when theywere first revealed to him
_in other words, whether, during the course of forty years,
he did not write down any of the laws which he promuL
gated_ save only those few which I have stated to be
.oontained in the book of the first covenant.
To this I
avould answer, that although it seems reasonable to suppose
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that Moses wrote down the laws at the time when he
wished to communicate them to the people, yet we are not
warranted to take it as proved, for I have shown above
that we must make no assertions in such matters which we
do not gather from Scripture, or which do not flow as
legitimate consequences from its fundamental
principles.
We must not accept whatever is reasonably probable.
However, even reason in this case would not force such a
conclusion upon us: for it may be that the assembly of
elders wrote down the decrees of Moses and communicated
them to the people, and the historian collected them, and
duly set them forth in his narrative of the life of Moses.
So much for the five books of Moses: it is now time for us
to turn to the other sacred writhes.
The book of Joshua may be proved not to be an autograph by reasons s_m_l_.r to those we have just employed:
for it must be some other than Joshua who testifies that
the fame of Joshua was spread over the whole world; that
he omitted nothing of what ]Koses had taught (Josh. vi. 27;
viii. last verse ; xi. 15) ; that he grew old and summoned
an assembly of the whole people, and fin_.Uy that he departed this life.
Furthermore,
events are related which
took place after Joshua's death.
For instance, that the
Israelites worshipped God, after his death, so long as there
were any old men alive who remembered
him; and in
chap. xvi. 10, we read that "Ephraim
and Manasseh did
not drive out the Canaanites which dwelt in Gezer, but the
Canaanite dwelt in the land of Ephraim unto this day, and
was tributary to _m"
This is the same statement as that
in Judges, chap. i., and the phrase "unto this day" shows
that the writer was spea_ng of ancient times.
_Vith these
texts we may compare the last verse of chap. xv., concern°
ing the sons of Judah, and also the history of Caleb in the
same chap. v. 14. Further, the builfli_g of an altar beyond
Jordan by the two tribes and a hail, chap. xxii. 10, sqq.,
seems to have taken place after the death of Joshua, for in
the whole narrative his name is never mentioned, but the
l_eople alone held council as to waging war, sent out legates,
waited for their return, and fin.,11y approved
of their
8_Lgwer.
Lastly, from chap. _ verse 14, it is clear that the book
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was written __ny generations after the death of Joshua,
for it bears witness "there was never any day like unto
that day, either before or after, that the Lord hear°
lrened to t_ voice of a man," &c. If, therefore, Joshua
wrote any book at all, it was that which is quoted in the
work now before us, chap. x. 13.
With regard to the book of Judges, I suppose no rational
person persuades himaelf that it was written by the actual
Judges. For the conclusion of the whole history contained
in chap. ii. clearly shows that it is all the work of a a/_le
historian. Further, inasmuch as the writer frequently tells
us that there was then no king in Israel, it is evident that
the book was writtem after the establishment o£ the
monarchy.
The books of Samuel need not detain us long, inasmuch
as the narrative in them is continued long after Samuel's
death; but I should like to draw attention to the fact that
it was written ma_y generations after Samuel's death. For
in book i. chap. ix. verse 9, the historian remarks in a
parenthesis, "Beforetime, in Israel, when a man went to
inquire of God, thus he spake: Come, and let us go to the
seer; for he that is now called a prophet was beforetime
called a seer."
Lastly, the books of l_ings, as we gather from internal
evidence, were compiled from the books of glng Solomon
(1 _in_ xi. 41), from the chronicles of the kings of Judah
(1 _in_s xiv. 19, 29), and the chronicles of the lrlno_ o£
Israel
We may, therefore, conclude that a_ the books we have
considered hitherto are compilations, and that the events
therein are recorded as having happened in old.time.
Now, if we turn our attention to the connection and
argument of _11these books, we sh_11easily see that they
were all written by s _n_le historla_; who wished to relate
the antiquities of the Jews from their first be__uning down
to the first destruction of the city. The way in which the
several books are connected one with the other is alone
enough to show us that they form the narrative of one and
the same writer. For as soon as he has related the llfe of
Moses, the historian thus passes on to the story of Joshlza:
"And it came to pass after that Moses the servant of the
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Lord was dead, that God spake unto Joshua," &c., so in the
same way, after the death of Joshua was concluded, he
passes with identically the same transition and connection
to the history of the Judges : "And it came to pass after
that Joshua was dead, that the children of Israel sought
from God," &c. To the book of Judges he adds the story
of Ruth, as a sort of appendix, in these words : "Now it
came to pass in the days that the judges ruled, that therv
was a famine in the land."
The first book of Samuel is introduced with a similar
phrase; and so is the second book of Samuel.
Then, before
the history of David is concluded, the historian passes in
the same way to the first book of _in_s, and, after David's
death, to the second book of Kings.
The putting together, and the order of the narratives,
show that they are all the work of one r,_,, writing with a
definite a_m ; for the historian begins with relating the first
origin of the Hebrew nation, and then sets forth in order
the times and the occasions in which Moses put forth his
laws, and made his predictions.
He then proceeds to relate
how the Israelites invaded the promised land in accordance
with Moses' prophecy (Deut. vii.); and how, when the land
was subdued, they turned their backs on their laws, and
thereby incurred many misfortunes
(Deut. xxxi. 16, 17).
He tells how they wished to elect rulers, and how, according as these rulers observed the law, the people flourished
or suffered (Deut. xxviii. 36); _u_lly, how destruction
came upon the nation, even as Moses had foretold.
In regard to other matters, which do not serve to confirm the
taw, the writer either passes over them in silence, or refers
the reader to other books for information.
All that is set
down in the books we have conduces to the sole object of
setting forth the words and laws of _oses, and proving
them by subsequent eventm
When we put together these three considerations, namely,
the unity of the subject of all the books, the connection
between them, and the fact that they are compilations
made many generations after the events they relate had
taken place, we come to the conclusion, as I have just
stated, that they are all the work of a single historiam
Who this histerian was, it is not so easy to show; but I
K
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suspect that he was Ezra, and there are several strong
reasons for adopting this hypothesis.
The historian whom we already know to be but one
individual
brings his history down to the liberation of
Jehoia_m_ and adds that he himself sat at the l_g's
table
all his life--that
is, at the table either of Jehoialrlm_ or of
the son of NebuchaAnezzar,
for the sense of the passage is
ambiguous : hence it follows that he did not live before the
time of Ezra.
But Scripture does not testify of any except
of Ezra (Ezra _
10), that he "prepared his heart to seek
the law of the Lord, and to set it forth, and further that he
was a ready scribe in the law of Moses."
Therefore, I
cannot find anyone, save Ezra, to whom to attribute the
sacred books.
Further, from this testimony
concerning Ezra, we see
that he prepared his heart, not only to seek the law of the
Lord, but also to set it forth; and, in Nehemiah viii. 8,
we read that "they read in the book of the law of God
distinctly, and gave the sense, and caused them to understand the reading."
As, then, in Deuteronomy,
we find not only the book of
the law of Moses, or the greater part of it, but also m_.y
things inserted for its better explanation, I conjecture that
this Deuteronomy is the 1)ook of the law of God, written,
set forth, and explained by Ezra, which is referred to in the
text above quoted.
Two eTamples of the way matters were
inserted parenthetically in the text of Deuteronomy, with a
view to its fuller explanation, we have already given, in
speaking of Aben Ezra's opiniom
Many others are found
in the course of the work: for instance, in chap. ii. verse 12:
"The Horims dwelt also in Seir beforetime; but the children
of Esau succeeded them, when they had destroyed them
from before them, and dwelt in their stead; as Isr_l
did
unto the land of his possession, which the L_rd gave unto
them."
This expl_n_ verses 3 and 4 of the same chapter,
where it is stated that Mount Seir, which had come to the
children of ]_sau for a possession, did not fall into their
hands uu_uhabited ; but that they invaded it, and turn_
out and destroyed the Horims, who formerly dwelt therein,
even as the children of Israel had done unto the Ca_aa_tea
after the death of Moses.
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So,also,
verses6,7,8,9, of thetenthchapterareinserted
parenthetically
among thewordsofMoses. Everyonemust seethatverse8,whichbegins,
"At thattimethe
Lord separated
the tribeof IJevi,"
necessarily
refers
to
verse5,and nottothedeathofAaron,whichisoulymentionedhereby EzrabecauseMoses,intelling
ofthegolden
calfworshippedby thepeople,
statedthathe had prayed
forAaron.
He thenexplains
thatatthetimeatwhichMoses spoke,
God had chosenfor]:[imself
thetribe
of Leviinorderthat
He may pointoutthereasonfortheir
election,
andforthe
factof theirnot sharingin the inheritance;
afterthis
digression,
he resumesthe threadof Moses'speech.To
theseparentheses
we must addthepreface
tothebook,and
allthepassagesinwhich Moses is spokenof inthethird
person,besides
many which we cannotnow distinguish,
though,doubtless,
theywould havebeenplainly
recognized
by thewriter's
contemporaries.
If,I say,we wereinpossession
ofthebook ofthelaw as
Moses wrote it,I do not doubt thatwe shouldfinda
greatdifference
in thewords of theprecepts,
theorderin
which theyaregiven,
and the reasonsby whichtheyare
suppe_
A comparison
ofthedecalogue
inDeuteronomywiththe
decaloguein Exodus,where itshistoryis explicitly
set
forth,
willbe sufficient
to showus a wide discrepancy
in
allthesethreeparticulars,
forthefourthcommandment is
givennot onlyin a different
form,but at much greater
length,
whilethereasonforitsobservance
differs
wholly
from thatstatedin Exodus. Again,theorderin which
the tenthcommandment is explained
differs
in thetwo
versioneI thinkthatthedifferences
hereas elsewhere
arethework of Ezra,who explained
thelawofGod tohis
contemporaries,
andwho wrotethisbool_ofthelawofGod,
beforeanythingelse;thisI gatherfrom thefactthatit"
contains
thelawsofthecountry,
ofwhichthepeoplestood
inmost need,and alsobecauseitisnot joinedto thebook
whichprecedes
itby anyconnecting
phrase,
butbeginswith
theindependent
statement,
"thesearethewordsofMoses."
Afterthistaskwas completed,
I thinkEzra sethimself
to
givea coral)tote
accountofthehistory
oftheHebrew nation
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from the creation of the world to the entire destruction of
the city, and in this account he inserted the book of Deuteronomy, and, pessibly, he called the first five books by the
name of Moses, because his life is chiefly contained therein,
and forms their principal subject ; for the same reason he
_ed
the sixth Joshua_ the seventh Judges, the eighth
Ruth, the ninth, and perhaps the tenth, Samuel, and,
lastly, the eleventh and twelfth l_iugs.
Whether Ezra put
the finish_ug touches to this work and _u_hed it as he intended, we will discuss in the next chapter.
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_)THER QUESTIONSCONCERNINGTHE SA_E BOOKS: NAMELY,
WHETHER THEY "WERECOMPLETELYFINISHED BY EZRA,
AND_ FURTHER, WHETHERTHE MARGINAL NOTES WHICH
ARE FOUND IN THE HEBREW TEXTS WERE VARIOUS
READINGS.

OW
the inquiry,
we havebooks
just aids
madeusconcerning
the greatly
real writer
of the twelve
in attaining a complete understane]_ng
of them, may be easily
gathered solely from the passages which we have adduced
in confirmation
of our opinion_ and which would be most
obscure without it. But besides the question of the writer,
there are other points to notice which common superstition
forbids the multitude to apprehend.
Of these the chief is,
that Ezra (whom I will take to be the author of the aforesaid books until some more likely person be suggested) did
not put the finishing touches to the narratives contained
therein, but merely collected the histories from various
writers, and sometimes
simply set them down, leaving
theirexamination and arrangement
to posterity.
The cause (if it were not untimely death) which pre.
vented h_m from completing his work in all its portions, I
cannot conjecture, but the fact remains most clear, although
we have lost the writings of the ancient Hebrew historians,
and can only judge from the few fragments which are still
extant.
For the history of Hezekiah (2 W_Zs xviii. 17), as
written in the vision of Isaiah, is related as it is found in
the chronicles of the kings of Judah.
We read the same
story, told with few exceptions 1 in the same words, in the
book of Isaiah which was contained in the chronicles of the
kings of Judah (2 Chrom _H;i. 32).
From this we must
conclude that there were various versions of this narrative
_f Isaiah's, unless, indeed, anyone would dream that in this,
_oo, there lurks a mystery.
Further, the last chapter of
1 See Note
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2 _ngs
27-30 is repeated in the last chapter of Jexemia_, v. 31-34.
Again, we find 2 Sam. vii. repeated in 1 Chron. xvii.,
but the expressions in the two passages are so curiously
varied,lthat we can very easily see that these two chapters
were taken from two different versions of the history of
Nathan.
I_stly, the genealogy of the kings of Idum_ea contained
in Genesis xxxvi. 31, is repeated in the same words in
1 Chron. i., though we know that the author of the latter
work took his materials from other historians, not from
the twelve books we have ascribed to Ezra_
We may
therefore be sure that if we still possessed the writings of
the historians, the matter would be made clear ; however,
as we have lost them, we can only examine the writings
still extant, and from their order and connection, their
various repetitions, and, lastly, the contradictions
in dates
which they contain, judge of the rest.
These, then, or the chief of them, we will now go through.
First, in the story of Judah and Tamar (Gem xxxviiL)
the historian thus begins : "And it came to pass at that
time that Judah went down from his brethren."
This time
c_.nnot refer to what immediately precedes/but
must necessarily refer to something
else, for from the time when
Joseph was sold into Egypt to the time when the patriarch
Jacob, with all his family,
set out thither, cannot be
reckoned as more than twenty-two
years, for Joseph, when
he was sold by his brethren, was seventeen years old, and
when he was summoned
by Pharaoh from prison was
thirty; if to this we add the seven years of plenty and
two Of f_.mlne, the total amounts to twenty-two
years.
Now, in- so short a period, no one can suppose that so
many thin_
happened
as are described;
that Judah had
three children, one after the other, from one wife, whom
he _rried
at the beginning
of the period;
that the
eldest of these, when he was old enough, married Tamar,
and that after he died his next brother succeeded to her;
that, after all this, Judah, without knowing it, had inter°
course with his daughter.in-law,
and that she bore him
twins, and, finally, that the eldest of these twins became a
_athex withln the a_ore_id
period.
As all the_
eventm
I See Note
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cannothave takenplacewithinthe Poriodmentionedin
Genesis,
the reference
must necessarily
be to something
treatedof in anotherbook: and Ezra in thisinstance
simplyrelated
thestory,
and inserted
itwithoutexaminationamong hisotherwri_ngs,
However,notonlythischapterbut thewholenarrative
ofJosephand Jacobiscollected
and setforthfromvarious
histories,
inasmuchas itis quiteinconsistent
withitself.
ForinGem xlvii,
we aretoldthatJacob,when he came at
Joseph's
biddingto salutePharaoh,was 130 yearsold.
If from thiswe deductthe twenty-twoyearswhich he
passedsorrowing
fortheabsenceofJosephand theseven.
teenyearsformingJoseph's
age when he was sold,
and.
lastly,
the sevenyearsforwhichJacobservedforRachel,
we findthathe wasveryadvancedin life,
namely,eightyfour,when he took Leah to wife,whereasI)_'mall
was
scarcely
sevenyearsoldwhen shewas violated
by Shechen_1
Simeonand Leviwere aged respectively
elevenand twelve
when theyspoiled
thecityand slewallthemalestherein
with the sword.
There is no need that I should go through the whole
Pentateuch. If anyone pays attention
to the way in
whichallthehistories
and precepts
inthesefive
booksare
setdown promiscuously
and withoutorder,
withno regard
fordates;and further,
how the same storyisoftenrepeated,
sometimesin a different
version,
he willeasily,
I
say,discern
thatallthematerials
werepromiscuously
collectedand heapedtogether,
in orderthattheymight at
some subsequent time be more readily examlned and
reduced to order. Not only these five books, but also the
narratives
contained
in theremMnlng seven,goingdown
to the destruction
of the city,
arecompiledin the same
way. For who does not seethatin Judgesii.
6 a new
historian
is being quoted,who had alsowrittenof the
deedsof Joshua,and thathiswords are simplycopied
?
For aft_ our historian
has statedin the last
chaptero_
the book of Joshua that Joshua died and was buried, and
haspromised,
inthefirst
chapter
ofJudges,
torelate
what
happenedafterhisdeath,
inwhat way,ifhe wishedtocon.
tinuethethreadof hishistory,
couldhe connect
thestatement heremade aboutJoshuawithwhat had gonebefore
?
L See Note 14.
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So, too, 1 Sam. 17, 18, are taken from another his.
torian, who assigns a cause for David's first frequenting
Saul's court very different from that given in chap. xvi.
of the same book.
For he did not f,hlnlr that David came
to Saul in consequence of the advice of Saul's servants, as
is narrated in chap. xvi., but that being sent by chance to
the camp by his father on a message to his brothers, he
was for the first time remarked by Saul on the occasion of
his victory over Goliath the Philistine, and was retained
at his court.
I suspect the same thing has taken place in chap. _vl.
of the same book, for the historian there seems to repeat
the narrative given in chap. xxiv. according to another
man's version.
But I pass over this, and go on to the
computation
of dates.
In 1 Kings, chap. vi., it is said that Solomon built the
Temple in the four hundred and eightieth year after the
exodus from Egypt;
but from the historians themselves
we get a much longer period, for
Year_
moses governed the people in the desert
.
40
Joshua, who lived 110 years, did not, aceor<llng to
Josephus and others' opinion rule more th,u
.
26
Cushan Rishathaim held the people in subjection
.
8
Othniel, son of Kenag, was judge for
.
.
4ff
Eglon, King of Moab, governed the people
18
Ehud and Shamgar were judges
....
80
Jachin, King of Canaan, held the people in subjection
.......
20
The people was at peace subsequently
for
.
.
40
It was under subjection to Midian.
7
It obtained freedom under Gideon for .
.
40
It fell under the rule of Abimelech
.
.
8
Tola, son of Puah, was judge ....
23
Jair was judge
....
9.2
The people was in subjection to the Philistines
and
Ammonites
.
.
.
18
Jephthah
was judge
......
6
Ibzan, the Bethlehemite,
was judge
7
Elon, the Zabulonite
.
10
Abdon, the Pirathonite
....
8
1 See l_ote
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The people was again subject
Samson was judge.

Eli wasjudge

to the Philistines

....

40
20 _

40

The people again fell into subjection to'the Philis"
tines, till they were delivered by Samuel.
David reigned
.
Solomon reigned before he built the temple

20
40
4

All these periods added together make a total of 580 years.
But to these must be added the years during which the
Hebrew republic flourished
after the death of Joshua,
nntil it was conquered by Cushan Rishathaim, which I
take to be very numerous, for I cannot bring myself to
believe that _mrnediately
after the death of Joshua all
those who had witnessed his miracles died simultaneously,
nor that their successors at one stroke bid farewell to their
laws, and plunged from the highest virtue into the depth
of wickedness and obstinacy.
Nor, lastly, that Cushan _ Rishathaim
subdued them on
the instant;
each one of these circumstances
requires
almost a generation, and there is no doubt that Judges
ii. 7, 9, 10, comprehends
a great many years which it
])asses over in silence. We must also add the years during
_vhich Samuel was judge, the number of which is not
stated in Scripture, and also the years during which Saul
reigned, which are not clearly shown from his history. It is,
indeed, stated in 1 Sam. xiii. 1, that he reigned two years,
but the text in that passage is mutilated, and the records
of his reign lead us to suppose a longer period.
That the
text is mutilated
I suppose no one _
doubt who has
ever advanced so far as the threshold of the Hebrew language, for it runs as follows : "Saul was in his
year,
when he began to reign, and he reigned two years "over
Israel."
Who, I say, does not see that the number of the
years of Saul's age when he be_n to reign has been omitted?
That the record of the reign presupposes a greater number
of years is equally beyond doubt, for in the same book,
chap. xxvii. 7, it is stated that David sojourned among the
Philistines, to _vhom he had _ied on account of Saul, a year
and four months ; thus the rest of the re'_a must have l_een
See Note 16.
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comprised in a space of eight months, which I think no one
will credit. Josephus, at the end of the sixth book of his
antiquities, thus corrects the text: Saul reigned eighteen
years while Samuel was alive, and two years after his
death.
However, all the narrative in chap. xiii. is in
complete disagreement with what goes before.
At the
end of chap. vii. it is narrated that the Philistines were so
crushed by the Hebrews that they did not venture, during
Samuel's life, to invade the borders of Israel; but in
chap. xiii. we are told that the Hebrews were invaded
during the life of Samuel by the Philistines, and reduced
by them to such a state of wretchedness and poverty that
they were deprived not only of weapons with which to
defend themselves, but also of the means of making more.
I should be at pains enough if I were to try and harmonize all the narratives contained in this first book of
Samuel so that they should seem to be all written and
arranged by a single historian. But I return to my object.
The years, then, during which Saul reigned must be added
to the above computation ; and, lastly, I have not counted
the years of the Hebrew anarchy, for I ¢_nnot from Scripture gather their number. I cannot, I say, be certain as
to the period occupied by the events related in Judges
c_t p. xvii. on _1 the end of the book.
is thus abundantly evident that we cannot arrive at a
true computation of years from the histories, and, further,
that the histories are inconsistent themselves on the subject. We are compelled to confess that these histories were
compiled from various writers without previous arrangement and examination.
Not less discrepancy is foun¢t
between the dates given in the Chronicles of the Kings of
Judah, and those in the Chronicles of the Kings of Israel;
in the latter, it is stated that Jehoram, the son of Ahab,
began to reign in the second year of the reign of Jehoram,
the sonof Jehoshaphat (2 Kings i. 17), but in the former we
read that Jehoram, the son of Jehoshaphat, began to reign
in the fifth year of Jehoram, the son of Ahab (2 Kings viii.
16). Anyone who compares the narratives in Chronicles
with the narratives in the books of _ings, will find many
_imilar discrepancies. These there is no need for me to
examine here, and still less am I called upon to treat of the
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commentariesof thosewho endeavourto harmonize them.
The Rabbis evidently let their fancy run wild.
Such commentators as I have read, dream, invent, and as a last
resort, play fast and loose with the language.
For instance,
when it is said in 2 Chronicles, that Ahab was forty-two
years old when he began to reign, they pretend that these
years are computed from the reign of Omri, not from the
birth of Ahab.
If this can be shown to be the real meaning of the writer of the book of Chronicles, all I can say is,
that he did not know how to state a fact.
The commontaters make Many other assertions of this k_ud, which if
true, would prove that the ancient Hebrews were ignorant
both of their own language, and of the way to relate a plain
narrative. I should in such case recognize no rule or reason
in interpreting
Scripture, but it would be l_ermissible t_
hypothesize to one's heart's content,
If anyone thinl_s that I am speaking too generally, and
without sufficient warrant, I would ask him to set hlm_lf
to showing us some fixed plan in these histories which might
be followed without blame by other writers of chronicles,
and in his efforts at harmonizing and interpretation,
so
strictly to observe and explain the phrases and expressions,
the order and the connections, that we may be able to imitate these also in our writings. 1 If he succeeds, I will at
once give him my hand, and he shall be to me as great
APOUo ; for I ¢onfese that after long endeavours
I have
been unable to discover anything of the kSnd. I may adcl
that I set down nothing here which I have not long reflected
upon, and that, though I was imbued from my boyhooel
With the ordinary opinions about the Scriptures, I have
n unable to withstand the force of what I have urged.
However, there is no need to detain the reader with thia
question, and drive him to attempt an impossible task ; I
merely mentioned the fact in order to throw light on my
intention.
I now pass on to other points concerning the treatment
of these books.
For we must remark, in additionto what
has been shown, that these books were not guarded by posterity with such care that no faults crept in. The ancient
scribes draw attention to many doubtful readings, and some
mutilated passages, but not to all that exist: whether the
I See _ote 17.
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faults are of su_cient importance to greatly embarrass the
reader I will not now discuss. I am inclined to thlnk that
they are of minor moment to those, at any rate, who read
the Scriptures with enlightenment: and I can positively
affirm that I have not noticed any fault or various reading
in doctrinal passages sufficient to render them obscure or
doubtful.
There are some people, however, who will not aam_t that
there is any corruption, even in other passages, but mainrain that by some unique exercise of providence God has
preserved from corruption every word in the Bible: they
say that the various readings are the symbols of proroundest mysteries, and that mighty secrets lle hid in the
twenty-eight hiatus which occur, nay, even in the very form
of the letters.
Whether they are actuated by folly and anile devotion,
or whether by arrogance and v, allce so that they alone may
be held to possess the secrets of God, I know not: this
much I do know, that I find in their writings nothing which
has the air of a Divine secret, but only childish lucubrations.
I have read and known certain ]_abbalistie triflers, whose
insanity provokes my unceasing astonishment. That faults
have crept in will, I thlnlr, be denied by no sensible person
who reads the passage about Saul, above quoted (1 Sam.
xiii. 1) and also 2 Sam. vi. 2: "And David arose and
went with all the people that were with him from Judah,
to bring up from thence the ark of God."
No one can fail to remark that the name of their destination, viz., Kirjath-jcarim, 1has been omitted: nor can we
deny that 2 Sam. xiii. 37, has been tampered with and
mutilated.
"And Absalom fled, and went to Talmai, the
son of Ammlhud, king of Geshur. And he mourned for his
son every day. So Absalom fled, and went to Geshur, and
was there three years." I know that I have remarked other
passages of the same kind, but I c_,mot recall them at the
moment.
That the marginal notes which are found continually in
the Hebrew Codices are doubtful readings will, I think, be
evident to everyone who has noticed that they often arise
from the great similarity of some of the Hebrew letters,
such for instance, as the similarity between Kaph and
I Seo Note

18.

Cwa?.

IX.]

THE

LAST

REVISER

OF

HISTORIC

BOOES.

141

Beth, Jod and Vau, Daleth and Reth, &c. For example,
the text in 2 Sam. v. 24, runs "in the time when thou
hearest," and simil.,rly in Judges _i. 22, "And it shall
be when their fathers or their brothers come unto us often,"
the margi_a,! version is "come unto us to complain."
So also many various readings have arisen from the use
of the letters named mutes, which are generally not sounded
in pronunciation,
and are taken promiscuously,
one for the
other.
For example, in Levit. xxv. 29, it is written, "The
house shall be established which is not in the walled city,"
but the ma_u
has it,"which isin a walled city,"
Though thesemattersare self-evident,
it isnecessaryto
answer the reasoningsof certainPharisees,by which they
endeavour to convince us that the ma_gin_] notes serve to
indicate some mystery and were added or pointed out by
the writers of the sacred books. The first of these reasons,
which,in my opinion,carrieslittleweight,is taken from
the practiceof readingthe Scripturesaloud.
If,itis urged,these notes were added to show various
rearllno_s which could not be decided upon by posterity, why
has enstom prevailed
that the margln_l readings should
always be retained ? Why has the meaning which is preferred been set down in the margin when it ought to have
been incorporated in the text, and not relegated to a side
note ?
The second reason is more specious, and is taken from
the nature of the case. It is admitted that faults have
crept into the sacred writings by chance and not by design;
but they say that in the five books the word for a girl is,
with one exception, written without the letter "he," contrary to all gr_,mmatical rules, whereas in the margin it is
writtencorrectly according to theuniversal ruleof gramm.r.
Can this have happened by mistake? Is it possibleto
imagine a clerical error to have been committed every time
the wor_ occurs ? Moreover, it would have been easy to
supply the emendation.
Hence, when these rea_llngs are
not accidental or corrections of manifest mistakes, it is SUl_
posed that they must have been set down on purpose by
the original writers, and have a meaning.
However, it is
easy to answer such arguments;
as to the question of custom having prevailed
inthe rea_in_ofthemarginalversions,
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I will not spare much time for its consideration:
I know
_ot the promptings of superstition, and perhaps the practice may have arisen from the idea that both readings were
deemed equally good or tolerable, and therefore, lest either
_should be neglected, one was appointed to be written, and
• heother to be read. Theyfeared to pronounce judgment in so
weighty a matter lest they should mistake the false for the
true, and therefore they would give preference to neither, as
they must necessarily have done if they had commanded one
only to be both read and written. This would be especially
the case where the marginal readings were not written down
in the sacred books: or the custom may have originated because some th_n_ though rightly written down were desired
to be read otherwise accoralng to the marginal version, and
therefore the general rule was made that the marginal ver,sion should be followed in reading the Scriptures.
The
.cause which induced the scribes to expressly prescribe
certain passages to be read in the marginal version, I will
now touch on, for not all the marginal notes are various
readings,
but some mark expressions which have passed
,out of common use, obsolete words and terms which current
decency did not allow to be read in a public assembly.
The ancient writers, without any evil intention, employed
11o courtly paraphrase,
but called things by their plain
names.
Afterwards, through the spread of evil thoughts
and luxury, words which could be used by the ancients
without offence, came to be considered obscene. There was
no need for this cause to change the text of Scripture.
Still, as a concession to the popularwealrness,
it became the
_custom to substitute more decent terms for words denoting
_sexual intercourse, excreta, &c., and to read them as they
were given in the margin.
At any rate, whatever may have been the origin of the
practice of reaalng Scripture
according to the marginal
version, it was not that Eae true interpretation
is contained
4herein. For besides that, the Rabbins in the Talmud often
differ from the Massoretes, and give other res_in_
which
they approve of, as I will shortly show, certain things are
•found in the margin which appear less warrantsd by the
,nses of the Hebrew language.
For example, in 2 Samuel
..rdv. 22, we read, "In that the king hath fulled
the re-
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quest of his servant," a construction
plainly regular, and
agreeing with that in chap. xvi. But the margin has it "of
thy servant," which does not agree with the person of the
verb.
So, too, chap. xvi. 25 of the same book, we find,
"'As if one had inquired at the oracle of God," the margin
adding "someone"
to stand as a nominative to the verb.
But the correction is not apparently warranted, for it is a
common practice, well known to grammarians in the Hebrew language, to use the third person singular of the active
verb impersonally.
The second argument advanced by the Pharisees is easily
answered from what has just been said, namely, that the
scribes besides the various readln=_ called attention to obsolete words.
For there is no doubt that in Hebrew as in
other ]a_gulages, changes of use made many words obsolete
and antiquated, and such were found by the later scribes
in the sacred books and noted by them with a view to the
books being publicly read according to custom.
For this
reason the word nahgar is always found marked because its
gender was originally common, and it had the same mean.
ing as the J_atin juveni_ (a young person).
So also the
Hebrew capital was anciently called Jerusalem,
not Jerusalaim.
As to the pronouns himself and herself, I think that
the later scribes cha,l_t
vau into jod (a very frequent
change in Hebrew) when they wished to express the feminine gender, but that the ancients only distinguished
the
two genders by a change of vowels.
I may also remark
that the irregular tenses of certain verbs differ in the
ancient and modern forms, it being formerly considered a
mark of elegance to employ certain letters agreeable to the
_r.

In a word, I could easily multiply proofs of this kind if
I were not afraid o_ abusing the patience of the reader.
Perhaps I shall be asked how I became acq, la_uted with the
fact that all these expressions are obsolete.
I reply that I
have found them in the most ancient Hebrew writers in the
Bible itself, and that they have not been imitated by subuequent authors, and thus they are recognized as antiquated,
though the language in which they occur is dead.
But
perhaps someone may press the question why, if it be true,
as l say, that the marginal notes of the Bible generally
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mark various rea_tings, there are never more than two
reaAings of a passage, that in the text and that in the
margin, instead of three or more; and further, how the
scribes can have hesitated between two reading, s, one of
which is evidently contrary to grammar, and the other a
plain correction.
The answer to these questions also is easy: I will premise that it is almost certain that there once were more
various readings than those now recorded.
For instance,
one finds many in the Talmud which the Massoretes have
neglected, and are so different one from the other that even
the superstitious
editor of the Bomberg Bible confesses that
he cannot harmonize them.
"We cannot say anything," he
writes, "except what we have said above, namely, that the
Talmud is generally in contradiction
to the Massoretes."
So that we are not bound to hold that there never were
more than two readings of any passage, yet I am winlngto
admit, and indeed I believe that more than two readings
are never found : and for the following reasons :--(I.) The
cause of the differences of reaellng only a_lmits of two, being
generally the similarity of certain letters, so that the question resolved itself into which should be written Beth, or
• :af, Jod or Vau, Daleth or Reth: cases which are constantly occurring, and frequently yielding a fairly good
meaning whichever alternative
be adopted.
Sometimes,
too, it is a question whether a syllable be long or short,
quantity
being determined by the letters called mutes.
Moreover, we never asserted that all the marginal versions,
without exception, marked various rea_]ings; on the contrary, we have stated that many were due to motives of
decency or a desire to explain obsolete words. (]I) I am inclined to attribute the fact that more tha.n two readings are
never found to the paucity of exemplars, perhaps not more
than two or three, found by the scribes.
In the treatise
of the scribes, chap. vi., mention is made of three only, pretended to have been found in the time of Ezra, in order that
the marginal versions might be attributed to him.
However that may be, if the scribes only had three codices
we may easily imagine that in a given passage two of them
would be in accord, for it would be extraordinary if ea_
one of the three gave a different reading of the same text,
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The dearth of copies after the time of Ezra will surprise
no one who has read the 1st chapter of Maccabees, or
Josephus's "Antiquities,"
Bk. 12, chap. 5. Nay, it appears
wonderful considering the fierce and daily persecution, that
even these few should have been preserved.
This WIU,
I think, be p1A._nto even a cursory reader of the history
ef those times.
We have thus discovered the reasons why there are never
more than two readings of a passage in the Bible, but this
is a long way from supposing that we may therefore conclude that the Bible was purposely written incorrectly
in
such passages in order to signify some mystery.
&s to the
second argument, that some passages are so faultily written
that they are at plain variance with all grammar, and
should have been corrected in the text and not in the
margin, I attach little weight to it, for I am not concerned
to say what religious motive the scribes may have had fer
acting as they did: possibly they did so from candour,
wishing to transmit the few exemplars of the Bible which
they had found exactly in their original state, marking the
differences they discovered in the margin, not as doubtful
readino_, but as simple variants.
I have myself called
them doubtful reaBin_s, because it would be generally impossible to say which of the two versions is preferable.
Lastly, besides these
doubtful
readings
the scribes
have (by leaving a hiatus in the middle of a para_oTaph)
marked several passages as mutilated.
The Massoretes
have coun_l up such instances, and they amount to eightand.twenty.
I do not know whether any mystery, is thought
to lurk in the number, at any rate the Pharisees religiously
preserve a certain amount of empty space.
One of such hiatus occurs (to give an instance) in Gen.
iv. 8, where it is written, "And Cain said to his brother
....
and it came to pass while they were in the field, &c.,"
a space being left in which we should expect to hear what
it was that Cain said.
Similarly there are (besides those points we have noticed)
eight-and-twenty
hiatus left by the scribes.
Many of
the_e would not be r_x_mized as mutilated if it were not
for the empty space left.
But I have said enough on this
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I NOW
on to the the
remaining
books
of the OldI have
Testament. passConcerning
two books
of Chronicles
nothing particular
or important
to remark, except that
they were certainly written after the time of Ezra, and possibly after the restoration of the Temple by Judas Maccab_eus. 1 For in chap. i_ of the first book we find a reckoning of the families who were the first to live in Jerusalem,
and in verse 17 the names of the porters, of which two
recur in Nehemiah.
This shows that the books were certainly compiled after the rebuilding
of the city.
As to
their actual writer, their authority, utility, and doctrine, I
come to no conclusion.
I have always been astonished
that they have been included
in the Bible by men who
shut out from the canon the books of Wisdom, Tobit, and
the others styled apocryphal.
I do not aim at dispazaging
their authority, but as they are universally
received I will
leave them as they are.
The Psalms were collected and divided into five booksin
the time of the second temple, for Ps. lxxxviii, was published,
according to Philo-Jud_eus, while king Jehoiachin was still
a prisoner in Babylon; and Ps. hxx'_, when the same king
obtained his liberty:
I do not think Philo would have
made the statement unless either it had been the received
opinion in his time, or else had been told him by trustworthy persons.
The Proverbs of Solomon were, I believe, collected at the
same time, or at least in the time of Wing Josiah; for in
chap. xxv. 1, it is written, "These are also proverbs of Solomon which the men of Hezelds.h_ king of Judah, copied out."
I cannot here pass over in silence the audacity of the
Rabbis who wished to exclude from the sacred canon both
i See Note
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the Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, and to put them l_oth in the
Apocrypha.
In fact, they would actually have done so, if
they had not lighted on certAi_ passages in which the law
of _oses is extolled.
It is, indeed, grievous to think that
the settling of the sacred canon lay in the hands of such
men; however, I congratulate them, in this instance, on
their suffering us to see these books in question, though I
cannot refrain from doubting whether they have trans.
mitred them in absolute good faith; but I will not now
linger on this point.
I pass on, then, to the prophetic boo]_s. An examination
of these assures me that the prophecies therein contained
have been compiled from other l_oks, and are not always
set down in the exact order in which they were spoken or
written by the prophets, but are only such as were collected
here and there, so that they are but fragmentary.
_aiah began to prophecy in the reign of Uzziah, as the
writer _mself
testifies in the first verse.
He not only
prophesied
at that time, but furthermore wrote the history of that king (see 2 Chron. xxvi. 22) in a volume
now lost.
That which we possess, we have shown to have
been taken from the chronicles of the L_ngs of Judah and
Israel.
We may add that the Rabbis assert that this prophet
prophesied
in the reign of Mau_sseh, by whom he was
eventually put to death, and, although this seems to be a
myth, it yet shows that they did not t_iu_ that all Isaiah's
prophecies are extant.
The prophecies of Jeremiah, which are related historically
are also taken from various chronicles;
for not only arc
they heaped together confusedly, without any account being
taken of dates, but also the same story is told in them differently in different passages.
For instance, in chap. xxi.
we are told that the cause of Jeremiah's arrest was that he
ha_ prophesied the destruction of the city to Zedekiah who
consulted _im. This narrative suddenly passes, in chap _i.,
to the prophet's remonstrances
to Jehoial_n
(Zedek_h's
predecessor), and the prediction he made of that _ug's captivlty; then, in chap. xxv., come the revelations granted to
the prophet previously, that is in the fourth year of Jehciakim, and, further on still, the revelations received in
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the first year of the same reign.
The continuator of Jeremiah goes on heaping prophecy upon prophecy without any
regard to dates, until at last, in chap. _rviii. (as if the intervening chapters had been a parenthesis), he takes up the
thread dropped in chap. xxi.
In fact, the conjunction with which chap. x_vlii, begins,
refers to the 8th, 9th, and 10th verses of chap. xxi. Jeremiah's last arrest is then very differently described, and a
totally separate cause is given for his daily retention in the
court of the prison.
We may thus clearly see that these portions of the book
have been compiled from various sources, and are only from
this point of view comprehensible.
The prophecies
conrained in the remu.lnlng chapters, where Jeremia.h speaks
in the first person, seem to be taken from a book written
by Baruch, at JeremiAh's dictation.
These, however, only
comprise (as appears from chap. Nrvi. 2) the prophecies
revealed to the prophet from the time of Josiah to the fourth
year of JehoJ_.l_m, at which period the book begins.
The
cont_mts of chap. xlv. 2, on to chap. li. 59, seem taken from
the same volume.
That the book of Ezekiel is unly a fragment, is clearly
indicated by the first verse.
For anyone may see that the
conjunction with which it begins, refers to something already said, and connects what follows therewith.
However,
not only this conjunction, but the whole text of the discourse
implies other writings.
The fact of the present work beglnniug in the thirtieth year shows that the prophet is continning, not commencing a discourse ; and this is confirmed
by the writer, who parenthetically
states in verse 3, "The
word of the Lord came often unto Ezekiel the priest, the
son of Buzi, in the land of the C"aaldeans," as if to say that
the prophecies which he is about to relate are the sequel to
revelations formerly received by Ezekiel from God. Furthermore, Josephus, "Antiq." x. 9, says that Ezekiel prophesied
that Zedekiah should not see Babylon, whereas the book
we now have not only con$_in_ no such statement, but contrariwise asserts in chap. :vii. that he should be taken to
Babylon as a captive?
Of Hosea I c_.nnot positively state that he wrote more
than is now extant in the book bearing his name, but I am
1 See Note 20.
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astonished at the smallness of the quantity we possess, for
the sacred writer asserts that the prophet prophesied for
more t.hn._ eighty years.
We may assert, SlUing
generally, that the compiler of
the prophetic books neither collected all the prophets, nor
all the writinge of those we have ; for of the prophets who
are said to have prophesied in the reign of Manasseh and of
whom general mention is made in 2 Chron. xYxiii 10, 18,
we have, evidently, no prophecies extant ; neither have we
all the prophecies of the twelve who give their names to
books.
Of Jonah we have only the prophecy concerning
the Ninevites, though he also prophesied to the children of
Israel, as we learn in 2 _gs
xiv. 25.
The book and the personality of Job have caused much
controversy.
Some think that the book is the work of
Moses, and the whole narrative merely allegorical.
Such
is the opinion of the Rabbins recorded in the Talmud, and
they are supported by Maimonides in his "More Nebuchim."
Others believe it to be a true history, and some suppose that
Job lived in the time of Jacob, and was marrie_ to his
daughter D_nah.
/kben Ezra, however, as I have already
stated, affirms, in his commentaries, that the work is a
trana]ation into Hebrew from some other language : I could
wish that he could advance more cogent ar_o_unents than
he does, for we might then conclude that the Gentiles also
had sacred books.
I myself leave the matter undecided,
but T conjecture Job to have been a Gentile, and a man of
very stable character, who at first prospered, then was as.
sailed with terrible calamities, and fina.lly was restored to
great happiness.
('He is thus named, among others, by
Ezekiel, xiv. 12.)
I take it that the constancy of his mind
amid the vicissitudes of his fortune occasioned many men to
dispute about God's providence, or at least caused the writer
of the book in question to compose his dialogues; for the
contents, and also the style, seem to emanate far less from
a man _retehedly ill and lying among ashes, than from one
reflecting at ease in his study.
I should also be inclined
to agree with Aben Ezra that the book is a translation, for
its poetry seems akin to that of the Gentiles;
thus the
Father of Gods summons a council, and Momns, here called
Satan, criticizes the Divine decrees with the utmost freedom.
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But these are mere conjectures without any solid foundation.
I pass on to the book of Daniel, which, from chap. viii.
onwards, undoubtedly contains the writing of Daniel himself. Whence the first seven chapters are derived I cannot
say ; we may, however, conjecture that, as they were first
written
in Chaldean, they are taken
from Chaldean
chronicles.
If this could be proved, it would form a very
striking proof of the fact that the sacredness of Scripture
depends on our understanding
of the doctrines therein signified, and not on the words, the language, and the phrases
in which these doctrines are conveyed to us ; and it would
further show us that books which teach and speak of whatever is highest and best are equally sacred, whatever be the
tongue in which they are written, or the nation to which
they belong.
We can, however, in this case only remark that the
chapters in question were written in Chaldee, and yet are
as sacred as the rest of the Bible.
The first book of Ezra is so intimately connected with
the book of Daniel that beth are plainly recognizable as the
work of the same author, wr]tlng of Jewish history from
the time of the first captivity onwards.
I have no hesitation in joining to this the book of Esther, for the conjunction with which it begins can refer to nothing else.
It
c_.n-ot be the same work as that written by ]_ordeeai, for,
in chap. ix. 20-22, another person relates that Mordecai
wrote letters, and tells us their contents;
further, that
Queen ]Esther confirmed the days of Purim in their times
appointed, and that the decree was written in the bookm
that is Coy a Hebraism), in a book known toall then living,
which, as Aben Ezra and the rest confess, has now perished.
I_stly, for the rest of the acts of Mordecai, the historian
refers us to the chronicles of the kings of Persia.
Thus
there is no doubt that this book was written by the same
l_erson as he who recounted the history of Daniel and Ezra,
and who wrote Nehemiah, 1 sometimes called the second
book of Ezra.
We may, then, affirm that all these books
are from one hand ; but we have no clue whatever to the
personality of the author.
However, in order to determine
whence he, whoever he wa_, had gained a knowledge of
' See Note 21.
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the histories which he had, perchance, in great measure
himself written, we may remark that the governors or
chiefs of the Jews, after the restoration of the Temple, kept
scribes or historiographers,
who wrote annals or chronicles
of them.
The chronicles of the _ngs are often quoted in
the books of _n_s,
but the chronicles of the chiefs and
priests are quoted for the first time in Nehetn_a.h xii. 23,
and again in 1 Macc. xvL 24. This is undoubtedly
the
book referred to as conta_ningthe decree of Esther and the
acts of Mordecai ; and which, as we said with Aben Ezra,
is now lost.
From it were taken the whole contents of
these four books, for no other authority is quoted by their
writer, or is known to us.
That these books were not written by either Ezra or
Nehemiah is plain from Nehemiah xii. 9, where the descendants of the high priest, Joshua are traced down to
Jaddua, the sixth high priest, who went to meet Alexander
the Great, when the Persian empire was almost subdued
(Josephus, "Ant." ii. 108), or who, accord_n g to PhiloJudmus,
was the sixth and last high priest under the Persians.
In
the same cl_pter of Nehemiah, verse 22, this point is clearly
brought out: "The Levites in the days of Eliashib, Joiada,
and Joh_n_n, and Jaddua, were recorded chief of the
fathers:
also the priests, to the reign of Darius the Persian"--that
to the
say, lives
in theof chronicles;
and,Ezra
I suppose,
no one thinks .isthat
Nehemi_.h and
were so
prolonged that they outlived fourteen
kings of Persia.
Cyrus was the first who granted the Jews permission to
rebuild their Temple:
the period between his time and
Darius, fourteenth
and last king of Persia, extends over
230 years.
I have, therefore, no doubt that these books
were written after Judas ]_Iaecabseus had restored the
worship in the Temple, for at that time false books of
Daniel, Ezra, and Esther were published by evil.disposed
persons, who were almost cert_.]nly Sadducees,
for the
writings were never recognized by the Pharisees, so far
as I am aware ; and, although certain myths in the fourth
book of Ezra are repeated in the Talmud, they must not
be set down to the Pharisees, for all but the most ignorant a_t
that they have been added by some trifler:
in fact, I th_l_
someone must have made such addii See l_ote
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tions with a view to casting ridicule on all the traditions of
the sect.
Perhaps these four books were written out and published
at the time I have mentioned with a view to showing the
people that the prophecies of Daniel had been f_lltlned, and
thus kindling their piety, and awakening a hope of future
deliverance in the midst of their misfortunes.
In spite of
their recent origin, the books before us contain mauy
errors, due, I suppose, to the haste with which they were
written.
Marginal rea_tings, such as I have mentioned in
the last chapter, are found here as elsewhere, and in even
greater abundance;
there are, moreover, certain passages
which can only be accounted for by supposing some such
cause as hurry.
However, before calling attention to the marginal readings, I will remark that, if the Pharisees are right in supposing them to have been ancient, and the work of the
original scribes, we must perforce admit that these scribes
(if there were more than one) set them down because they
found that the text from which they were copying was
inaccurate,
and did yet not venture to alter what was
written by their predecessors
and superiors.
I need not
_gain go into the subject at length, and will, therefore,
proceed to mention some discrepancies not noticed in the
margin.
I. Some error has crept into the text of the second
chapter of Ezra, for in verse 64 we are told that the total
of all those mentioned in the rest of the chapter amounts
to 42,360 ; but, when we come to add up the several items
we get as result only 29,818.
There must, therefore, be an
error, either in the total, or in the details.
The total is
probably correct, for it would most likely be well known to
all as a noteworthy thing; but with the details, the case
would be different.
If, then, any error ha_ crept into the
total, it would at once have been remarked, and easily cot.
reefed.
This view is confirmed by Nehemiah vii., where
this chapter of Ezra is mentioned, and a total is given in
plain correspondence thereto ; but the details are altogether
different--some
are larger, and some less, than those in
Ezra, and altogether they amount to 31,089.
We may,
therefore, conclude that both in Ezra and in Nehemiah the
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d_e_i]s are erroncoua]y given. The comme_
who a_tempt to harmonize these evident contradictions
draw on
their imagination, each to the best of his ability ; and while
professing _loration for each letter and word of Scrip_re,
only succeed in holding up the sacred writers to ridicule, as
though they knew not how to write or relate a plain
_arrative.
Such persons effect nothing but to render the
clearness of Scripture obscure.
If the Bible could everywhere be interpreted
after their fashion, there would be no
such thing as a rational statement of which the meaning
could be relied on. However, there is no need to dwell on
the subject;
only I am convinced that if any historian
were to attempt to imitate the proceedings freely attributed
to the writers of the Bible, the commentators
would cover
him with contempt.
If it be blasphemy
to assert that
there are any errors in Scripture, what name shall we apply
to those who foist into it their own fancies, who degrade
the sacred writers till they seem to write confused nonsense, and who deny the plainest and most evident meanings ? What in the whole Bible can be plainer th_
the
fact that Ezra and his companions, in the second chapter
of the book attributed
to him, have given in detail the
reekoniug of all the Hebrews who set out with them for
Jerusalem ? This is proved by the reckoning being given,
not only of those who told their lineage, but also of those
who were unable to do so. Is it not equally clear from
Nehemiah vii. 5, that the writer merely there copies the list
given in Ezra ? Those, therefore, who explain these passages otherwise, deny the plain meaning of Scripture--nay,
they deny Scripture itself.
They think it pious to reconcile
one passage of Scripture with another--a pretty piety, forsooth, which accommodates
the clear passages to the
obscure, the correct to the faulty, the sound to the corrupt.
Far be it from me to call such commentators
blasphemers, if their motives be pure: for to err is humam
But
I return to my subject.
Beaides these errors in numerical details, there are others
in the genealogies, in the history, and, I fear also in the
prophecies.
The prophecy of Jeremiah (chap. _L),
coneern_g Jechoniah, evidently does not agree with his his_ry
as given in 1 Chronicles iii. 17-19, and especially with the
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last words of the chapter, nor do I see how the prophecy,
"thou
shalt die in peace," can be applied to Zedel_,.h,
whose eyes were dug out after his sons had been sla_u
before him.
If prophecies are to be interpreted by their
issue, we must make a etm_,e of name, and read Jeehoniah
for Zedekiah, and v/ce vers_.
This, however, would be
too paradoxical
a proceeding;
so I prefer to leave the
matter unexplained, especially as the error, if error there
be, must be set down to the historian, and not to any fault
in the authorities.
Other difficulties I will not touch upon, as I should only
weary the reader, and, moreover, be repeating the remarks
of other writers.
For R. Selomo, in face of the mau_est
contradiction in the above-mentioned
genealogies, is compelled to break forth into these words (see his commentary
on 1 Chron. viii.): "Ezra (whom he supposes to be the
author of the book of Chronicles) gives different names
and a different genealogy to the sons of Benja.m_n from
those which we find in Genesis, and describes most of the
Levites differently from Joshua, because he found original
discrepancies."
And, again, a little later : "The genealogy
of Gibeon and others is described twice in different ways,
from different tables of each genealogy, and in wri_ng
them down Ezra adopted the version given in the majority
of the texts, and when the authority was equal he gave
both." Thus granting tha_ these books were compiled from
sources origin,.Hy incorrect and uncertain.
In fact the commentators,
in see]_ug to harmonize difficulties, generally do no more th,.u indicate their causes :
for I suppose no sane person supposes that the sacred historians deliberately
wrote with the object of appearing to
contradict themselves freely.
Perhaps I shall be told that I am overthrowing the
authority of Scripture, for that, according to me, anyone
may suspect it of error in any passage; but, on the contrary, I have shown that my object has been to prevent
the clear and uncorrupted
passages being accommodated
to and corrupted by the faulty ones ; neither does the fact
that some passages are corrupt warrant us in suspecting
all
No book ever was completely free from faults, yet I
would ask, who suspects all books to be everywhere faultyP
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Surely no one, especially when the p_log-y
is dear and
the intention of the author p|ain:
I have now finished the task I set myself with respect to
the books of the Old Testament.
We may easily conclude
from what has been said, that before the time of the Maccabees there was no canon of sacred books, _but that those
which we now possess were selected from a multitude of
others at the period of the restoration of the Temple by the
Pharisees (who also instituted
the set form of prayers),
who are alone responsible for their acceptance.
Those,
therefore, who would demonstrate
the authority of Holy
Scripture, are bound to show the authority of each separate book; it is not enough to prove the Divine origin of a
single book in order to infer the Divine origin of the rest.
In that case we should have to assume that the council of
Pharisees was, in its choice of books, infallible, and this
could never be proved.
I am led to assert that the Pharisees alone selected the books of the Old Testament, and inserted them in the canon, from the fact that in Daniel ii. is
proclaimed
the doctrine of the Resurrection,
which the
Sadducees denied ; and, furthermore, the Pharisees ph,inly
assert in the Talmud that they so selected them.
For in
the treatise of Sabbathus, chapter ii., folio 30, page 2, it is
written: "R. Jehuda, surnamed Rabbi, reports that the
experts _rished to conceal the book of Ecclesiastes because
they found therein words opposed to the law (that is, to
the book of the law of Moses). Why did they not hide it ?
Because it begins in accordance with the law, and ends
according to the law ;" and a little further on we read:
"They sought also to conceal the book of Proverbs."
And
in the first chapter of the same treatise, fol. 13, l_age 2 :
"Verily, name one man for good, even he who was called
Neghunja,
the son of Heze_ah:
for, save for him_ the
book of Ezekiel would been concealed, because it agreed
not with the words of the law."
It is thus abundantly
clear that men expert in the law
snmTnoned a council to decide which books should be re,
ceived into the canon, and which excluded.
If any man,
therefore, wishes to be certified as to the authority of all
the books, let him call a fresh council, and ask every
membe_ his reasons.
1 See Note 23.
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The time has now come for exam_-_-gin the same
mauuer thebooksin thel_ewTestament;butas I learn
thatthetaskhas been already
performedby men l_ghly
s_lledin science
and 1._u_es, and as I do notmyself
possess a knowledge of Greek su_cJently exact for the
task; lastly, as we have lost the originals of those boo_
winch were written in Hebrew, I prefer to decline the
under,airing. However, I _11 touch on those point8 wl_ch
have most bea_
on my subject in the following ct_pter.
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XI.

APOSTLES

WROTE

THEIR

EPIS-

TLES
AS
APOSTLES
_
PROPHETS,
OR
MERELY
AS
TEKCHERS
; A_ND A_T EXPLANATION
OF _VHAT IS MEANT
BY AN APOSTLE.

OApost|es
reader ofwere
the prophets
New Teetament
doubt does
that not
the
; but as can
a prophet
always speak by revelation, but only at rare intervals, as
we showed at the end of Chap. I., we may fairly inquire
whether the Apostles wrote their Epistles as prophets, by
revelation and express mandate, as Moses, Jerem_ah_ and
others did, or whether only as private individuals
or
teachers, especially as Paul, in Corinthians xiv. 6, mentions
two sorts of preaching.
If we examine the style of the Epistles, we shall find it
totally different from that employed by the prophets.
The prophets are continually
asserting that they speak
by the command
of God: "Thus
saith the Lord," "The
Lord of hosts saith," "The comm_nd of the Lord," &c. ;
and this was their habit not only in assemblies of the prophets, but also in their epistles cont_n_ng
revelations, as
appears from the epistle of Elijah to Jehoram, 2 Chron. xri.
12, which begins, "Thus saith the Lord."
In the ApostolicEpistles we find nothing of the sort.
Contrariwise, in 1 Cor. vfi. 40 Paul speaks according to his
own opinion and in many passages we come across doubtful and perplexed phrases, such as, "We thlnlr, therefore,"
Rom. iii. 28; "Now I t_in_,"l Rom. viii. 18, and so on.
Besides these, other expressions are met with very different
from those used by the prophets.
For instance, 1 Cot.
vii. 6, "But I speak this by permission, not by eomm_udment ;" I give my judgment as one that hath obtained mercy
of the Lord to be faithful"
(1 Cot. vii. 25), and so on in
many other passages.
We must also remark that in the
1 See Note
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aforesaid chapter the Apostle says that when he states that
he has or has not the precept or commandment of God, he
does not mean the precept or commandment
of God revealed to himself, but only the words uttered by Christ in
His Sermon on the Mount.
Furthermore, if we eT,,rnlne
the v0,.nuer in which the Apostles give out evangelical doctrine, we sh,,11 see that it differs materially from the
method adopted by the prophets. The Apostles everywhere
reason as if they were arguing rather than prophesying;
the prophecies, on the other hand, contain only dogmas and
commands.
God is therein introdueed not as speaking to
reason, but as iss, llng decrees by His absolute fiat. The
authority of the prophets does not submit to discussion,
for whosoever wishes to find rational ground for his arguments, by that very wish submits them to everyone's private
judgment.
This Paul, inasmuch as he uses reason, appears
to have done, for he says in 1 Cor. x. 15, "I speak as to
wise men, judge ye what I say."
The prophets, as we
showed at the end of Chapter I., did not perceive what was
revealed by virtue of their natural reason, and though there
are certain passages in the Pentateuch which seem to be
appeals to induction, they turn out, on nearer examlnation,
to be noth_-g but peremptory commands.
For instance,
when Moses says, Deut. _.
27, "Behold, while I am yet
alive with you, this day ye have been rebellious against the
Lord ; and how much more after my death," we must by
no means conclude that Moses wished to convince the
Israelites by reason that they would necessarily fall away
from the worship of the Lord after his death ; for the argument would have been false, as Scripture itself shows: the
Israelities continued faithful during the lives of Joshua and
the elders, and afterwards during the time of Samuel,
David, and Solomon.
Therefore the words of Moses are
merely a moral injunction, in which he predicts rhetorically
the future backslielln_ of the people so as to impress it
vividly on their imaginations.
I say that Moses spoke of
himself in order to lend likelihood to his prediction, and
not as a prophet by revelation,
because in verse 21 of the
same chapter we are told that God revealed the same thing
to Moses in different words, and there was no need to make
Moses certain by argument of God's prediction and decree;
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it was only necessary that it should be vividly impressed
on his im_uation,
and this could not be better accomplished than by imagining the exis_ng contumacy of the
people, of which he had had frequent experience, as likely
to ex_end into the future.
All the arguments employed by Moses in the five books
are to be understood in a similar m,.uuer; they are not
drawn from the armoury of reason, but are merely modes
of expression calculated to instil with efficacy, and present
vividly to the imagination the commands of God.
However, T do not wish absolutely
to deny that the
prophets ever argued from revelation ; I only maintain that
the prophets made more legitimate use of argument in proportion as their knowledge approached
more nearly to
ordinary knowledge,
and by this we know that they possessed a knowledge above the ordinary, inasmuch as they
profit.lined absolute dogmas, decrees, or judgments.
Thus
Moses, the chief of the prophets, never used legitimate
argument, and, on the other hA.n¢l, the long deductions and
ar_o_nents of Paul, such as we find in the Epistle to the
RomanR, are in nowise written from supernatural
revelation.
The modes of expression
and discourse adopted by the
Apostles in the Epistles, show very clearly that the latter
were not written by revelation and Divine eommajad, but
merely by the natural powers and judgment of the authors.
They consist in brotherly admonitions and courteous expresstuns such as would never be employed in prophecy, as for
instauce, Paul's excuse in Romans xv. 15, "I have written
the more boldly unto you in some sort, my brethren."
We may arrive at the same conclusion from observing
that we never read that the Apostles were commanded to
write, but only that they went everywhere preaching, and
confirmed their words with signs.
Their personal presence
and signs were absolutely necessary for the conversion and
establishment in religion of the Gentiles ; as Paul h_nself
expressly states in Rom. i_ 11, "But I long to see you, that
I may impart to you some spiritual gift, to the end that ye
may be established."
It may be objected that we might prove in s_m_lar fashion
that the Apostles did not preac_ as prophets, for they did
not go to t_rti_ll_r
places, as the prophets did, by the
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comm_nd
of God. We read in the Old Testament _lat
Jonah went to Nineveh to preach, and at the same tfime that
he was expressly sent there, and told that he must preach.
So also it is related, at great length, of Moses that he went
to Egypt as the messenger of God, and was told at the
same time what he should say to the children of Israel and to
lrlng Pharaoh, and what wonders he should work before them
to give credit to his words.
Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel
were expressly commanded to preach to the Israelites.
Lastly, the prophets only preached what we are assured
by Scripture they had received from God, whereas this is
hardly ever said of the Apostles in the l_ew Tes_ment.
when they went about to preach. On the contrary, we find
passages
expressly implying that the Apostles chose the
places where they should preach on their own responsibility,
for there was a difference amounting to a quarrel between
Paul and Barnabas on the subject (Acts xv. 37, 38). Often
they wished to go to a place, but were prevented, as Paul
writes, Rom. i. 13, "Oftentimes
I purposed to come to you,
but was let hitherto;"
and in 1 Cor. xvi. 12, "As touching
our brother Apollos, I greatly desired h_,n to come unto
you with the brethren, but his will was not at all to come
at this time: but he will come when he shall have convenient _Tne."
From these expressions and differences of opinion among
the Apostles, and also from the fact that Scripture nowhere
testifies of them, as of the ancient prophets, that they went
by the command of God, one vn]ght conclude that they
preached as well as wrote in their capacity of teachers, and
not as prophets:
but the question is easily solved if we
observe the difference between the mission of an Apostle
and that of an Old Testament prophet. The lather were not
called to preach and prophesy to all nations, but to certain
specified ones, and therefore an express and peculiar mandate was required for each of them; the Apostles, on the
other hand, were _21ed to preach to all men absolutely,
and to turn all men to religion.
Therefore, whithersoever
they went, they were f_llfiIl_g
Christ's commandment;
there was no need to reveal to them beforehand what they
should preach, for they were the disciples of Christ to whom
their Master l_imself said (Matt. x. 19, 20): "But, when
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they deliver you up, take no thought how or what ye shall
speak, for it shall be given you in that same hour what ye
sh_.]l speak." We therefore conclude that the Apostles
were only indebted to special revelation in what they orally
preached and confirmed by signs (see the beginning of
Chap. H.) ; that which they taught in spea_ing or writing
without any confirmatory signs and wonders they taught
from their natural knowledge. (See 1 Cor. xiv. 6.) We
need not be deterred by the fact that all the Epistles begin
by citing the imprimatur of the Apostleship, for the
Apostles, as I will shortly show, were granted, not only the
faculty of prophecy, but also the authority to teach. We
may therefore a_mit that they wrote their Epistles as
Apostles, and for this cause every one of them began by
citing the Apostolic imprimatur, possibly with a view to
gaining the attention of the reader by asserting that they
were the persons who had made such mark among the
faithful by their preaching, and had shown by many marvellous works that they were teaching true religion and the
way of salvation. I observe that what is said in the
Epistles with regard to the Apostolic vocation and the Holy
Spirit of God which inspired them, has reference to their
former preaching, except in those passages where the expressions of the Spirit of God and the Holy Spirit are used
to signify a _nind pure, upright, and devote1 to God. For
instance, in 1 Cot. vii. 40, Paul says : "' But she is happier
if she so abide, after my judgment, and I think also that I
have the Spirit of God." By the Spirit of God the Apostle
here refers to his mind, as we may see from the context :
his mea.nlng is as follows: "I account blessed a widow
who does not wish to marry a second husband ; such is my
opinion, for I have settled to live unmarried,
and I think
that I am blessed." There are other similar passages which
I need not now quote.
As we have seen that the Apostles wrote their Epistles
solely by the light of natural reason, we must inquire how
they were enabled to teach by natural knowledge matters
outside its scope. However, if we bear in _ind what we
said in Chap. VII. of this treatise our e]it_culty will vanish :
for although the contents of the Bible entirely surpass our
understanding, we may safely discourse of them, provided
M
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we assume nothing not told us in Scripture : by the same
mettmd the Apostles, from what they saw and heard, and
from what was revealed to them, were enabled to form and
elicit many conclusions which they would have been able to
teach to men had it been permissible.
Further,
although religion, as preached by the Apostles,
does not come w_thin the sphere of reason, in so far as it
consists in the narration of the life of Christ, yet its essence,
which is chiefly moral, like the whole of Christ's
doctrine, can readily be apprehended
by the natural faculties
of all.
Lastly, the Apostles had no lack of supernatural
illumination for the purpose of "adapting the religion they had
attested by signs to the understanding
of everyone so that
it might be readily received;
nor for exhortations
on the
subject:
in fact, the object of the Epistles is to teach and
exhort men to lead that manner of life which each of the
Apostles
judged best for confirming
them in religion.
_Ve may here repeat our former remark, that the Apostles
had received not only the faculty of preaching the history
of Christ as prophets,
and confirming it with signs, but
also authority for _aching and exhorting according as each
thought
best.
Paul (2 Tim. i. 11), "Whereunto
I am
appointed
a preacher, and an apostle, and a teacher of
the Gentiles ;" and again (1 Tim. ii. 7), "Whereunto
I am
ordained a preacher
and an apostle (I speak the truth in
Christ and lie not), a teacher of the Gentiles in faith and
verity."
These passages, I say, show clearly the stamp
both of the apostleship and the teachership : the authority
for admonishing
whomsoever
and wheresoever he pleased
is asserted by Paul in the Epistle
to Philemon,
v. 8:
"Wherefore,
though I might be much bold in Christ to
enjoin thee that which is convenient, yet," &c., where we
may remark that if Paul had received from God as a
prophet
what he wished to enjoin Philemon,
and had
been bound to speak in his prophetic capacity, he would
not have been able to change the command of God into
entreaties.
We must therefore understand
him to refer to
the permission
to a2_monish which he had received as a
teacher, and not as a prophet,
We have not yet made it
quite clear that the Apostles might each choose his own
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way of teaching, but only that by virtue of their Apostlestfi'p they were teachers as well as prophets ; however, if we
call reason to our aid we shall clearly see that an authority
to teach hnphes authority to choose the method.
It will
nevertheless be, perhaps, more satisfactory, to draw all our
proofs from Scripture ; we are there plainly told that each
Apostle chose his particular method (Rom. xv. 20) : "Yea,
so have I strived to preach the gospel, not where Christ was
named, lest I should build upon another man's foundatiom"
If all the Apostles had adopted the same method of teaching,
and had all bmlt up the Christian reli_on on the same foundation, Paul would have had no reason to call the work of a
fellow-Apostle
"another man's foundation,"
inasmuch as
it would have been identical with his own: his calling it
another man's proved that each Apostle built up his rehgious instructmn
on different foundations,
thus resembling other teachers who have each their own method, and
prefer instructing
quite ignorant people who have never
learnt under another master, whether the subject be science,
langaages, or even the indisputable
truths of mathematics.
Furthermore,
if we go through
the Epistles at all attentively, we shall see that the Apostles, while a_reeing about
religion itself, are at variance as to the foundations
it rests
on. Paul, in order to strengthen men's religion, and show
them that salvation depends solely on the grace of God,
teaches that no one can boast of works, but only of faith,
and that no one can be justified by works (Rom. in. 27, 28) ;
in fact, he preaches the complete doctrine of predestination.
James, on the other hand, states that man is justified by
works, and not by faith only (see his Epistle, ii. 24), and
omitting all the disputations
of Paul, confines religion to a
very. few elements.
Lastly, it is indisputable
that from these different
grounds for religion selected by the Apostles, many quarrels
and schisms distracted
the Church, even in the earliest
times, and doubtless
they will continue so to distract
it
for ever, or at least _ll religion is separated from philosophical speculations,
and reduced to the few simple doco
trines taught by Christ to His disciples ; such a task was
impossible
for the Apostles, because the Gospel was then
unknown to mankind, and lest its novelty should offend
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men's ears it had to be adapted to the disposition of contemporaries (2 Cor. ix. 19, 20), and built up on the groundwork most familiar and accepted at the time.
Thus none of the Apostles philosophized more _han did
Paul, who was called to preach to the Gentiles;
other
Apostles
preaching to the Jews, who despised philosophy,
s_m_l_rly adapted themselves to the temper of their hearers
(see Gal. ii. 11), and preached a religion free from all
philosophical
speculations.
How blest would our age be
if it couldwitness a religion freed also from all the tramreels of superstition !
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OP

WORD

HOSE who look upon the Bible as a message sent
down by God from Heaven to men_ will doubtless cry
out that I have committed the sin against the Holy Ghost
]_ecause I have asserted that the Word of Go_ is faulty,
mutilated, tampered with, and inconsistent;
that we possess it only in fragments,
and that the original of the
covenant which God made with the Jews has been lost.
However, I have no doubt that a little reflection
cause them to desist from their uproar: for not only
reason but the expressed opinions of prophets and apostles
openly proel,.im that God's eternal Word and covenant,
no less than true religion, is Divinely inscribed in human
hearts, that is, in the human Tnlnd, and that this is the
true original of God's covenant, stamped with His own
seal, n_mely, the idea of Himself, as it were, with the
image of His Godhood.
Religion was imparted to the early Hebrews as a law
written down, because they were at that time in the condition of children, but afterwards Moses (Deut. _.
6) and
Jeremiah (xxxi. 33) predicted a time coming when the
Lord should write His law in their hearts.
Thus only the
Jews, and amongst them chiefly the Sadducees, struggled
for the law written on tablets ; least of all need those who
l_ar it inscribed on their hearts join in the contest. Those,
therefore, _vho reflect, will find nothing in what I have
written repugnant either to the Word of God or to true
religion and faith, or calculated to weaken either one or the
ether: contrariwise, they will see that I have strengthened
religion, as I showed at the end of Chapter X. ; indeed,
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had it not been so, I should certainly have decided to hold
my peace, nay, I would even have asserted as a way out of
all dlf_culties
that the Bible contains the most profound
hidden mysteries ; however, as this doctrine has given rise
to gross superstition
and other pernicious results spoken
of at the beg_nnlng of Chapter V., I have thought
such a
course unnecessary,
especially
as religion
stands in no
need of superstitious
adornments,
but is, on the contrary,
deprived by such trappings
of some of her splendour.
Still, it will be said, though the law of God is written
in the heart, the Bible is none the less the Word of God,
and it is no more la_
to say of Scripture th_n of God's
Word that it is mutilated and corrupted.
I fear that such
objectors axe too anxious to be pious, and that they are
in danger of turning religion into superstition,
and worshipping paper and i_ in place of God's Word.
I am certified of thus much: I have said nothing unworthy of Scripture or God's Word, and I have made no
assertions which I could not prove by most plain argument to be true_ I can, therefore, rest assured that I
have advanced nothing which is impious or even savours
of impiety.
I confess that some profane men, to whom religion is a
burden, may, from what I have said, assume a licence to
sin, and without any reason, at the simple dictates of their
lusts conclude that Scripture is everywhere faulty and
falsified, and that therefore its authority is null ; but such
men are beyond the reach of help, for nothing, as the proverb has it, can be said so rightly that it c_nnot be twisted
into wrong. Those who wish to give rein to their lusts are
at no loss for an excuse, nor were those men of old who
possessed the origin.1 Scriptures, the ark of the covenant,
nay, the prophets and apostles in person among them, any
better than the people of to-day.
Human nature, Jew as
well as Gentile, has always been the same, and in every
age virtue has been exceeAingly rare.
Nevertheless, to remove every scruple, I will here show
in what sense the Bible or any inanimate
thing should be
called sacred and Divine ; also wherein the law of God consists, and how it cannot be contained in a certain number
of books ; and, lastly, I will show that Scripture, in so far
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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 thin_
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 revealed 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 usa_ 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.
t_mary 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 frequented by men who worshipped tTim, and defended justice, but that, ff it became the resort of murderers, thieves,
idolaters, and other wicked persons, it would be turned
into a den of malefactors.
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Scripture, curiously enough, nowhere tells us what be.
came of the Ark of the Covenant, though there is no doubt
that it was destroyed, or burnt together with the Temple ;
yet there was nothing which the Hebrews considered more
sacred, or held in grea_er reverence.
Thus Scripture is
sacred, and its words Divine so long as it stirs mankind to
devotion towards God • but if it be utterly neglected, as it
formerly was by the Jews, it becomes nothing but paper
and ink, and is left to be desecrated or corrupted:
still
though Scripture be thus corrupted or destroyed, we must
not say that the Word of God has suffered in like manner,
else we shall be like the Jews, who said that the Temple
which would then be the Temple of God had perished in
the flames.
Jeremiah tells us this in respect to the law,
for he thus chides the ungodly of his time, "Wherefore
say you we are masters, and the law of the Lord is with
us ? Surely it has been given in vain, it is in vain that the
. pen of the scribes"
(t_s been made)--that
is, you say
falsely that the Scripture is in your power, and that you
possess the law of God ; for ye have made it of none effect.
So also, when Moses broke the first _ables of the law, he
did not by any means cast the Word of God from his hands
in anger and shatter it---such an action would be inconceiv.
able, either of Moses or of God's Word--he
only broke the
tables of stone, which, though theyhad before been holy from
containing the covenant wherewith the Jews had bound
themselves
in obedience
to God, had entirely lost their
sanctity when the covenant had been violated by the worship of the calf, and were, therefore, as liable to perish as
the ark of the covenant. It is thus scarcely to be wondered
at, that the onginal documents
of Moses are no longer
extant, nor that the books we possess met with the fate
we have described, when we consider that the true original
of the Divine covenant, the most sacred object of all, has
totally Perished.
Let them cease, therefore, who accuse us of impiety, inasmuch as we have said nothing against the Word of God,
neither have we corrupted it, but let them keep their anger,
if they would wreak it justly, for the ancients whose malice
desecrated the Ark, the Temple, and the Law of God, and all
that was held sacred, subjecting them to corruption.
Fur-
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thermore, if, according to the saying of the Apostle in
2 Cor. iii. 3, they possessed "the Epistle of Christ, written
not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God, not in
tables of stone, but in the fleshy tables of the heart," let
them cease to worship the letter, and be so anrlous concorning it.
I thln_ I have now sufficiently shown in what respect
Scripture should be accounted sacred and Divine ; we may
now see what should rightly be understood by the expression, the Word of the Lord; debar (the Hebrew original)
signifies word, speech, command, and th_-g.
The causes
for which a thing is in Hebrew said to be of God, or is
referred to _m,
have been already detailed in Chap. I.,
and we can therefrom easily gather what meaning Scripture
attaches to the phrases, the word, the speech, the command,
or the thing of God. I need not, therefore, repeat what J
there said, nor what was shown under the third head in
the chapter on miracles.
It is enough to mention the
repetition for the better understanding
of what I am about
to say--viz., that the Word of the Lord when it has reference
to anyone but God Himself, si_o_ifies that Divine law
trcate_l of in Chap. IV. ; in other words, religion_ universal
and catholic to the whole human race, as Isaiah describes
it (chap. i. 10), teachl-g that the true way of life consists,
not in ceremonies, but in charity, and a true heart, and
calling it indifferently God's Law and God's Word.
The expression is also used metaphorically
for the order
of nature and destiny (which, indeed, actually depend and
follow from the eternal mandate of the Divine nature), and
especially for such parts of such order as were foreseen by
the prophets, for the prophets did not perceive future events
as the result of natural causes, but as the fiats and decrees
of God. Lastly, it is employed for the command of any
prophet, in so fax as he had perceived it by his peculiar
faculty or prophetic gift, and not by the natural light of
reason; this use springs chiefly from the usual prophetic
conception of God as a legislator, which we remarked in
Chap. IV.
There are, then, three causes for the Bible's
being called the Word of God : because it teaches true religion, of which God is the eternal Founder ; because it narrates predictions
of future events as though they were
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decrees of God; because its actual authors generally perceived things not by their ordinary natural faculties, but by
a power pec,1]_A,rto themselves, and introduced these things
perceived, as told them by God.
Although Scripture contains much that is merely historical and can be perceived by natural reason, yet its nam_
is acquired from its chief subject matter.
We can thus easily see how God can be said to be the
Author of the Bible : it is because of the true religion therein
contained, and not because He wished to communicate
to
men a certain number of books.
We can also learn from
hence the reason for the division into Old and New Testament.
It was made because the prophets who preached
religion before Christ, preached it as a national law in virtue
of the cove_A,nt entered into under Moses;
while the
Apostles who came after Christ, preached it to all men as a
universal religion solely in virtue of Christ's Passion : the
cause for the division is not that the two parts are different
in doctrine, nor that they were written as originals of the
covenant, nor, lastly, that the catholic religion (which is in
entire harmony with our nature) was new except in relation
to those who had not known it : "' it was in the world," as
John the Evangelist, says, "and the world knew it not."
Thus, even if we had fewer books of the Old and New
Testament
than we have, we should still not be deprived of
the Word of God (which, as we have said, is identical with
true religion), even as we do not now hold ourselves to be
deprived of it, though we lack many cardln,l writings such
as the Book of the Law, which was religiously guarded in
the Temple as the original of the Covenant, also the Book
of Wars, the Book of Chronicles,
and many others, from
whence the extant Old Testament was taken and compiled.
The above conclusion may be supported by many reasons.
I. Because the books of both Testaments were not written
by express command at one place for all ages, but are a fortuitous collection of the works of men, writing each as his
period and disposition dictated.
So much is clearly shown
by the call of the prophets who were bade to admonish
the ungodly
of their time, and also by the Apostolic
Epistles.
II. Because it is one thing to understand
the meaning of
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Scripture and the prophets, and quite another tkin_ to understand the meaning of God, or the actual truth.
This
follows from what we said in Chap. II.
We showed, in
Chap. _FL, that it applied to historic narratives, and to
miracles: but it by no means applies to questions concernLug true religion and virtue.
111-. Because the books of the Old Testament were selected
from many, and were collected and sanctioned by a council
of the Pharisees, as we showed in Chap. X. The books of
the New Testament were also chosen from many by councils
which rejected as spurious other books held sacred by
many.
But these councils, both Pharisee and Christian,
were not composed of prophets, but only of learned men
and teachers.
Still, we must grant that they were guided
in their choice by a regard for the Word of God ; and they
must, therefore, have known what the law of God was.
IV. Because the Apostles wrote not as prophets, but as
teachers (see last Chapter),
and chose whatever method
they thought best adapted for those whom they addressed :
and consequently, there are many things in the Epistles (as
we showed at the end of the last Chapter) which are not
necessary to salvation.
V. Lastly, because there are four Evangelists in the New
Testament, and it is scarcely credible that God can have
designed to narrate the life of Christ four times over, and
to communicate it thus to mankind.
For though there are
some details related in one Gospel which are not in another,
and one often helps us to understand
another, we e_unot
thence conclude that all that is set down is of vital importance to us, and that God chose the four Evangelists
i_
order that the life of Christ might be better understood ;
for each one preached his Gospel in a separate locality, each
wrote it down as he preached it, in simple language, in
order that the history of Christ might be clearly told, not
with any view of explaining his fellow-Evaugelists.
If there are some passages which can be better, and more
easily understood by comparing the various versions, they
are the result of chance, and are not numerous : their continlm._ce in obscurity would have impaired neither the clearness of the narrative nor the blessedness of ma._nd.
We have now shown that Scripture can only be calleci
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the Word of _
in so far as it affects reli_on, or the Divine
law; we must now point out that, in respect to these questions, it is neither faulty, tampered with, nor corrupt.
By
faulty, tampered with, and corrupt, I here mean written so
incorrectly that the meaning cannot be arrived at by a study
of the language, nor from the authority of Scripture.
I
willnot go to such lengths as to say that the Bible, insofar
as it contains the Divine law, has always preserved the
same vowel-points, the same letters, or the same words (I
leave this to be proved by the Massoretes and other worshippers of the letter), I only maintain that the meaning
by which alone an utterance is entitled to be called Divine,
has come down to us uncorrupted, even though the original
wording may have been more often ehauged than we sup.
Pose.
Such alterations,
as I have said above, detract
nothing from the Divinity of the Bible, for the Bible would
have been no less Divine had it been written in different
words or a different language.
That the Divine law has
in this sense come down to us uncorrupted, is an assertion
which admits of no dispute.
For from the Bible itself we
learn, without the smallest di_culty
or ambiguity, that
its cardinal precept is : To love God above all things, and
one's neighbour as one's self.
This en.nnot be a spurious
passage, nor due to a hasty and mistaken scribe, for if
the Bible had ever put forth a different doctrine it would
have had to change the whole of its teaching, for this is
the corner-stone of religion, without which the whole fabric
would fall headlong to the ground.
The Bible would not
be the work we have been examining, but something quite
different.
We remain, then, unshaken in our belief that tt_ has
always been the doctrine of Scripture, and, consequently,
that no error sufficient to vitiate it can have crept in witllout being instantly observed by all; nor can anyone have
succeeded in tampering
with it and escaped the discovery.
of his malice.
As this corner-stone is intact, we must perforce admlt the
same of whatever other passages are indisputably
dependent on it, and are also fundamental,
as, for instance, that
a God exists, that He foresees all thin_s, that He is Almighty, that by His decree the good prosper and the wicked
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come to naught, and, fina.11y,that our salvation depends
solely on His grace.
These axe doctrines which Scripture plainly teaches
throughout, and which it is bound to teach, else all the
rest would be empty and baseless ; nor can we be less positive about other moral doctrines, which plainly are built
upon this universal foundation--for
instance, to uphold
justice, to aid the weak, to do no murder, to covet no man's
goods, &c. Precepts, I repeat, such as these, human
maJiee and the lapse of ages are alike pewerless to destroy,
for if any part of them perished, its loss would immediately be supplied from the fundamental principle, especially the doctrine of charity, which is evel:where in both
Testaments extolled above all others. _Ioreover, though it
be true that there is no conceivable crime so heinous that
it has never been committed, still there is no one who
would attempt in excuse for his crimes to destroy the law,
or introduce an impious doctrine in the place of what is
eternal and salutary; men's nature is so constituted that
everyone (be he king or subject) who has committed a base
action, tries to deck out his conduct with spurious excuses,
till he seems to have done nothing but what is just and
right.
We may conclude, therefore, that the whole Divine law,
as taught by Scripture, has come down to us uncorrupted.
Besides this there axe certain facts which we may be sure
have been transmitted in good faith. For instance, the
main facts of Hebrew history, which were perfectly well
lmown to everyone. The Jewish people were accustomed
in former times to chant the ancient history of their nation
in psi.Ires. The main facts, also, of Christ's life and passion were immediately spread abroad through the whole
Roman empire. It is therefore scarcely credible, unless
nearly everybody consented thereto, which we cannot supSe, that successive generations have handed down the
ad outline of the Gospel narrative otherwise than as
they received it.
Whatsoever, therefore, is spurious or faulty can only
have reference to details--some
circumstances in one or
the other history or prophecy designed to stir the people
to greater devotion; or in some miracle, with a view of

174

& THEOLOGICO-POLITIOAL
TREATISE. [CHAP. XII.

_0nfoun&tug philosophers ; or, lastly, in speculative matter_
after they had become mixed up with religion, so that some
individual
m_ht prop up his own inventions with a pretext of Divine authority.
But such matters have little to
do with salvation, whether they be corrupted little or much,
as I will show in detail in the next chapter, though I think
the question sufficiently plain from what I have said already,
especially in Chapter IL
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N the second chapter of this treatise we pointed out that
the prophets were gifted with extraordinary
powers of
ima_nation,
but not of understanding;
also that God only
revealed to them such things as are very simple---not philosophic mysteries,--and
that He adapted His communications to their previous opinions.
We further
showed in
Chap. V. that Scripture only transmits and teaches truths
which can readily be comprehended
by all; not deducing
and concatenating
its conclusions
from definitions and
axioms, but nan'ating
quite simply, and confirming
its
statements, with a view to inspiring belief, by an appeal to
experience as exemplified in miracles and lfistory, and setring forth its truths in the style and phraseolo_o T which
would most appealto the popularmind (cf.
Chap.VI.,third
division).
Lastly,we demonstratedin Chap. VII.thatthedifficulty
of understandingScriptureliesin the languageonly,ancl
not in the abstrusenessof the argument.
To these considerations
we may add that the Prophets
did not preach onlyto the learned,but to allJews,without
exception,
whiletheApostleswere wont to teachthe gospel
doctrinein churches where there were public meetings;
whence itfollowsthat Scriptural
doctrinecontainsno lofty
speculationsnor philosophicreasoning,but only ver_
simplematters,such as could be understoodby the slowest
intelligence.
I am consequentlylostin wonder at the ingenuityof
thosewhom I have alreadymentioned,who detectin the
Biblemysteriesso profound thatthey cannot be explained
in human language, and who have introduced so many
philosophicspeculationsinto religionthat the Churc]a
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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 possessing supernatural
intelligence,
should be unwilling to
yield the palm of knowledge to philosophers
who have only
their ord_n_._y faculties;
stiZl I should be surprised if I
found them teaching any new speculative doctrine, which
was not a commonplace
to tho_e 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 iike, 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 affmn absolutely that Scripture contains no doctrines in the sphere of philosophy, for
in the last chapter I pointed out some of the k_nd, as
fundamental principles ; but I go so far as to say that such
doctrines 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 imparting scientific knowledge,
and, therefore, it demands
from men nothing but obedience, 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), f.lfilled the law.--it follows that no knowledge is commended in the Bible save that which is necessary
for
enabling all men to obey God in the manner stated, and
without which they would become rebellious, or without the
discipline of obedience.
Other specro]ative questions, which have no direct bearing 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 accurately and
clearly. To this end I must first prove that the intellectual
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or accurate knowledge of God is not a gift, bestowed upon
all good men like obedience ; and, further, that the knowledge of God, required by _im through His prophets from
everyone without exception, as needSxl to be known, is
simply a knowledge
of His Divine justice and charity.
Both these points are easily proved from Scripture.
The
first pjainly follows from Exodus vi. 2, where God, in order
to show the singular grace bestowed upon Moses, says to
him: "And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and
unto Jacob bythe name of E1 Sadai (A. V. God Almighty) ;
but by my name Jehovah was I not known to them "---for
the better understanding
of which passage $ may remark
that El Sadai, in Hebrew, signifies the God who suffices, in
that He gives to every rn_n that which suffices for him;
and, although Sadal is often used by itself, to signify God,
we cannot doubt that the word :El (God) is everywhere
understood.
Furthermore,
we must note that Jehovah is
the only word found in Scripture with the meaning of the
absolute essence of God, without
reference to created
things.
The Jews maintain, for this reason, that this is,
strictly spe_irlng, the only name of God ; that the rest of
the words used are merely titles ; and, in truth, the other
n_.mes of God, whether they be substantives
or adjectives,
are merely attributive,
and belong to Him, in so far as He
is conceived of in relation to created things, or manifested
through them.
Thus :El, or Eloah, signifies powerful, as is
well known, and only applies to God in respect to His
supremacy, as when we call Paul an apostle; the faculties
of his power are set forth in an accompanying adjective, as
El, great, awful, just, merciful, &c., or else all are understood at once bv the use of :El in the plural number, with a
singnlAx signifi'eation, an expression frequently adopted in
Scripture.
Now, as God tells Moses that He was not known to the
patriarchs by the name of Jehovah, it follows that they
were not cognizant of any attribute of God which expresses
His absolute essence, but only of His deeds and pronnses--that is, of His power, as m_nlfested in visible thii_s.
does not thus speak to Moses in order to accuse the patriarchs of infidelity, hut, on the contrary, as a means of extolling their belief and faith, inasmuch as, though they
N
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possessed
no extraordinary
knowledge
of God (such as
Moses had), they yet accepted His promises as tlxed and
certain; whereas Moses, though his thoughts
about God
were more exalted, nevertheless doubted about the Divine
promises, and complained to God that, instead of the pro.
raised deliverance,
the prospects
of the Israelites
had
darkened.
As the pat-riarchs did not know the distinctive name of
God, and as God mentions the fact to Moses, in praise of
their faith and single-heartedness,
and in contrast to the
extraordinary
grace granted to Moses, it follows, as we
stated at first, that men are not bound by decree to have
knowledge of the attributes of God, such knowledge being
only granted to a few of the faithful:
it is hardly worth
while to quote further examples from Scripture, for everyone must recognize that knowledge
of God is not equal
among all good men.
Moreover, a man cannot be ordered
to be wise any more than he can be ordered to live and
exist.
Men, women, and children are all alike able to obey
by commandment,
but not to be wise.
If any tell us
that it is not necessary to understand
the Divine attributes,
but that we must behove them simply without proof, he
is plainly trifling.
]?or what is invisible and can only be
perceived by the mind, cannot be apprehended
by any
other means than proofs; if these are absent the object remains ungrasped;
the repetition of what has been heard on
such subjects no more indicates or attains to their meu.nlng
than the words of a parrot or a puppet spewing without
sense or signification.
Before I proceed I ought to explain how it comes that we
are often told in Genesis that the patriarchs preached in
the name of Jehovah, this being in plain contradiction to
the text above quoted,
k reference to what was said in
Chap. VIII. will readily explain the difficulty.
It was
there shown that the writer of the Pentateuch
did not
always speak of things and places by the names they bore
in the times of which he was writing, but by the names best
known to his contemporaries.
God is thus said in the
Pentateuch to have been preached by the patriarchs under
the name of Jehovah, not because such was the name by
which the patriarchs knew ]_[im_ but because this name was
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the one most reverence_l by the Jews.
This point, I say,
must necessarily be noticed, for in Exodus it is expressly
stated that God was not known to the patriarchs by this
name; and in chap. iii. 13, it is said that Moses desired to
know the name of God.
Now, if this name had been already known it would have been known to Moses.
We
must therefore draw the conclusion indicated, namely, that
the faithSfl patriarchs did not know this name of God, and
that the knowledge of God is bestowed and not commanded
by the Deity.
It is now time to pass on to our second point, and show
that God through His prophets required from men no other
knowledge of Himself than is contained in a knowledge of
His justice and charity--that
is, of attributes which a certain
m_nner of life will enable men to imitate.
Jerem_h states
this in so many words (xxii. 15, 16) : "Did not thy father
eat, and drink, and do judgment and justice ? and then it
was well with him.
He judged the cause of the poor and
needy; then it was well with him : was not this to know
Me ? saith the Lord."
The words in chap. ix. 24 of the
same book are equally clear.
"But let him that glorieth
glory in this, that he understandeth
and knoweth Me, that
I am the Lord which exercise loving-kindness,
judgment,
and righteousness
in the earth; for in these things I dehght, saith the Lord." The same doctrine may be _thered
from Exod. xxxiv. 6, where God revealed to Moses only
those of His attributes which display the Divine justice and
charity.
Lastly, we may call attention to a passage in
John which we shall discuss at more length hereafter; the
Apostle explains the nature of God (inasmuch as no one
has beheld Him) through charity only, and concludes that
he who lmSsesses charity Possesses, and in very truth lmows
God.
We have thus seen that Moses, Jeremiah, and John sum
up in a very short compass the knowledge of God needful
for all, and that they state it to consist in exactly what we
said, namely, that God is supremely just, and supremely
merciful--in
other words, the one perfect pattern of the true
life. We may add that Scripture nowhere gives an express
definition of God, and does not Point out any other of His
attributes
which should be apprehended
save these, nor
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does it in set terms praise any others.
Wherefore we may
draw the general conclusion that an in_llectual
knowledge
of God, which takes cognizance of His nature in so far as
it actually is, and which cannot by any manner of living be
imitated by znanl_d
or followed as an example, has no
bea_ng whatever on true rules of conduct, on faith, or on
revealed religion; consequently that men may be in complete error on the subject without incurring the charge of
sinfulness.
We need now no longer wonder that God
adapted _[_mself to the existing opinions and imaginations
of the prophets, or that the faithful held different ideas of
God, as we showed in Chap. TT.; or, again, that the sacred
books speak very inaccurately of God, attributing to _im
_a,nds, feet, eyes, ears, a mind, and motion from one place
to another ; or that they ascribe to Him emotions, such as
jealousy, mercy, &c., or, lastly, that they describe _im as
a Judge in heaven sitting on a royal throne with Christ on
His right hn.nd. Such expressions are adapted to the understanding of the multitude, it being the object of the Bible
to m,.lre men not learned but obedient.
In spite of this the general run of theologians, when
they come upon any of these phrases which they cannot
ratio_u.11y harmonize with the Divine nature, maintainthat
they should be interpreted
metaphorically,
passages they
cannot understand they say should be interpreted
literally.
But if every expression of this kind in the Bible is necessarily to be interpreted
and understood
metaphorically_
Scripture must have been written, not for the people and
the unlearned masses, but chiefly for accomplished
experts
and philosophers.
If it were indeed a sin to hold piously and simply the
ideas about God we have just quoted, the prophets ought
to have been strictly on their guard against the use of
such expressions, seeing the weak-mlndedness
of the people,
and ought, on the ether hand, to have set forth first of all_
duly and clearly, those attributes of God which are needful
to be understood.
This they have nowhere
done; we cannot_ therefore,
th_,lr that opinions taken in themselves without respect t4>
a_ions are either pious or impious, but must maintain that_
a man is pious or impious in his beliefs only in so far aa
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he is thereby incited to obedience, or derives from them
license to sin and rebel
If a man, by believing what is
true, becomes rebellious,
his creed is impious; if by believing what is false he becomes obedient, his creed is
pious; for the true knowledge of God comes not by commandment, but by Divine gift.
God has required nothing
from man but a knowledge of His Divine justice and
charity, and that not as necessary to scientifi_ accuracy,
but to obedienc_
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OR a true knowledge
of faith it is above all things
necessary to understand that the Bible was adapted
to the inteRigence, 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
everythlng
in Scripture as being the universal and absolute teaching of Ood, without accurately definln_ what
was adapted to the popnh.v intelligence,
would find it
impossibleto escapecenfoundlngtheopinionsof themasses
with the Divine doctrines,praisingthe judgments and
comments
of man as the teachln_ of God, and making a
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, gee_ /_er
8o_I,
er I_ter--nohereticwithouta text? The sacredbooks
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
rela_ng 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 cherish those
who agree with them, however foolish they may be, as
God's elect.
Such conduct is as wicked and d_._gerous to
the state as any that can be conceived.
In order, therefore, to establish the limits to which individual freedom should extend, and to decide what persons,
in spite of the diversity of their opinions, are to be looked
upon as the faithSfl, we must define faith and its essentials.
This task I hope to accomplish in the present chapter, and
also to separate faith from philosophy, which is the chief
aim of the whole treatise.
In order to proceed duly to the demonstration
let us
recapitulate
the chief aim and object of Scripture; this
will indicate a standard by which we may define faith.
We have said in a former chapter that the aim and
object of Scripture is only to teach obedience. Thus much,
I thiu_, no one can question.
Who does not see that beth
Testaments
are nothing else but schools for this object,
and have neither of them any _.im beyond inspL_ng mankind 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 reason, but bound
them by a covenant, by oaths, and by conferring benefits ;
further, he threatened the people with punishment if they
should i_uge
the law, and promised rewards if they
should obey it.
All these are not means for teaching
knowledge, but for inspiring obedience.
The doctrine of
the Gospels enjoins nothing but simple faith, namely, to
believe in God and to honour Him,which
is the same th_g
as to obey TIim. There is no occasion for me to throw
further light on a question so plain by citing Scriptural
texts commending obedience, such as may be found in great
numbers in both Testaments.
Moreover, the Bible teaches
very clearly in a great many passages what everyone
ought to do in order to obey God; the whole duty is
slimmed up in love to one's neighbour.
Tt cannot, therefore, be denied that he who by God's command loves his
neighbour as himself is truly obedient and blessed according to the law, whereas he who hates his neighbour
or
neglects him is rebellious and obs_te.
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Lastly, it is plain to everyone that the Bible was not
written and disser, ina_ted 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 fnlflHing
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 hlmP, elf 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
beglnn]ng
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 r, ight, by my showing, introduce any doctrine 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 methodically, I will begin with a definition of faith, which on the
principle above given, should be as follows :-Faath consists in a knowledge of God, without which
obedience to Him would be impossible, and which the mere
fact of obedience to ]:[im 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.) ltaith is not
salutary in itself, but only in respect to the obedience it
implies, or as James puts it in his Epistle, ii. 17, "Faith
without works is dead"
(see the whole of the chapter
quoted).
(II.) He who is trnlyobedient
necessarilypossesses
true and saving faith; for if obedience be granted, faith
must be granted also, as the same Apostle expressly says in
these words (ii. 18)," Show me thy faith without thy works,
and I will show thee my faith by my works."
So also John,
1 Ep. iv. 7 : "Everyone
that loveth is born of God, and
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knoweth God: he that loveth not, knoweth not God ; for
God is love." From these texts, I repeat, it follows that we
can only judge a m_n faithful or unfaithful
by his works.
If his works be good, he is faithful, however much his doctrines may differ from those of the rest of the faithful:
if
his works be evil, though he may verbally conform, he is
unfaithful.
For obedience implies faith, and faith without
works is dead.
John, in the 13th verse of the chapter above quoted, expressly teaches the same doctrine:
"Hereby,"
he says,
•'know we that we dwell in _[im and He in us, because He
hath given us of His Spirit," i.e. love.
He had said before
that God is love, and therefore he concludes (on his own
received principles), that whoso possesses love possesses
truly the Spirit of God.
As no one has beheld God he
infers that no one has knowledge or consciousness of God,
except from love towards his neighbour, and also that no
one can have knowledge of any of God's attributes, except
this of love, in so far as we participate therein.
If these arguments are not conclusive, they, at any rate,
show the Apostle's meaning, but the words in chap. ii. v.
3, 4, of the same Epistle are much clearer, for they state in
so many words our precise contention:
"And hereby we
do know that we know Him, if we keep His commandments.
He that saith, I know Him, and keepeth not His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him."
From all this, I repeat, it follows that they are the true
enemies of Christ who persecute honourable
and justiceloving men because they differ from them, and do not
_uphold the same religious dogmas as themselves:
for whosoever loves justice and charity we know, by that very fact,
to be faithful:
whosoever persecutes
the faithful,
is an
enemy to Christ.
Lastly, it follows that faith does not demand that
dogmas should be true as that they should be pious--that
is, such as will stir up the heart to obey ; though there be
many such which contain not a shadow of truth, so long as
they be held in good faith, otherwise their adherents are
disobedient, for how can anyone, desirous of loving justice
and obeying God, adore as Divine what he knows to be
alien from the Divine nature ? However, men may err from
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simplicity of m_nd, and Scripture,
as we have seen, does
not condemn _norance, but obstinacy.
This is the neceso
sary result of our definition of faith, and all its branches
should spring from the universal rule above given, and
from the evident aim and object of the Bible, unless we
choose to mix our own inventions therewith.
Thus it is
not true doctrines which are expressly required by the Bible,
so much as doctrines necessary for obedience, and to confirm in our hearts the love of our neighbour, wherein (t.
adopt the words of John) we are in God, and God in us.
As, then, each man's faith must be judged pious or hnpious only in respect of its producing obedience or obstinacy,
and not in respect of its truth ; and as no one will dispute
that men's dispositions
are exceedingly varied, that all do
not acquiesce in the same things, but are ruled some by
one opinion some by another, so that what moves one to
devotion moves another to laughter and contempt, it follows
that there can be no doctrines in the Catholic, or universal,
religion, which can give rise to controversy
among good
men.
Such doctrines might be pious to some and impious
to others, whereas they should be judged solely by their
fruits.
To the universal religion, then, belong only such dogmas
as are absolutely required in order to attain obedience to
God, and without which such obedience would be impossible ; as for the rest, each man--seeing
that he is the best
judge of his own character--should
adopt whatever he
thinks best adapted to strengthen
his love of justice.
If
this were so, I think there would be no further occasion
for controversies
in the Church.
I have now no further fear in enumerating
the dogmas of universal faith or the fundamental
dogmas of the
whole of Scripture, inasmuch as they all tend (as may be
seen from what has been said) to this one doctrine, namely,
that there exists a God, that is, a Supreme Being, Who loves
justice and charity, and Who must be obeyed by whosoever
would be saved; that the worship of this Being consists in
the practice of justice and love towards one's neighbour, and
that they contain nothing beyond the following doctrines :-I. That God or a Supreme Being existm, sovereignly just
and merciful, the Exemplar of the true life ; that whosoever
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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, admlration, and love towards God. For devotion, admlration, and
love spring from the superiority of one over all else.
]:II. That He is omnipresent., or that all things are open
to _im, 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 eqmty of His judgment
as directing all
things.
IV. ThatHe has supremeright and dominion
overall
thin_, 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 mason for obeying God
rather thA.n pleasure.
VIL Lastly, that God forgives the sins of those who repent. 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 t_
the bide]lug 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 life, may be. whether
fire, or spn-it, or light, or thought, or what not, this, I say_
has nothing to do with faith any more _n
has the question 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 _n_
exist and act through l_im_ and conse-
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quently that we understand through l_im, 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 Slim by
_rtue 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 repugnance.
We have shown that faith does not so much require truth as piety, and that it is only quickening an_
pious through obedience, consequently
no one is faithful
save by obedience alone.
The best faith is not necessarily
l_OSsessed 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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those men any philosophical
or mathematical
certitude of
God's existence, it was yet sufficient to thrill them with
a_mlration for God, as they already knew Him, and to stir
them up to obedience : and such was the object of the display. God did not wish to teach the Israelites the absolute
attributes
of His essence (none of which He then revealed),
but to break down their hardness
of heart, and to draw
them to obedience: therefore He did not appeal to them
with reasons, but with the sound of trumpets,
thunder,
and lightnings.
It remains for me to show that between faith or theology,
and philosophy, there is no connection, nor affinity. I tlnnk
no one will dispute the fact who has knowledge of the aim
and foundations of the two subjects, for they are as wide
apart as the poles.
Philosophy has no end in view save truth • faith, as we
have abundantly
proved, looks for nothing but obedience
and piety.
Again, philosophy is based on axioms which
must be sought from nature alone : faith is based on history and l_nguage, and must be sought for only in Scripture
and revelation, as we showed in Chap. _rII.
Faith, therefore, allows the greatest latitude in philosophic speculation,
allowing us without blame to thinlr what we like about
anything, and only condemning, as heretics and schismaties,
those who teach opinions which tend to produce obstinacy,
hatred, strife, and anger; while, on the other hand, only
considering as faithful those who persuade us, as far as
their reason and faculties will permit, to follow justice and
eh_rlty.
Lastly, as what we are now setting forth are the most
important subjects of my treatise, I would most urgently
beg the reader, before I proceed, to read these two chapters
with especial attention, and to take the trouble to weigh
them well in his mind: let him take for granted that I
have not written with a view to introducing
novelties, but
in order to do away with abuses, such as "l hope I may, at
• ome future time, at last see refomed.
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who
know notthatphilosophy
and reasonaredistinct,
disputewhether
Scriptureshouldbe
made subservientto reason,or reasonto Scripture: thatis,whether
the meaning of Scriptureshould be made to agreed with
reason; or whether reason should be made to agree with
Scripture:the latterpositionis assumed by the sceptics
who deny the certitudeof reason,the former by thedogmatists. Both partiesare,as I have shown, utterlyin the
wrong, foreitherdoctrinewould requireus to tamper with
reason or with Scripture.
We have shown thatScripture
doesnot teachphilosophy,
but merely obedience,and that allit containshas been
adapted to the understanding
and established
opinions of
the multitude.
Those, therefore, who wish to adapt it t_)
philosophy, must needs ascribe to the prophets many ideas
which they never even dreamed of, and give an extremely
forced interpretation
to their words: those on the other
hand, who would make reason and philosophy subservient
to theology, will be forced to accept as Divine utterances
the prejudices of the ancient Jews, and to fill and confuse
their mind therewith.
In short, one party will run wild
with the aid of reason, and the other will run wild without
the aid of reason.
The first among the Pharisees who openly malni_ahled
that Scripture
should be made to agree with reason, was
Maimonides, whose opinion we reviewed, and abundantly
refuted in Chap. V_. : now, although this writer had much
authority
among his contemporaries,
he was deserted on
"this question by almost all, and the majority went straight
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over to the opinion of a certain R. Jehuda All_khar , who,
in his anxiety to avoid the error of Maimonides, fell into
another, which was its exact contrary. He held that reason
_hould be made subservient,
and entirely give way to
Scripture.
He thought that a passage should not be interpreted metaphorically,
simply because it was repugnant to
reason, but only in the cases when it is inconmstent
with
Scripture itself--that
is, with its clear doctrines. Therefore
he laid down the universal rule, that whatsoever Scripture
teaches dogmatically,
and affirms expressly, must on its
own sole authority be admitted
as absolutely
true: that
there is no doctrine in the Bible which directly contradicts
the general teneur of the whole: but only some which
appear to involve a difference, for the phrases of Scripture
often seem to imply something contrary to what has been
expressly taught.
Such phrases, and such phrases only,
we may interpret metaphorically.
For instance, Scripture clearly teaches the unity of God
(see Deut. vl. 4), nor is there any text distinctly asserting a
plurality of gods; but in several passages God speaks of
Himself, and the prophets speak of _im; in the plural
number; such phrases are simply a manner of spealdng,
and do not mean that there actually are several gods:
they are to be explained metaphorically,
not because a
plurality
of gods is repugnant
to reason, but because
Scripture distinctly asserts that there is only one.
So, again, as Scripture asserts (as Alpakh_Lr thinks) in
Deut. iv. 15, that God is incorporeal
we are bound, solely
by the authority of this text, and not by reason, to believe
that God has no body: consequently
we must explain
metaphorically,
on the sole authority of Scripture, all those
passages which attribute to God hands, feet, &c., and take
them merely as figures of speech.
Such is the opinion of
Alpakhar.
In so far as he seeks to explain Scripture by
Scripture, I,_praise him, but I marvel that a man gifted
with reason should wish to debase that faculty.
It is true
that Scripture should be explained by Scripture, so long as
we are in difficulties about the meaning and intention
of
the prophets, but when we have elicited the true meaning,
we must of necessity make use of our judgment and reason
in order to assent thereto.
If reason, however, much as
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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 foolishly and injudiciously ; if the former, we assent to Scripture 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 astonished 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 corrupt, 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 beth
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 expressly asserts or denies anything which contradicts
its
assertions or negations elsewhere.
The rashness of such
a requirement and statement can escape no one. For (passing 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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of the rest, can be satisfactorily
explained metaphorically
through the nature of the language and the context : further, that Scripture
has come down to us untampered
with.
However, we will go into the matter at length.
Firstly,
I ask what shall we do if reason prove recalcitrant ? Shall we still be bound to affirm whatever Scripture affirms, and to deny whatever Scripture denies ? Perhaps it will be answered that Scripture
contains nothing
repugnant to reason.
But I insist that it expressly affirms
and teaches that God is jealous (namely, in the decalogue
itself, and in Exod. xxxiv. 14, and in Deut. iv. 24, and in
many other places), and I assert that such a doctrine is
repugnant to reason.
It must, I suppose, in spite of all, be
accepted as true.
If there are any passages in Scripture
which imply that GOd is not jealous, they must be taken
metaphorically
as meaning nothing of the kind.
So, also,
Scripture expressly states (Exod. xix. 20, &c.) that God
came down to Mount Sinai, and it attributes to Him other
movements from place to place, nowhere directly stating
that God does not so move.
Wherefore, we must take the
passage litera/ly, and Solomon's words (1 Kings viii. 27),
"But will God dwell on the earth ? Behold the heavens
and earth c_nnot contain thee," inasmuch as they do not
expressly state that God does not move from place to place,
but only imply it, must be explained away till they have no
further semblance of denying locomotion to the Deity.
So
also we must believe that the sky is the habitation and
throne of God, for Scripture
expressly says so ; and similarly many passages expressing the opinions of the prophets
or the multitude,
which reason and philosophy,
but not
Scripture, tell us to be false, must be taken as true if we
are to follow the guidance
of our author, for according to
him, reason has noth;ng to do with the matter.
Further,
it is untrue that Scripture never contradicts
itself directly,
but only by implication.
For Moses says, in so many
words (Deut. iv. 24), "The Lord thy God is a consuming
fire," and elsewhere
expressly denies that God has any
likeness to visible things.
(Deut. iv. 12.) If it be decided
that the latter passage only contradicts the former by implication, and must be adapted thereto, lest it seem to
negative it, let us grant that God is a fire ; or rather, lest
0
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we should seem to have taken leave of our senses, let us
pass the matter over and take another example.
Samuel expressly denies that God ever repents, "for he
is not a man that he should repent"
(1 Sam. xv. 29).
Jeremiah, on the other hand, asserts that God does repent,
both of the evil and of the good which He had intended to
do (Jer. xviii. 8-10).
What?
Are not these two texts
directly contradictory ? Which of the two, then, would
our author want to explain Inetaphorically ? Both statements are general, and each is the opposite of the other-what one flatly affirms, the other flatly denies.
So, by his
own rule, he would be obliged at once to reject them as
false, and to accept them as true.
Again, what is the point of one passage, not being contradicted by another directly, but only by implication, if the
implication is clear, and the nature and context of the passage preclude metaphorical interpretation ? There are many
such instances in the Bible, as we saw in Chap. II. (where
we pointed out that the prophets held different and contradictory opinions), and also in Chaps. IX_ and X., where we
drew attention to the contradictions in the historical narratives.
There is no need for me to go through them all
again, for what I have said sufficiently exposes the absurdities which would follow from an opinion and rule such as
we are discussing,
and shows the hastiness
of its propounder.
We may, therefore, put this theory, as well as that of
Maimonides,
entirely out of court; and we may take it
for indisputable
that theology is not bound to serve reason, nor reason theology,
but that each has her own
domain.
The sphere of reason is, as we have said, truth and
wisdom;
the sphere of theology is piety and obedience.
The power of reason does not extend so far as to determine
for us that men may be blessed through simple obedience,
without understanding.
Theology tells us not.]_ing else,
enjoins on us no command save obedience, and has neither
the will nor the power to oppose reason: she defines the
dogmas of faith (as we peinte_ out in the last chapter) only
in so far as they may be necessary for obedience, and leaves
reason to determine their precise truth: for reason is the
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light of the mind, and without her all thlnzs are dreams
and phantoms.
By theology, I here mean, strictly speaking, revelation,
in so far as it indicates the object aimed at by Scripture-namely, the scheme and m_nner of obedience, or the true
dogmas of piety and faith.
This may truly be called the
_¥ord of God, which does not consist in a certain number
of books (see Chap. _.).
Theology thus understood,
if
we regard its precepts or rules of life, will be found in accordance with reason ; and, if we look to its aim and object,
will be seen to be in nowise repugnant thereto, wherefore it
is universal to all men.
As for its bearing on Scripture,
we have shown in
Chap. VII. that the meaning of Scripture should be gathered
from its own history, and not from the history of nature
in general, which is the basis of philosophy.
We ought not to be hindered if we find that our investigation of the meaning of Scripture thus conducted shows
us that it is here and there repugnant
to reason ; for whatever we may find of this sort in the Bible, which men may
be in ignorance of, without injury to their charity, has. we
may be sure, no bearing on theology or the Word of God,
and may, therefore, without blame, be viewed by every one
as he pleases.
To sum up, we may draw the absolute conclusion that
the Bible must not he accommodated
to reason, nor reason
to the Bible.
Now, inasmuch as the basis of theology--the
doctrine
that man may be saved by obedience alone
cannot be
proved by reason whether it be true or false, we may be
asked, Why, then, should we believe it?
If we do so
without the aid of reason, we accept it blindly, and act
foolishly and injudiciously ; if, on the other hand, we settle
that it can be proved by reason, theology becomes a part
of philosophy,
and inseparable
therefrom.
But I make
answer that I have absolutely established that this basis
of theology cannot be investigated
by the natural light of
reason, or, at any rate, that no one ever has proved it by
such means, and, therefore, revelation was necessary.
_re
should, however, make use of our reason, in order to grasp
with mor_l certainty what is revealed--I
say, with moral
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certainty, for we cannot hope to attain greafer certainty
than the prophets : yet their certainty was only moral, as I
showed in Chap. II.
Those, therefore, who attempt to set forth the authority
of Scripture with mathematical
demonstrations
are wholly
in error : for the authority of the Bible is dependent on the
authority of the prophets, and can be supported by no
stronger arguments tha.n those employed in old time by the
prophets for convincing the people of their own authority.
Our certainty on the same subject can be founded on no other
basis than that which served as foundation for the certainty
of the prophets.
Now the certainty
of the prophets
consisted (as we
peinted out) in these three elements :--(I.)
A distinct and
vivid imagination.
(IX.) A sign. (HI.) Lastly, and chiefly,
a mind turned to what is just and good.
It was based on
no other reasons than these, and consequently
they c_.nnot
prove their authority by any other reasons, either to the
multitude whom they addressed orally, nor to us whom they
address in writing.
The first of these reasons, namely, the vivid imagination,
could be valid only for the prophets; therefore, our certainty
concerning revelation must, and ought to be, based on the
remaining two--namely,
the sign and the teaching.
Such
is the express doctrine of Moses, for (in Deut. xviiL) he bids
the people obey the prophet who should give a true sign in
the name of the Lord, but if he should predict falsely, even
though it were in the name of the Lord, he should be put
to death, as should also he who strives to lead away tho
people from the true religion, though he confirm his authority with signs and portents.
We may compare with the
above Deut. xiii.
Whence it follows that a true prophet
couldbe distinguished from a false one, both by his doctrine
and by the miracles he wrought, for Moses declares such an
one to be a true prophet, and bids the people trust him
without fear of deceit.
He condemn_ as false, and worthy
of death, those who predict anything
falsely even in the
name of the Lord, or who preach false gods, even though
their miracles be real.
The only reason, then, which we have for belief in Scriptare or the writings of the prophets, is the doctrine we find
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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 agreement 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 cer_n._nlv as did
the Jews of old from the living voice of the prophets:
for
_ve showed in Chap. _II. that Scripture has come down to
us intact in respect to its doctrine and main narratives.
Therefore
this whole basis of theology and Scripture,
though it does not a_m_t 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 ca_nnot be mathematically proved:
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 philosophy are mutually contradictory, and that therefore either
one or the other must be thrust from its throne---I ae]mlt,
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
•lespise the arts and sciences, or to deny reason's certitude?
But, in the meanwhile, we cannot wholl'y 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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While they are trying to prove mathematically
the authority and truth of theology, and to take away the authority
of natural re_son, they are in reality only bringing theology
under reason's dominion, and proving that her authority
has no weight unless natural reason be at the back of it.
If they beast that they themselves assent because of the
inward testimony of the Holy Spirit, and that they only
invoke the aid of reason because of unbelievers, in order to
convince them, not even so can this meet with our approval,
for we can easily show that they have spoken either from
emotion or vain-glory. It most clearly follows from the last
chapter that the Holy Spirit only gives its testimony in
favour of works, called by Paul (in Gal. v. 22) the fruits
of the Spirit, and is in itself really nothing but the mental
acquiescence which follows a good action in our souls.
No
spirit gives testimony cencerniug the certitude of matters
within the sphere of speculation,
save only reason, who
is mistress, as we have shown, of the whole realm of truth.
If then they assert that they possess this Spirit which
makes them certain of truth, they speak falsely, and according to the prejudices of the emotions, or else they are in
great dread lest they should be vanquished by philosophers
and exposed to public ridicule, and therefore they flee, as it
were, to the altar ; but their refuge is vain, for what altar
will shelter a man who has outraged reason ? However,
I pass such persons over, for I thinlr I have f_l]6]led my
purpose, and shown how philosophy should be separated
from theology, and wherein each consists;
that neither
should be subservient to the other, but that each should
keep her unopposed domlulon.
Lastly, as occasion offered,
I have pointed out the absurdities, the inconveniences, and
the evils following from the extraor<llnary confusion which
has hitherto prevailed between the two subjects, owing to
their not being properly distinguished
and separated.
Before I go further I would expressly state (though I have
said it before) that I consider the utility and the need for
Holy Scripture or Revelation to be very great.
For as we
c_not perceive by the natural light of reason that simple
obedience is the path of salvation,_ andare taught by revelation only that it is so by the spocia4 grace of God, which
our reason c_nuot attain, it follows that the Bible has
1 See Note
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brought a very great consolation to m_uk;nd.
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 1invaded guidance of reason. Thus if we had not
the testimony o£ Scripture, we should doubt of the salvation of nearly all meLu
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philosophy
from theology,
and has
to show
thought
which such separation insures to both.
It is now time to
determine the limits to which such freedom of thought a_d
discussion may extend itself in the ideal state.
For the
due consideration
of this question we must examine the
foundations
of a state, first turu_ng our attention to the
natural rights of individuals, and afterwards to religion
and the state as a whole.
By the right and ordinance of nature, I merely mean
those natural laws wherewith we conceive every individual
to be conditioned by nature, so as to live and act in a given
way.
For instance, fishes are naturally
conditioned for
swimr_ng,
and the greater for devouring the less ; therefore fishes enjoy the water, and the greater devour the less
by sovereign natural right.
For it is certain that nature,
taken in the abstract, has sovereign right to do anything
she can ; in other words, her right is co-extensive with her
power.
The power of nature is the power of God, which
has sovereign right over all things ; and, inasmuch as the
power of nature is simply the aggregate
of the powers of
all her individual
components, it follows that every individual has sovereign right to do all that he can; in other
words, the rights of an individual
extend to the utmost
limits of his power as it has been conditioned.
Now it is
the sovereign law and right of nature that each individual
should endeavour to preserve itself as it is, without 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 unlmown ; nor between
fools, madmen, and sane men.
Whatsoever
an individual
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 living under the sway of nature, he
who does not yet know reason, or who has not yet acquired
the habit of virtue, acts solely according to the laws of his
desire with as sovereign a mght 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 hying under the sway
of nature, there is no sin.
The natural right of the individual
man is thus determined, not by sound reason, but by desire and power.
All
are not naturally conditioned
so as to act according 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 by the dictates of an enlightened mind,
than a cat is bound to live by the laws 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 reason or impelled by the passions, that he has
sovereign right to seek and to take for himself as he best
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can, whether by force, c,,nn_ng, entreaty, or any other
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 prohibits such things
as no one desires, and no one can attain: it does not forbid
strife, nor hatred, nor anger, nor deceit, nor, indeed, any of
the means suggested by desire.
This we need not wonder at, for nature is not bounded
by the laws of human reason, which aims only at man's
true benefi_ and preservation;
her limits are i_6nltely
wider, and have reference to the eternal order of nature,
wherein man is but a speck ; it is by the necessity of this
alone that all individuals
are conditioned for living and
acting in a particular way.
If anything,
therefore, in
nature seems to us ridiculous, absurd, or evil, it is because
we only know in part, and are almost entirely ignorant of
the order and interdependence
of nature as a whole, and also
because we want everything to be arranged according to
the dictates of our human reason; in reality that which
reason considers evil, is not evil in respect to the order and
laws of nature as a whole, but only in respect to the laws
of our reason.
Nevertheless,
no one can doubt that it is much better for
us to live according
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 as fax as
possible securely beyond the reach of fear, and this would
be quite impossible so long as everyone did everything he
liked, and reason's claim was lowered to a par with those
of hatred and A.nger ; there is no one who is not 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 together
as securely and
well as possible if they are to enjoy as a whole the rights
which naturally belong to them as individuals,
and their
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 decree 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
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 defend their neighbour's rights as their own.
How such a compact as this should be entered into,.
how ratified and established, we will now 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 wlnch he
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
that it ought to be counted among eternal truths and
axioms.
As a necessary consequence of the principle just enunciated, no one can honestly promise to forego the right which
he has over all thi,_, _ 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 hi,. my goods at his will and pleasure. It ia
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 promised someone that for the space of twenty days I will
not taste food or any nourishment ; and suppose I afterwards 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
I 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 of a
greater evil, which, by the orr]in,.nce of nature, I should
strive to avoid by every means in my power.
We may, therefore, conclude that a compact is only
made valid by its utility, without which it becomes null
and void.
It is, therefore, foolish to ask a man to keep
his faith with us for ever, unless we also endeavour that
the violation of the compact we enter into shall involve
for the violator more harm than 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 everyone would keep most religiously to their compact in their
desire for the chief good, namely, the preservation
of the
state, and would cherish good faith above all things as the
shield and buckler of the commonwealth.
However, it is
far from being the ease that all men can always be easily
led by reason alone ; everyone is drawn away by his pleasure, while avarice, ambition, envy, hatred, and the like
_o engross the mind that reason has no place therein.
Hence, though men make promises with all the appearances of good faith, and agree that they will keep to their
engagement, no one can absolutely rely on another man's
promise unless there is something
behind it. Everyone
has by nature a right to act deceitfully, and to break his
compacts,
unless he be restrained by the hope of some
greater good, or the fear of some greater evil.
However, as we have shown that the natural right of the
individual is only limited by his power, it is clear that by
transferring,
either willingly or under compulsion,
this
power into the hands of another, he in so doing necessarily
cedes also a part of his right ; and further, that the sovereign right over all men belongs to him who has sovereign
power, wherewith he can compel men by force, or restrain
them by threats of the universally feared punishment
of
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death;
such sovereign right he _11 retain only so long as
he can mainf_in his power of enforcing his will; otherwise
he will totter on his throne, and no one who is stronger
tha,n he will be bound unw_11ingly to obey him.
In this _a.nner a society can be formed without any
violation of natural right, and the covenant can always be
strictly kept--that
is, if each individual
hands over the
whole of his power to the body politic, the latter will then
possess sovereign natural right over all things ; that is, it
will have sole and unquestioned
dominion, and everyone
will be bound to obey, under pain of the severest punishment.
A body politic of 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 of things implied when men either tacitly
or expressly ha.nded over to it all their power of selfdefence, or in other words, all their right.
For if they
had wished to retain any right for themselves, they ought
to have taken precautions
for its defence and preservation ; as they have not done so, and indeed could not have
done so without dividing and consequently
ruimng the
state, they plaid
themselves
absolutely at the mercy of
the sovereign power; and, therefore, having acted (as we
have shown) as reason and necessity demanded, they are
obliged to fulfil the commazacls of the sovereign power,
however absurd these may be, else they will be public
enemies, and will act against reason, which urges the preselwation of the state as a primary duty.
For reason bids
us choose the least of two evils.
Furthermore, this danger of submitting absolutely to the
dominion and will of another, is one which may be incurred
with a light heart: for we have shown that sovereigns only
possess this right of imposing their will, so long as they
have the full 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 _o consult their own interests, and retain
their power by consulting
the public good and acting
according to the dictates of reason, as Seneca says, " rio-
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_enta imperia nemo continuit diu."
No one can long
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
_eople, especially if it be a large one, should agTee in an
irrational design: and, moreover, the basis and aim of a
,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
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 subjects
-into slaves: for slaves obey commands and free men live
as they like ; but this idea is based on a misconception, for
the true slave is he who is led away by his pleasures _nd
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
certain sense, but it does not, therefore, make a man a
slave, all depends on the object of the action.
If the
,ubject 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
reason, so that every member of it may, if he will, be free 1
that is, live with full consent under the entire guh]nuee of
reason.
Children, though they are bound to obey all the com•nands of their parents, are vet not slaves: for the com_mands of parents look generally to the children's benefit.
We must, _herefore, acknowledge a great difference be• ween 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
] See Note 27.
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in his own interest ; a subject obeys the orders of the sore.
reign power, given for the common interest, wherein he is
included.
I thinlr I have now shown sufficiently clearly the basis of
a democracy:
I have especially desired to do so, for I believe it to be of all forms of government
the most natural,
and the most consonant with individual
liberty.
In it no
one transfers his natural right so absolutely that he has no
further voice in affairs, he only hands it over to the majority
<)f a society, whereof he is a unit.
Thus all men remain,
as they were in the state of nature, equals.
This is the only form of government which I have treated
of at length, for it is the one most akin to my purpose of
showing 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
_)rigin.
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 possesses to preserve his existence, a liberty limited by
the edicts 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 selfdefence, 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 sovereign, 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 rn,,n his lawful due : injustice consists in depriving a man, under the pretence of
legality, of what the laws, rightly interpreted, would allow
him.
These last are also calledequity and iniquity, because 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.
Such a covenant is valid so long as its basis of danger or
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
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 proraises 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 domln_on ? ]_Ioreover, 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 break_ing the engagement he made with his subjects, by which both he and they
_.re most solemnly bound.
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An enemy is one who livesapart from the state,and
does not recognize
itsauthorityeitheras a subjector as an
ally. It isnot hatredwhich makes a man an enemy, but
the rightsof the state. The rightsof the stateare the
same in regardto him who does not recognizeby any colnpact the stateauthority,
as they are againsthim who has
done the statean injury: ithas the rightto forcehim as
best itcan,eitherto submit,or to contractan alliance.
Lastly,treasoncan only be committed by subjects,
who
by compact,eithertacitor expressed,
have transferredall
theirrightsto the state:a subjectis saidto have commi_ed this crime when he has attempted, for whatever
reason,to seizethe sovereignpower,or to placeitin different 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 acquired or transferred
already.
I also say, has attemTted, for whateve_ ceason, to seize tl_
sove_j_
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 s 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 statemust be preserved and directedby
the soleauthorityof the sovereign,
and such authorityand
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
ptmished for treason.
In order that every scruple may be removed, we may
now answer the inquiry, whether our former assertion that
P
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everyone who has not the practice of reason, may, in the
state of nature, live by sovereign natural right, a_ord_ng
to the laws of his desires, is not in direct opposition to
the law and right of God as revealed.
For as all men absolutely (whether they be less endowed with reason or more)
are equally bound by the Divine command to love their
neighbour as themselves, it may be said that they e_nnot,
without wrong, do injury to anyone, or live according to
their desires.
This objection, so far as the state of nature is concerned,
can be easily answered, for the state of nature is, beth in
nature and in time, prior to religion.
No one knows by
nature that he owes any obedience to God, lnor can he
attain thereto by any exercise of his reason, but solely by
revelation confirmed by signs. Therefore, previous to revelation, no one is bound by a Divine law and right of which
he is necessarily in ignorance.
The state of nature must
by no means be confounded
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 t_he
state of nature as prior to, and lacldng the Divine revealed
law and right ; but in respect of freedom also, wherewith all
men are born endowed.
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 ]_een 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 me.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 matters
more at length
presently.
It may be insisted that sovereigns are as much bound by
the Divine law as subjects : whereas we have asserted that
they retain their natural rights, and may do whatever they
like.
1 See Note
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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 according to his own laws, not according to anyone elso's, and to
recognize no m,n 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 question of right, unless it be a prophet
sent expressly by God. and attesting
his mission by indisputable signs. Even then he does not recognize a man e but
God ]:[imself as His judge.
If a sovereign refuses to obey God as revealed in
law, he does so at his own risk and loss, but without violating any civil or natural ri_ght. For the civil right is
dependent on his own decree ; and natural right is dependent 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 naturemthat
is, to God's eternal decree nnknown
to us.
This truth seems to be adumbrated
in a somewhat obscurer form by those who maintain that men can sin against
God's revelation, but not against the eternal decree by
which 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 wl_ch, in his
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own oph_on concernre.on, the rightsof the statewould
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
tblnlrs 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 indisputable
revelation, has promised His special aid against
tyr_.nny, or _ven 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 preserved 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

_.

£vA.] oT _E

¥OU_DATIONS O_ A STAS.

213

settleamong such peoplesnot to assume more freedom,
either in tb_s
secular or religious, than is set down in the
treaty, or "M]owed by the foreign government.
We may see
this exemplified in the Dutch treaty with the Japanese,
which I have already mentioned.
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HE
theory
putof forward
in the power,
last chapter,
of the
universal
rights
the sovereign
and of the
natural
rights of the individual transferred thereto, though it corresponds in many respects with actual practice, and though
practice may be so arranged as to conform to it more and
more, must nevertheless
always remain in many respects
purely
ideal.
No one can ever so utterly transfer to
another his power and, consequently, his rights, as to cease
to be a man ; nor can there ever be a power so sovereign
that it can carry out every possible wish.
It will always
be vain to order a subject to hate what he believes brings
him advantage, or to love what brings h_m loss, or not to
be offended at insults, or not to wish to be free from fear,
or a hundred other things of the sort, which necessarily
follow from the laws of human nature.
So much, I thinly,
is abundantly shown by experience : for men have never so
far ceded their power as to cease to be an object of fear to
the rulers who received such power and right; and dominions have always been in as much danger from their own
subjects
as from external enemies.
If it were really the
case that men could be deprived of their natural rights so
utterly as never to have any further influence on affairs/
except with the permission
of the holders of sovereign
right, it would then be possible to maintain with impunity
See l_ote 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 colmtry, 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 individual 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 punishment; therefore, either dominion does not exist, and has
no rights over its subjects, or else it extends over every instance in which it can prevail on men to decide to obey it.
Consequently, every action which a subject performs in accordance with the commands of the sovereign, whether such
action springs from love, or fear, or (as is more frequently
the ease) 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 own authority.
This point is made still more clear by the fact that obedience does not consist so much in the outward act as in
the mental state of the Person obeying : so that he is most
under the dominion of another who with his whole heart
determines to obey another's commands ; and consequently
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 ma_y 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 direction ; in other words, in virtue of his right ; we may, therefore, 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
thi_k, 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 consider 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 exPerience; how subjects
ought to be guided so as best to
preserve their fidelity and virtue is not so obvious.
All,
both rulers and ruled, axe men, and prone to follow after
their lusts.
The fickle disposition of the multitude almost
reduces those who have experience of it to despair, for it is
governed solely by emotions, not by reason : it rushes headlong into every enterprise, and is easily corrupted either by
avarice or luxury : everyone thinl_s himself omniscient and
wishes to fashion all things to his lilting, judging a thing
to be just or unjust, lawful or unlawful, according as he
thinks it will bring h_m 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 neighboux's downfall.
I need not go through the whole list,
everyone knows already how much crime results from disgust at the present--desire
for ch_n_e, 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 that every man, whatever his disposition, may prefer
public right to private advantage, this is 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 th_ 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 Vespasian and Vitellius.
(See Tacitus, Hist. bk. iv. for a description of the pitiable state of the city.)
A]eYander thought prestige abroad more easy to acquire
than prestige at home, and believed that his greatness
could be destroyed
by his own followers.
Fearing such a
disaster, he thus addressed his friends: "Keep me safe
from internal treachery and domestic plots, and I will
front without fear the d,n_ers of battle and of wax. Philip
was more secure in the battle array than in the theatre:
he often escaped from the hands of the enemy, he could
not escape from his own subjects.
If you t.hlnlr over the
deaths of kings, you will count up more who have died by
the assassin than by the open foe." (Q. Curtius, chap. vi.)
For the sake of ma_ng
themselves
secure, kings who
seized the throne in ancient times used to try to spread the
idea that they were descended from the immortal gods,
thinking that if their subjects and the rest of mankind did
not look on them as equals, but believed them to be gods,
they would willingly submit to their rule, and obey their
commanda
Thus Augustus persuaded the Rom_n_ that
he was descended from _Eneas, who was the son of Venus,
and numbered among the gods.
"'He wished himRelf to
be worshipped in temples, like the gods, with flamens and
priests."
(Tacitus, ._.nn. i. 10.)
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Alexauder 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 Rlm ost
laughable," said he, "that Hermolaus asked me to contra.
diet Jupiter, by whose oracle I am recognized.
Am I responsible for the answers of the gods?
It offered me the
name of son ; acquiescence was by no means foreign to my
present designs.
Would that the Indians also would believe me to be a god ! Wars are carried through by prestige, 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 deceptien_
Cleon, in his speech persuading the Macedonians to obey
their king, adopted a similar device: for after going through
the praises of Alexander with admiration,
and recalling his
merits, he proceeds, "the Persians are not only pious, but
prudent in worshipping
their _ngs as gods : for kingship
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;
other men should do the like, especially those who are wise" (Curtius, viii. § 65).
However,
the Macedonians were more prudent--indeed,
it is only compiete 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 _gship 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
I)ivine special providence and aid. Similar fictions havebeen
promulgated
by monarchs, with the object of strengthening their dominion, but these I will pass over, and in
order to arrive at my main purpose, will merely recall and
discuss the teaching on the subject of Divine revelation to
Moses in ancmnt times.
We have said in Chap. _r. that after the Hebrews came
up out of Egypt they were not bound by the law and right
of any other nation, but were at liberty to institute any
new rites at their pleasure, and to occupy whatever terri.
tory they chose. After their liberation from the intolerable

c_.

xv_.

[

oF T_

_B_EW

T_rEocRxcT.

219

bondage of the Eg_t_ns,
they were bound by no covenant
to any man; and, therefore, every man entered into his
natur_ right, and was free to retain it or to give it up, and
tra_er
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
being, but only to God ; without further delay they. all,
with one voice, l_romised to obey all the commands of the
Deity, and to aekmowledge no right that He did not proclaim as such by prophetic revelation.
This promise, or
transference
of right to God, was effected in the same
manner 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 F_xed. _Yiv. 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 (F_xed. 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-preservation, which they formerly, perhaps, thought they possessed, and consequently
they surrendered at the same
time all their natural right.
God alone, therefore, held dominion over the Hebrew_,
whose state was in virtue of the covenant called God's
_ngdom, and God was said to be their ]dng : 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 Hebrew state the civil and religious
authority,
each consisting
solely of obedience
to God,
were one and the same.
The dogmas of religion were
not precepts,
but laws and ordinances;
piety was regamed as the same as loyalty, impiety as the same as disaffection.
Everyone who fell away from religion ceased to
be a citizen, and" was, on that ground alone, accounted an
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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 government was carried on, as I will now explain.
Inasmuch as the Hebrews did not transfer their rights
to any other person but, as in a democracy, all surrendered
their rights equally, and cried out with one voice, "Whatsoever 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 consequently also the sovereign judge, who could not be ar.
raigned b_mself, and who acted s_noug the Hebrews
the
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e_e M of God ; in other words, held the sovereign kingship :
one had the right to consult God, to give the Divine
answers to the people, and to see that they were carried
out. I say he alone, for ff anyone during the life of Moses
was desirous of preaching anything in the name of the
Lord, he was, even if a true prophet, considered guilty and
a usurper of the sovereign right (Numb. xL 28). _ We may
here notice, that though the people had elected Moses, they
could not rightfully elect Moses's successor;
for having
transferred
to Moses their right of consulting
God, and
absolutely promised to regard him as a Divine oracle, they
had plainly forfeited the whole of their right, and were
bound to accept as chosen by God anyone proclaimed
by
Moses as his successor.
If Moses had so chosen his successor, who like him should wield the sole right of government, possessing the sole right of consulting God, and consequently of malting and abrogating
laws, of deciding on
peace or war, of sending ambassadors,
appointing judges-in fact, discharging
all the functions
of a sovereign, the
state would have become sLmply a monarchy, only differing
from other monarchies
in the fact, that the latter are, or
should be, carried on in accordance with God's decree, unknown even to the monarch, whereas the Hebrew monarch
would have been the only person to whom the decree was
revealed.
A difference which increases, rather than diminishes the monarch's authority.
As far as the people in
both cases are concerned, each would be equally subject,
and equally ignorant of the Divine decree, for each would
be dependent
on the monarch's
words, and would learn
from him alone, what was lawful or unlawful : nor would
the fact that the people believed that the monarch
was
only issuing commands
in accordance
with God's decree
revealed to him, make it less in subjection,
but rather
more.
However, Moses elected no such successor, but left
the dornlnion to those who came after him in a condition
which could not be called a popular
government,
nor an
aristocracy,
nor a monarchy, but a Theocracy.
For the
right of interpreting
laws was vested in one man, while the
right and power of a_]mlnistsering the state according to the

2_

A

THEOLOGZCO-POLITICA.L

TREATISE.

[CHAP.

X¥_.

laws thus interpreted,
was vestedin another,_- (see
Numb. _fi. 21).
l
In order that the question may be thoroughly understood,
I will duly set forth the a_m_nistration of the whole state.
First, the people were commanded to build a tabernacle,
which should be, as it were, the dwelling of God--that is,
of the sovereign authority of the state. This tabernacle
was to be erected at the cost of the whole people, not of
one man, in order that the place where God was consulted
ndght be public property.
The Levites were chosen as
courtiers and administrators of this royal abode; while
Aaron, the brother of Moses, was chosen to be their chief
and second, as it were, to God their King, being succeeded
in the office by his legitimate sons.
He, as the nearest to God, was the sovereign interpreter
of the Divine laws ; he communicated the answers of the
Divine oracle to the people, and entreated God's favour for
them. If, in addition to these privileges, he had possessed
the right of ruling, he would have been neither more nor
less than an absolute monarch; but, in respect to government, he was only a private citizen: the whole tribe of
Levi was so completely divested of governing rights that it
did not even take its share with the others in the partition
of territory.
Moses provided for its support by inspiring
the common people with great reverence for it, as the only
tribe dedicated to God.
Further, the army, formed from the remaining twelve
tribes, was commanded to invade the land of Canaan, to
divide it into twelve portions, and to distribute it among
the tribes by lot. l_or this task twelve capt_inA were
chosen, one from every tribe, and were, together with
Joshua and Eleazar, the high priest, empowered to divide
the land into twelve equal parts, and distribute it by lot.
Joshua was chosen for the chief comTnand of the army, inasmuch as none but he had the right to consult God in
emergencies, not like Moses, alone in his tent, or in the
tabernacle, but through the high priest, to whom only the
answers of God were revealed. Furthermore, he was empowered to execute, and cause the people to obey God's
commands, transmitted through the high priests ; to find,
See Not_

31.

CHAP. XVIL]

OF THE HEBREW

THEOCE_CYo

Studto ma_e use of,means for_
t/lain
out; to choose
as ,-_-y army eap_ins
as he liked; to m_e
whatever
choice he thonght
best; to send ambassadors
in his own
n_me ; a_d, in short, to have the entire control of the war.
To his office there was no rlght_ul successor--indecd,
the
post was only filled by the direct order of the Deity, on occasions of public emergency.
In ordinary times, all the
m,.n,gement
of peace and war was vested in the eapt_,_n_
of the tribes, as I will shortly point out.
Lastly, all men
between the ages of twenty and sixty were ordered to bear
arms, and form a citizen army, owing allegiance, not to its
general-in-chief,
nor to the high priest, but to Religion and
to God.
The army, or the hosts, were called the army of
God, or the hosts of God.
For this reason God was called
by the Hebrews
the GOd of Armies;
and the ark of the
covenant was berne in the midst of the army in important
battles, when the safety or destruction
of the whole people
hung upon the issue, so that the people might, as it were,
see their King among them, and put forth all their strength.
From these directions, left by Moses to his suecessor_
we pl_inlysee that he chose admlnistrators,
rather than
despots, to come after him ; for he invested no one with the
power of consulting God, where he liked and alone, conseuently0 no one had the power possessed by himself of oralnlng and abrogating
laws, of deciding on war or peace,
of choosing men to fill offices both religious and secular:
all these are the prerogatives
of a sovereign.
The high
priest, indeed, had the right of interpreting
laws, and communieating
the answers of God, but he could not do so
when he liked, as Moses could, but only when he was asked
by the general-in-chief
of the army, the co_mcil, or some
similar authority.
The general-in-chief
and the council
could consult GOd when they liked, but could only receive
His answers through the high priest ; so that the utterances
of God, as reported by the high priest, were not decrees, as
they were when reported by Moses, but only answers ; they
were accepted by Joshua and the council, and only then had
t_he force of commands and decrees.
The high priest, both in the case of Aaron and of his son
Eleazar, was chosen by Moses; nor had anyone, after
Moses' death, _ right to elect to the office, which became
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The general-in-chief
of the army was also
chosen by Moses, and assumed his functions in virtue of
the co,-m_nds,
not of the high priest, but of Moses : indeed, after the death of Joshua, the high priest did not
appoint anyone in his place, and the captains did not con.
suit God afresh about a general-in-chief,
but each retained
Joshua's power in respect to the contingent of his own
tribe, and all retained it collectively, in respect to the whole
army.
There seems to have been no need of a general-inchief, except when they were obliged to unite their forces
against a common enemy.
This occurred most frequently
during the time of Joshua, when they had no fixed dwellingplace, and possessed all things in common.
After all the
tribes had gained their territories by right of conquest, and
had divided their allotted gains, they became separated,
having no longer their possessions in common, so that the
need for a single commander ceased, for the different tribes
should be considered rather in the light of confederated
states th_.u of bodies of fellow-citizens.
In respect to their
God and their religion, they were fellow-citizens
; but, in
respect to the rights which one possessed with regard to
another, they were only confederated:
they were, in fact,
in much the same position Cff one excepts the Temple
common to all) as the United States of the Netherlands.
The division of property held in common is only another
phrase for the possession of his share by each of the owners
singly, and the surrender by the others of their rights over
such share.
This is why Moses elected captains of the
tribes--namely,
that when the dominion was divided, each
might take care of his own part ; consulting
God through
the high priest on the affairs of his tribe, ruling over his
army, building and fortifying
cities, appointing
judges,
attaciring the enemies of his own dominion, and having
complete control over all civil and military affa_s.
He was
not bound to acknowledge any superior judge save God,' or
a prophet whom God should expressly send.
If he departed
from the worship of God, the rest of the tribes did not
arraign him as a subject, but attacked him as an enemy.
Of this we have examples in Scripture.
When Joshua was
See Note 32.
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dead, the children of Israel (not a fresh general-in-chief)
consulted God; it being decided that the tribe of Judah
should be the first to attack its enemies, the _ribe in question contracted a single alli_cewith the tribe of Simeon,
for uniting their forces, and atf_.1_iug their common
enemy, the rest of the tribes not being included in the
alliance (Judges i. 1, 2, 3). Each tribe separately made
war against its own enemies, and, according to its pleasure,
received them as subjects or allies, though it had been
commA.haled not to spare them on any conditions, but to destroy them utterly.
Such disobedience met with reproof
from the rest of the tribes, but did not cause the offending
tribe to be arraigned: it was not considerecl a sufficient
reason for proclA.imln_ a civil war, or interfering
in one
another's affairs. But when the tribe of Benjamin offended
againat the others, and so loosened the bonds of peace that
none of the confederated tribes could find refuge within its
borders, they attacked it as an enemy, and g_ining the victory over it after three battles, put to death both guilty and
innocent, accorfting to the laws of war: an act which they
subsequently bewailed with tardy repentance.
These examples plainly confirm what we have said concerning the rights of each tribe.
Perhaps we shall be
asked who elected the successors to the captains of each
tribe ; on this point I can gather no positive information in
Scripture, but I conjecture that as the tribes were divided
into _a.milies, each headed by its senior member, the senior
of all these heads of families succeeded by right to the
office of captain, for Moses chose from among these seniors
his seventycoadjutors,
who formed with himself the supreme
council.
Those who administered
the government after the
death of Joshuawere called eiders, and elder is a very common
Hebrew expression in the sense of judge, as I suppose everyone knows ; however, it is not very important for us to make
up our minds on this point.
It is enough to have shown
that after the death of Moses no one man wielded all the
power of a sovereign _ as affairs were not all manned
by
one man, nor by a single council, nor by the popular vote,
but partly by one tribe, partly by the rest in equal shares,
it is most evident that the government, after the death of
Moses, was neither monarchic, nor aristocratic, nor popular,
Q
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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-chie]_ 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 prehm_naries
being stated, it is now time to inquire 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 _minister
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 meaning.
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_d depended for all their support and consideration on a correct interpretation
of the laws entrusted
to them.
Moreover, the whole people was commanded
to
come together at a certaAu place every seven years and be
instructed in the law by the high-priest ; further, each individual was bidden to read the book of the law through
and through continually with scrupulous care. (Deut. xxxL
9, and vi. 7.)
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The capt_in_ were thus for their own sakes bound to take
great care to administer everything according to the laws laid
down, and well known to all, if they _shed
to be held in
high honour by the people, who would regard them as the
administrators
of God's dominion, and as God's vicegerents;
_)therwise they could not have escaped all the virulence of
theological
hatred.
There was another very important
check on the unbridled license of the capt_.in_ in the fact,
that the army was formed from the whole body of the
citizens, between the ages of twenty and sixty, without
exception, and that the captains were not able to hire any
foreign soldiery.
This I say was very important, for it is
well known that princes can oppress their peoples with the
single aid of the soldiery in their pay; while there is nothing
more formidable to them than the freedom of citizen soldiers,
who have established the freedom and glory of their country.
by their valour, their toil, and their blood. Thus Alexander,
when he was about to make war on Darius. a second time,
after hearing the advice of Parmenio,
did not chide h_m
who gave the advice, but Polysporchon, who was standing
by. For, as Curtius says (iv. § 13), he did not venture to reproach Parmenio again after having shortly before reproved
him too sharply.
This freedom of the Macedonians, which
he so dreaded, he was not able to subdue till after the
number of captives enlisted in the army surpassed that of
his own people : then, but not till then, he gave rein to his
aager so long checked by the independence
of his chief
fellow-countrymen.
If this independence
of citizen soldiers can restrain the
princes of ordinary states who are wont to usurp the whole
glory of victories, it must have been still more effectual
against the Hebrew captains, whose soldiers were fighting,
not for the glory of a prince, but for the glory of GOd, and
who did not go forth to battle till the Divine assent had
been given.
We must also remember that the Hebrew captains were
associated only by the bonds of religion : therefore, if any
one of them had transgressed, and begun to violate the
Divine right, he might have been treated by the rest as an
enemy and lawfully subdued.
An additional check may be found in the fear of a new
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prophet a_ing, for if a man of unblemished Life could show
by certain signs that he was rcally a prophet, he ip.eo 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 any_.hlng
he wished: on the other hand, if affairs were well ordered,
the captain would be able to make provision in time ; thai;
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 credenti_]_ 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 a_mlnlstered
the government in
virtue of their age and personal qualities.
:Lastly, neither
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 m_naged by the same person_
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 _ler 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 consul_
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 dearly 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
latter would be very hard to persuade to betray their country,
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and be ready to endure anything rather th_n submit to a
foreign yoke.
After 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
ex_iY. 21, 22) : notl_ing would have been more abhorrent
to them than swearing allegiance to a foreigner, and proraising him obedience : nor could they conceive any greater
or more execrable crime than the betrayal of their country,
the ldngdom of the God whom they adored.
It was considered wicked for anyone to se_le 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, serve other gods."
(1 Sam. xxvi. 19.)
For the same reason no citizen, as we
should especially remark, was ever sent into exile : he who
_inned was liable to punishment,
but not to disgrace.
Thus the love of the Hebrews for their country was not
only patriotasm, but also piety, and was cherished
and
nurtured by daily rites till, like their hatred of other nations,
it must have l_ssed 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 pecu]iar people
and entirely apart from the rest), it was absolutely contrary.
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
inttam_ng such hatred more and more, _n-._much 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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absolute rights over all other men ; a hatred not only permitred but pious; a contempt for their fellow-men;
the
singularity of their customs and religious rites; the effect,
I repeat, of all these causes in strengthening
the hearts of
the Jews to bear all things for their country, with extraordinary constancy and valour, will at once be discerned
by reason and attested by experience.
Never, so long as
the city was standing, could they endure to remain under
foreign dominion;
and therefore they called Jerusalem "a
rebellious city" (Ezra iv. 12).
Their state after its reestablishment
(which was a mere shadow of the first, for
the high priests had usurped the rights of the tribal
captains)
was, with great difficulty, destroyed
by the
Romans, as Tacitus bears witness (Hist. ii. 4):--" Vespasiau had closed the war against the Jews, abando_n_
the siege of Jerusalem
as an enterprise
difficult
and
arduous, rather from the character of the people and the
obstinacy of their superstition, than from the strength left
to the besieged for meeting their necessities."
But besides
these characteristics,
which are merely ascribed by an individual opinion, there was one feature peculiar to this state
and of great importance in retaln_ug the affections of the
citizens, and chec_ng
a_l thoughts of desertion, or abandonment of the country : namely, self-interest, the strength
and life of all human action.
This was Peculiarly engaged
in the Hebrew state, for nowhere else did citizens possess
their goods so securely as did the subjects of this communit?z, for the latter possessed as large a share in the land
and the fields as did their chiefs, and were owners of their
plots of ground in Perpetuity ; for if any man was compelled
by poverty to sell his farm or his pasture, he received it
back again intact at the year of jubilee : there were other
similar enactments against the possibility of alienating real
property.
Again, poverty was nowhere more endurable than in a
country where duty towards one's neighbour, that is, one's
fellow-citizen,
was practisedwith the utmost piety,as a
means of gaining the favour of God the W_ng. Thus the
Hebrew citizens
would nowhere be so well offas in their
own country; outsideits]imltstheymet with nothingbut
lossand disgrace.
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The following considerations were of weight, not only in
keeping them at home, but also in preventing civil war and
removing causes of strife: no one was bound to serve his
equal, but only to serve God, while charity and love towards fellow-citizens was accounted the highest piety ; this
last feeling was not a lithle fostered by the general hatred
with which they regarded foreign nations and were regarded
by them.
Furthermore, the strict discipline of obedience
in which they were brought up, was a very important
factor; for they were bound to carry on all their actions
according to the set rules of the law: a man might not
l_lough when he liked, but only at certain times, in certain
years, and with one sort of beast at a time; so, too, he
might only sow and reap in a certain method and season-in fact, his whole life was one long school of obedience (see
Chap. V. on the use of ceremonies) ; such a habit was thus
engendered, that conformity seemed freedom instead of servitude, and men desired what was commanded rather than
what was forbidden.
This result was not a little aided by
the fact that the people were bound, at certain seasons of
the year, to give themselves up to rest and rejoicing, not
for their own pleasure, but in order that they might worship God cheerfully.
Three times in the year they feasted before the Lord ; on
the seventh day of every week they were bidden to abstain
from all work and to rest ; besides these, there were other
occasions when innocent rejoicing and feasting were not
only allowed but enjoined.
I do not _.hlnk- any better
means of influencing men's minds could be devised; for
there is no more powerful attraction th_n joy sprin=_ug from
devotion, a mixture of a_miration
and love.
It was not
easy to be wearied by constant repetition, for the rites on
the various festivals were varied and recurred seldom. We
may add the deep reverence for the Temple which all most
religiously fostered, on account of the peculiar rites and
duties that they were obliged to perform before approaching
thither.
Even now, Jews cannot read without horror of the
crime of Manasseh, who dared to place an idol in the Temple.
The laws, scrupulously preserved in the inmost sanctuary,
were objects of equal reverence to the people.
Popular
reports and misconceptions
were, therefore, very little to be
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feared in this quarter, for no one dared decide on sacred
matters, but all felt bound to obey, without consulting
their reason, all the commands given by the answers of God
received in the Temple, and all the laws which God had
ordained.
I think I have now explained clearly, though briefly, the
main features of the Hebrew commonwealth.
I must now
inquire into the causes which led the people so often to fall
away from the law, which brought about their frequent
subjection, and, 6na.Uy, the complete destruction
of their
dominion.
Perhaps I shall be told that it sprang from
their hardness
of heart;
but this is childish, for why
should this people be more hard of heart than others ; was
it by nature ?
But nature forms individuals, not peoples ; the latter are
only distinguishable
by the difference of their language,
their customs, and their laws; while from the two last-i.e., customs and laws,--it
may arise that they have a
peculiar disposition, a peculiar manner of life, and peculiax
prejudices.
If, then, the Hebrews were harder of heart
than other nations, the fault lay wlt_h their laws or customs.
This is certainly true, in the sense that, if God had
wished their dom_nlon to be more lasting, He would have
given them other rites and laws, and would have instituted a different form of government.
We can, there.
fore, only say that their God was angry with them, not
only, as Jeremiah says, from the building of the city, but
even from the founding of their laws.
This is borne witness to by Ezekiel xx. 25 : "Wherefore
I gave them also statutes that were not good, and judgments whereby they should not live ; and I polluted them
in their own gifts, in that they caused to pass through the
fire all that openeth the womb; that I might make them
desolate, to the end that they might know that I am the
Lord."
In order that we may understand
these words, and the
destruction
of the Hebrew commonwealth, we must bear in
m_ud that it _
at first been intended to entrust the whole
duties of the priesthood
to the firstborn, and not to the
_evites (see Numb. viii. 17).
It was only when all the
tribes, except the Levltes, worshipped the golden calf, that
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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 chsposed 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
I_vites and priests--the
redemption of the firstborn, the
poll-tax due to the I_vites, 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 reproaches 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, whowere 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
strikln_ 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 _ worship, which, though Divine, was also humiliating, and even hostile, and to seek after something fresh ;
or can we be surprised that the eapt_in., who always adopt
the popular course, in order to gain the sovereign power for
themselves
by enlisting the sympathies of the people, and
alienating the high priest, should have yielded to their demands, and introduced a new worship ? If the state had
been formed ac_rcli__ng 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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kindred ? _Vhat could a man desire more than to supper_
his own brothers and parents, thus f_lfi]l_ng the duties of
religion ? Who would not rejoice in being taught by them
the interpretation of the laws, and receiving through them
the answers of God ?
The tribes would thus have been united by a far closer
bond, if all alike had possessed the right to the priesthood.
All danger would have been obviated, if the choice of the
Levites had not been dictated by anger and revenge. But,
as we have s_id, the Hebrews had offended their God, Who,
as Ezekiel says, polluted them in their own gifts by rejecting all that openeth the womb, so that He might destroy
them.
This passage is also confirmed by their history. As soon
as the people in the wilderness began to live in ease and
plenty, _
men of no mean birth began to rebel against
the choice of the Levites, and to make it a cause for believing that Moses had not acted by the commands of God,
but for his own good pleasure, inasmuch as he had chosen
his own tribe before all the rest, and had bestowed the
high priesthood in perpetuity on his own brother.
They,
therefore, stirred up a tumult, and came to him, crying out
that all men were equally sacred, and that he had exalted
himself above his fellows wrongfully.
Moses was not able
to pacify them with reasons ; but by the intervention of a
miracle, in proof of the faith, they all perished. A fresh
sedition then arose among the whole people, who believed
that their champions had not been put to death by the
judgment of God, but by the device of Moses. After a
great slaughter, or pestilence, the rising subsided from
inanition, but in such a manner that all preferred death to
life under such conditions.
We should rather say that sedition ceased than that
harmony was re-established.
This is witnessed by Scripture (Deut. xxxi. 21), where God, after predicting to Moses
that the people after his death will fall aw_y from the
Divine worship, speaks thus : "For I know their imagination which they go about, even now before I have brought
them into the land which I sware;" and, a little while
after (xxxi. 27), Moses says: "For I know thy rebellion
and thy stiff neck: behold, while I am yet alive with you
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this day, ye have been rebellious against the Lord; anti
how much more after my death !"
Indeed, it happened according ix) his words, as we all
know.
Great changes, extreme lico_.se, luxury, and hardness of heart grew up ; things went from bad to worse, till
at last the people, after being frequently conquered, came
to an open rupture with the Divine right, and wished for a
mortal king, so that the seat of government might be the
Court, instead of the Temple, and that the tribes might
remain fellow-citizens
in respect to their king, instead of
in respect to Divine right and the high priesthood.
A vast material for new seditions was thus produced,
eventually result_ng in the ruin of the entire state. Kings
are above all things jealous of a precarious rule, and can
in nowise brook a dominion within their own.
The first
monarchs, being chosen from the ranks of private citizens,
were content with the amount of dignity to which they had
risen; but their sons, who obtained the throne by right of
inheritance, began gradlmJ]y to introduce changes, so as to,
get all the sovereign rights into their own hands.
This
they were generally unable to accomplish, so long as the
.right of legislation
did not rest with them, but with the
high priest, who kept the laws in the sanctuary, and inter°
preted them to the people.
The kings were thus bound to
obey the laws as much as were the subjects, and were unable to abrogate them, or to ordain new laws of equal
authority ; moreover, they were prevented by the I_evites
from aAmlnistering
the affairs of relignon, king and subject
being alike unclean.
Lastly, the whole safety of their dominion depended on the will of one man, if that man appeared to be a prophet;
and of this they had seen an
example, namely, how completely Samuel had been able t(>
command Saul, and how easily, because of a single disobedience, he had been able to transfer the right of
sovereignty to David.
Thus the kings found a dominion
within their own, and wielded a precarious sovereignty.
In order to surmount these difficulties, they allowed other
temples to be dedicated to the gods, so that there might be
no further need of consulting the Levites; they also sought
out m_y who prophesied in the name of God, so that they
might have creatures of their own to oppose to the true
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prophets.
However, in spite of all their attempts,
they
never attained
their end.
For the prophets, prepared
against every emergency, waited for a favourable opportunity, such as the beginning of a new reign, which is always
precarious, while the memory of the previous reign remains
green.
At these _nes they could easily pronounce by
Divine authority that the ldng was tyraunical, and could
produce
a champion
of distinguished
virtue to vindicate
the Divine right, and lawfully to claim dominion, or a share
in it.
Still, not even so could the prophets effect much.
They could, indeed, remove a tyrant;
but there were
reasons which prevent_l them from doing more than setting
up, at great cost of civil bloodshed, another tyrant in his
stead.
Of discords and civil wars there was no end, for the
causes for the violation of Divine right remained always
the same, and could only be removed
by a complete re.
modelling of the state.
We have now seen how religion was introduced into the
Hebrew commonwealth,
and how the dominion might have
lasted for ever, if the just wrath of the I_wgiver
had
allowed it. As this was impossible, it was bound in time
to perish.
I am now speaking only of the first commonwealth, for the second was a mere shadow of the first, inasmuch as the people were bound by the rights of the Persians
to whom they were subject.
After the restoration of freedom, the high priests usurped the rights of the secular
chiefs, and thus obtained absolute dominion.
The priests
were inflamed with an intense desire to wield the powers
of the sovereignty andthe high priesthood at the same time.
I have, therefore, no need to speak further
of the second
commonwealth.
Whether
the first, in so far as we deem it
to have been durable, is capable of imitation, and whether
it would be pious to copy it as far as possible, will appear
from what follows. I wish only to draw attention, as a crowning conclusion, to the principle indicated alre_y--n_mely,
that it is evident, from what we have stated in this chapter,
that the Divine fight, or the right of religion, originates
in a compact:
without
such compact, none but natural
rights exist. The Hebrews were not bound by their religion
to evince any pious care for other nations not included in
the compact, but only for their own fellow-citizens.
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LTHOUGH
the it,
commonwealth
of theforHebrews,
as we
have conceived
might have lasted
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.
G_I, 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 useless to men who must have dea]in_ 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 entirety, it possessed many excellent features which might
be brought to our notice, and perhaps imitated with advantage.
My intention, however, is not to write a treatise 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
.rtlfly ruler endowed with sovereign rights ; for after the
brews had transferred their rights to God, they conferred the sovereign right of _lllng on Moses, investing
him wlth the sole power of insti.tutlng .mad abroga. _,_ laws
in the name of God, of choosing priests, of :judging, of

2_8

A THEOLOGICO-POLITICKL

TREATISE.

[CHAP.

Xvll_.

teaching, of punishing--in
fact, all the prerogatives of an
absolute monarch.
Again, though the priests were the interpreters of the
laws, they had no power to judge the citizens, or to excommunicate anyone: this could only be done by the judges
and chiefs chosen from among the people. A consideration
of the successes and the histories of the Hebrews will bring
to light other considerations worthy of note.
To wit:
I. That there were no religious sects, till after the high
priests, in the second commonwealth,
possessed the authority to make decrees, and transact the business of government.
In order that such authority might last for ever,
the high priests usurped the rights of secular rulers, and at
last wished to be styled lrlngs.
The reason for this is
ready to hand ; in the first commonwealth no decrees could
bear the name of the high priest, for he ha_l no right to
ordain laws, but only to give the answers of God to questions asked by the captains or the councils : he had, therefore, no motive for making changes in the law, but took
care, on the contrary, to administer and guard what had
already, been received and accepted.
His only means of
preserving
his freedom in safety against the will of the
captains lay in cherishing the law intact.
After the high
:priests had assumed the power of earrylng on the government, and added the rights of secular rulers to those they
already possessed, each one began both in things religious
and in things secular, to seek for the glorification of his
own name, settling everything by sacerdotal authority, and
issl,_ng every day, concerning ceremonies, faith, and all else,
new decrees which he sought to make as sacred and autho.
ritative as the laws of Moses.
Religion
thus sank into a
degrading
superstition, while the true meaning and inter.
pretation of the laws became corrupted.
Furtlzermore,
while the high priests were paving their way to th_ secular
rule just after the restoration,
they attempted
to gain
popular favour by assenting to every demand; approving
whatever the people did, however impious, and accommodating Scripture
to the very depraved current morals.
"_lachi
bears witness to this in no measured terms: he
_chides the priests of his time as despisers of the name of
_1,
and then goes on with his invective as follows (Mal.
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iJ. 7, 8) : "For the priest's llps should keep knowledge, and
they should seek the law at his mouth : for he is the messenger of the Lord of hosts.
But ye are departed out of
the way ; ye have caused many to s_umble at the law, ye
have corrupted the covenant of Levi, saith the Lord of
hosts."
He further accuses them of interpreting the laws
according to their own pleasure, and paying no respect to
God but only to persons. It is certain that the high priests
were never so cautious in their conduct as to escape the remark of the more shrewd among the people, for the latter
were at length emboldened to assert that no laws ought to
be kept save those that were written, and that the decrees
which the Pharisees (consisting, as Josephus says in his
•' Antiquities,"
chiefly of the common people), were deceived
into ca|liug the traditions of the fathers, should not be oh.
served at all.
However this may be, we can in nowise
doubt that flattery of the high priest, the corruption of religion and the laws, and the enormous increase of the
extent of the last-named,
gave very great and frequent
occasion for disputes and altercations impossible to allay.
When men begin to quarrel with all the ardour of superstition, and the magistracy
to back up one side or the
other, they can never come to a compromise, but are bound
to split into sects.
IL It is worthy of remark that the prophets, who were
in a private station of life, rather irritated than reformed
manldud by their freedom of warning, rebuke, and censure ;
whereas the kings, by their reproofs and punishments, could
always produce an effect. The prophets were often intolerable even to pious 15u_s, on account of the authority they
assumed for judging whether an action was right or wrong,
or for reproving the kings themselves if they dared to
transact any business, whether public or private, without
prophetic sanction.
Ping Asa who, according to the testimony
of Scripture,
reigned piously, put the prophet
Hanani into a prison-house because he had ventured freely
to chide and reprove him for entering into a covenant with
the khlg of Armenia.
Other examples might be cited, tending to prove that
religion gained more harm than good by such freedom, not
to speak af the further consequence, that if the prophets
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TTT_It is remarkable that during all the period, during
which the people held the reins of power, there was only
one civil war, and that one was completely extinguished,
the conquerors t_._ng such pity on the conquered, that they
endeavoured in every way to reinstate them in their former
dignity and power.
But after that the people, little accustomed to lrlngs, cha.nged its first form of government into
a monarchy, civil war raged almost continuously;
and
battles were so fierce as to exceed all others recorded; in
one engagement (t_ing
our faith to the utmost) five hundred thousand Israelites were slaughtered by the men of
Jua_h_ and in another the Israelites slew great numbers of
the men of Judah (the figures are not given in Scripture),
almost razed to the ground the walls of Jerusalem, and
sacked the Temple in their unbridled
fury.
At length,
laden with the spoils of their brethren, satiated with blood,
they took hostages, and leaving the king in his well-nigh
devastated
kingdom, laid down their arms, relying on the
weakness rather than the good faith of their foes. A few
years after, the men of Judah, with recruited strength,
again took the field, but were a second time beaten by the
Israelites, and slain to the number of a hundred and twenty
thousand, two hundred thousand of their wives and children
wereled into captivity, and a great booty again seized. Worn
out with these and similar battles set forth at length in their
histories, the Jews at length fell a prey to their enemies.
Furthermore,
if we reckon up the times during which
peace prevailed under each form of government, we shall
find a great discrepancy.
Before the monarchy forty years
and more often passed, and once eighty years (an almost
unparalleled
period), without
any war, foreign or cirC.
After the _ings acquired sovereign power, the fighting was
no longer for peace and liberty, but for glory ; aceordiugly
we find that they an, with the exception of Solomon (whose
virtue and w__edom would be better displayed in peace than
in war) waged war, and finally a fatal desire for power
gained ground, which, in many cases, made the path to the
throne a bloody one.
Lastly, the laws, during the rule of the people, remained
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uncorruptedand were studiously
ob_rved. Beforethe
monarchy therewere veryfew prophetsto admonishthe
people, but after the establishment of kings there were
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 c_n see, were never
deceived by false prophets till after the power had been
vested in kings, whose creatures many of the prophets were.
Again, the people, whose heart was generally proud or
humble according to its circumstances, easily corrected itself under misfortune, turned again to God, restored Hi_
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 stateis the concessionto
ministers of religionof any power of issuing decrees or transacting 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 received and accepted doctrines.
IL How 0_-gerous it is to refer to Divine right matters
merely speculative and subject or liable to dispute. The
most..tyranmcal governments are those which make crimes
of opnnons, for everyone has an _alienable right over his
thoughts--nay, such a state of thin_s leads to the rule of
popular passion.
Pontius Pilate made concession to the passion of the
Pharisees in consenting to the erueifiYion of Christ, whom
he knew to be innocent. Again_ the Pharisees, in order to
shake the position of men richer than themselves, began to
set on foot questions of religion, and accused the Saddueees
of impiety, and, following their example, the vilest hypoerltes, stirred, as they pretended, by the same holy wrath
which they called zeal for the Lord, persecuted men whose
unblemished _r
and distinguished virtue had excited
the popular hatred, publicly denounced their opinions, and
i.fl_ed
the fierce pumons of the people against them.
This wanton licence being cloaked with the specious garb
It
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of religion could not easily be repressed, especially when
the sovereign authorities
introduced a sect of which they
were not the head ; they were then regarded not as interpreters of Divine right, but as sectarians--that
is, as persons recognizing the right of Divine interpretation
assumed
])y the leaders of the sect. The authority of the magistrates
thus became of little account in such matters in comparison
with the authority of sectarian leaders before whose interpretations ldngs were obliged to bow.
i
To avoid such evils in a state, there is no safer way than
to make piety and religion to consist in acts only--that
is,
in the practice of justice and charity, leaving everyone's
judgment in other respects free.
But I will speak of this
more at length presently.
TTT. We see how necessary it is, both in the interests of
the state and in the interests of religion, to confer on the
sovereign power the right of deciding what is la_ul
or the
reverse.
If this right of judging actions could not be given
to the very prophets of God without great injury to the
state and religion, how much less should it be entrusted to
those who can neither foretell the future nor work miracles!
But this again I will treat of more fully hereafter.
IV. Lastly, we see how disastrous it is for a people unaccustomed
to kings, and possessing
a complete code of
laws, to set up a monarchy.
Neither
can the subjects
brook such a sway, nor the royal authority submit to laws
and popular rights set up by anyone inferior to itself. Still
less can a ldng be expected to defend such laws, for they
were not framed to support his dominion, but the dominion
of the people, or some council which formerly
ruled, so
that in guarding the Popl, l,r rights the _
would seem to
be a slave rather than a master.
The representative of a
new monarchy will employ all his zeal in attempting
to
frame new laws, so as to wrest the rights of dominion to
his own use, and to reduce the people till they find it e_sier
to increase t_n
to curtail the royal prerogative.
I must
not, however, omit to state that it is no less dangerous to
remove a monarch, though he is on all hands admitted to
be a tyrant. For his people are accustomed to royal authority and will obey no other, de_iaing
and mocking at any
less august control
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It is therefore necessary, as the prophets discovered of
old, if one klng be removed, that he should be replaced by
another, who will be a tyrant from necessity rather than
choice. For how will he be able to endure the sight of the
hands of the citizens reekln_, with royal blood, and to rejoice in their regicide as a glorious exploit ? Was not the
deed perpetrated as an example and warn_-gfor himself ?
If he really wishes to be king, and not to acknowledge the
people as the judge of kings and the master of him,elf, or
to wield a precarious sway, he must avenge the death of
his predecessor, making an example for his own sake, lest
the people should venture to repeat a similar crime. He
will not, however, be able easily to avenge the death of the
tyrant by the slaughter of citizens unless he defends the
e_use o2 tyranny and approves the deeds of his predecessor,
thus following
inhisfootsteps.
Hence it comes to pass that peoples have often changed
their tyrants, but never removed them or changed the monarchical form of government into any other.
The English people _u-nish us with a terrible example of
this fact. They sought how to depose their monarch under
the forms of law, but when he ha_l been removed, they were
utterly unable to change the form of government, and after
much bloodshed only brought it about, that a new monarch
should be hailed under a different n.,me (as though it had
been a mere question of names) ; this new monarch could
only consolidate his power by completely destroying the
royal stock, putting to death the king's friends, real or supand disturbing with war the peace which m_ght encourage discontent, in order that the populace rnlght be
engrossed with novelties and divert its mind from brooding
ever the slaughter of the king. At last, however, the
people reflected that it had accomplished nothing for the
good of the country beyond violating the rights of the lawful king and changing everything for the worse. It therefore decided to retrace its steps as soon as possible, and '
never rested _ it _
seen a complete restoration of the
origin_ state of affairs.
It may perhaps be objected that the Roma_ people was
easily able to remove its tyrants, but I gather from its history a strong confirmation of my contention. Though the
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Roman people was much more than ord3na.rily capable of removing their tyrants and changing their form of government, inamnuch as it held in its own hands the power of
electing its king and h_s successor, and being composed of
rebels and crlminals ]lad not long been used to the royal
yoke (out of its six kings it had put to death three), nevertheless it could accomplish nothing beyond electing several
tyrants in place of one, who kept it groaning under a continual state of war, both foreign and civil, till at last it
changed its government
again to a form differing from
monarchy, as in England, only in name.
As for the United States of the Netherlands, they have
never, as we know, had a king, but only counts, who never
attained the full rights of dominion.
The States of the
Netherlands evidently acted as principals in the settlement
made by them at the time of the Earl of Leicester's
mission: they always reserved for themselves the authority
to keep the counts up to their duties, and the power t_
preserve this authority
and the liberty of the citizens.
They haA ample means of vindicating their rights if their
rulers should prove tyrannical, and could impose such restraints that nothing could be done without their consen_
and approval.
Thus the rights of sovereign Power have always been
vested in the States, though the last count endeavoured t_
usurp them.
It is therefore little likely that the States
should give them up, especially as they have just restored
their origin,.] dominion, lately _]most lost.
These examples, then, confirm us in our belief, tha_
every dominion should retain its original form, and, indeed,
cannot chgnge it without clan_r
of the utter ruin of the
whole state.
Such are the points I have here thought
worthy of remark.
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HEN
said over
that everything,
the possessors
sovereign
power
have Irights
andofthat
all rights
are
dependent on their decree, I did not merely mean temporal
rights, but also spiritual rights; of the latter, no less t_u the
former, they ought to be the interpreters and the champions.
I wish to draw specialattention to this point, and to discuss
it fully in this chapter, because m_ny persons deny that
the right of deci_ug religious questions belongs to the
sovereign power, and refuse to acknowledge it as the inter°
p reter of Divine right
They accordingly assume full
licence te accuse and arraign it, nay, even to excommunicate it from the Church, as Amhrosins treated the Emperor
Theodosius in old time. However, I will show later on in
this chapter that they take this means of dividing the go.
vernment, and paving the way to their own ascendency. I
wish, however, first to point out that religion acquires its
force as law solely from the decrees of the sovereign. God
has no special kingdom among men except in so far as He
reigns through temporal rulers. Moreover, the rites of religion and the outward observances of piety should be in
accordance with the public peace and well-being, and should
therefore be determined by the sovereign power alone. I
speak here only of the outward observances of pie_ and
the external rites of religion, not of piety itself, nor of the
inward worship of God, nor the means by which the mlnd
is inwardly led to do hom%,e to God in singleness of heart.
Inward worship of God and piety in itself are within the
sphere of everyone's private rights, and cannot be alienated
(as I showed at the end of Chapter VII.).
What I here
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mean by the kingdom of God is, I thi_k, suJBciently clear
from what has been said in Chapter XIV. I there showed
that a man best f_ll_ls God's law who worships Him, according to His command, through acts of justice and
charity; it follows, therefore, that wherever justice and
charity have the force of law and ordinauce, there is God's
]_gdOmo

I recognize no difference between the eases where Goc_
teaches and commands the practice of justice and chari_y
through our natural faculties, and those where He makes
special revelations ; nor is the form of the revelation of importance so long as such practice is revealed and becomes
a sovereign and supreme law to men. If, therefore, I show
that justice and charity can only acquire the force of right
and law through the rights of rulers, I shall be able readily
to arrive at the conclusion (seeing that the rights of rulers
are in the possession of the sovereign), ttmt reBgion can
only acquire the force of right by means of those who have
the right to command, and that Gocl onlyrules among men
through the instrumentality of earthJy potentates. It
follows from what has been said, that the practice of justice
and charity only acquires the force of law through the
rights of the sovereign authority; for we showed in
Chapter XYI. that in the state of nature reason has no
more rights than desire, but that men living either by the
laws of the former or the laws of the latter, possess rights
co-extensive with their powers.
l%r this reason we could not conceive sin _ exist in the
state of nature, nor _m_gine God as a judge p,,_h_g
man's transgressions ; but we supposed all th_r_s_ to hap.
pen according to the general laws of universal nature, there
being no difference between pious and impious, between
him that was pure (as Solomon says) and him that was
impure, because there was no possibility either of justice or

cha_ty.

In order that the true doctrines of reason, that is (as we
showed in Chapter IV.), the true Divine doctrines might
bttain absolutely the force of law and right, it was necessary
each individual should eede his natural right, and
transfer it either to society as a whole, or to a certain _dy
of men, or to one man. Then, and not till then, does i_ first
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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 showedin the same chapter) solely
on the decree of those who possess the right to rule.
Inasmuch as the kingdom of God consists entirelyin 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 apprehended by our natural faculties or by revelation: the argument 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 necessary 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 comma_ads 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
_nsferred
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. rv. 86), because everyone had then yielded up his natural rights, and the ordi.
_.-ce of the Sabbath had received the force of law.
I_tly, 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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transferrea their right to the ldng of Babylon, the kingdom of God and the Divine right forthwith ceased. For
the covenant wherewith they prom_l to obey all the
utterances of God was abrogated; God's ldngdom, 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 XVL) they were bound to obey in all
things. Jerem_,.h (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, and by observing all the
laws of the country, however di_erent 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 _
not yet become known
by revelation. We may therefore draw the general conclusion that religion, whether revealed through our natural
faculties or through prophets, receives the force of a command solely through the decrees of the holders of sovereign
power; and, further, that God has no special kingdom
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, l_or
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 r_l_g and legislat%g, It is only through
these latter means that God rules among men, and directJ
human affairs with justice and equity.

t
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This conclusion is supported by experience, for we find
traces of Divine justice only in places where just men bear
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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
Divine right is entirely dependent on the decrees of secular
rulers, it follows that secular rulers are its proper interpreters.
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 accordance with the public peace and well-being if we would
obey God rightly.
When this has been shown we shall
easily underst_ad how the sovereign rulers are the proper
interpreters of religion and piety.
It is certain that duties tvwards one's country are the
highest that man can f_]6] ; for, if government be taken
away, no good thing can last, all falls into dispute, anger
and anarchy reign unchecked amid universal fear.
Consequently 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 m_]utenance
of the state, I ought to bring him to trial,
even at the risk of his being condemned to death.
For this reason M_n]ius Torquatus is held up to honour,
inasmuch as the public welfare outweighed with him his
duty towards his children.
This being so, it follows that
the public welfare is the sovereign law to which all others,
Divine and hur-a_, should be made to conform.
Now, it is the function of the sovereign only to decide
what is necesssary for the public welfare and the safety of
the state, and to give orders aecore]ingly; therefore it is also
the function of the sovereign only to decide the limits of
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our du_ towards our ne_hbour--in
other words, to de_xmine how we should obey God. We can now clearly understand 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, consecluently, ff he does not hnplicitly 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 ne
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 ]mow what is good for the state, except 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 soverefgn power's commands in all thln_.
TI_
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 (I_evit. x_. 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. xifi. 8, 9), and, if he should be condemned to death,

to slay_im(Deut.x_. 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 X¥II., that their rel_on
should be
adapted
to their particular
government,
and that they
should separate themselves from the rest of _he nations:
wherefore it was comm,.-ded
to them, "Love thy neighl_our and hate _._ue enemy" (_Latt. v. 43), but after they
had lost their domlmon and had gone into captivity in
Babylon, Jere_
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 relation has always
been made to conform to the public welfare.
Perhaps
someone will ask: By what right, then, did the diseiples
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of Christ,being privatecitizens,
preach a n_w rel_on ? I
answer that they did so by the right of the power which
they had received from Christ against unclean spirits (see
3_tt. x. 1). I have already stated in Chapter XVI. that all
are bound to obey a tyrant, unless they have received from
Oed 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 _
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
the authority which Christ gave to His disciples was given
to them only, and must not be taken as an example for
ot_lers.

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 c_nnot,
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 eTample of the Jewish high priest, who, in ancient
times, l_l 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 h_m_/f
chose not only Aaron, but also his son
Eleazar, and his grandson Ptdneas, and bestowed on therthe right of aSml,la__aiug
the office of high priest.
This
right was ret_,,ed
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 af_
b_m seemed, as it were, regents wh(_
administer the government when a king i8 absent but not
dead.
In the socond commonwealth
the high priests held their
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right absolutely, after they had obtained the rights of prin."
¢ipality in addition.
Wherefore the rights of the high
priesthood always depended on the edict of the sovereign,
and the high priests did not possess them till they became
sovereigns also.
Rights in matters spiritual always re•--:_ned under the control of the kings absolutely (as I will
show at the end of this chapter), except in the single particular that they were not allowed to administer in person
the sacred duties in the Temple, inasmuch as they were not
of the f_miIy of Aaron, and were therefore considered unclean, a reservation which would have no force in a Christian
community.
We cannot, therefore, doubt that the daily sacred rites
(whose performance does not require a particular genealogy
but only a special mode of life, and from which the holders
<)f sovereign power are not excluded as unclean) are under
the sole control of the sovereign Power; no one, save by
the authority or concession of such sovereign, has the right
_)r power of administering them, of choosing others to administer them, of defining or strens_che_ing the foundations
of the Church and her doctrines; of judging on questions
of morality or acts of piety; of receiving anyone into the
Church or excommunicating
him therefrom, or, lastly, of
providing for the poor.
These doctrines are proved to be not only true (as we
tlave already pointed out), but also of p_rn_ry necessity for
the preservation
of religion and the state.
We all know
,
what weight spiritual right and authority carries in the
popular mind: how everyone hangs on the lips, as it were,
of those who Possess it. We may even say that those who
wield such authority have the most complete sway over the
popular mind.
Whosoever, therefore, wishes to take this right away
from the sovereign Power, is desirous of dividing the do.
r-in{on; from such division, contentions,
and strife will
necessarily spring up, as they did of old between the Jewish
lrlngs and high priests, and will defT all attempts to _l],y
them.
Nay, further, he who strives to deprive the sore.
reign Power of such authority, is a_m_,g,_,g
(_aswe have said),
at g_in_ng dorMn_on for himself.
W]utt is left for tlie
sovereign power to decide on, if this right be denied h_m ?
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Certainly nothing concerning either war or peace, if he tins
to ask another man's opinion as to whether what he believes
to be beneficial would be pious or impious.
Everyth_ug
would depend on the verdict of him who had the right of
deciding and judging what was pious or impious, right or
wrong.
When such a right was bestowed on the Pope of Rome
absolutely, he gTad,l_ly acquired complete control over the
kings, _11 at last he hlm_elf mounted to the summits of
dominion;
however much monarchs, and especially the
German emperors, strove to curtail his authority, were it
only by a hair's-breadth,
they effected nothing, but on the
contrary by their very endeavours
largely increased
it.
That which no monarch could accomplish with fire and
sword, ecclesiastics could bring about with a stroke of the
pen ; whereby we may easily see the force and power at the
command of the Church, and also how necessary it is for
sovereigns to reserve such prerogatives for themselves.
If we reflect on what was said in the last chapter we shall
see that such reservation conduced not a little to the increase of religion and piety; for we observed that the
prophets themselves,
though gifted with Divine efficacy,
being merely private citizens, rather irritated than reformed
the people by their freedom of warning, reproof, and denunciation, whereas the lrlngs by warnln_
and punishments
easily bent men to their will. Furthermore,
the -kings themselves, not possessing the right in question absolutely, very
often fell away from religion and took with them nearly the
whole People.
The same thlng has often happened from
the same cause in C1L_tia_ states.
Perhaps I shall be asked, "But if the holders of sovereign power choose to be wicked, who will be the rightful
champion of piety ? Should the sovereigns still be its interpreters?"
I meet them with the counter-question,
"But if ecclesiastics
(who are also human, and private
citizens, and who ought to mind only their own a_Jrs),
or
if othe_ whom it is proposed to entrust with spiritual
authority,
choose to be wicked, should they still be coneidered u pietfs
rightful interpreters?"
It is quite certain that when sovereigns wish to follow their own pleasure,
whether they have control over ipiritu_ matters or not, the
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who_e state, spiritual and secular, will go to ruin, and it will
go much faster if private citfizens seditiously assume the
o_hampionship of the Divine rights.
Thus we see that not only is nothing gained by denying
.such rights to sovereigns, but on the contrary, great evil
ensues.
For (as happened with the Jewish kings who did
_not possess such rights absolutely) rulers are thus driven
into 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
•security of states, or the increase of piety, we are compelled
to maintain that the Divine right, or the right of control
over spiritual matters, depends absolutely on the decree of

thesovere,whoisits

, yeter andchnpion.

'Therefore the true ministers of God s word are those who
teach piety to the pcople in obedience to the authority of
the sovereign rulers by whose decree it has been brought
into conformity with the public welfare.
There remains for me to point out the eause for the
frequent disputes on the subject of these spiritual rights in
,Christian
states; whereas the Hebrews, so far as I know,
never _
any doubts about the matter.
It seems mon_strousthat a question so plain and sovitaUyimportant
should
thus have remained undecided, and that the secular rulers
-could never obtain the prerogative without controversy,
nay, nor without great danger of sedition and injury to
religion.
If no cause for this state of th_u_ were forthocoralng, I could easily persuade myself that all I t_ve said
in this chapter is mere theori_ug, or a kind of speculative
reasoning which can never be of any practical use. How._ver, when we reflect on the be_nu_n_s of Christianity the
cause at once becomes manlfest.
_he Christian
religion
was not taught at first by kings, but by private persons,
who, against the wishes of those in power, whose subjects
they were, were for a long time accustomed to hold meet.
ings in secret churches, to institute and perform sacred
rites, and on their own authority to settle and decide on
their affairs without regard to the state,
When, after tho
lapse of many years, the 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
]_ngs should not assume their authority, by prohibiting
_narrisge to the chief _;nlsters of religion and to its
highest interpreter. They furthermore effected their purpose by multiplying the dogmas of religion to such an
extent and so blendi_ them with philosophy that their
_hief interpreter was bound to be a s_lled philosopher and
theologian, and to have leisure for a host of idle speculations : conditions which could only be fnlfi]led byaprivate
£udividual with much time on his hands.
Among the Hebrews th_n_s were very differently arranged: for their Church began at the same time as their
<lom_n_on,and Moses, their absolute ruler, taught religion
to the people, arranged their sacred rites, and chose their
_piritual 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
thedeathofMoses,no oneheldabsolute
_sway,yet the power of dec_]ing bothin matters spiritual and
matters temporal was in the hands of the secular chief, as I
t_ve already pointed out. Further, in order that it m_ght
be taught religion and piety, the people was bound to con_ult the supreme judge no less than the high priest (Deut.
zvii. 9, 11). I_stly, though the kings had not as much
power as Moses, nearly the whole arrangement and choice
_)f the sacred ministry depended on their decision, titus
])avid arranged the whole service of the Temple (see
1 Chron. zxdii. 11, 12, &c.) ; from all the Levites he cho_
twenty-four thousand for the sacred psalms; six thou_and of these formed the body from which were chosen the
judges and prmtors, four thousand were Porters, and four
thousand to play on instruments (see I Chron. x_i_. 4, 5).
He further divided them into companies (of whom he chose
the chiefs), so that each in rotation, at the allotted time,
_ght 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, offez'ingac_rd-
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ing to the commandments
of Moses ;" and in verse 14, "And
he appointed, according to the order of David his father,
the courses of the priests to their service ....
for so had
David the man of God commanded."
Lastly, the historian
bears witness in verse 15 : "And they departed not from
the commandment
of the king unto the priests and Levites
concerning any matter, or concerning the treasuries."
From these and other histories of the kings it is abundantly evident, that the whole practice of religion and the
sacred ministry depended entirely on the commands of the
ldng.
When I said above that the kings had not the same right
as Moses to elect the high priest, to consult God without
intermediaries,
and to condemn the prophets who prophesied during their reign ; I said so simply because the
prophets could, in virtue of their mission, choose a new
lrlug and give absolution for regicide, not because they
could call a ldng who offended against the law to judgment,
or could rightly act against him. 1
Wherefore if there had been no prophets who, in virtue
of a spec_l revelation, could give absolution for regicide, tl:e
kings would have possessed absolute rights over all matters
both spiritual and temporal
Consequently the rulers of
modern times, who have no prophets and would not
rightly be bound in any ease to receive them (for they are
not subject to Jewish law), have absolute possession of the
spiritual prerogative, although they are not celibates, and
they will always retain it, if they will refuse to allow re]igious dogmas to be unduly multil_]ied
or confounded
with philosophy.
i f_e Note 3_
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F everyking
men's minds
weresitsafely
as easily on
controlled
as their
would
his throne,
and tongues,
government by compulsion would cease; for eveD_subjectwould
shape hislifeaccordingto the intentions
of hisrulers,and
would esteem a thing trueor false,good or evil,
justor
unjust,in obedienceto theirdictates.However, we have
shown already(ChapterXTTI.) thatno man's mind canpossiblyliewhollyatthe disposition
of another,forno one can
w_ll_,gly transfer his natural right of free reason and judgment, or be compelled so to do. For this reason government which attempts to control minds is accounted tyrannical, 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 his 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 l_lecl
by h_rn; but although this influence is carried to great
lengths, it has never gone so far as to invalidate the statement, that every man's understanding
is his own, and that
brains are as diverse 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 inspiration of the Deity;
nevertheless,
even he could not
escape jnurmurs 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 democracy, where the whole or a great part
of the people wield authority collectively.
This is a fact
which I _,h_nk 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 me_ whose opinions do not, on all subjects, entirely coincide with its own ; but we are not discussing its strict rights, but its proper course of action.
I grant &hat it has the right to rule in the most violent
mauner, 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 tMngs cannot be
done without extreme Peril to itself, we may oven 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 judgment and feeling ; since every man is by indefeasible natu.
ral right the master of his own thoughts, it follows that
men thinking in diverse and contradictory
fashions, cannot,
without
disastrous
results,
be compelled
to speak only
accor_]_ng 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 failing is to confide
their plans to others, though there be need for secrecy, so
that a government
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 subjects, its lmIim_ted concession would be most baneful;
we
must, therefore, now inquire, how far such freedom can and
ought to be conceded without danger to the peace of the
state, or the power of the rulers ; and this, as I said at the
beglnn_ng of Chapter XVL, is my principal object.
It follows, p].,in]y, from the exp]_n.,tion given a_)ove, of
the foundations
of a state, that &he ultimate aim of govern.
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ment is not to rule, or restrain, by fear, nor to exact o_dience, but contr_wise,
to free every man from fear, that
he may live in all possible security;
in other words, to
strengthen
his natural right to exist and work without
injury to h_mself or others.
No, the object of government is not to change men from
ratmnal beings into beasts or puppets,
but to enable them
to develope their minds and bodies in security,
and to
employ their reason unshackled;
neither showing hatred,
auger, or deceit, nor watched with the eyes of jealousy and
injustice.
In fact, the true aim of government
is liberty.
Now we have seen that in forming a state the power of
making laws must either be vested in the body of the
citizens, or in a portion of them, or in one m_n.
:For,
although men's free judgments
are very diverse, each one
thinldng
that he alone lmows everything,
and although
complete unanimity
of feeling and speech is out of the
question,
it is impossible
to preserve peace, unless individuals abdicate their right of acting entirely on their
own judgment.
Therefore, the individual justly cedes the
right of flee action, though not of free reason and judgment ; no one can act against the authorities
without danger to the state, though his feelings and judgment
may be
at variance therewith ; he may even speak against them, provided that he does so from rational conviction, not from
fraud, auger, or hatred, and provided that he does not
attempt to introduce any change on his private authority.
:For instance, supposing a man shows that a law is repugnant to sound reason, and should therefore be repealed ;
if he submits his opinion to the judgment of the authorities
(who, alone, have the right of making and repealing laws),
and meanwhile acts in nowise contrary to that law, he has
deserved well of the state, and has behaved as a good citizen
should ; but if he accuses the authorities
of injustice, and
stirs up the people against them, or if he sedAtmusly strives
to abrogate the law without their consent, he is a mere
agitator and rebel.
Thus we see how an individual
may declare and toach
what he believes, without injury to the authority
of his
rulers, or to the public peace ; namely, by leaving in their
hands the entire power of legislation
as it affects action.
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and by doing nothing against their laws, though he be compelled often to act in contradiction to what he believes, and
openly feels, to be best.
Such a course can be taken without detriment to justice
and dutifulness, nay, it is the one which a just and dutiful
ma. would adopt.
We have shown that justice is dependent on the laws of the authorities, so that no one who
contravenes their accepted decrees can be just, while the
highest regard for duty, as we have pointed out in the preceding chapter, is exercised in maintaining
public peace
and tranquil]ity ; these could notbe preserved if every man
were to live as he pleased ; therefore it is no less than undutiful for a man to act contrary to his country's
laws, for if
the practice became universal
the ruin of states would
necessarily follow.
Hence, so long as a man acts in obedience to the laws of
his rulers, he in nowise contravenes his reason, for in obedienco to reason he transferred
the right of controlling
his
actions from his own hands to theirs.
This doctrine we
can confirm from actual custom, for in a conference of great
and small powers, schemes are seldom carried unanimously,
yet all unite in carrying out what is decided on, whether they
voted for or against.
But I re_trn to my proposition.
From the fundamental
notions of a state, we have discovered how a man may exercise free judgment
without
detriment to the supreme power: from the same premises
we can no less easily determine
what opinions would be
seditious.
Evidently
those which by their very nature
nullify the compact by which the right of free action was
ceded.
For instance, a man who holds that the supreme
power has no rights over him_ or that promises ought not to
be kept, or that everyone should live as he pleases, or
other doctrines
of this nature in direct opposition to the
above-mentioned
contract, is seditious, not so much from
his actual opinions and judgment, as from the deeds which
they involve ; for he who maintains such theories abrogates
the contract which tacitly, or openly, he made with his
rulers.
Other opinions which do not involve acts violating
_Je contract, such as revenge, anger, and the like, are not
_litious,
unless it be in some corrupt state, where super_ous
and ambitious persons, unable to endure men of
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learn_=%areso popu_r with the multitude that their word
is more valued than the law.
However, I do not deny that there are some doctrines
which, while they are apparently only conoerned with abstract truths and falsehoods, are yet propounded and published with unworthy motives.
This question
we have
discussed in Chapter X-V., and shown that reason should
nevertheless
remain unshackled.
If we hold to the principle 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 philosophical speculation no less than of religious belief.
I confess
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 eve_hing
by law, is more likely to arouse vices
than to reform them.
It is best to grant what cannot be
abolished, even though it be in itself harmful.
How m,.uy
evils spring from luxury, envy, avarice, drunkenness, and
the like, yet these are tolerated--vices
as they are--because
they cannot be prevented by legal enactments.
How much
more then should free thought be granted, seeing that it is in
it self a virtue and that it cannot be crushed ! Besides, the evil
results can easily be checked, as I will show, by the secular
authorities,
not to mention that such freedom is absolutely
necessary for progress in science and the liberal arts: for
no man follows such pursuits to advantage unless his judgment be entirely free and unhampered.
But let it be granted that freedom may be crushed, and
men be so bound down. that they do not dare to utter a
whisper, save at the bidding of their rulers; nevertheless
this can never be carried to the pitch of making them thlu|c
according to authority, so that the necessary consequences
would be that men would daily be thinldng one thing and
saying another, to the corruption
of good faith, that m,.mstay of government,
and 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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more obstinately
are they resisted;
not indeed by the
avaricious, the flatterers, and other numskulls, who think
supreme salvation consists in _11ing their stomachs and gloating over their money-bags,
but by those whom good education, 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
ready to forswear the laws and conspire against the authorities, thinking
it not shameful but honourable
to stir up
seditions and perpetuate any sort of crime with this end in
view. Such being the constitution
of human nature, we see
that laws directed
against opinions affect the generousminded rather tt_n the wicked, and are adapted less for
coercing criminals than for irritating the upright;
so that
they cannot be maintained 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 obey the law; whereas those who already reject
them as false, accept the law as a kind of privilege, and
make such 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 XVIII. 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
intricades
of theological
controversy!
If men were not
allured by the hope of getting the law and the authorities
on
their side, of triumphing
over their adversaries in the sight
of an applauding
multitude,
and of acquiring honourable
distinctions,
they would not stri_e so maliciously, nor would
such fury sway their minds.
This is taught not only by
reason but by daily examples, for laws of this kind prescribing what every man shall believe and forbidding anyone 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 crooked enactments, can easily turn the devotion
of the masses into fury and direct it against whom they
will
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How much better would it be to restrain popular angea
and fury, instead of passing useless laws, which can only be
broken by those who love virtue and the liberal arts, thus
paring down the state till it is too small to harbour men of
talent.
What greater misfortune for a state can be conceived than that honourable
men should be sent like
crJmlnals into exile, because they hold diverse opinions
which they c_,nnotdisguise
? What, I say,can be more
hurtfulthan that men who have committed no crime or
wickedness should,simply because they are enlightened,
be treatedas enemies and put to death, and that the
scaffold,
the terrorof evil-doers,
should become the arena
where the highesteYamplesof toleranceand virtuearedisplayed to the people with all the marks of ignominy that
authority can devise ?
He that -knows him_lf
to be upright does not fear the
death of a criminal, and shrinks from no punishment;
his
mind is not wrung with remorse for any disgraceful
deed :
he holds that death in a good cause is no punishment,
but
an honour, and that death for freedom is glory.
What purpose then is served by the death of such men,
what example is proc]s.imed ? the cause for which they die
is nnkuown to the idle and the foolish, hateful to the turbulent, 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
axe to retain a firm hold of authority
and not be compelled to yield to agitators, it is imperative
that freedom of judgment
should be granted, so that men
may live together
in harmony, however diverse, or even
openly contradictory
their opinions may be. We cannot
doubt that such is the best system of government and open
to the fewest objections, since it is the one most in harmony
with human nature.
In a democracy (the most natural
form of government, as we have shown in Chapter XVI.)
everyone
submits
to the control of authority
over his
actions, but not over his judgment
and reason; that is,
seeing that all cannot think a|ike, the voice of the majority
has the force of law, subject to repeal if circumstance8
brhlg about 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 government becomes more tyrannical.
In order to prove that from such freedom no inconvenience arises, which cannot easily be checked by the exercise of the sovereign power, and that men's actions can
easily be kept in bounds, though their opinions be at open
variance, it will be well to cite an example.
Such an one
is not very far to seek.
The city of Amsterdam reaps the
fruitof thisfreedom in itsown greatprosperity
and inthe
admirationofallotherpeople.1_orinthismost flourisMug
state,and most splendidcity,
men of every nation and
religion 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 considered of no nnportance:
for it has no effect t_efore 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 religious controversy between Remonstrants
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 supremacy,
From all these considerations
it is
clearer than the sun at noonday, that the true schismatics
are those who condemn other men's writings, and seditiously stir up the quarrelsome masses against their authors,
rather than those authors themselves, who generally write
only for the ]earned, and appeal solely to reason.
In fa_t,
the real disturbers of the peace are those who, in a free
state, seek to curtail the liberty of judgment which they
are unable to tyranuize over.
I have thus shown :--L That it is impossible to deprive
men of the liberty of saying what they t,hlnlr,
IL That
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such liberty can be conceded to every m_u 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. III. 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
with speculative problems are entirely useless.
VI. Lastly,
that not only may such liberty be granted without prejudice 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 wl_ich alone are capable of offending, but
also the opinions of manldnd, they only succeed in surrounding 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, inasmuch 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
ether 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 XVI_.,
the safest way for a state is to lay down the rule that religion is comprised solely in the exercise of charity and justice, and that the rights of rulers in sacred, no less than in
secular matters, should merely have to do with actions, but
that every man should think what he likes and say what he
thinks.
I have 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 w_]]_ngly submit to
the examination
and approval of my country's rulers ; and
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that I am w_i]_ng to retract anything 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
have striven to keep in entire accordance with the laws of
my country, with loyalty, and with morality.
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_ote 1 (p. 18). The word nab/is rightly interpreted
by Rabbi
Salomon Jarchi, but the sense is hardly caught by Aben Ezra,
who was not so good a Hebraist.
We must also remark that this
Hebrew word for prophecy has a universal meaning
and embraces all kinds of prophecy.
Other terms are more special, and
denote this or that sort of prophecy, as I believe is well known
to the learned.
2Vote 9. (p. 14). "Although
ardi_,,
7cnowledge _ Divine,
its
professors cannot be called prophets.'
That is, interpreters
of
God. For he alone is an interpreter
of God, who interprets
the
decrees winch God has revealed to h_m, to others who have not reeeived such revelatmn,
and whose belief, therefore, rests merely
on the prophet's authority and the confidence reposed in him. If
it were otherwise, and M1 who listen to prophets became prophets
themselves,
as all who listen to philosophers
become nb_!osophers, a prophet would no longer be the interpreter
of I)ivine
decrees, inasmuch as his hearers would know the truth, not on the
authority of the prophet, but by means of actual Divine revelation and inward testimony.
Thus the sovereign powers are the
interpreters
of their own rights of sway, because these are defended only by their authority and supported by their testimony.
/Vote 8 (p. 24). '_,Prophets weve endo_zed with a peouliar a_de_.
trc_yrdi_'y
power.
Though some men enjoy gifts which nature
has not bestowed on their fellows, they are not said to surpass the
bounds of human nature, unless their special qualities are such as
cannot be said to be deducible from the definition
of human
nature.
For instance, a giant is a rarity, but stillh-m_n.
The
gift of composing poetry e_e_pore
is given to very few, yet it is
human.
The same may, therefore, be said of the faculty poseessed by some of imagining
things as vividly as though they
saw them before them, and this not while asleep, but while
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awake. But if anyone could be found who possessed other
means and other foundations for knowledge, he might be said
to transcend the limits of human nature.
CH_PZ_R III.
_rote 4 (p. 47). In Gen. xv. it is written that God promisedAbra_
ham to protect him, and to grant him ample rewards. Abraham
answered that he could expect nothing which could be of any
value to him, as he was childless and well stricken in years.
Note 5 (to. 47). That a keeping of the commandments of the
01d Testament is not sufficient for eternal life, appears from
Mark x. 21.
CHAPTF_¥I.
__'ete 6 (p. 84). We doubt of the existence of God, and consequently of all else, so long as we haveno clear and distinct idea of
God, but only a confused one. For ashe who knows not rightly
the natur_ of a triangle, knows not that its three angles are equal
to two right angles, so he who conceives the Divine nature confusedly, does not see that it pertains to the nature of God to
exist. Now, to conceive the nature of God clearly and distinctly,
it is necessary to pay attention to a certain number of very simple
notions, called general notions, and by their help to associate the
conceptions which we form of the attributes of the Divine nature.
It then, for the first time, becomes clear to us, that God exists
necessarily, that He is omnipresent, and that all our conceptions
involve in themselves the nature of God and are conceived
through it. Lastly, we see that all our adequate ideas are true.
Compare on this, point" the prolegomena to my. book,,, ":P_.
dpZes of 1_)e_cartess pMlosophy set forth geametricalhy.
CHa_Ea

VIL

Note 7 (p.108)."It is _mpos_7_le tofind a _aethod which would
enable us to gaina ¢_rtain bnowled_e of all the s_atemen_ _ SarlTture." I mean impossible for us who have not the habitual use of
the language, and have losS the precise meaning of its phraseology.
Note 8 (_. 112). "Notm thi_gs whereof the understamdd_g ean _Iaiu
a clear and d_t_t idea, and which are conceivable thraugh themselves." By things conceivable I mean not only those which are
rigidly proved, but also those whereof we are morally certain,
and are wont to hear without wonder, though they are incapable
of proof. Everyone can see the truth of Euclid's propositions
before they are proved.
So also the histories of things bo_h
future and past which do not surpass human credence, laws,
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institutions, manners, I call conceivable and clear, though they
cannot be proved mathematically.
But hieroglyphics and histories which seem to pass the bounds of belief I call inconceivable; yet even among these last there are many which our
method enables us to investigate, and to discover the meaning of
their narrator.
CEArrER VIIL
_,Yore9 (p. 122). "Mount Mo_ah i8 called the mount of God."
That is by the historian, not by Abraham, for he says that the
place now called "In the mount of the Lord it shall be revealed," was called by Abraham, "the Lord shall provide."
Nots 10 (p. 124). "Before that territory [Idum_a]
was can.
q_ered by 1)avld." From this time to the reign of Jehoram
when they again separated from the Jewish kingdom (2 Kings
v_Si.20_, the Idum_eans had no king, princes appointed by the
Jews supphed the place of kings (1 Kings xxii. 48), in fact the
prince of Idum_eais called a king (2 Kings iii. 9).
It may be doubted whether the last of the Idummau kings
had begun to reign before the accession of Saul, or whether
Scripture in this chapter of Genesis wished to enumerate only
such kings a_ were independent.
It is evidently mere trifling to
wish to enrol among Hebrew kings the name of _Ioses, who set
up a domanion entirely different from a monarchy.
CHAPTER

IX.

_Vote11 (p.133). "W_hfew e_ceptlons." One of these exceptions
is found in 2 Kings xviii. 20, where we read, "Thou sayest (but
they are but vain words)," the second person being used. In
Isaiah xxxvi. 5, we read "I say (but they are but vain words) I
have counsel and strength for war," and in the twenty-second
verse of the chapter in Kings it is written, "But frye say," the
plural number being used, whereas Isaiah gives the singular.
The text in Isaiah does not contain the words found in 2 E_ngs
xxxii. 82. Thus there are several cases of various readings where
it is impossible to distinguish the best.
2_rote12 (p. 134). " The e_Trcssious _n the two passage8 are
varied." For instance we read in 2 Sam. vii. 6, "But I have
walked in a tent and in a tabernacle."
Whereas in 1 Chron.
xvii. 5, "but have gone from t_at to tent and from one tabernacle
to another."
In 2 Sam. vii. 10, we read, "to ai_et them,"
whereas in 1 Chron. vii. 9, we find a different expression. I could
point out other differences still greater, but a single reading of
the chapters in question will suffice to make them manifes_
to all who are neither blind nor devoid of sense.
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2VotelS (p. 184). "Pld# _ime ¢wa,aotrefer to wt,at immediately
precedes." It is plain from the context that this passage must
allude to the time when Joseph was sold by his brethren.
But
this is not all. We may draw the same conclusion from the age
of Judah, who was then twenty-two years old at most, taking as
basis of calculation his own history just narrated. It follows,
indeed, from the last verse of Gen. xxx., that Judah was born in
the tenth of the years of Jacob's servitude to Laban, and Joseph
in the fourteenth.
Now, as we know that Joseph was seventeen
years old when sold byhis brethren, Judah was then not more than
twenty-one.
Hence, those writers who assert that Judah's long
absence from his father's house took place before Joseph was
sold, only seek to delude themselves and to call in question the
Scriptural authority which they are anxious to protect.
_rot_ 14 (p. 135). "D/naYz was scarce/_/seven ?Jearso/d when she
was vio_ted by Scheche_."
The opinion held by some that Jacob
wandered about for eight or ten years between Mesopotamia and
Bethel, savours of the ridiculous; if respect for Aben Ezra
allows me to say so. For zt is clear that Jacob had two reasons
for haste: first, the desire to see his old parents; secondly,
and chiefly to perform, the vow made when he fled from his
brother (Gen. xxviii. 10 and xxxi. 13, and xxxv. 1). We read
(Gen. _r_i, 8), that God had commauded him to fulfil his vow,
and promzsed him help for returning to his country. If these
considerations seem conjectures rather than reasons, I will waive
the point and admit that Jacob, more unfortunate than Ulysses,
spent eight or ten years or even longer, in this short journey.
At any rate it cannot be demed that Benjamin was born in the
last year of this wandering, that i_ by the reckoning of the objectors, when Joseph was sixteen or seventeen years old, for
Jacob left Laban seven years after Joseph's birth. Now from
the seventeenth year of Joseph's age till the patriarch went into
Egypt, not more than twenty-two years elapsed, as we have
shown in this chapter. Consequently Benjamin, at the time of
the journey to Egypt, was twenty-three or twenty-four at the
most. He would therefore have been a grand.f_her in the
flower of his age (Gen. xlvi. 21, cf. Numb. xxvi. 38, 40, and
1 Chron. viii. 1), for it is certain that Bela, Benjamin's eldest
son, had at that time, two sons, Addai and Naaman.
T_nisis
just ss absurd as the statement that Dinah was violated at the
age of seven, not to mention other impossibilities which would
result from the truth of the narrstive. Thus we see that unskilful endeavours to solve dit_culties, only raise fresh ones, and
make confusion worse confounded.
,Note 15 (p. 186). "0 _h_iel, son o.fKc_g, wasfl_ge for fortyyears."
Rabbi Levi Ben Gerson and others believe that these forty years
which the Bible says were passed in freedom, should be counted
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from the death of Joshua, and consequently include the eight
years during which the people were subject to Kushan Rishathaimt while the following eighteen years must be added on to
the eighty years of Ehud's an& Shamgar's judgeships.
In this
case it would be necessary to reckon the other years of subjection
among those said by the Bible to have been passed in freedom.
Dut the Bible expressly notes the number of years of subjection,
and the number of years of freedom, and further declares
(Judges li. 18) that the Hebrew state was prosperous during the
whole time of the judges. Therefore it is evident that Levi Ben
Gerson (certainly a very learned man), and those who follow
him, correct rather than interpret the Scriptures.
The same fault is committed by those who assert, that Scripture, by this general calculation of years, only intended to mark
the period of the regular administration of the Hebrew state,
leaving out the years of anarchy and subjection as periods of
misfortune and interregnum. Scripture certainly passes over in
silence periods of anarchy, but does not, as they dream, refuse
to reckon them or wipe them out of the country's annals.
It is
clear that Ezra, in 1 Kings vi., wished to reckon absolutely all
the years since the flight from Egypt. This is so plain, that no
one versed in the Scriptures can doubt it. For, without going
back to the precise words of the text, we may see that the
genealogy of David given at the end of the book of Ruth, and
1 Chron. iL, scarcely accounts for so great a number of years.
For Nahshon, who was prince of the tribe of Judah (Numb. vii.
11), two years after the Exodus, died in the desert, and his son
Salmon passed the Jordan with Joshua.
Now this Salmon, according to the genealogy, was David's great-grandfather.
Deducting, then, from the total of 480 years, four years for Solomon's
reign, seventy for David's life, and forty for the time passed in
the desert, we find that David was born 366 years after the passage of the Jordan. Hence we must believe that David's father,
grandfather, grsat-grandfather, and great-great-grandfather
begat children when they were ninety years old.
-,Vote 16 (p. 137). "Sar_so_ was judge for twenty years.'
Samson was born after the Hebrews had fallen under the
dominion of the Philistines.
2_ote 17 (p. 139). Otherwise, they rather correct than explain
Scripture.
iVote 18 (p. 140). "K_rj_h-jear_m." Kirjath-jearim is alsocalled
Baale of Judah. Hence Kimchi and others think that the words
Baale Judah, which I have translated "the people of Judah,"
are the name of a town. But this is not so, for the word Basle
is in the plural. Moreover, comparing this text in Samuel with
1 Chron. xKi. 5, we find that David did not rise up and go forth
out of Baale, but that he went thither. If the author of the hook
T
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of Samuel had meant to name the place whence David took the
ark, he would, if he spoke Hebrew correctly, have said, "David
rose up, and set forth from Basle Judah, and took the ark from
thent, e."
CHa_rmt X.
17ote 19 (p. 146). "After the rest_rratlo_ o/the Ten,Tle by Juda_
Maccabcsus."
This conjecture, ff such it be, is founded on
the genealogy of King Jecomah, given in 1 Chron. iii., which
finishes at the sons of Elioenai, the thirteenth in direct descent
from him : whereon we must observe that Jeconiah, before his
captivity, had no children ; but it is probable that he had two
while he was in prison, if we may draw any inference from
the names he gave them. As to his grandchildren, it is evident
that they were born after his deliverance, if the names be any
guide, for his grandson, Pedaiah (a name meaning God hath
delivered me), who, according to this chapter, was the father of
Zerubbabel, was born in the thirty-seventh or thirty-eighth year
of Jeeoniah's hfe, that is thirty-three years before the restoration
of liberty to the Jews by Cyrus. Therefore Zernbbabel, to whom
Cyrus gave the principahty of Judaea, was thirteen or fourteen
years old. But we need not carry the inquiry so far : we need
only read 8ttentively the chapter of 1 Chron., already quoted,
where (v. 17, s_q.) mention is made of all the posterity of Jeconiah, and compare it with the Septuagint cars/on to see clearly
that these books were not published, till after Maccab_eus had
restored the Temple, the sceptre no longer belonging to the house
of Jeeoniah.
"_Vote20 (p. 148). "Zedeblah shou_ be ta_e_ to Babylon."
No one could then have suspected that the prophecy of Ezekiel
contradicted that of Jeremiah, but the suspicion occurs to everyone who reads the narrative of Josephus.
The event proved
that both prophets were in the right.
/Vote 21 (p. 150). "And who u_vte i_ehem_ah." That the
greater part of the book of Nehemiah was taken from the work
composed by the prophet Nehemiah himself, follows from the
testimony of its author.
(See chap. i.). But it is obvious that
the whole of the passage contained between chap. viii. and
chap. xii. verse 26, together with the two last verses of chap.
xil., which form a sort of parenthesis to Nehemiah's words,
were added by the hlsterian ]_imself, who outlived Nehemiah.
_Vote22 (p. 151). "I suppose _w one thinks" that Ezra was the
uncle of the first high priest, named Joshua (see Ezra vii., and
1 Chron. vi. 14), and went to Jerusalem from Babylon with
Zerubbabel (see Nehemiah xii. 1). But it appears that when
he saw, that the Jews were in a state of anarchy, he returned
to Babyloxi, as also did others (lqehem. L 2), and remained
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there till the reig-n of Ar_axerxes, when his requests were
granted and he went a second time to Jerusalem. Nehemiah
also went to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel in the time of Cyrus
(Ezra ii. 2 and 68, cf. x. 9, and Nehemiah x. 1). The version
given of the Hebrew word, translated "ambassador," is not
supported by any authority, while it is certain that fresh names
were given to those Jews who frequented the court. Thus
Daniel was named Balteshazzar, and Zerubbabel Sheshbazzar
(Dan. i. 7). Nehemiah was called Atirsata, while in virtue of
his office he was styled governor_ or president. (Nehem. v. 24,
xii. 26.)
_N'ote23 (p. 155). "Before the time of the Mae_e_s there was _o
careen of sacred books." The synagogue styled "the great" dad
not begin before the subjugation of Asm by the Macedonians.
The contention of Maimonides, Rabbi Abraham, Ben-David, and
others, that the presidents of this synagogue were Ezra, Daniel,
Nehemiah, Haggai, Zechariah, &c., is a pure fiction, resting
only on rabbinical tradatlon. Indeed they assert that the
dominion of the Persians only lasted tbarty-four years, and this
is their chief reason for maintaining that the decrees of the
"great synago_o_ae," or synod (rejected by the Sadducees, but
accepted by the Pharisees) were ratified by the prophets, who
received them from former prophets, and so in direct succession
from Moses, who received them from God Himself.
Such is the
doctrine whmh the Pharisees maintain with their wonted
obstinacy. Enlightened persona_'however, who know the reasons
for the convoking of councils, or synods, and are no strangers to
the differences between Pharisees and Sadducees, can easily divine
the causes which led to the assembling of this great synagogue.
It is very certain that no prophet was there present, and that
the decrees of the Pharisees, which they style their traditions,
derive all their authority from it.
C_er F_ XL
2_ote 24 (p. 157). "2Vow I tMn_." The translators render the
word Xo_,/_0pmhere by I Cnfer,and assert that Paul uses it as
synonymous with o.v),XoTi_o/uu. But the former word has, in
Greek, the same meaning as the Hebrew word rendered to
think, to esteem, to judge. And this signification would be in
entire agreement with the Syriac translation.
This Syriac
translation (if it be a translation, which is very doubtful, for
we know neither the time of its appearance, nor the translator,
and Syrlac was the vernacular of the Apostles) renders the text
before us in a way well explained by Tremellius as "we thinl¢;
therefore."
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°

_ote _5 (p. 198).
That _mple obeddence @ the path of salva_
_ion."
In other words, it is enough for salvation or blessedness,
that we should embrace the Divine decrees as laws or commands ; there is no need to conceive them as eternal ta-uths.
This can be taught us by Revelation,
not Reason, as appears
from the demonstrations
given in Chap_r IV.
CaAPrER

XVI.

..AT"ore26 (p. 203). " lVo _
can honestly 1rrom@e to forego the
r_ght which he has over all tMngs."
In the state of social life,
where general right determines what is good or evil, stratagem
is rightly distinguished
as of two kinds, good and evil.
But in
the state of Nature, where every man is his own judge, possessing the absolute right to lay down laws for himself, to interpret;
them as he pleases, or to abrogate them if he thinks it convenient, it is not conceivable
that stratagem
should be evil.
iVote 27 (19. 206). "Every
member of _t may, i/he will, be/tee.'"
Whatever
be the social state a man finds himseff in, he may
be free.
For certainly
a man is free, in so far as he is led by
reason.
Now reason (though ttobbes thinks otherwise) is always
on the side of peace, which cannot be attained unless the general
laws of the state be respected.
Therefore the more a man is le_
by reason--in
other words, the more he is f_ee, the more constantly will he respect the laws of his country, and obey the_
commands
of the sovereign power to which he is subject.
2_'ote 28 (19. 210). "_,N'o one ]_mowe by nature that he owes a,ny"
obedience to God. ' When Paul says that men have in themselves
no refuge, he speaks as a man : for in the ninth chapter of the
same epistle he expressly teaches that God has mercy on whom
He will, and that men are without excuse, only because they are
in God's power like clay in the hands of a potter, who out of the_
same lump makes vessels, some for honour and some for dishonour, not because they have been forewarned.
As regards the
Divine
natural law whereof the chief commandment
is, as we
have said, to love God, I have called it a law in the same sense,
as philosophers
style laws those general rules of nature, accordLug to which everything
happens.
For the love of God is not a
state of obedience : it is a virtue which necesanly
exists in a
man who knows God rightly.
Obediencehas
regard to the will
of a ruler, not to necessity
and truth.
Now as we are ignoran_
of the nature
of God's will, and on the other hand know tha_
everything
happens solely by God's power, we cannot, exce:p_
through revelation,
know whether God wishes in any way to be
honoured
as a sovereign.
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Again ; we have shown that the Divine rights appear to us in
the light of rights or commands, only so long as we are ignorant
_f their cause : as soon as their cause is known, they cease to be
rights, and we embrace them no longer as rights but as eternal
trnths ; in other words, obedience passes into love of God, which
emanates from true knowledge as necessarily as light emanates
from the sun. Reason then leads us to love God, but cannot
lead us to obey Hun ; for we cannot embrace the comm_nds of
God as Divine, while we are in ignorance of their cause, neither
can we rationally conceive God as a sovereign layingdown laws
as a sovereign.
CHAPTERXVII.
Nde 29 (p. 214). "If men ¢ouTd Zoss i_
_afural rights so
to be absolutely una_Ze for tke future to oI_t_e the will of the
_overeig_. "
Two common soldiers undertook to change the Roman dor,i_ion, and did change it. (Tacitus, Hist. i. 7.)
Note 30 (T. 221). See N_mSer8 xL 28. In this passage it is written
that two men prophesied in the camp, and that Joshua wished to
punish them. This he would not have done, ff it had been lawful for anyone to deliver the Divine oracles to the people without
the consent of Moses. But Moses thought good to pardon the
two men, and rebuked Joshua for exhorting him to use his royal
l_rerogative, at a time when he was so weary of reigning, that he
rsferred death to holding undivided sway (Numb. xi. 14). For
e made answer to Joshua, "Enviest thou for my sake ? Would
God that all the Lord's people were prophets, and that the Lord
would put His spirit upon them."
That is to say, would God
that the right of taking counsel of God were general, and the
power were in the hands of the people. Thus Joshua was not
mistaken as to the right, but only as to the time for using it,
for which he was rebuked by Moses, in the same way as Abiehai
was rebuked by David for counselling that Shimei, who had
undoubtedly been guilty of treason, should be put to death. See
2 Sam. xix. 22, 23.
NoteS1 (p.222). 8eelV_m_rs r_rii. 21. The translatore of the
Bible have rendered incorrectly verses 19 and 28 of this chapter.
The passage does not mean that Moses gave precepts or advice
to Joshua, but that he made or established him chief of the
_[ebrews. The phrase is very frequent in Scripture (see Exodus,
xviii. 23 ; 1 Sam. xiii. 15 ; Joshua i. 9 ; 1 Sam. xxv. 30).
Note 32 (p. 224). " There was no judge over each of the ¢_rp_'_
cave God." The Rabbis and some Christians equally foolish pretend that the Sanhedrin, called "the great" was instituted by
_Ioses. As a matter of fact, Moses chose seventy colleagues to
assist him in governing, because he was not able to bear alone tJae
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burden of the whole people ; but he never passed any law for
forming a college of seventy members ; on the contrary he ordered
every tribe to appoint for itself, in the cities which God had giveD
it, judges to settle disputes according to the laws which he him_
self had laid down.
In eases where the opinions of the judge_
differed as to the interpretation
of these laws, Moses bade ther_
take counsel of the High Priest (who was the chief interpreter
of the law), or of the chief judge, to whom they were then
subordinate
(who had the right of consulting
the High Priest),
and to decide the dispute m accordance with the answer obtained.
If any subordinate
judge should assert, that he w_s not bound by
the decision of the High Priest, received either directly or througl_
the chief of his state, such an one was to be put to death (Deut.
xvii. 9) by the chief judge, whoever he might be, to whom he
was a subordinate.
This chief judge would either be Joshua,
the supreme captain of the whole people, or one of the tribal
chiefs who had been entrusted,
after the division of the tribes,
with the right of consulting
the high priest
concerning
the
affairs of his tribe, of deciding
on ]peace or war, of fortifying
towns, of appointing
inferior judges, &c. Or, again, it might be
the king, in whom _11 or some of the kibes had vested their
rights.
I could cite many instances
in confirmation
of what I hero
advance.
I will confine myself to one, which appears to me the
most important of all. When the Shilomitish
prophet anointed
Jeroboam king, he, in so doing, gave him the right of consulting
the high priest, of appointing
judges, &c. In fact he endowed
him with all the rights over the ten tribes, which Rehoboam
retained over the two tribes.
Consequently
Jeroboam
could set
up a supreme council in his court with as much right as Jehoshaphat could at Jerusalem
(2 Chron. xix. 8). For it is plain that
neither Jeroboam, who was king by God's commaud,
nor Jeroboam's subjects, were bound by the Law of Moses to accel_ the
judgments of Rehoboam,
who was not their kin_. Still less were
they under the jurisdiction
ot the judge, whom Rehoboam had
set up in Jerusalem
as subordinate
to himself.
According,
therefore,
as the Hebrew
dominion
was divided,
so was a
supreme council set up in each division.
Those who negle_
the
variations in the constatution
of the Hebrew States, and confuse
them all together in one, fall into numerous difficulties.
Cma_TF_R XIX.
1Cote 33 (10- 256). I must here bespeak special
what was said in Chap. XYI. concerning rights.

attention

for

BENEDICT
WHEREIN
WHICH
AS

DE SPINOZA'S
IS

POLITICAL

DEMONSTRATED,

MONARCHICAL
ALSO

THAT

AS

IN

NOT

TYRANNY,

THE

[TBACT._TU8

SOCIETY

FINDS

THE

SHOULD

BE ORDERED,

LAPSE

IN

PLACE,

WHICH

TO

DOMINION

INTO

A

BUT TO PRESERYE

12_vIOIdkTE
AND

THE

DOMINION

IS ARISTOCRATIC,
SO

HOW

TRE£TISE,

THE

PEACE

FREEDOM

OF

CITIZENS.

POLITICU$.|

\

_O_I

THE

EDITOR'S

POSTHUMOUS

WO_I_S
DE

PREFACE
OF

TO

THE

BENEDICT

SPINOZA.

UR author composed the Political
Treatise shortly
before his death.
Its rcason_ngs are exact, its style
clear.
Abandoning the opinions of many political writers,
he most firmly propounds therein his own judgment ; and
throughout
draws his conclusions from his premisses.
In
the first five chapters, he treats of political science in
general--in
the sixth and seventh, of monarchy;
in the
eighth, ninth, and tenth, of aristocracy; lastly, the eleventh
begins the subject of democratic
government.
But his
untimely death was the reason that he did not finish this
treatise, and that he did not deal with the subject of laws,
nor with the various questions about poetics, as may be
seen from the following "Letter of the Author to a Friend,
which may properly be prefixed to this Political Treatise,
and serve it for a Preface :"-"Dear Friend,
Your welcome letter was delivered to me
yesterday.
I hea_ily thank you for the k_ud interest you
take in me.
I would not miss this opportunity,
were I not
engaged in something,
which I think more useful, and
which, I believe, will please you more--that
is, in preparing
a Political Treatise, which I began some time since, upon
your advice.
Of this treatise,
six chapters are already
finished.
The first contains a kind of introduction
to the
actual work;
of the right

the second treats of natural right ; the third,
of supreme authorities.
In the fourth, I
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inquire, what political matters are subject to the directio.
of supreme authorities ; in the fifth, what is the ul_nate
and highest end which a society can contemplate ; and, in
the sixth, how a monarchy should be ordered, so as not to
lapse into a tyranny.
I am at present writing the seventh
chapter, wherein I make a regular demonstration
of all the
heads of my preceding sixth chapter, concerning the order°
ing of a well-regulated
monarchy.
I shah afterwards pass
to the subjects of aristocratic and popular dominion, and,
lastly, to that of laws and other particular questions about
politics.
And so, farewell."
The author's aim appears clearly from this letter; but
being hindered by illness, and snatched away by death, he
was unable, as the reader will find for h_mself, to continue
this work further than to the end of the subject of
aristocracy.
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ItYr_)SOPHERS
of thefall
passions
us as vices into conceive
which men
by theirwhich
own harass
fault,
and, therefore, generally deride, bewail, or blame them, or
execrate them, if they wish to seem unusually pious.
And
_o they thlnlr they are doing something
wonderful, and
reaching
the pinnacle of learning, when they are clever
enough to bestow manifold praise on such human nature,
as is nowhere to be found, and to make verbal attacks on
that which, in fact, exists.
For they conceive of men, not
as they are, but as they themselves would like them to be.
Whence it has come to pass that, instead of ethics, they
have generally written satire, and that they have never
conceived a theory of politics, which could be turned to use,
but such as mlaht be taken for a chimera, or might have
been formed in Utopia, or in that golden age of the liners
_vhen, to be sure, there was least need of i_ Accerc]ingly,
as in all sciences, which have a useful application,
so
especially in that of politics, theory is supposed to be at
variance with practice; and no men are esteemed less fit to
_tirect public affairs than theorists or philosophers.
2. But statesmen, on the other hand, are suspocf_d of
plottingagainst m_]dnd,
rather than consulting
their
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interests, and are esteemed more crafty t_n learned.
No
doubt nature has taught them, that vices will e_st, while
men do. And so, while they study to anticipate human
wickedness, and that by arts, which experience and long
practice have taught, and which men generally use under
the guidance more of fear than of reason, they are thought
to be enemies of religion, especially by divines, who believe
that supreme authorities
should handle public affairs in
accordance with the same rules of piety, as bind a private
individual.
Yet there can be no doubt, that statesmen
have written about politics far more happily than philosophers.
For, as they had experience for their mistress,
they taught nothing that was inconsistent with practice.
3. And, certainly, I am fully persuaded that experience
has revealed all conceivable sorts of commonwealth,
which
are consistent with men's living in unity, and likewise the
means by which the multitude
may be guided or kept
within fixed bounds.
So that I do not believe that we can
by meditation discover in this matter anything not yet tried
and ascertained, which shall be consistent with experience
or practice.
For men are so situated, that they c_.nnot live
without some general law. But general laws and public
affairs are ordained and managed by men of the utmost
acuteness, or, if you like, of great cunning or craft.
And
so it is hardly credible, that we should be able to conceive
of anything serviceable to a general society, that occasion or
chance has not offered, or that men, intent upon their
common affairs, and seeldng their own safety, have not seen
for themselves.
4. Therefore, on applying my mind to polities, I have resolved to demonstrate by a certain and undoubted
course
of argument,
or to deduce from the very condition
of
human nature, not what is new and 1reheard of, but only
such _.hlngs as agree best with practice. And that I might
investigate the subject-matter of this science with the same
freedom of spirit as we generally use in mathematics,
1
have laboured carefully, not to mock, lament, or execrate,
but to understand human actions; and to this end I have
looked upon passions, such as love, hatred, anger, envy,
ambition, pity, and the other perturbations
of the mind,
not in the light of vices of human nature, but as properties,
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just as pertinent to it, as are heat, cold, storm, thunder,
and the like to the n_ture of the atmosphere, which phenomena, f_hough inconvenient, are yet necessary, and have
iixed causes, by means of which we endeavour to undertheir nature, and the mind has just as much pleasure
in viewing them aright, asin knowing such _hings as flatter
the senses.
5. For this is cer_in_ and we have proved its truth in
our Ethics, l that men are of necessity liable to passions,
and so constituted as to pity those who are ill, and envy
those who are well off; and to be prone to vengeance more
_n 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 their utmost mutnM]y to oppress one another ; and he who comes out conqueror is more proud of
the harm he has clone to the other, than of the good he has
done to himself. And although all are persuaded, that religion, on the contrary, teaches every man to love his neighbeur as h_mself, 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 polities
can ever be induced to live accordiug to the bare dictate
of reason, must be dreaming of the poetic golden age, or of
a slate.play.
6. A dominion then, whose well-being depends on any
man's good faith, and whose affairs cannot be properly
a_mlnistered, 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
i Ethics,iv. 4, CorolLill 31j note; 32,note.
Ibid_v. 42, note.
u
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ordered, that those who s_mi_,ter
them. whether _ded
by reaeon or p-ssion, cannot be led to act _erously
or
basely.
Nor does it matter to the security of a dom_-_on.
in what spirlt men are led to rightl_ ar]m_n_ter its affairs.
F_or liberality of spirit, or courage, is a prlwte virtue ; but
the virtue of a state is its security.
7. Y,astly, inasmuch as all men, whether bar]_arous or
civilized, everywhere frame customs, and form some kind
of civil state, we must not, therefore, look to proofs of
reason for the causes and natural ba_es of dominion, but
derive them from the general nature or position of mankind, as I mean to do in the next cha/Y_r.
/
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lg our Theologico-Polltlcal Treatise we have treated of
natural and civil right/and in our Ethics have explained
the nature of wrong-doing, merit, justice, injustice,' and
lastly, of human liberty.* Yet, lest the readers of the
present treatise should have to seek elsewhere those points,
which especially concern it, I have determined to explain
them here again; and give a deductive proof of them.
2. Any natural thing whatever can be just as well conceived, whether it exists or does not exist. As then the
beginning of the existence of natural things o_nnot be inferred from their definition, so neither can their continnlng
to exist. For their ideal essence is the same, after they
have begun to exist, as it was before they existed. As
then their beginning to exist _nnot be inferred from their
essence, so neither can their continnlng to exist; but they
txeed the same power to enable them to go on existing, as
to enable them to begin to exist. From which it follows,
that the power, by which natural things exist, and therefore that by which they operate, can be no other than the
eternal power of God. itself. For were it another and a
created power, it could not preserve itself, much less
natural things, but it would itself, in order to continue to
exist, have need of the same power which it needed to be
created.
3. From this fact therefore, that is, that the power
whereby natural things exist and operate is the very power
of God itself, we easily understand what natural right is.
For as God has a right to everything, and God's right is
nothing else, but his very power, as far as the latter is conI Theologioo-Polltical Tr_tise,
a _ghics, iv. 87, note 2.

Chap. xvL
a /bid., iL 45, 49, note.
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sidered to _e absolutely free; it follows from this, that
every natural thing has by nature as much right, as it
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
free.
4. And so by natural right I understand the very laws
or rules of nature, in accordance with which everyth_ug
takes place, in other words, the power of nature itself. And
so the natural right of universal nature, and consequently
of every individual thi_, extends as far as its Power : and
accordingly, whatever any Tn_u 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 ha_ bee_ 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 m_u_ud, would be
determined by the power of reason only.
But men are
more led by blind desire, than by reason: mud therefore
the natural power or right of human beings should be
llm_ted, not by reason, but by every appetite, whereby they
are deterrnlued 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 ]imlted
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 tl_r.n follow the course of nature, and conceive of
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Tnankind in nature as of one dominion within another.
For they m_ntain, that the human mind is produced by
no natural causes, but crcated directly by God, and is so
independent of other things, that it has an absolute power
to determine itself, and make a right use of rcasom ExPerience, however,teaches
us but foo well,thatitis no
more inour power to have a sound mind,than a sound
body. Next,inasmuchas everything
whatever,
as faras
itlies,
strives
to preserve
itsown existence,
we e_nnot
at alldoubt,that,
were itas much in our power to live
afterthe dictate
of reason,as to be ledby blinddesire,
allwould be ledby reason,
and ordertheirlives
wisely;
whichisveryfarfrom beingthecase. For
,,
Eachisattracted
byhisowndel_ht."
l
Nor do divines remove this dimculty, at least not by
deciding, that the cause of this want of power is a vice or
sin in human nature, deriving its origin from our first
parents' fall. Fori_it was even in the first mp.n's power
as much to stand as to fall, and he was in possession of his
senses, and had his nature unimpaired, how could it be,
that he fell in spite of his knowledge and foresight ? But
they say, that he was deceived by the devil. Who then
was it, that deceived the devil himself ? Who, I say, so
maddened the very being that excelled all other created
intelligences, that he wished to be greater than God ? For
was not h/s effort too, supposing him of sound mi_d, to
preserve
blmselfand his existence, as far as in him lay ?
Besides, how could it happen, that the first man himself,
being in his senses, and master of his own will, should be
led astray, and suffer himself to be taken mentally captive ?
For if he had the Power to make a right use of reason, it
was not possible for him to be deceived, for as far as in
him lay, he of necessity strove to preserve his existence and
his soundness of mind. But the hypothesis is, that he had
thisin his power; therefore he of necessity mainf_ined his
soundness of mi_d, and could not be deceived. But this

him
hory,

known bef se.

it must be admitted, that it was not in the first man s
Virgil,EeLii. 65.

power to make a right use of reason, but that, ]ilre us, he
was subject to passions.
7. But that m_u_ like other beings, as far as in _im 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 Tn_n 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 liberty with contingency.
For liberty is a virtue, or excellence. Whatever, therefore,
convicts a m_n of wealrness cannot be ascribed to his
liberty.
And so man can by no means be called free, because 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 operating 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 preference to good ; and, therefore, God, who exists in absolute
liberty, also understands
and operates of necessity, that is,
exists, understands,
and operates according to the necessity
of his own nature.
Por 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 necessity 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 hls reason, and be at the highest pitch
of human liberty, and yet that everyone always, as far as
in _im 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 ordiuauee of nature, under which
all men are born, and for the most part live, forbids nothi,g
but what no one wishes or is able to do, and is not opposed
to strifes, hatred, anger, treachery, or, in general, anythlu_
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 manlrind, but other in_n_to
laws, which regard the eternal order of universal nature,
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whereof man is an atom ; and according to the necessity of
this order only are all individual beings determlned in a
fixed manner to exist and operate. Whenever, then, anything in nature seems to us ridiculous, absurd, or evil, it is
because we have but a partial knowledge of things, and
are in the main ignorant of the order and coherence of
nature as a whole, and because we want everything to be
arranged according to the dictate of our own reason;
although, in fact, what our reason pronounces bad, is not
bad as regards the order and laws of universal nature,
but only as regards the laws of our own nature taken
separate]y.
9. Besides, it follows that everyone is so far rightfully
dependent on another, as he is under that other's authority,
and so far independent, as he is able to repel all violence,
and avenge to his heart's content all damage done to him,
and in general to live after his own mlnd.
10. He has another under his authority, who holds hlm
bound, or has taken from him arms and means of defence
or escape, or inspired him with fear, or so attached him to
hlmself by past favour, that the man obliged would rather
please his ben_r
than himself, and live after his mlnd
th_n after his own. He that has another under authority
in the first or second of these ways, holds but his body,
not his mlnd. But in the third or fourth way he has
made dependent on himself as well the mind as the body
of the other ; yet only as long as the fear or hope lasts,
for upon the removal of the feeling the other is left independent.
11. The judgment can be dependent on another, only as
far as that other can deceive the mind ; whence it follows
that the mind is so far independent, as it uses reason
aright. Nay, inasmuch as human power is to be reckoned
less by physical vigour than by mental strength, it follows
that those men are most independent whose reason is
strongest, and who are most guided thereby. And so I am
altogether for r_.111nga man so far free, as he is led by
reason ; because so far he is determ;ned to action by such
causes, as can be adequately understood by his n_sisted
nature,althoughby thesecauseshe be necessarfly
determinedto action. For liberty, as we showed above
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(See. 7), does not take away the necessity of _tlng, 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 rightfully leave undone, or v/ce vers_, remains so long valid as
the will of him that gave his word remains unchan_t.
For he that has authority to break fa_ith has, in fact, bated
nothing of his own _.ght, 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
(See. 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 fax as men are tormented by anger, envy, or
any passion hnplying 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 clmning than the other animals.
And because men
are in the highest degree liable to these passions (Chap. I,
See. 5), therefore men are naturally enemies.
For he is
my greatest enemy, whom I must most fear and be on my

gua_ agamst.

15, But inasmuch as (See. 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 nonentity, existing in opinion rather than fact, as there is no
assurance of mal_n_ it good.
And it is certain that the
greater cause of fear every individual ha_ the less power,
and consequently the less right, he possesses. To this must
be added, that without mutual help men can hardly supPort life and cultivate the mind. And so our conclusion is,
that that natural right, which is special to the human
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can hardly be conceived, except where men have general
rights, and combine to defend the possession of the lands
they inhabit and cultivate, to protect themselves, to repel
all violence, and to live a_ortling to the general judgment
of all. For (See. 13) the more there are that combine
together, the more right they collectively possess. And if
this is why the schoolmen want to call man a sociable
anlmal--I mean because men in the state of nature can
hardly be independent---I have nothing to say against
them.
16. Where men have general rights, and are all guided,
as it were, by one mind, it is certain (See. 13), that every
individual has the less right the more the rest collectively
exceed him in power; that is, he has, in fact, no right
over nature but that which the common law allows him.
But whatever he is ordered by the general consent, he is
bound to execute, or may rightfully be compelled thereto
(See. 4).
17. This right, which is determined by the power of a
multitude, is generally called Dominion. And, speal,-ing
generally, he holds dominion, to whom are entrusted by
common eonsent affairs of state---such as the laying down,
interpretation, and abrogation of laws, the fortification of
cities, deciding on war and peace, &c. But if this charge
belong to a council, composed of the general multitude,
then the dominion is called a democracy ; if the council be
composed of certain chosen persons, then it is an aristocracy;
and if, lastly, the care of affairs of state and, consequently,
the dominion rest with one man, then it has the name of
monarchy.
18. From what we have proved in this chapter, it becomes clear to us that, in the state of nature, wrong.doing
is impossible; or, if anyone does wrong, it is to himself,
not to another. For no one by the law of nature is bound
to please another, unless he chooses, nor to hold anything
to be good or evil, but what he himself, accorrllng to his
own temperament, pronounces to he so; and, to speak
generally, nothing is forbidden by the law of nature, except
whatis beyond everyone s power(Sees. 5 and 8). Butwrongdoing is action, which cannot lawfully be committed. But
if men by the ordinance of nature were bound to be led by
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reason, then all of necessity would be so led. For the
ordinances of nature are the ordinances of God (Sees. 2, 3),
which God t_s instituted by the liberty, whereby he exists,
and they follow, therefore, from the necessity of the divine
nature (Sec. 7), and, consequently, are eternal, and cannot
be broken. But men are chiefly guided by appetite, without reason; yet for all this they do not disturb the course
of nature, but follow it of necessity. And, therefore, a ma_
ignorant and weak of mind, is no more bound by natural
law to order his life wisely, than a sick man is bound to be
sound of body.
19. Therefore wrong-doing cannot be conceived of, _ut
under domlnlon--that is, where, by the general right of
the whole dominion, it is decided what is good and what
evil, and where no one does anything rightfully, save what
he does in accordance with the general decree or consent
(See. 16). For that, as we said in the last section, is
wrong-doing, which cannot lawfully be committed, or is by
law forbidden. But obedience is the constant will to
execute that, which by law is good, and by the general
decree ought to be done.
20. Yet we are accustomed to call that also wrong,
which is done against the sentence of sound reason, and
to give the name of obedience to the constant will to
moderate the appetite according to the dictate of reason :
a manner of speech which I should quite approve, did
human liberty consist in the licence of appetite, and
slavery in the dominion of reason. But as human liberty
is the greater, the more man can be {_.tided by reason,
and moderate his appetite, we cannot without great.imo
propriety call a rational life obedience, and give the name
of wrong-doing to that which is, in fact, a weakness of
the mind, not a licence of the mind directed against itself,
_nd for which a man may be called a slave, rather than
free (Sees. 7 and 11).
21. However, as reason teaches one to practise piety, and
be of a e_lm and gentle spirit, which cannot be done savo
under dominion; and, further, as it is impossible for a
multitude to be guided, as it were, by one m_nd_ as under
dominion is required, unless it has laws ordained according
ta the dictate of reason; men who ave a_eustomed to liw
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under dominion are not, therefore, using words so improperly, when they call t_t wrong.doing
which is done
against the s_ntence of reason, because the laws of the best
dominion ought to be framed accer_]ing to that dictate
(Sec. 18). But, as for my saying (See. 18) that man in a
state of nature, if he does wrong at all, does it against _m.
self, see, on this point, Chap. 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,
_lat a manis 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 t_e dictates of reason only, which
respect religion, and likewise reflect that these dictates are
revealed to us by God, speaking, as it were, within ourselves, or else were revealed to prophets as laws ; so far,
Sl_]_ng
in human fashion, we say that man obeys God
when he worships h_m in aincerity, 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 r_]_es some vessels unto honour, and others
unto dishonour. _ And thus man can, indeed, act contrarily
to the decrees of God, as far as they have been written like
laws in the winds 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 not_.
28. As, then, wrong-doing and obedience, in their strict
sense, so also justice and injustice cannot be conceived of,
except under dominion.
For nature offers nothing that
can be c_lled this man's rather th_n another's;
but under
nature ever_..l_ng belongs to all--that
is, they have authority to claim it for themselves.
But under domiuion, where
it is by common law deter_ined
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,
Roma_ ix. 21.
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on the contrary, to make his own that which belongs to
another.
24. But _ha_ praise and blame are emotions of joy and
sadness, accompanied by an idea of human excellence or
weakness as their cause, we have explained in our Ethics.
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NDER every dominion the state is said to be Civil;
but the entire body subject to a dominion is called a
Commonwealth, and the general business of the dom_nlon,
subject to the direction of him that holds it, has the name
of A_airs of State. Next we call men Citizens, as far as
they enjoy b_y the civil law all the advantages of the
commonwealth, and Subjects, as far as they are bound to
obey its ordlngnces or laws. Lastly, we have already said
that, of the civil state, there are three kiuds--democracy,
aristocracy, and monarchy (Chap. II. Sec. 17). Now, before
I begin to treat of each kind separately, I will first deduce
all the properties of the civil state in general. And of
these, first of all comes to be considered the supreme right
of the commonwealth, or the right of the supreme
authorities.
2. From Chap. II. Sec. 15, it is clear that the right of
,thesupremeauthorities
isnothin_
else
thansimplenatural
right,
limited,
indeed,
by thepower,notofeveryindividual,
but of themultitude,
which is guided,
as itwere,by one
mind--that is, as each individual in the state of nature, so
the body and mind of a dominion have as much right as
they have power. And thus each single citizen or subject
_has the less right, the more the commonwealth exceeds him
in Power (Chap. II. Sec. 16), and each citizen consequently
does and has nothing, but what he may by the general
decree of the commonwealth defend.
3. If the commonwealth grant to any man the fight,
and therewith the authority (for else it is but a gift of
words, Chap. H. Sec. 12), to live after his own mind, by that
very act it abandons its own right, and transfers the same
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-_o him, to whom it has g_ven such authority.
But if it
tins given this authority to two or more, I mean authority
_o live each after his own mind, by that very act it ha6
<livided 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,
but everything returns to the state of nature ; all of which is very
manifest from what goes before.
And thus it follows,
that it can by no means be conceived, that every citizen
should by the ordinance of the commonwealth
live after
his own mind, and accordingly this natural right of being
-one's own judge", ceases in the civil state.,, I say. expressly.
_' by the ordinance of the commonwealth,
for, if we weigh
the matter aright, the natural right of every man does" not
_cease in the civil state.
For man, a lilre in the natural and
_n the civil state, acts according to the laws of his own
nature, and consults his own interest.
M_n_ I say, in each
_state is led by fear or hope to do or leave undone this or
_that; but the main difference between the two _cates is
-this, that in the civil state all fear the same thln_, mad all
trove the same ground of security, and manner of life ; and
,_his cert_,in!y does not do away with the indlvidual's faculty
-of judgment.
For he that is minded
to obey all the
,_omraonwealth's
orders, whether through fear of its power
.or through love of quiet, certainly consults after his own
heart his own safety and interest.
4. Moreover, we cannot even conceive, that every citizen
should be allowed to interpret the commonwealth's
decrees
.or laws.
For were every citizen allowed this, he would
thereby be his own judge, because each would easily 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 him.
self, but on the commonwsalth,
all whose commands he is
bound to execute, and has no right to decide, wlmt is
•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 r, lnd, and consequently
the will of the
•commonw_flth
must be taken to be the will of all ; what
-the state decides to be just and good must be held to be
,_o decided by every individual.
And so, however iniquitous
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the subject may thi,lr the commonwealth's decisions, he is
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
_)fanother, and consequently, is not the civil state repugnaut to reason ? Whence it would follow, that the civil
_tate is irrational, and could only be created by men destitute of reason, not at all by such as are led by it. But
_ince reason teaches nothing contrary to nature, sound
reason cannot therefore dictate, tlmt every one should
remain independent, so long as men are liable to passions
_Chap. IL Sec. 15), that is, reason pronounces against such
independence (Chap. I. Sec. 5). Besides, reason altogether
teaches to seek pes_, and peace cannot be maintained,
unless the commonwealth's general laws be kept unbrokem
And so, the more a man is guided by reason, that is
(Chap. IL 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
general fear, and prevent general sufferings, and therefore
pursues above everything the very end, after which everyene, who is led by reason, strives, but in the natural state
strives vainly (Chap. IL Sec. 15). Wherefore, if a man,
who is led by reason, has sometimes to do by the commonwealth's order what he knows to be repugnant to reason,
that harm is far compensated by the good, which he derives from the existence of 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
ef 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 is
founded and guided by reason. For the right of the
_ommonwealth is determined by the power of the multitude, 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. ]I Sect. 10). Whenceit
follows, that such f.hlngs, 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 bywhat
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 in_nlte being, which he sees to
be finite, or generally anythln_ 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 hea_ must likewise be
referred such _.hlnas as are so a_bhorrent to human n_ture,
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 commonwealth has the right or authority to order such thln_s, we
can conceive of it in no other sense, than that in which one
might say, that a man has the right to 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 commonwealth and are abhorrent to hnm_,u 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 independent (Chap. II. Sec. 10), they are, therefore, enemies
of the dominion (Chap. II. See,. 14), and may lawfully be
coerced by force.
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9. Thirdly and lastly, it comes to be considered, that
those things are not so much within the commonwealth's
right, which cause indignation in the majority.
For it is
certain, that by the guidance of nature men conspire together, either through common fear, or with the desire to
avenge some common hurt; and as the right of the commonwealth is determined by the common power of the
multitude, it is certain that the power and right of the
commonwealth are so far (t_m]n_shed, as it g_ves occasion
for many to conspire together. There are certainly some
subjects of fear for a commonwealth, and as every separate citizen or in the state of nature every man, so a commonwealth is the less independent, the greater reason it
has to fear. So much for the right of supreme authorities
over subjects. Now before I treat of the right of the said
authorities as against others, we had better resolve a question commonly mooted about religion.
10. For it may be objected to us, Do not the civil state,
and the obedience of subjects, such as we have shown is
required in the civil state, 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 suggest a scruple. For the mind, so far as it makes use of
reason, is dependent, not on the supreme authorities, but
on itself (Chap. II. Sec. 11). And so the true knowledge
and the love of God cannot be subject to the dominion of
any, nor yet can charity towards one's neighbour (Sec. 8).
And if we further reflect, that the highest exercise of
charity is that which _._msat keeping peace and joining in
unity, we shall not doubt that he does his duty, who helps
everyone, so far as the commonwealth's laws, that is so far
as unity and quiet 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 results from it; and so they ought not to be held of such
importance, that it should be thought worth while on their
account to disturb public peace and quiet. ]_Ioreover it is
certmSn,that I am not a champion of religion by the law of
nature, that is (Chap. II. See. 3), by the divine decree.
For I have no authority, as once the disciples of Christ
had, to cast out unclean spirits and work miracles ; which
X
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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 _ and trouble, but causes besides very many inconveniences, whereof all ages have seen
most mournful examples.
Everyone therefore, wherever
he may be, can worship God with true religion, and mind
his own business, which is the duty of a private man. But
the care of propagating
religion should be left to God, or
_he supreme authorities, upon whom alone falls the charge
of affaars 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 consider the right of such authorities
against the world at
large, which is now easily intelligible
from what ha_ been
said.
For since (Sec. 2) the right of the supreme authorities 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
(_nnot do, seeing that he is overcome daily by sleep, often
by disease or mental infirmity, and in the end by old age,
and is besides liable to other inconveniences, 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 bin.
dered by it from executing its own wishes, or lastly, as it
needs its help for its own preservation
or increase (Chap.
IL Sees. 10, 15). For we cannot at all doubt, that ff two
commonwealths
are willing to offer each other mutual help,
both together are more powerful, and therefore have more
right, ¢.hau either alone (Chap. II. See. 13).
1S. But this will be more clearly intelligible,
if we
reflect, that two commonwealths
are naturally enemies.
For men 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.
Accordi Literally, "oil and trouble "---_ common proverbial ex/m_slon in
La$in.
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ingly,ffone commonwealth wishesto make war on another
and employ extreme measures to make that otherdependent on itself,
it may la_y
make the attempt,sinceit
needs but the bare will of the commonwealth for war
to be waged. But concerningpeace itcan decidenothing,
savewith the concurrenceofanothercommonwealth's will.
IPVhenceitfollows,
thatlaws of war regard everycommonwealthby itself,
but laws of peace regard not one,but at
the leasttwo commonwealths, which axe thereforecalled
"contractingpowers."
14. This "contract"
remains so long unmoved as the
motive for entering into it, that is, fear of hurt or hope of
gain, subsists.
But take away from either commonwealth
this hope or fear, and it is left independent
(Chap. IX.
Sec. 10), and the link, whereby the commonwealths
were
mutually bound, breaks of itself.
And therefore every
commonwealth has the right to break its contract, whenever
it chooses, and cannot be said to act treacherously
or perfidiously in 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 hypothesis of certain precedent
circumstances.
But when
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 endeavours, as far as possible,
to be free from fear and
thereby independent, and to prevent another from eom_,_g
out of the contract with greater power. If then a commonwealth complains that it has been deceived, it cannot properly blame the bad faith of another contracting comrnonwealth, but only its own folly in having entrusted its own
welfare 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 thehave mutually bound themselves,
inasmuch as laws of
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peace regard not one commonwealth,
but the commonwealths which contract taken together (SCc. 13).
But if
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 contracted a joint treaty of peace, the less each of them by
itself is an object of fear to the remainder, or the less it
has the authority to make war. But it is so much the
more bound to observe the conditions of peace; that is
(SCc. 13), the less independent,
and the more bound to accommodat_
itself to the general will of the contracting
parties.
17. But the good faith, inculcated by sound reason and
religion, is not hereby made void; for neither reason nor
Scripture teaches one to keep one's word in every ease.
For if I have promised a man, for instance, 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 I _b_]] act
more rightly in endeavouring
to restore it to its owners.
So likewise, if the supreme authority has promised another
to do something, which subsequently
occasion or reason
shows or seems to show is contrary to the welfare of its
subjects, it is surely bound to break its word.
As then
Scripture only teaches us to keep our word in general, and
leaves to every individuaJ'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 break the
thread of my discourse, and to resolve hereafter s_m_]ar objections, I would have it known that all this demonstration
of mine proceeds from the necessity of hum_ nature, considered in what light you will--I mean, from the universal
e_[ort of all men after self-preservation,
an effort inherent
in all men, whether learned or unlearned.
And therefore,
however one considers men are led, whether by passion or
by reason, it will be the same thing ; for the demonstration,
as we have said, is of universal application.
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right we
of the
supreme
is limlted
by
their the
power,
showed
in theauthorities
last chapter,
and saw
that the most important part of that right is, that they are,
as it were, the mind of the dominion, whereby all ought to
be guided; and accordingly,
that such authorities
alone
have the right of deci_in_ what is good, evil, equitable, or
iniquitous, that is,-what must be done or left undone by
the subjects severally or collectively. And, accor_tingly, we
saw that they have the sole right of laying down laws, and
of interpre_ng
the same, whenever their me._.n_ng is
puted, and of deciding whether a given case is in confor.
mit T with or violation of the law (Chap. HI. Secs. 3-5) ;
and, lastly, of waging war, and of drawing up and offering
propositions for peace, or of accepting such when offered
(Chap. HI. Secs. 12, 13).
2. As all these functions, and also the means required
to execute them, are matters which regard the whole body
of the dominion, that is, are affairs of state, it follows, that
affairs of state depend on the direction of him only, who
holds supreme dominion.
And hence it follows, that it is
the right of the supreme authority alone to judge the deeds
of every individual,
and demand of him an account of the
same; to punish crlmln_.]s, and decide questions
of law
between citizens, or appoint jurists acquainted
with the
existing laws, to administer these matters on its behalf;
and, further, to use and order all means to war and peace,
as to found and fortify cities, levy soldiers, assigu military
posts, and order what it 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.
8. Since, then, it is the right of the supreme authority

810

_. eoLx,rxca_x,
_c_sg.

[c_u,,e.Iv.

alone to handle public maters, or choose o_cials 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 authority
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 commonwealth 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 aecore]ing
to the dictate of reason (Chap. HI. Sec. 7) ; 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 reflect, that when we say, 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
tins the right
to make men wish for this or that, or (what is just as impossible) regard with honour things which excite ridicule
or disgust.
But it is implied, that there are certain intervening circumstances,
which supposed, one likewiae supposes the reverence and fear of the subjects towards the
commonwealth,
and which abstracted,
one makes abatra_-
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t_on likewise of that fear and reverence, and therewith of
commonwealth
itself.
The cor-monwealt_h, then, to
m_inf_,
its independence, is bound to preserve the causes
of fear and reverence, otherwise it ceases to be a commonwealth. For the person or persons that hold dominion, can
no more combine with the keeping up of majesty the running with harlots drunk or naked about the streets, or the
performances of a stage-player, or the open violation or
contempt of laws passed by themselves,
than they can
combine existence with non-existence.
But to proceed to
slay and rob subjects, ravish maidens, and the like, turns
fear into indignation
aud the civil state into a state of
enmity.
5. We see, then, in what sense we may say, that a
commonwealth
is bound by laws and can do wrong.
But
if by "law"
we understand
civil law, and by "wrong"
that which, by civil law, is forbidden to be done, that
is, if these words be taken in their proper sense, we c_.unot
at all say, that a commonwealth
is bound by laws. or can
do wrong.
For the maxims and motives of fear and
reverence, which a commonwealth
is bound to observe in
its own interest, pertain not to civil jurisprudence,
but to
the law of nature, since (See. 4) they cannot be vindicated
by the civil law, but by the law of v_ar. And a commonwealth is bound by them in no other sense than that in
which in the state of nature a man is bound to take heed,
that he preserve his independence and be not his own enemy,
lest he should destroy himself;
and in this tal,-ing heed
lies not the subjection, but the liberty of hum_.n nature.
But civil jurisprudence
depends on the mere decree of the
commonwealth,
which is not bound to please any bat itself,
nor to hold anything to be good or bad, but what it judges
to be such for itself.
And, accordingly, it has not merely
the right to avenge itself, or to lay down and interpret
laws, but also to abolish the same, and to pardon any
guilty person out of the fulness of its power.
6. Contracts or laws, whereby the multitude
transfers
its right to one council or man, should without doubt be
broken, when it is expedient for the general welfare to do
so. But to decide this point, whether, that is, it be expedlent for the general welfare to break them or not. is
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within the right of no private person, bu_ of him only who
holds dominion (See. 3) ; therefore of these laws he who
holds dominion remains sole interpreter.
Moreover, no
private person can by right vindicate these laws, and so
they do not really bind ]rim who holds dominion.
Notwithstanding, if they are of such a nature that they e___.nuot
be broken, without at the same time weakening
the
commonwealth's
strength, that is, without at the same lime
changing to indignation the eomTnon fear of most of the
citizens, by this very fact the commonwealth
is dissolved,
and the contract comes to an end ; and therefore such con.
tract is vindicated
not by the civil law, but by the law of
war. And so he who holds dominion is not bound to observe the terms of the contract by any other cause than
that, which bids a man in the state of nature to beware
of being t_s own enemy, lest he should destroy himself, a_
we said in the last section.
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Nindependent,
Chap. II. Sec.
2, we
manreason,
is thenand,
most
when
he showed,
is most that
led by
in
consequence (Chap. _
_e. 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, consequently, 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 treaf_t of the right of every commonwealth in general,
it is time to treat of the best state of every domlnion.
9.. Now the quality of the state of any dominion is easily
perceived from the end of the civil state, which end is
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,
l_or men are
not born fit for citizenship, but must be made so. Besides,
men's natural passions _re 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 forethought;
and that,
therefore, it has failed in making quite good its right as a
commonwealth.
For a civil state, which has not done away
with the causes of seditions, where war is a perpetual
object of fear, and where, lastly, the laws are often broken,
differs but little from the mere state of nature, in which
everyone lives after his own mind at the great risk of his
life.
8. But as the vices and inordinate licence and contumacy
of subjects must be imputed to the commonwealth,
so, on
the other hand, their virtue and constant obedience to the
laws are to be ascribed in the main to the virtue and perfect right of the commonwealth,
as is clear from Chap. II.
See. lb. And so it is deservedly reckoned te Hannibala8
an
extraordinary
virtue, that in his army there never arose a
sedition. 1
4. Of a commonwealth,
whose subjects are but hindered
by terror from taking arms, it should rather be said, that it
is free from war, tha.n that it has peace.
For peace is not
mere absence of war, but is a virtue that springs from force
of character : for obedience (Chap. ]EL See. 19) is the constant will to execute what, by the general decree of the
commonwealth,
ought to be done.
Besides that commonwealth, 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.
b. When, then, we call that dominion best, where men
pass their lives in unity, I understand a human life, defined not bymere circulation of the blood, and other qualities common to all animais, but above all by reason, the
true excellence and life of the mind.
6. But be it remarked that, by the dominion which I
have said is established
for this end, I intend that which
has been established by a free multitude, not that which is
acquired over a mul_tude
by right of war, For a free
multitude
is guided more by ho_e than fear ; a conquered
one, more by fear than hope: ina%mueh as the former aims
J Jus_n, Histories, xxxii, iv. 12.
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at maldng use of life, the latter but at escaping death.
The former, I say, _im_ at living for its own ends, the
latter is 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 of war, is to be
master, and have rather slaves than subjects.
And although
between the dominion created by a free multitude, and that
gained by right of war, if we regard generally the right of
each, we can make no essential distinction ; yet their ends,
as we have 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, should use to establish and maintain his dominion,
the most ingenious Machiavelli has set forth at large, I but
with what design one can hardly be sure.
If, however, he
had some good design, as one should believe of a learned
man_ it seems to have been to show, with how little foresight many attempt to remove a tyrant, though thereby the
causes which make the prince a tyrant can in no wise be
removed, but, on the contrary, are so much the more
established, as the prince is given more cause to fear, which
happens when the multitude
has made an example of its
prince, and glories in the parricide as in a thing well done.
Moreover, he perhaps wished to show how cautious a free
multitude should be of entrusting its welfare absolutely to
one man, who, unless in his vanity he thinlrs he can please
everybody, must be in daily fear of plots, and so is forced
to look chiefly after his own interest, and, as for the multitude, rather to l_lot against it than consult its good.
And
I am the more led to this opinion concerning that most farseeing m_u, because it is known that he was favourable
to
liberty, for the ma.lntenance of which he has besides given
the most wholesome advice.
' Inhisbook called " 11Prinvipe," or "The Prince."
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men are
led, as that
we have
said, more
by
passion than asreason,
it follows,
a multitude
comes
together, and wishes to be guided, as it were, by one m_nd,
not at the suggestion of reason, but of some common pas.
sion--that
is (Chap. I_. Sec. 9), common hope, or fear, or
the desire of avenging some common hurt.
But since fear
of solitude exists in all men, because no one in solitude is
strong enough to defend himself, and procure the nocessaties of life, it follows that men naturally aspire to the civil
state; nor can it happen that men should ever utterly
dissolve it.
2. Accordingly, from the quarrels and seditions which
are often stirred up in a commonwealth, it never result_
that the citizens dissolve it, as often happens in the case of
other associations ; but only that they change its form into
some other that is, of course, if the disputes e_n-ot be
settled, and the features of the commonwealth at the same
time preserved.
Wherefore, by means necessary to preserve
a dominion, I intend such thin_s as are necessary to preserve
the existing form of the dominion, without any notable
change.
3. But if human nature were so constituted, that men
most desired what is most useful, no art would be needed
to produce unity and confidence.
But, as it is aAmlttedly
far otherwise with human nature, a dominion must of
necessity be so ordered, that all, governing and governed
alike, whether they will or no, shall do what makes for the
general welfare;
that is, that all, whether of their own
impulse, or by force or necessity, shall be compelled to
live accor_]iug to the dictate of reason.
And this is "the
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ease, if the a_s
of the dominion be so managed, that
noghing which affects the general welfare is entirely entrusted to the good faith of any one.
For no m_n is so
watchful, that he never falls asleep ; and no man ever had
a character so vigorous and honest, but he sometimes, and
that just when strength of character wasmost wanted, was
diverted from his purpose and let himself be overcome.
And it is surely folly to require of another what one can
never obtain from one's self; I mean, that he should be more
watchful for another's interest than his own, that he should
be free from avarice, envy, and ambition,
and so on;
especially when he is one, who is subject daily to the
strongest temptations of every passion.
4. But, on the other hand, experience
is thought to
teach, that it makes for peace and concord, to confer the
whole authority upon one man.
For no dominion has
stood so long without any notable change, as that of the
Turks, and on the other hand there were none so little
lasting, as those, which were popular or democratic, nor
nyin
which so many seditions arose.
Yet if slaver_-,
arbarism, and desolation are to be called peace, men can
have no worse misfortune.
No doubt there are usually
more and sharper quarrels between parents and children,
th_n between masters and slaves ; yet it advances not the
art of housekeeping,
to change a father's right into a right
of property, and count children
but as slaves.
Slavery
then, not peace, is furthered
by handing over to one man
the whole authority.
For peace, as we said before, consists not in mere absence of war, but in a union or agreemeat of minds,
5. And in fact they are much mistaken, who suppose
that one man can by ]aimself hold the supreme right of a
commonwealth.
For the only limit of right, as we showed
(Chap. II.), is pewer.
But the power of one man is very.
in.ad,equate to support
so great a load. And hence it
arises, that the man, whom the multitude
has chosen
ag, looks out for h_m_elf generals, or counsellors,
or
ends, to whom he entrusts his own and the common
welfare; so that the dominion, which is thought to be a
perfect monarchy, is in actual working an aristocracy,
not,
iadeed, an open but a hidden one, and therefore the worst

318

A POLrnCAL rREA_S_..

[C_A_. VL

of all. Besides which, a king, who is a boy, or ill, or over.
come by age, is but king on sufferance ; and those in this
case have the supreme
authority,
who ac]m_n_st_r the
highest business of the dominion, or are near the king's
person;
not to mention,
that a lascivious
king often
manages everything at the caprice of this or that mistress
or nnmon.
"I had heard," says Orsines, "that
women
once reigned in Asia, but for a eunuch to reign is something new." x
6. It is also certain, that a commonwealth
is always in
greater danger from its citizens than from its enemies;
for the good are few.
Whence it follows, that he, upon
whom the whole right of the dominion has been conferred.
will always be more afraid of citizens than of enemies, and
therefore will look to his own safety, and not try to consult
his subjects' interests, but to plot against them, especially
against those who are renowned for learning, or have influence through wealth.
7. It must besides be added, that kings fear their sons
also more than they love them, and so much the more as
the latter are skilled in the arts of war and peace, and
endeared to the subjects by their virtues.
Whence it
comes, that kings try so to educate their sons, that they
may have no reason to fear them.
Wherein ministers very
readily obey the king, and will be at the utmost pains, that
the successor may be an inexperienced
ldng, whom they
can hold tightly in hand.
8. From all which it follows, that the more absolutely
the comTnonweatth's right is transferred to the l_ng, the
less independent he is, and the more unhappy is the conditlon of his subjects.
And so, that a monarchical
dor,]mon may be duly established,
it is necessary to lay
solid foundations, to build it on; from which may result
to the monarch safety, and to the multitude
peace; and,
therefore, to lay them in such a way, that the monarch
may then be most independent,
when he most consults the
multitude's
welfare.
But I will first briefly state, what
these foundations of a monarchical dor, lnlon are, and after_
wards prove them in order.
t Curtius,

X. l.
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9. One or more cities must be founded and _ortified,
whose citizens, whether they live within the walls, or outside 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
supply 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 battalions and regiments, and no captain of a battalion chosen,
thatis not accpm.lnted
with militaryengineering. Moreover,though the commanders of battalionsand regiments
areto be chosen forlife,
yet the commander ofthe militia
of a whole clan isto be chosen onlyin time ofwar,tohold
command for a year at most, without power of being continued or afterwards re-appointed.
And these last are to
be selected out of the ]_ng's counsellors, of whom we shall
speak in the _%eenth 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 dividedinto
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 elan, as soon as they have reached the age,
when they can carry arms and ]mow their duty; with the
exception of those, who are infamous from some crime, or
dumb, or mad, or meu_als supportinglifeby some servile
office.
12. The fields,and the whole soil,and, if it can be
managed, the houses shouldbe publicproperty,
thatis,the
property of him, who holds the right of the commonwealth:
and let himlet 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 of this rent a part is to be applied to the defences of the state, a part to the king's private use. For
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it is necessary in time of peace to fortify cities against
war, and also to have ready ships and other munitions of
War.

.

13. Afar the selection of the _ngfrom
oneof the clans,
none are to be held noble, but his descendants, who are
therefore to be distinguished
by royal insignia from their
own and the other clans.
14. Those male nobles, who are the reigning l_ng's collaterals, and stand to him in the third or fourth degree of
consanguim'ty, must not marry, and any children they may
have had, are to be accounted bastards, and unworthy of
any dignity, nor may they be recognized as heirs to their
parents, whose goods must revert to the l,_ng.
15. ]_[oreover the -king's counsellors, who are next to him
in dignity,
must be numerous,
and chosen out of the
citizens only ; that is (supposing there to be no more than
six hundred clans) from every elan three or four or five,
who will form together one section of this council; anclnot
for life, but for three, four, or five years, so that every
year a third, fourth, or fifth part may be replaced by selection, in which selection it must be observed as a first condition, that out of every clan at least one counsellor chosen
be a jurist.
16. The selection must be made by the king himself,
who should fix a time of year for the choice of fresh counsellors.
Each elan must then submit to the ]ring the
names of all its citizens, who have reached their fiftieth
year, and have been dulyput forward as c_udidates for this
office, and out of these the 1,_ng will choose whom he
pleases.
But in that year, when the jurist of any clan is
to be replaced, only the names of jurists
are to be submitred to the king.
Those who have filled this office of
counsellor for the appointed time, are not to be continued
therein, nor to be replaced on the list of candidates for five
years or more.
But the reason why one is to be chosen
every year out of every clan is, that the council may not
be composed alternately of untried novices, and of veterans
versed in affairs, which must necessarily be the case, were
all to retire at once, and new men to succeed them.
But if
every year one be chosen out of every family, then only a
fifth, fourth, or at most a third part of the council will con.
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slst of novices. Further, if the t_.g be prevented by other
budueu, or for any other reason, f_om being able to spare
time for this choice, then let the counsellors themselves
choose others for a time, until the king either chooses
different ones, or confirms the choice of the council
17. Let the primary function of this council be to defend
the fundamental laws of the dominion, and to give advice
about administration, that the _-g may know, what for
the public good ought to be decreed: and that on the
understanding, that the t_ng may not decide in any matter,
without first hearing the opinion of this council. But if, as
will generally happen, the council is not of one mind, but
is divided in opinion, even after discussing the same subject two or three times, there must be no further delay, but
the different opinions are to be submitted to the king, as
in the twenty-fifth section of this chapter we shall show.
18. Let it be also the duty of this council to publish the
king's orders or decrees, and to see to the execution of any
decree concern;-_ _
of state, and to supervise the ado
ministration of the whole dominion, as the l_n_'s deputies.
19. The citizens should have no access to the l_;.g, save
through this council, to which are to be l_.ded all dem_nd_ or petitions, that they may be presented to the
king. Nor should the envoys of other commonwealths be
allowed to obtain permission t_ address the lring, but
the_h the council. Letters, too, sent from elsewhere to
, must be handed to him by the council And in
general the _i.g is to be accounted as the mind of the
commonwealth, but the council as the senses outside the
rn;_d, or the commonwealth's body, through whose inter- "
vention the mind understands the state of the common.
wealth, and acts as it judges best for itself.
20. The care of the education of the king's sons should
also _
on this council and the guara;_-d_p, where a
ykineg
has died, leaving as his successor an infant or boy.
t lest meanwhile the council should be left without a
ug, one of the elder nobles of the commonwealth should
chosen to fill the l_i.g's place, till the legitimate heir has
reached the a_e at which he can support the weight of
government.
21. Let the candidates for election to this council be such
Y
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as lmow the system of government,
and the foundations,
and state or condition of the comr-onwealth, whose subjects
they are. But he that would fill thepla_eof
ajuristmust,
besides the government
and condition
of the commonwealth, whose subject he is, be likewise acquainted with
those of the other commonwealths,
with which it has any
intercourse_
But none are to be placed upon the list of
candidates,
unless they have reached their fiftieth year
without being convicted of crime.
22. In this council no decision is to be taken about the
affairs of the dor-_n_on, but in the presence of all the
members.
But if anyone be unable through illness or
other cause to attend, he must send in his stead one of the
same clan, who has filled the office of counsellor or been put
on the list of candidates.
Which if he neglect to do, and
the council through his absence be forced to adjourn any
matter, let him be fined a considerable
sum.
But this
must be understood
to mean, when the question is of a
matter affecting the whole dom_nlon, as of peace or war, of
abrogating or establishing
a law, of trade, &c. But if the
question be one that affects only a particular city or two,
as about petitions, &c., it will suffice that a majority of the
council attend.
23. To maintain
a perfect equality between the clans,
and a regular order in sitting, making
proposals,
and
speaking, every clan is to take in turn the presidency at
the sittings, a different
clan at every sitting, and that
which was first at one sitting is to be last at the next. But
among members of the same clan, let precedence go by
priority of election.
24. This council should be summoned at least four times
a year, to demand of the ministers
account of their adTn_nlstration of the dom_n;on, to ascertain the state of
affairs, and see if anything else needs deciding.
For it
seems impossible for so large a number of citizens _o have
constant leisure for public business.
But as in the meantime public business must none the less be carried on,
therefore fifty or more are to be chosen out of this council
to supply its place after its dismissal;
and these should
mee_ daily in a chamber next the king's, and so have daffy
care of the treasury, the cities, the fortifications, the edu-
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c_tlon of the king's son, and in general of all those duties
of the great council, which we have just enumerated, ex.
cept that they ¢_.nnot take counsel about new matters, concornlng which no decision has been taken.
25. On the meeting of the council, before anything is
proposed in it, let five, six, or more jurists of the clans,
which stand first in order of pla_e at that session, attend on
the ]rlng, to deliver to him petitions or letters, if theyhave
any, to declare to _iTn the state of affairs, and, lastly, to
understand from ]_im what he bids them propose in his
council; and when they have heard this, let them return
to the council, and let the first in precedence open the
matter of debate.
But, in matters which seem to any of
them to be of some moment, let not the votes be taken at
once, but let the voting be adjourned to such a date as the
urgency of the matter allows.
When, then, the council
stands adjourned till the appointed time, the counsellors of
every clan will meanwhile be able to debate the mattel
separately, and, if they thinlr it of great moment, to consult
others that have been counsellors, or are candidates for the
council.
And if within the appointed time the counsellors
of any clan cannot agree among themselves, that elan shall
lose its vote, for every elan can give but one vote.
But,
otherwise, let the jurist of the clan lay before the council
the opinion they have decided to be best; and so with
the rest. And if the majority of the council t_inlr fit, after
hearing the grounds
of every opinion, to consider the
matter again, let the council be again adjourned to a date,
at which every clan shall prenounce its final opinion; and
then, at last, before the entire council, let the votes be
taken, and that opinion be invalidated which has not at
least a hundred votes.
But let the other opinions be submitred to the ]ring by all the jurists present at the council,
that, after hearing every partyJs arguments,
he may select
which opinion he pleases.
And then let the jurists leave
him, and return to the council; and there let all await the
king at the time fixed by hlmself, that all may hear which
opinion of those proposed he thinks fit to adopt, and what
he decides should be done.
26. For the administration
of justice, another council is
to be formed of jurists, whose business should be to decide
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suits, and p..i_b criminals, but so that all the judgments
they deliver be tested by those who are for the time
members of the great council--that
is, as to their having
been delivered according to the due process o£ justice, and
without partiality.
But if the losing party can prove, that
any judge has been bribed by the adversary, or that there
is some mutual cause of friendship between the judge and
the adversary, or of hatred between the judge and himself,
or, lastly, that the usual process of justice has not been
observed, let such party be restored to his original position.
But this would, perhaps, not be observed by such as love
to convict the accused in a cr_mln_l case, rather by torture
than proofs.
But, for all that; I can conceive on this point
of no other procosa of justice than the above, that befits the
best system of governlng a commonwealth.
27. Of these judges, there should be a large and odd
number--for
instance, sixty-one, or at least forty-one,--auct
not more th,.- one is to be chosen of one clan, and that
not for life, but every year a cer_in proportion are to retire,
and be replaced by as many others out of different clans,
that have reached their fortieth year.
28. In this council, let no judgment be pronounced save
in the presence of all the judges.
But if any judge, from
disease or other cause, shall for a long time be unable to
attend the council, let another be chosen for that time to
1111his place. But in giving their votes, they are all not to
utter their opinions aloud, but to signify them by ballot.
29. Let those who supply others' places in this and the
first.mentioned
council first be paid out of the goods of
those whom they have condemned to death, and also out of
the fines of which any are mulcted.
Next, after every
judgment they pronounce in a civil suit, let them receive a
certain proportion of the whole sum at stake for the benefit
of both councils.
30. Let there be in every city other subordinate councils,
whose members likewise must not be chosen for life, but
must be partially renewed every year, out of the clans
who live there only.
But there is no need to pursue
further.
31. No military pay is to be granted in time of peace;
but, in time of war, milits_
pay is to be allowed to those
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only, who eeppor_ their lives by daily l_beur.
:But the
¢emm_ders and other o_cers of the battafions ale to
expect no other advantage from war but the el)oil of the
en_.j_--_ 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 purchp_e at a fixed price the right of citizenship from
the captains of thousands of any clan, and to be enrolled in
that elan.
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_ised 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
th.eir expenses met by the state treasury, and not the ]_nZ's
privy purse.
34. Those that attend the court, and are the _-g's servants, and are paid out of his privy purse, must be excluded
from every appointment
and oiBce in the commonwealth.
I say expressly, "and are paid out of the lrlng's privy
pnrse," to except the body-guard.
For there should be no
other body.guard, but the citizens of the ]_ng's city, who
should take turns to keep guard at court before the l_ng'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 lurl_n_ anxiety, they must be utterly destroyed,
and the inhabitants
removed elsewhere.
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36. The Mug 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
commonvreath.
87. The dominion must be indivisible. And so, if the _-_
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 a_nitted to the inheritanco of a
dominion is in no wise to be allowed.
38. If _he king die leaving no male issue, let the next to
him in blood be held the heir to the domlmon, unless he
chance to have married a foreign wife, whom he will not
put away.
39. As for the citizens, it iz manifest (Chap. TTT.Sec. 5)
that every one of them ought to obey all the commands of
the king, aud the decrees published by the great council,
although he believe them to he most absurd, and otherwise he may rightfully be forced to obey. And these are
the foundations of _ monarchical dominion, on which it
must be built, if it is to be stable, as we shall show in the
next Chal_ter.
40. As for religion, no temples whatever ought to ]_e
built at the public expense; nor ought laws to be established about opinions, unless they be seditious and overthrow the foundations of the commonwealth. And so let
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.
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(CONTINUATION).

_'TER
ex-plai_in_
the foundations
of a here
monarchical
dominion,
I have taken
in hand to prove
in order
the fitness of such foundations.
And to this end the first
point to be noted is, that it is in no way repugnant to
experience, for laws to be so firmly fixed, that not the
king himself can abolish them.
For though the Persians
worshipl_l
their kings as gods, yet had not the 1.__gs
themselves
authority to revoke laws once established, as
appears from Daniel, ! and nowhere, as far as I know, is
a monarch chosen absolutely without any conditions expressed.
Nor yet is it repugnant to reason or the absolute
obedience due to a king.
For the foundations of the dominion are to be considered as eternal decrees of the ].-ing,
so that his ministers entirely obey him in refusing
to
execute his orders, when he commands anything contrary
to the same. Which we can make plain by the example of
Ulysses. 2 For his comrades were executing his own order,
when they would not untie him, when he was bound to the
mast and captivated by the Sirens' song, although he gave
them manifold orders to do so, and that with threats. And
it is ascn_bed to his forethought, that he afterwards thanked
his comrades for obeying him according to his first intention.
And, after this example of Ulysses, kings often
instruct judges, to administer
justice without respect of
persons, not even of the king hiro_elf, if by some singular
accident he order anything contrary to established
law.
For kings are not gods, ]out men, who are often led captive
by the Sirens' song.
If then everything depended on the
inconstant will of one man, nothing would be fixed. And
so, that a monarchical dominion may be stable, it must be
I Daniel vl. l_i.

_ Horn."Odys.," xil. 156-200.
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ordered, so that evel_hing
be done by the k-_nK's decree
only, that is, so that every law be an explicit will of the
king, but not every will of the king a law; as to which
see Chap. YI. Sects. 3, 5, 6.
2. It must next be observed, that in laying foundations
it is very necessary to study the human passions:
and it is
not enough to have shown, what ought to be done, but it
ought, above all, to be shown how it can be effected, that
men, whether led by passion or reason, should yet keep
the laws firm and unbroken.
For if the constitution
of
the do_inlon, or the public liberty depends only on the
weak assistance of the laws, not only will the citizens have
no security for its maintenance (as we showed in the third
section of the last chapter), but it will even turn to their
ruin.
For this is eertaiu, that no condition of a common.
wealth is more wretched th_._ that of the best, when it begins to totter, unless at one blow it falls with a rush into
slavery, which seems to be quite impossible.
And, therefore, it would be far better for the subjeets to transfer
their rights absolutely to one man, than to bargain for unascertained and empty, that is !_umeaning, terms of liberty,
and so prepare for their posterity a way to the most cruel
servitude.
But if I succeed in showing that the foundation of monarchical dominion, which I stated in the last
chapter, are firm and c_nnot be plucked up, without the
indignation of the larger part of an armed multitude,
and
that from them follow peace and security for _g
and
multitude, and if I deduce this from general human nature,
no one will be able to doubt, that these foundations are the
best and the true ones (Chap. HI. Sec. 9, and Chap. VI.
Sects. 3, 8).
But that such is their nature, I will show as
briefly as l_ossible.
3. That the duty of hlm, who holds the dominion, is
always to know its state and condition, to watch over the
cc_mmon welfare of all, and to execute whatever is to the
interest of the majority of the subjects, is admitted by all.
But as one person alone is nn_,ble to examine into everythln% and cannot always have his _ud
ready and turn it
to m_lltation,
and is often hindered by disease, or old age,
or other causes, from having leisure for public ]Pusiness;
therefore it is necessary that the monarch have c_msellors

to know the sta_ of _s,
and help the l_ng with their
advice, and fre_luently supply his place; and that so it
come to pass, that the dominion or commonwealth
nuty
continue always in one and the same mind.
4. But as hums.u nature is so constituted, that everyone
seeks with the utmost passion his own advantage, and
judges those laws to be most equitable, which he thln]rs
necessary to preserve and increase his substance, and
defends another's cause so far only as he thlnlrs he is
thereby establishing
his own; it follows hence, that the
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 m_y
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
a_lvice about their own affairs, especially if, in matters of
considerable importance, a time be allowed for considerat/on. 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 Csvsar. 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 proceeding from the controversies, which generally arise in large
councils, to seditions.
And so the multitude
does not, if
Chap. I. Sec. 4 of the speech, or rather letter, which is not now
admittedto be a genuine work of Sallust.
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it is free, transfer to the king anytL_ug 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, T 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.
However, for whatever reason a _ng is chosen, he c_.nnot 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, which can have escaped the notice of so large a
number of men, it follows, that no opinion can be conceived
ten_ing to the people's welfare, besides all the opinions of
this council, which 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, then it might happen that the _ng would always
favour the small cities, _vhich 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 will never be able to
take such good care, but that some opinion will get
divulged. And, therefore, 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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other a_tva.utages of this council ; yet one, which seems of
the greatss_ importance, I will allege.
I mean, that there
can be given no greater inducement
to virtue, than this
general hope of the highest honour.
For l_y ambition are
we all most led, as in our Ethics we showed to be the ease>
7. But it cannot be doubted that the majority of this
council will never be m_nded to wage war, but rather
always pursue and love peace. For besides that war will
always cause them fear of losing their property and liberty,
it is to be added, that war requires fresh expenditure, which
they must meet, and also that their own children and relatives, though intent on their domestic cares, will be forced
to turn their attention to war and go a-soldiering, whence
they will never bring back anything but unpaid-for scars.
For, as we said (Chap. VI. See. 31), no pay is to be given
to the r,i]itia, and (Chap. VI. See. 10) it is to be formed
out of citizens only and no others.
8. There is another accession to the cause of peace and
concord, which is also of great weight: I mean, that ne
citizen can have immovable property (Chap. VI. Sec. 12).
Hence all will have nearly an equal risk in war. For all
will be obliged, for the sake of gain, to practise trade, or
lend money to one another, if, as formerly by the Athenians, a law be passed, forbidding to lend money at interest to any but inhabitants ; and thus they will be enga_ge,d
in business,' which either is mutually involved, one man s
with another's, or needs the same means for its furtherance.
And thus the greatest _
of this council will generally
have one and the same mind about their common affairs
and the arts of peace.
For, as we said (see. 4), every man
defends another's cause, so far as he thi_l_s thereby te
establish his OWIL
9. It C_nnot be doubted, that it will never occur to anyone to corrupt this council with bribes. For were any man
to draw over to his side some one or two out of so great a
number of men, he would gain nothing. For, as we said, the
opinion, which does not gain at least a hundred votes, is void.
10. We shall also easily see, that, once this council is
established its members c_ot
be reduced to a less humEthics, iii. 29, &c.
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her, if we consider the common passions of mankind.
For
all are guided mostly by ambition, and there is no man
who lives in health but hopes to attain extreme old age. If
then we calculate the number of those who actually reach
their fiftieth or sixtieth year, and further take into account
the number that are every year chosen of this great council,
we shall see, that there can hardly be a man of those who
bear arms, but is under the influence of a great hope of
attaining this digmty.
And so tliev will all, to the best of
their power, defend this law of the council.
For be it
noted, that corruption, unless it creep in gradually, is easily
prevented.
But as it can be more easily supposed, and
would be less invidious, that a less number should be
chosen out of every clan, than that a less number should be
chosen out of a few clans, or that one or two clans should
be altogether excluded ; therefore (Chap. VI. Sec. 15) the
number of counsellors cannot be reduced, unless a third,
fourth, or fifth part be removed simultaneously,
which
change is a very great one, and therefore quite repugnant
to common practice.
Nor need one be afraid of delay or
negligence in choosing, because this is remedied by the
council itself.
See Chap. VI. Sec. 16.
11. The king, then, whether he is induced by fear of the
multitude, or aims at biv_ing to _imssif the majority of an
armed multitude, or is guided by a generous spirit, a wish
that is, to consult the public interest, will always confirm
that opinion, which has gained most votes, that is (Sec. 5), _
which is to the interest of the greater part of the domlnlen;
and will study to reconcile the divergent opinions referred
to him, if it can be done, that he may attach all to himself
'(in which he will exert all his powers), and that alilre in
:peace and war they may find out, what an advantage his
single self is to them.
And thus he will then be most independent, and most in possession of dominion, when he
most consults the general welfare of the multitude.
12. For the king by himself cannot rest_m_n all by fear.
But hie power, as we have said, rests upon the number of
This seems to be s mistake for Sec. 4, "Id ma_ri subditorumpatti
utde ent, quod in hoc concilio plunma habuerit sutra_gia2' "What
has most votes in such a council,will be to the interest of the greater
/)art of the subjects."
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his soldiers, and eal_h_y
on their valour and faith, which
will always remain so long enduring between men, as with
them is joined need, be that need honourable or disgraceful. And this is why kings usually are fonder of exciting
th_n restr_inlng their soldiery, and shut their eyes more to
their vices than to their virtues, and generally, to hold
under the best of them, seek out, distinguish, and assist
with money or favour the idle, and those who have ruined
themselves by debauchery, and shake hands with them,
and throw them kisses, and for the sake of mastery stoop
to every servile action. In order therefore that the citizens
may be distinguished
by the king before all others, and, as
far as the civil state and equity permit, may remain independent, it is necessary that the militia should consist of
citizens only, and that citizens should be his counsellors ;
and on the contrary citizens are altogether subdued, and
are laying the foundations of eternal war, from the moment
that they suffer mercenaries to be levied, whose trade is
war, and who have most power in strifes and seditions.
13. That the lrlng's co_sellors
ought not to be elected
for life, but for three, four, or five years, is clear as well
from the tenth, as from what we said in the ninth section
of this chapter.
For if they were chosen for life, not only
could the greatest part of the citizens conceive hardly any
hope of obtaining this honour, and thus there would arise
a great inequality, and thence envy, and constant murmurs,
and at last seditions, which, no doubt, would be welcome to
kings greedy of mastery:
but also the counsellors, being
rid of the fear of their successors, would assume a great
licence in all respects, which the king would be far from
opposing_ For the more the citizens hate them, the more
they will cling to the king, and be ready to flatter him_
Nay, the interval of five years seems even too much, for in
svch a space of time it does not seem so impossible
to
corrupt by bribes or favour a very large part of the council,
however lm-ge it he. And therefore it will be far safer, if
every year two out of every clan retire, and be replaced by
as many more (supposing that there are to be five counsellors of each clan), except in the year in which the jurist
of any elan retires, and a fresh one is chosen in his pla_.
14. Moreover, no king can promise himself more safety,
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than he who reigns in a commonwealth
of this sort.
For
besides that a king soon periahes, when his soldiers cease
4_ desire his safety, it is certain that kings are always in the
greatest danger from those who are nearest their persons.
The fewer counsellors, then, there are, and the more powerful
_hey consequently are, the more the king is in danger of
•their transferring
the dominion to another.
N_hing
in
fact more alarmed David, than that his own counsellor
Ahltophel sided with Absalom. 1 Still more is this the case,
if the whole authority has been transferred absolutely to
_ne man, because it can then be more easily transferred
from one to another.
For two private soldiers once took
in hand to tran_er the Roman empire, and did transfer it. 2
:[ omit the arts and cunning wiles, whereby counsellors have
to assure themselves a_o_inst falling victims to their un,.:popularity ; for they are but too well known, and no one,
who has read history, can be ignorant, that the good faith
_f counsellors has generally turned to their ruin.
And so,
for their own safety, it behoves them to be cunning, not
_ithful.
But if the counsellors are too numerous to unite
.in the same crime, and are all equal and do not hold their
.office beyond a l_eriod of four years, they cannot be at all objects of fear to the king, except he attempt to take away
their liberty, wherein he wi_ offend all the citizens equally.
For, as Antonio Perez s excellently observes, an absolute
dominion is to the prince very dangerous, to the subjects
very hateful, and to the institutes
of God and man alike
opposed, as innumerable instances show.
15. Besides these we have, in the last chapter, laid other
foundations, by which the king is greatly secured in his
dominion, and the citizens in their hold of peace and liberty,
_vhich foundations we will reason out in their proper places.
For I was anxious above everything to reason out all those,
which refer to the great council and are of the greatest im]_ortance.
Now I will continue with the others, in the
.same order in which I stated them.
16. It is undoubted,
that citizens are more powerful,
2 Sam. xv. 31.
2_acitus,Histories, i., 7.
s An_omo Perez, a publicist, and professor of law in the University
of Louvamin the first part of the meventeenthcentury.
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and, therefore, more independent,
the larger and better
fortified their towns are. For the safer the place is, in
which they are, the better they can defend their liberty, and
the less they need fear an enemy, whether without
or
within ; and it is certain that the more powerful men are
by their riches, the more they by nature study their own
_afety.
But cities which need the help of another for their
preservation
are not on terms of equal right with that
other, but are so far dependent on his right as they need
his help. For we showed in the second chapter, that right
is determined
by power alone.
17. For the same reason, also, I mean that the citizens
may continue independent,
and defend their liberty, the
militia ought to be composed of the citizens only, and none
of them to be exempted.
For an armed man is more independent than an unarmed (See. 12) ; and those citizens
transfer absolutely their own right to another, and entrust
it entirely to his good faith, who have given him their arms
and the defences of their cities.
Human avarice, bywhich
most men are very much led, adds its weight to this view.
For it cannot be, that a mercenary force be hired without
great e_ense;
and citizens can hardly endure the exactions
required to maintain an idle soldiery.
But that no man,
who commands the whole or a large part of the militia,
should, except under pressure of necessity, be chosen for
the extreme term of a year, all are aware, who have read
history, alike sacred and profane.
For there is nothing
that reason more clearly teaches.
For surely the might of
dominion is altogether
entrusf_l
to him, who is allowed
enough time to gain _nil_tary
glory, and raise his fame
above the king's, or to make the army faithful to B_mself
by flattery, largesses, and the other arts, whereby generals
are accustomed to procure the enslavement
of others, and
the mastery for themselves.
I_stly,
I have added this
point for the greater safety of the whole dominion, that
_hese commanders
of the militi_ are to be selected from
_he king's counsellors or ex-counsellors---that
is, from men
who have reached the age at which mankind
generally
prefer what is old and safe to what is new and dangerous. _
t Chap. VI. Sec. 10.
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18. I said that the citizens were to be divided into e]ana/
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 counsellors, 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 raaintalning
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 earryit whither he pleases.i
The soft, therefore, and whatever adheres to it in the way
we have mentioned, must be quite common property of the
coramonwealth--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 ]rings were allowed to marry
_ves, or beget children, they would grow, in process of
time, to a very large number, and would be, not only
burdensome, but also a cause of very great fear, to king
and all. For men who have too much leisure generally
" meditate crime. And hence it is that ]tings 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,
I Chap.VI.Secs.
II_15, 16.
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and also the points which I have mentioned in Sees. 15-27
of the last chapter. For themainpointshavebeenproved
in this chapter, and the rest are self-evident.
21. That the judges ought to be too numerous for a
large proportion of them to be accessible to the bribes of a
private m_n_ and that they should not vote openly, but
secretly, and that they deserve payment for their time, is
known to everyone. 1 But they everywhere have by custom
a yearly salary ; and so they make no great haste to deter7nlne suits, and there is often no end to trials. Next, where
confiscations accrue to the ]_ug, there frequently in trials
not truth nor right, but the greatness of a man's riches is
regarded.
Informers are ever at work, and everyone who
has money is snatched as a prey, which evils, though
grievous and intolerable, are excused by the necessity of
warfare, and continue even in time of peace.
But the
avarice of judges that are appointed but for two or three
years at most is moderated by fear of their successors, not
to mention, again, that they can have no fixed property,
but must lend their money at interest to their fellowcitizens.
And so they are forced rather to consult their
welfare th_.n to plot against them, especially if the judges
* themselves, as we have said, are numerous.
,
22. But we have said, that no rnl]itary pay is to be voted. =
, For the chief reward of military service is liberty.
For in
the state of nature everyone strives, for bare liberty's sake,
to defend _imself to the utmost of his power, and expects
no other reward of warlike virtue but his own independence. But, in the civil state, all the citizens together are
to be considered as a man in the state of nature; and,
the_fore, when all fight on be h_.]_ of that state, all are defensing themselves, and engaged on their own business.
But counsellors, judges, magistrates, and the like, are engaged more on others' business than on their own ; and so
it is but _ir to pay them for the_ *_ne. Besides, in war,
there can be no greater or more honourable inducement to
victory tba.n the idea of liberty.
But if, on the contrary, a
eert_n portion of the citizens be designated as soldiers, on
which account it will be necessary to award them a _ed pay,
i Chap. VI. Seca 27, 28.
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the ldng will, of necessity, distinguish them above the rest
(as we showed, Sec. 12)--that is, will distinguish men who
are acquainted
only with the arts of war, and, in time of
Peace, from excess of leisure, become debauched,
and,
finally, from l_overty, meditate
nothing but rapine, civil
discord, and wars. And so we can affirm, that a monarchy
of this sort is, in fact, a state of war, and in it only the
soldiery enjoy liberty, but the rest are slaves.
23. Our remarks
about the admission
of foreigners
(Chap. VI. SOc. 82) I believe to be obvious.
Besides, no
one can doubt that the king's blood-relations
should be at
a distance from him, and occupied, not by warlilre, but by
peaceful business, whence they may get credit and the
dominion quiet.
Though even this has not seemed a sufficient precaution to the Tarldsh despots, who, therefore,
make a point of slaughtering
all their brothers.
And no
_vonder: for the more absolutely the right of dominion has
been conferred on one man, the more easily, as we showed
by an instance (Sec. 14), it can be transferred
from one to
another.
But that in such a monarchy, as we here suppose, in which, I mean, there is not one mercenary soldier,
the plan we have mentioned provides sufficiently for the
king's safety, is not to be doubted.
24. Nor can anyone hesitate about what we have said in
the thirty-fourth
and thirty-fifth
sections of the last
chapter.
But that the king must not mA.rry a foreigner _
is easily proved.
For not to men_ion that two commonwealths, although
united by a treaty, are yet in a state of
hostility (Chap. HI. Sec. 14), it is very much to be avoided
that war should be stirred up, on acceunt of the king's
domestic affairs, both because disputes and dissensions
arise peculiarly from an __.ll_ce founded on marriage, and
because questions between two commonwealths
are mostly
settled by war. Of this we rce_l a fa_l instance in Scripture.
For after the death of Solomon, who had m,.rried
the l_ng of Egypt's daughter, his son Rehoboam waged a
most disastrous war with Shishak, king of the Egyp_ans,
who utterly subdued h_m, I Moreover, the ra_.rrisge of
IJewis XIV., king of France with the daughter of Philip IV.
Chap. VI. Sec. 36.

* 1 Kings xiv. 25 _ 2 Chron. xii.
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WaS the seed of afreshwar. _ And, besides these, verymany
instances may be read in history.
25. The form of the dom_u_on ought to be kept one and
the same, and, consequently, there should be but one ]_ug,
and that of the same sex, and the dominion should be indivisible2
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 h_m in blood, it is clear as well from Chap.
YI. Sec. 13, as because the election of the ]ring made by
the multitude should, if possible, last for ever. LOtherwise
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 Mug 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 ldng's son is by right heir to the dominion, are greatly
mistaken.
For the l_ug's will hasso long the force of law,
as he holds the sword of the commonwealth ; for the right
of dominion is ]im_ted 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
pewer of the commonwealth
alone is anyone master of
definite property.
And, therefore, by the same power or
right, whereby the will of anyman concerning his property
is held good, by the same also his will remains good after
own death, as long as the commonwealth
endures.
And this is the reason, why everyone in the civil state maintaiu_ after death the same right as he had in his lifetime,
because, as we said, it is not by his own power, but bythat
_f the commonwealth,
which is everlasting, that he can
decide anything about his property.
But the k_ng's case
is quite different.
For the l_ng's will is the civil law itself, and the ldng the commonwealth itself.
Therefore, by
the death _f the king, the commonwealth
is in a manner
The war between France and Spai_ terminatedby the tlrst1_
* Chap. VI. Sec_37.
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dead, and the civil state naturally returns to the state o_
nature, and consequently the supreme authority to the
multitude,
which can, therefore, la_ully
lay down new
and abolish old laws.
And so it appears that no mA.n
succeeds the king by right, but _m whom the multitude
wills to be successor, or in a theocracy, such as the commonwealth of the Hebrews once was, him whom God haa
chosen by a prophet.
We might likewise infer this from
the fact that the king's sword, or right, is in reality the
will of the multitude itself, or its stronger part; or else
from the fact, that men endowed with reason never so
utterly abdicate their right, that they cease to be men, and
are accounted as sheep. But to pursue this further ia
unnecessary.
26. But the right of religion, or of worshipping God, no
man can transfer to another.
However, we have treated
of this point at length in the last chapters of our Thec_
logico-Political Treatise, which it is superfluous to repeat
here. And herewith I cla._m to have reasoned out the
foundations of the best monarchy, though briefly, yet with
sufllcient clearness.
But their mutual interdependence,
or, in other words, the proportions of my dominion, anyone will easily remark, who will be at the pains to observe
them as a whole with some attention.
It rem_._s only
to warn the reader, that I am here conceiving of that
monarchy, which is instituted
by a free multitude,
for
which alone these foundations can serve, l%r a multitude
that has grown used to another fern of dominion will not
be able without great c]au_er of overthrow to pluc]_ up the
_ccepted foundations of the whole dominion, and change its
_ntire fabric.
27. And what we have written w_ll, perhaps, be received
with derision by those who llmlt to the populace only the
vices which are inherent in all mortals;
and use such
p.tn_ases as, "the mob, if it is not frightened, inspires no
little fear," and "the populace is either a humble slave, or
a haughty master," and "it has no truth or judgment,"
etc. But all have one common nature.
Only we are
deceived by power and refinement.
Whence it comes that
when two do the same ttti_g we say, "this man my do it
with impunity, that man may not;" not because the deed.
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_ut because the doer is different.
Haughtiness
is a property of rulers.
Men are haughty, but by reason of an
appointment for a year; how much more then nobles, that
have their honours eternal ! But their arrogance is glossed
ever with importance, luxury, profusion, and a kind of
tmrmony of vices, and a cert_
cultivated
folly, and
elegant villany, so that vices, each of which looked at
separately is foul and vile, because it is then most conspicuous, appear to the inexperienced and untaught honourable and becoming.
"' The mob, too, if it is not frightened,
inspires no little fear;"
yes, for liberty and slavery are
not easily mingled.
Lastly, as for the popula_
being
devoid of truth and judgment, that is nothing wonderful,
since the chief business of the domi-_on is transacted behind its back, and it can but make conjectures from the
little, which cannot be hidden.
For it is an uncommon
virtue to suspend one's judgment.
So it is supreme folly
to _ish to transact everything behind the backs of the
citizens, and to expect that they will not judge ill of the
same, and will not give everything an unfavourable interpretation.
For if the populace could moderate itself, and
suspend its judgment about tMn_s with which it is ira.
perfectly ae_luainted, or judge rightly of things by the
little it knows already, it would surely be more fit to
govern, than to be governed.
But, as we said, all have
the same nature.
All grow haughty with rule, and cause
fear if they do not feel it, and everywhere truth is
generally transgressed by enemies or guilty people; especially where one or a few have mastery, and have respect
in trials not to justice or truth, but to amount of wealth.
28. Besides, paid soldiers, that are accustomed to military
discipline, and can support cold and hunger, are likely to
despise a crowd of citizens as very inferior for stormi,_
towns or fighting pitched battles.
But that my dominion
is, therefore, more 11nhappy or less durable, no one of
sound _n_nd will affirm. But, on the contrary, everyone
that judges things fairly will admit, that that dominion is
the most durable of all, which can content itself with preserving what it has got, without coveting what belonge to
ethers, and strives, therefore, most eagerly by every means
to avoid war and preserve poac_
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29. But I ar]m_t that the counsels of such a dominion
can hardly be concealed.
But everyone will also admit
with me that it is far better for the right counsels of a
dominion to be known to its enemies, than for the evil
secrets of tyrants to be concealed from the citizens.
The_
who can treat secretly of the affairs of a dominion have it
absolutely under their authority, and, as they plot against
the enemy in time of war, so do they against the citizens
in time of peace.
Now that this secrecy is often serviceable to a dominion, no one can deny; but that without it
the said dominion cannot subsist, no one will ever prove.
But, on the contrary, to entrust affairs of state absolutely
to any man is quite incompatible with the maintenance of
liberty ; and so it is folly to choose to avoid a small loss
by means of the greatest of evils.
But the perpetual refrain of those who lust after absolute dominion is, that it
is to the essential interest of the commonwealth
that its
business be secretly transacted, and other like pretences,
which end in the more hateSzl a slavery, the more they are
clothed _ith a show of utility.
30. Lastly, although no dominion, as far as I know, has
ever been founded on all the conditions we have mentioned,
yet from experience itself we shall be able to prove that
this form of monarchy is the best, if we consider the causes
of the preservation and overthrow of any dominion that is
not barbarous.
But this I could not do without greatly
wearying the reader.
However, I cannot pass over in
silence one instance, that seems worth remembering:
I
mean the dominion of the Arragonese, who showed a singular loyalty towards their kings, and with equal constancy
preserved unbroken the constitution of the kingdom.
For
as soon as they had cast off the slavish yoke of the Moors,
they resolved to choose themselves
a king, but on what
conditions they could not quite make up their minds, an_
they therefore determined to consult the sovereign pontiff
of Rome.
He, who in this matter certalnly bore himself
as Christ's vicar, blamed them for so obstinately wiRhi,_
to choose a king, unwarned by the eT,.mple of the Hebrews.
However, if they would not change their minds, then he
advised them not to choose a _n_, without first institutl-_
customs equitable and suitable to the national genins, and
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above all he would have them create some supreme council,
to balance the king's power like the ephors of the Laced_emonians, and to have absolute right to determine the
disputes, which might arise between the king and the
citizens.
So then, following this advice, they established
the laws, which seemed to them most equitable, of which
the supreme interpreter, and therefore supreme judge, was
to be, not the king, but the council, which they call the
Seventeen, and whose president has the title of Justice. _
This Justice then, and the Seventeen, who are chosen for
life, not by vote but by lot, have the absolute right of rev_ai_g and _.nnull_ng all sentences passed upon any citizen
by other courts, civil or ecclesiastical, or by the king himself, so that every citizen had the right to summon the
king himself before this council.
Moreover, they once had
the right of electiug and deposing the ]dng.
But after the
lapse of many years the _ng, Don Pedro, who is called the
Dagger, by canvassing, loribery, promises, and every sor_ of
practice, at length procured the revocation of this right.
And as soon as he gained his point, he cut off, or, as I
would sooner believe, wounded his hand before them all,
_aying, that not without the loss of royal blood could subjsets be allowed to choose their king2
Yet he effeeted this
e2_nge, but upon this condition, "That the subjects have
had and shall have the right of taking arms ag_in_ any
violencewhatever,whereby any may wish to enterupon
the dominion to their hur_, nay, against the king himself,
or the prince, his heir, if he thus encroach."
By which
condition they certainly rather rectified than abolished that
right,
For, as we have shown (Chap. IV. Secs. 5, 6), a
king can be deprived of the power of m,llng, not by the
civil law, but by the law of war, in other words the subjects may resist his violence with violence.
Besides this
condition they stipulated others, which do not concern our
1 See Hsllam's "History of the Middle Ages," Chap.IV., for the
constitutional history of Arragon. Hallam calls the Justizs the Justiciary, but the literal translation,Justice, seems warrantedby our own
English use of the word to designatecertain judges.
2 HMlam says, that the king merely cut the obnoxiousPrivilege of
Union, which he describes rather differently,through with his sword.
The Privilege of Union was so utterly "eradicated from the records of
kingdom-,that im precise wordshave never been recovered."
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present design. Having by these customs given themselves
a constitution to the mind of all, they continued for an in.
credible length of time unharmed, the king's loyalty towards his subjects being as great as theirs towards him.
But after that the kingdom fell by inheritance to Ferdinand of Castile, who first had the surname of Catholic;
this liberty of the Arragonese
began to displease the
Castilians, who therefore ceased not to urge Ferdinand to
abolish these rights.
But he, not yet being accustomed to
absolute dominion_ dared make no such attempt, but relied thus to his counsellors : that (not to mention tlutt he
ad received the kingdom of Arragon on those terms, which
they knew, and _
most soler-n]y sworn to observe the
same, and that it was inh,roa_ to break his word) he was
of opinion, that his kingdom would be stable, as long as its
safety was as much to the subjects' as to the Mug's interest, so that neither the king should outweigh the subjects,
nor yet the subjects the king ; for that if either party were
too powerful, the weaker would not only try to recover its
former equality, but in vexation at its injury to retaliate
upon the other, whence would follow the ruin of either or
both.
Which very wise ]an_llage I could not enough
wonder at, had it proceeded from a king accustomed to
command not freemen but slaves.
Accordingly the Arrsgonese retained their liberties a2ter the time of Ferdl-aud,
though no longer by right but by the favour of their too
powerfulkings,untilthe reignof Philipyr.,
who oppressed
them with betterluck,but no lesscruelty,
than he did the
United Provinces. And although PhilipTIT.issupposed
tohave restoredeverythl-gto itsformer position,
yetthe
Arragonese,partlyfrom eagernessto flatter
the powerful
(for it is follyto kick againstthe pricks),partly from
terror,have kept nothing but the speciousnames and
empty forms of liberty.
31. We conclude,therefore,
that the multitude may
preserve under a king an ample enough liberty; if it con.
trive that the _ng's power be determined
by the sole
power, and preserved by the defence of the multitude
itself.
And this was the single rule which I followed in
laying the foundations of monarchy.
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far of monarchy. But now we will say, on what
plan an aristocracy is to be framed, so that it may be
lasting. We ]_ave defined an aristocratic dominion as that,
which is held not by one man, but by certain persons
chosen out of the multitude, whom we shA.n henceforth call
patricians.
I say expressly, "that which is held by certain
persons chosen."
For the chief difference between this
and a democracy is, that the right of governing depends in
an aristocracy on election only, but in a democr_y for the
most part on some right either congenital or acquired by
fortune (as we shall expl_.in in its place) ; and therefore,
although in any dominion the entire multitude be received
into the number of the patricians, provided that right of
theirs is not inherited, and does not descend by some law
to others, the dominion will for all that be quite an aristocracy, because none are received into the number of the
patrio]ans save by express election.
But if these chosen
persons were but two, each of them will try to be more
powerful than the other, and from the too great power of
each, the dominion will easily be split into two factions ;
and in like manner
into
three,
four,
or five
factions, if
three, four, or five persons were put into possession of it.
But the factions will be the weaker, the more there are to
whom the dominion was delegated.
And hence it follows,
that to secure the stabilit-y of an aristocracy, it is necessary
to consider the pro_rtionate
size of the actual dominion, in
order to determine the minimum number of patrici_.ns.
2. Let it be supposed, then, that for a dominion of moderate size it suffices to be allowed a hundred of the best
men, and that upon them has been conferred the supreme
authority of the dominion, and that they have consequently
the right to elect their patrician colleagues, when any of
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the number die. These men will certainly endeavour to
secure their succession to their children or next in blood.
And thus the supreme authority
of the dominion will
always be with those, whom fortune has made children or
kinsmen to patricians.
And, as out of a hundred men who
rise to office by fortune, hardly three are found that excel
in knowledge and counsel, it will thus come to pass, that
the authority of the dominion will rest, not with a hundred,
but only with two or three who excel by vigour of mhld,
and who will easily draw to themselves everything,
and
each of them, as is the wont of h,m,.n greed, will be able to
prepare the way to _ monarchy.
And so, if we make a
right calculation, it is necessary, that the supreme authority of a dominion, whose size requires at least a hundred
first-rate men, should be conferred on not less than five
thousand.
For by this proportion it will never fail, but a
hundred shall be found excelling in mental vigour, that is,
on the hypothesis that, out of fifty that seek and obtain
office, one will always be found not less than first-rate, besides
others that imitate the virtues of the first-rate, and are
therefore worthy to rule.
3. The patricians are most commonly citizens of one city,
which is the head of the whole dominion, so that the
commonwealth
or republic has its name from it, as once
that of Rome, and now those of Venice, Genoa, etc. But
the republic of the Dutch has its name from an entire province, whence it arises, that the subjects of this dominion
enjoy a greater liberty.
Now, before we can determine the
foundations on which this aristocratic dominion ought to
rest, we must observe a very great difference, which exists
between the dominion which is conferred on one ma, and
that which is conferred on a sufficiently large council.
For, in the first place, the power of one m-.- is (as we said,
Chap. _I. See. 5) very inadequato to support the entire
dominion ; but this no one, without m_nlfest absurdity, can
affirm of a sufficiently large council.
For, in declaring the
council to be sufficiently large, one at the _une time denies,
that it is inadequate to support the dominion.
A king,
therefore, is altogether in need of counsellors, but a council
like this is not so in the least.
In the second place, kings
are mortal, but councils are everlasting.
And so the power
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of the dominion which has once been transferred to a large
enough eouncil never reverts to the multitude. But this is
otherwise in a monarchy, as we showed (Chap. VII.
Sec. 25). Thirdly, _ king's dominion is often on sufferance, whether from his minority, sickness, or old age, or
from other causes ; but the power of a council of this kind,
on the contrary, remains always one and the same. In the
fourth place, one man's will is very fluctuating and inconstant; and, therefore, in a monarchy, all law is, indeed, the
explicit will of the lrlng (as we said, Chap. VII. Sec. 1),
but not every will of the 15ng ought to be law ; but this
cannot be said of the will of a sufficiently numerous council.
For since the council itself, as we have just shown, needs
no counsellors, its every explicit will ought to be law. And
hence we conclude, that the dominion conferred upon a
large enough council is absolute, or approaches nearest to
the absolute. For if there be any absolute dominion, it is,
in fact, that which is held by an entire multitude.
4. Yet in so far as this aristocratic dominion never (as
has just been shown)reverts to the multitude, and there is.
under it no consultation with the multitude, but, without
qualification, every will of the council is law, it must be
considered as quite absolute, and therefore its foundations
ought to rest only on the _
and judgment of the said
council, and not on the watchfulness of the multitude_
since the latter is excluded from giving its advice or its
vote. The reason, then, why in practice aristocracy is not
absolute, is that the multitude is a cause of fear to the_
rulers, and therefore succeeds in ret_.ining for itself some
liberty, which it asserts and holds as its own, if not by an
express law, yet on a tacit understan_ling.
5. Ancl thus it is manifest that this kind of dominion
will be in the best possible condition, if its institutions are_
such that it most nearly approaches the absolute that is,
that the multitude is as little as possible a cause of fear,
and retains no liberty, but such as must necessarily be assigned it by the law of the dominion itself, and is therefore
not so much a right of the multitude as of the whole
dominion, aseerte(t and maintained by the aristocrats oulyr
as their own. For thus practice agrees best with theory,
as appears from the last section, and is also self-evident_
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For we cannot doubt that the domi,_ion rests the less with
the patri_.us,
the more rights the commons assert for
themselves, such as those which the corporations of artisans
in Lower Germany,
commonly called Guilds, general|y
pOSSeSS.

6. But the commons need not apprehend any danger of
a hateful slavery from this form of domlr_on, merely because it is conferred on the council absolutely.
For the will
of so large a council cannot be so much determined by lust
as by reason; because men are drawn asunder by an evil
passion, and cannot be guided, as it were, by one mind,
except so far as they desire thlnoas honourable, or that have
at least an honourable appearance.
7. In determining, then, the foundations
of an aristocracy, it is above all to be observed, that they should rest
on the sole will and power of the supreme council, so that
it may be as independent as possible, and be in no danger
from the multitude.
In order to determine these founda_
tions, which are to rest, I say, upon the sole will and l_ower
of the council, let us see what foundations of peace are
peculiar to monarchy, and unsuited to this form of do.
minion.
For if we substitute for these equivalent foundations fit for an aristocracy, and leave the rest, as they are
already laid, we shA.1! have removed without doubt every
cause of seditions ; or, at least, this kind of dominion will
be no less safe than the monarchical,
but, on the contrary,
so much the more so, and of so much better a condition, as,
without danger to peace and liberty, it approaches nearer
than monarchyto the absolute (Secs. 3, 6). For the greater
the right of the supreme authority, the more the form of
•lominlon agrees with the dictate of reason (Chap. III.
Sec. 5_), and, therefore, the fitter it is to maintain peace
and liberty.
Let us run through, therefore, the points we
stated in our sixth chapter, beglnnlng with the ninth sec.
tion, that we may reject what is unfit for this kind of
(lom_n_on, and see what agrees with it.
8. That it is necessary, in the first place, to found and
fortify one or more cities, no one can doubt. But that city
is above all to be fortified, which is the heael of the whole
' Ought
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dominion, and also those that are on its frontiers. For
that which is the head of the whole dominion, and has the
supreme right, ought to be more powerful tha.n the rest.
But under this kind of dominion it is quite nnnecessary to
divide all the inhabitants into clan_.
9. As for the vnilltary, since under this dominion equality
is not to be looked for among all, but between the patricians only, and, in particular, the power of the patricians is
greater than that of the commons, it is certain that it
makes no difference to the laws or fundamental principles
of this dominion, that the military be formed of others
besides subjects? But it _ of the first importance that no
one be a_mittedinto the number of the patricians, that has
not a proper knowledge of the art of war. But for the
subjects to be excluded, as some would have it, from military service, is surely folly. For besides that the military
pay given to subjects remains within the realm, whereas,
on the contrary, what is paid to a foreign soldiery is altogether lost, the greatest strength of the dominion is also
thereby weakened. For it is certain that those fight with
l_ecnlia.rvalour who fight for altar and hearth. W'nence,
also, it is mu.nlfest that those are no less wrong, who lay
clownthat military commanders, tribunes, centurions, etc_
should be chosen from among the patricians only. For
with what courage will those soldiers fight who are deprived
of all hope of gaining glory and advancement ? But, on the
other hand, to establish a law forbidfllng the patricians to
hire
foreign
soldiers
when circumstances
require
it,
whether
to defendthemselves,
and suppressseditions,
or forany
otherreason,
besides
beinginconsiderate,
would alsobe repugnanttothesupremerightofthepatricians,
concerning
whichseeSecs.
8,4,5 ofthischap_x. But thegeneral
of
a single
army,or of theentire
ml]itary,
isto be chosen
but in time of war, and among the patricians only, and is
to hold the command for a year at most, without power of
tb_s%continued
therein,
or afterwards
reappointed.
For
w, necessary
asitisundera monarchy,isso above
allunderthisfried
ofdominion.Foralthoughitismuch
easier, as we have said above, to transfer the domiuion
Cf. Chalk.yI. Sec.lO.
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_rom one man to another than from a free council to one
man ; yet it does often happen, that patricians are subdued
by their own generals, and that to the much greater harm
_f the commonwealth. For when a monarch is removed,
it is but a change of tyrant, not of the form of dominion ;
'but, under an aristocracy, this cannot happen, without an
_psetting of the form of dominion, and a slaughter of the
.greatest men. Of which thing Rome has offered the most
unournful examples. But our reason for saying that, under
monarchy, the militia should serve without pay, is here
"inapplicable. For since the subjects are excluded from
giving their advice or votes, they are to be reckoned as
'foreigners, and are, therefore, to be hired for service on no
•worse terms than foreigners. And there is in this ease no
.danger of their being distinguished above the rest by the
patricians: nay, further, to avoid the partial judgment
_which everyone is apt to form of his own exploits, it is
•wiser for the patricians to assign a fixed payment to the
,_soldiers for their service.
10. Furthermore, for this same reason, that all but the
_patricians are foreigners, it cannot be without danger to
the whole dominion, that the lands and houses and the
_vhole soil should remain public property, and be let to the
inhabitants at a yearly rent. For the subjects having no
part in the dominion would easily, in bad times, all forsake
_heir cities, if they could carry where they pleased what
:goods they possess. And, therefore, lands and farms are
:not to be let, but sold to the subjects, yet on condition that
Jthey pay every year an aliquot part of the year's produce,
.etc., as is done in Holland.
11. These points considered, I proceed to the foundations
ton which the supreme council should rest and be established. We have shown (Sec. 2) that, in a moderate-sized
•dominion, this council ought to have about five thousand
•nembers. And so we must look for means of preventing
the dominion from gradually getting into fewer hands, and
,of insuring, on the contrary., that the number of members
"beincreased in proportion to the growth of the dominion
:itself ; and, next, that between the patricians, equality be
.as far as possible maintained; and, further, that there may
'be speed and e_tion
in their counsels, and that they
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tend to the general good; and, lastly, that the power of the
patricians 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 acquire the national manners, until at last they are distinguished 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 disqualified 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
_vhich determines the proportionate
numbers of patricians

_52

A

POLITIC

aT. TREATISE.

[C_a_.

VIII.

and multitude. For a proportion(Se_.I) ought to be
maintainedbetween the multitudeand the pat_,
so
that with the increase of the former the number of the
latter should be raised.
And this proportion (in accord°
ance with our remarks in the second section) ought to be
about fifty to one, that is, the ineqn,.lity
between the
members of each should never be greater.
For (Sec. 1)
without destroying the form of dominion, the number of
patrician_ may be greater than the number of the multititude.
But there is no danger except in the smallness
of their number.
But how it is to be provided that this
law be kept unbroken, I' will presently show in its own
place.
14. Patricians, in some places, are chosen only out of
particular families.
But it is ruinous to lay this down
expressly by law. For not to mention that families often
die out, and that the other families can never be excluded
without disgrace, it is also repugnant to the form of this
dominion, that the dignity of patrician should be hereditary
(Sec. 1). But on this system a dominion seems rather a
democracy, such as we have described in Sec. 12, that is in
the hands of very few citizens.
But, on the other hand,
to provide against the patricians choosing their own sons
and kinsmen, and thereby against the right of dominion
remaJnlng in particular fa.milies, is impossible, and indeed
absurd, as I shall show (See. 39).
But provided that
they hold that right by no express law, and that the
rest (I mean, such as are born within the dominion, and
use the vulg_x tongue, and have not a foreign wife, and
are not infamous, nor servants, nor earning their living by
any servile trade, among which are to be reckoned those of
a wine-merchant, or brewer) are not excluded, the form of
the dominion will, notwithstanding,
be re*Ained, and it will
be possible to ,_i_tain
the proportion between the patri_,.n_and the multitude.
15. But if it be further by law appointed that no young
men be chosen, it will never happen that a few _milies
hold the right of government in *.heir h_ds.
And, therefore, be it by law appointed, that no ,_,n that h_ not
reached his thirtieth year be put on the list of candidates.
16. Thirdly, it is next to be ordained, that all the
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patricians must be assembled at certain fixed times in a
particular part of the city, and that whoever does not
attend the council, unless he be hindered by illness or some
public business, shall be fined some considerable amount.
For, were it otherwise, most of them would neglect the
public, for the sake of their own private affairs.
17. Let this council's functions be to pass and repeal
laws, and to choose their patrician colleagues, and all the
ministers
of the dominion.
For he, that has supreme
right, as we have decided that this council has, cannot give
to anyone authority to pass and repeal laws, without at the
same time abdicating his own right, and transferring it
to him, to whom he gives that power.
For he, that has
but for one day only authority to pass and repeal laws, is
able to change the entire form of the dominion.
But one
can, without forfeiting one's supreme right, temporarily
entrust to others the daily business of dominion to be administered
according to the established laws.
l_urthermore, if the ministers of dominion were chosen by any
other but this council, then its members would be more
properly called wards than patricians.
18. Hence some are accustomed to create for the council
a ruler or prince, either for life, as the Yenetians, or for a
time, as the Genoese; but yet with such great precautions,
as make it clear enough, that it is not done without great
risk.
And assuredly we cannot doubt but that the dorn_nlon thereby approaches
the monarchical
form, and as
far as we can conjecture from their histories, it was done
for no other reason, than that before the institution
of
these councils they had lived under a ruler, or doge, as
under a Idng. And so the creation of a ruler is a necessary
req.uisite indeed for the particular
nation, but not for the
stocratic dominion considered in itself.
19. But, inasmuch as the supreme authority
of this
dor-ln_on rests with this council as a whole, not with every
individual member of it (for otherwise it would be but
the gathering of an undisciplined
mob), it is, therefore,
necessary that all the patricians be so bound by the laws
as to form, as it were, one body governed by one mind.
But the laws by themselves alone are weak and easily
in, ken, when their vindicators
are the very persons who
A&
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are able to transgress them, and the only ones who are to
take warning by the punishment,
and must punish their
colleagues in order by fear of the same punishment
to
restrain their own desire : for all this involves a great absurdity.
And, therefore, means must be sought to preserve
order in this supreme council and keep unbroken the constitution of the dominion, so that yet the greatest Possible
equality may exist between patricians.
20. But since, from a single ruler or prince, able also to
vote in the debates, there must necessarily arise a great
inequality, especially on account of the power, which must
of necessity be granted hlm_ in order to enable him to
disclmrge his duty in safety ; therefore, if we consider the
whole matter aright, nothing can be devised more useful
to the general welfare than the institution
of another
council of certain patricians subordinate to the supreme
council, whose only duty should be to see that the constitution, as far as it concerns the councils and ministers of
the dominion, be kept unbroken, and who should, therefore,
have authority to summon to judgment and, in conformity
with established law, to condemn any delinquent who, as a
minister of the dominion, has transgressed the laws concerniug his office. And these patricians we shah hereafter
call syndics.
21. And they are to be chosen for life. l_or, were they
to be chosen for a time, so that they should afterwards be
eligible for other offices in the dor, i_ion, we should fall
into the very absurdity which we have just pointed out in
the nineteenth
section. But lest they should become quite
haughty by very long rule, none are to be elected to this
office, but those who have reached their sixtieth year or more,
and have discharged the duties of senator, of which below.
22. Of these, too, we shall easily determine the number,
if we consider that these syndics stand to the patri_a.n_ in
the same relation as the whole body of patricians together
does to the multitude, which they cannot govern, if they
are fewer than a proper number.
And, therefore, the
number of the syndics should be to that of patricians as
_heir number is to that of the multitude, that is (Sec. 13),
as one to fifty.
23. Moreover, that this council may discharge its rune-
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tions in security, some portion of the soldiery must be
assigned to it, a_a4 be subject to its orders.
24. The syndics and other ministers of state are to have
no _al_ry, but such emoluments, that they cannot maladminster affairs of state without great loss to themselves.
For we c_not doubt that it is fair, that the ministers of
this kind of domlu_on should be awarded a recompense for
their time, since the commons are the majority in this
dom_oI_
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
own interest, things must, of necessity, be so ordered that
the rnlnlsters, who have charge of affairs of state, should
most pursue their own interest, when they are most watchful 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 householder 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 _nhabitants,
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, twenty or twenty.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 Tninieters, who are bound to abide their judgment, and who are freed 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 r]R.ily,and whose duty
it is to mlmmon 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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dent of the senate(cencernmg which we shallsoon have
occasionto speak),to admonish the supreme councilon
thishea_,to demand of the presidentof the syndicsthe
reason of his silence, and to inquire what is the supreme
council's opinion in the matter.
But if the president of
the senate is likewise silent, let the case be taken up by the
president of the supreme court of justice, or if he too is
silent by some other patrician, and let him demand an
explanation of their silence from the presidents of the
senate and the court of justice, as well as from the president of the syndics.
Lastly, that that law, whereby young
men are excluded, may likewise be strictly observed, it
is to be appointed that all who have reached the thirtieth
year of their age, and who are not by express law excluded,
are to have their names inscribed on a list, in presence of
the syndics, and to receive from them, at a fixed price,
some sign of the honour conferred on them, namely, that
they may be allowed to wear a particular ornament only
permitted to them, to distinguish
them and make them t_
be had in honour by the rest; and, at the same time, be it
ordained, that in elections none may nominate as patrician
anyone whose _,me is not inscribed on the general list,
and that under a heavy penalty.
And, further, let no one
be allowed to refuse the burden of a duty or office, which
he is chosen to bear. Lastly, that all the absolutely fundamental laws of the dominion may be everlasting, it must
be ore]a_ned that if anyone in the supreme council raise a
question about any fundamental law, as of prolonging the
eornmaud of ally general of an army, or of diminishing the
number of patricians, or the llke, he is guilty of treason,
and not only is he to be condemned to death, and his goods
confiscated, but some sign of his punishment is to remain
visible in public for an eternal memorial of the event. But
for the confirming of the other general rights of the dominion, it is enough, if it be only ordained, that no law
can be repealed nor new law passed, unless first the college
of _rndics, and then three-fourth_s or four-fifths of the
supreme council agree thereto.
26. Let the right also of summoning the supreme council
and proposing the maters to be decided in it, rest with the
syndics, and let them ]ikew_
be given the first plaeein
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the council, but without the right to vote. But before they
take their seats, they must swear by the safety of that
supreme council and by the public liberty, that they will
strive with the utmost zeal to preserve unbroken tho
ancient laws. and to consult the general good. After which
let them through their secretary open in order the subjects
of discussion.
27. But that all the patricians may have equal authority
in malting decrees and electing the ministers of the dominion, and that speed and exl_lition
in all matters may
be possible, the order observed by the Yenetians is altogether to be approved, for they appoint by lot a certain
number of the council to name the ministers, and when
these have named in order the candidates for office, every
patrician signifies by ballot his opinion, approving or rejecting the candidate in question, so that it is not afterwards known, who voted in this or that sense.
Whereby
it is contrived, not only that the authority of all the patrieiaus in the decision is equal, and that business is quickly
despatched,
but also, that everyone has absolute liberty
(which is of the first necessity in councils) to give his
opinion without danger of unpopularity.
28. But in the councils of syndics and the other councils,
the same order is to be observed, that voting is to be by
ballot.
But the right of convoking the council of syndics
and of proposing the matters to be decided in the same
eught to belong to their president, who is to sit every day
with ten or more other syndics, to hear the complaints and
secret accusations of the commons against the r-lnlsters,
and to look after the accusers, if circumstances require, and
to _ummon the supreme council even before the appointed
time, if any of them judge that there is danger in the
delay.
Now this president and those who meet with _im
every day are to be appointed by the supreme council and
out of the number of syndics, not indeed for life, but for
six months, and they must not have their term renewed
but after the lapse of threo or four years.
And these, as
we said above, are to be awarded the goods that are con_
_ated and the pecuniary fines, or some part of them.
The
remainin_
uoints which concern the syndics we will men°
•
.
_ .t
_ion m their proper l_lacos.
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29. The second council, which is subordinate
to the
supreme one, we will call the senate, and let its duty be to
transact public business, for instance, to publish the laws
of the dor.ln]on, to order the fortifications
of the cities
according to law, to confer m_lltary commissions, to impose
taxes on the subjects and apply the same, to answer foreign
embassies, and decide where embassies are to be sent. Bu?_
let the ac_l
appointment
of ambassadors
be the duty of
the supreme council.
For it is of the greatest consequence
to see that no patrician be called to any office in the domlnion but by the supreme council itself, lest the pata-icians
themselves
should try to curry favour with the senate.
Secondly, all matters are to be referred to the supreme
council, which in any way alter the exis_ng state of _,hings,
as the deciding on peace and war.
Wherefore,
that the
senate's decrees concerning peace and war may be valid,
they must be confirmed by the supreme council.
And
therefore I should say, that it belonged
to the supreme
council only, not to the senate, to impose new taxes.
30. In determining
the number of senators these points
are to be taken into consideration:
first, that all the
patrici_+n_ should have an equal hope of g.,_n_n_ senatorial
rank;
secondly, that notwithstanding
the same senators,
whose time (for which they were elected) is elapsed, may
be continued after a short interval, that so the dominion
may always be governed by skilled and experienced men;
and lastly, that among the senators many may be found
illustrious for wisdom and virtue.
But to secure all these
conditions, there can be no other means devised, th.n that
it should be by law appointed, that no one who has not
reached his fiftieth year, be received into the number of
senators, and that four hundred, that is about a twelfth
part of the patricians,
be appoin_t
for a year, and that
two years after that year has elapsed, the same be capable
of re-appointment.
For in this manner about a twelfth
part of the patricians will be constantly engaged in the
duty of senator, with only short intervening periods;
and
this number surely, together with that made up by the
syndics, _11 be little less than the number of patricians
that have attained their fiftieth year. And so all the
patriei_,
will always have a great hope of gaining the rank
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of senator or syndic, and yet notwithstanding, the same
l_atrie_,
at only short intervals, will always hold senatorial rank, and (accore]_ng to what we said, See. 2) there
will never be wanting in the senate distinguished men, excelling in counsel and skill. And because this law cannot
be broken without exciting great jealousy on the part of
Tn_.nypatricians, it needs no other safeguard for its constaut validity, than that every patrician who has reached
the age we mentioned, should offer the proof thereof to the
syndics, _vho 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.
81. 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 hundredth or a fiftieth part of the merchandise experted
abroad from the dominion, or impertod into it from abroad.
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, oughtto be exempt ; for such
an immunity c_nnot 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 praetor, which officers we said
(See. 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
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 objected to us, that on this system, if, that is, syndics and
senators are to be allowed so great profits, an aristocracy
will be as burdensome to the subjects as any monarchy.
But not to mention that royal courts require larger expenditure, and are yet not provided in order to secure peace,
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and that peace can never be bought too dear; it is to be
added, first, that all that under a monarchy is conferred on
one or a few, is here conferred upon very many.
Next
kings and their ministers do not bear the burden of the
dominion with the subjects, but under this form of dominion it is just the reverse; for the patricians, who are
always chosen from the rich, bear the largest share of the
weight of the commonwealth.
Lastly, the burdens of a
monarchy spring not so much from its king's expenditure,
as from its secret policy. For those burdens of a dominion,
that are imposed on the citizens in order to secure peace
and liberty, great though they be, are yet supported and
lightened by the usefulness
of peace.
What nation ever
had to pay so many and so heavy taxes asthe Dutch?
Yet
it not only has not been exhausted, but, on the contrary,
has been so mighty by its wealth, that all envied its good
fortune.
If therefore the burdens of a monarchy were imposed for the sake of peace, they would not oppress the
citizens ; but, as I have said, it is from the secret policy of
that sort of dominion, that the subjects faint under their
lord ; that is, because the virtue of kings counts for more
in time of war than in time of peace, and because they, who
would reign by themselves, ought abeve all to tryand have
their subjects poor; not to mention other things, which
that most prudent Dutchman V. H. l formerly remarked,
because they do not concern my design, which is only to
describe the best state of every kind of dominion_
82. Of the syndics chosen by the supreme council, some
should sit in the senate, but without the right of voting,
so _hat they may see whether the laws concerning that
assembly be duly observed, and may have the supreme
council convoked, when anything is to be referred to it
from the senate.
For the supreme right of convoJr_ng this
council, and proposing to it subjects of discussion, is, as we
have already said, with the syndics.
But before the votes
of the contemporaries
of the senators be taken, the pre'_This V. H. is Pieter de ]a Court(1618-85). an e_rinent publicist,
whowrote underthe initials D. C.(De |a Court), V. H_(Van den Hove,
the Dutch equivalent). He was a frmndof John de Wit h and opposed
to the party of the Statholdersf--PoLLocK'S L_fe and _Pk/losop_f of
_/_or_a_wwards endof Chap. X_
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sident of the senate for the time being shall explain the
state of affairs, and what the senate's own opinion is on the
matter in question, and why; after which the votes shall
be collected in the accustomed order.
33. The entire senate ought not to meet every day, but,
like all great councils, at a certain fixed time.
But as in
the mean time the business of the dominion must be
executed, it is, therefore, necessary that some part of the
senators be chosen, who, on the dismissal of the senate,
shall supply its place, and whose duty it shall be to summon
the senate itself, when need is ; to execute its orders about
affairs of state; to read letters written to the senate and
supreme council; and, lastly, to consult about the matters
to be proposed in the senate.
But that all these points,
and the order of this assembly, as a whole, may be more
easily conceived, I will describe the whole matter more
precisely.
84. The senators who, as we have said already, are to be
chosen for a year, are to be divided into four or six series,
of which let the first have the first seat in the s_nate for
the first three or two months in the year; and at the ex.
piration of this time, let the second series take the place of
the first, and so on, observing
their turns, so that that
series which was first in the first months may be last in
the second period. Furthermore, there are to be appointed
as many presidents
as there are series, and the same
number of vice-presidents
to fill their places when required-that
is, two are to be chosen out of every series,
one to be its president, the other its vice-president,
And
let the president of the first series preside in the senate
also, for the first months ; or, in his absence, let his vicepresident fill his place; and so on with the rest, observing
the same order as above.
Next, out of the first series,
some are to be chosen by vote or lot to fill the pla_ of the
senate, when it is dismissed, in conjunction with the president and vice-president of the same series; and that, for the
same space of time, as the said series occupies the first place
in the senate ; and thus, when that time is past, as many
are again to be chosen out of the second series, by vote or
lot, to fill, in conjunction with their president and vicepresident, the place of the first series, and supply the lack
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of a senate ; and so on with the rest. And there is no need
that the election of these men--I
mean those that I have
said are to be chosen for periods of three or _o months,
by vote or lot--should
be made by the supreme council.
For the reason which we gave in the twenty-ninth
section
is not here applicable, much less the reason stated in the
seventeenth.
It suffices, then, that they be elected by the
senate and the syndics present at its meeting.
35. But of these persons we cannot so precisely ascertain the number.
However, this is certain, that they must
be too numerous to be easily susceptible
of corruption.
For though they can by themselves determine nothing concerniug a_._rs of state, yet they can delay the senate, or,
what would be worst of all, delude it by putting forward
matters of no importance, and keeping back those that are
of greater
not to mention that, if they were too few, the
absence of one or two might delay public business.
But
as, on the contrary, these consuls axe for that very reason
appointed, because great councils cannot devote themselves
every day to public business, a remedy must be looked for
necessarily here, and their inadequacy of number be made
up for by the shortness of their term of office. And thus,
if only thirteen or so be chosen for two or three months,
they will be too many to be corrupted in this short
period.
And for this cause, also, did I recommend that
their successors should by no means be appointed, except
at the very time when they do succeed, and the others go
away.

36. We have said, that it is also their duty, when any,
though few, of them thlnl_ it needful, to convoke the senate,
to put before it the matters to be decided, to dismiss it, and
to execute its orders about public business.
But I will now
briefly state the order in which this ought to be done, so
that business may not be long protracted by useless questions.
Let, then, the consuls consult about the matter to
be proposed in the senate, and what is required to be done ;
and, if they are all of one mind about it, then let them
convoke the senate, and, having duly explu_ned the question, let them set forth what their opinion is, and, without
waiting for another's opinion, collect the votes in their
order. But if the consuls support more than one opinion,

then, in the senate, that opinion is first to be stated on the
question proposed, which was supported
by the larger _
number of consuls.
And if the same is not approved by
the majority of senate and consuls, but the waverers and
opponents together are in a majority, which is to be deter°
mined by ballot, as we have already mentioned, then let
them set forth the second opinion, which had fewer votes
than the former among the consuls, and so on with the
rest. But if none be approved by a majority of the whole
senate, the senate is to be adjourned to the next day, or
for a short time, that the consuls meanwhile may see, if
they can find other means, that may give more satisfaction.
But if they do not succeed in finding other means, or if the e
majority of the senate refuses to ap]_rove such as they havefound, then the opinion of every senator is to be heard;
and if the majority of the senate also refuses to support
any of these, then the votes are to be taken again on every
opinion, and not only the aifirmative votes, as hitherto, but
the doubtful and negative are to be counted.
And if the
atfn'm_tive prove more numerous than the doubtful
or
negative, then that opinion is to hold good; but, on the
contrary, to be lost, if the negative prove more numerous
than the doubtful or amrmative.
But if on every opinion
there is a greater number of doubters than of voters for
and against, then let the council of syndics join the senate,
and vote _vith the senators, with only atfn_native and negative votes, omitting those that signify a hesitating
mind.
And the same order is to be observed about matters referred by the senate to the supreme council.
So much
for the senate.
37. As for the court of justice or bench, it cannot rest
upon the same foundations
as that which exists under a
monarch, as we described it in Chap. VI. Secs. 26, and
following.
For (See. 14) it agrees not with the foundations of our present dominion, that any account be mad_
of families or clans.
And there must be a further difference, because judges chosen from the patricians
only
might indaed be restrained by the fear of their patrician
successors, from pronounelng any unjust judgment against
any of the patricians, and, perhaps, would hardly have the_
courage to punish them after their deserts; but they
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would, on the other hand, dare eve_r_ing _nst
the
commons, and dailycarryoffthe richamong them fora
prey.
I know that the plan of the Genoese is therefore
approved by many, for they choose their judges not among
the patricians, but among foreigners.
But this seems to
me, considering the matter in the abstract, absurdly ordained, that foreigners and not patricians should be called
in to interpret the laws. For what are judges but inter.
preters of the laws ? And I am therefore persuaded that
herein also the Genoese have had regard rather to the
genius of their own race, than to the very nature of rids
]dud of dom]-_on.
We must, therefore, by considering the
matter in the abstract, dev_
the means which best agree
with the form of this government.
88. But as far as regards the number of the judges, the
theory of this constit_ution requires no pec, l_r number;
but as under monarchical domi-_on, so under this, it su_ces
that they be too numerous to be corrupted by a private
man.
For their duty is but to provide again,tone
private
person doing wrong to another, and therefore to decide disputes between private persons, as well patrici_
as commons, and to exact penalties from delinquents, and even
from patricians, syndics, and senators, as far as they have
offended aga_ust the laws, whereby all are bound.
But
disputes that may arise between cities tl_t are subject to
the dominion, are to be decided in the supreme council.
39. Furthermore
the principle regulating the time, for
which the judges should be appointed, is the same in both
dor-in_ons, and alse the principle of a certain part of them
retiring every year; and, lastly, although it is not necessary for every one of them to be of a different family, yet
it is necessary that two related by blood should not sit on
• he same bench together.
Ancl this last point is to be observed also in the other councils, except the supreme one, in
_hich it is enough, if it be only provided by law that in
_lections no man may nomlnate a relation, nor vote upon
his nomination by another, and also that two relations may
_ot draw lo_s from the urn for the nom_-_tion of any
minister of the domb_on.
This, I say, is su_cient
in a
_ouncil that is eomposed of so large a number of men, and
has no special profits assigned to it. And so utterly un.
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harmedwill the dominionbe in this quarter, that it is
absurdto pass a law exeludiugfrom the supremecouncil
the relations of all the patrieians, as we said in the fourteenth section. But that it is absurd is m_nifest. For
that law could not be instituted by the patricians themselves, without their thereby all absolutely abdicating their
own right, and therefore not the patricians themselves but
the commons would defend this law, which is directly contrary to what we provedin Sees. 5 and 6. But that law of
the dominion, whereby it is orttalned that the same nniform
proportion be maintained between the numbers of the
patricians and the multitude, chiefly contemplates this end
of preserving the patricians' right and power, that is, provides against their becoming too few to be able to govern
the multitude.
40. But the judges are to be chosen by the supreme
council out of the patricians only, that is (Sec. 17) out of
the actual authors of the laws, and the judgments they
pass,

as well

in

civil

as Crlmlna|

cases,

shall

be valid,

if

they were pronounced in due course of justice and without
partiality ; into which matter the syndics shall be by law
authorized to inquire, and to judge and determine thereof.
41. The judges' emoluments ought to be the same, as
we mentioned in the twenty-ninth section of the sixth
chapter; namely, that they receive from the losing party
upon every judgment which they pass in civil cases, an
aliquot part of the whole sum at stake. But as to their
sentences in criminal cases, let there be here this difference
only, that the goods which they confiscate, and every fine
whereby lesser crimes are punished, be assigned to themselves only, yet on this condition, that they may never
compel anyone to confess by torture, and thus, precaution
enough will be taken against their being unfair to the
commons, and through fear too lenient to the patricians.
For besides that thiR fear is tempered by avarice itself, and
that veiled under the specious name of justice, they are
also numerous, and vote, not openly, but by ballot, so that
a man may be indignant at losing his case, but can have no
reason to impute it to a particular person. Moreover the
fear of the syndics will restrain them from pronouncing
an inequitable, or at least absurd sentence, or from acting
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any of them treacherously,
besides that in so large a
number of judges there will always be one or two, that the
unf_r stand in awe of. Lastly, as far as the commons are
concerned, they also will be adequately secured if they are
allowed to appeal to the syndics, who, as I have said, are
by law authorized to inquire, judge, and determine
about
_the conduct of the judges. For it is certain that the syndics
will not be able to escape the hatred of the patricians, and
_on the other hand, will always be most popular with the
_commons, whose applause they will try asfar as they can to
bid for. To which end, opportunity being given them, they
will not fail to reverse sentences pronounced against the
laws of the court, and to examine any judge, and to punish
those that are partial, for nothing moves the hearts of a
multitude more than this.
Nor is it an objection, but, on
the contrary, an advantage,
that such e_nples
can but
rarely occur.
For not to mention thatthat commonwealth
is ill ordered where examples are daily made of criminals
(as we showed Chap. V. Sec. 2), those events must surely
be very rare that are most renowned by fame.
42. Those who are sent as governors to cities and pro.
_inces ought to be chosen out of the rank of senators,
because it is the duty of senators to look after the fortifications of cities, the treasury, the m_]it_ry, etc. But those,
who were sent to somewhat
distant regions, would be
unable to attend the senate, and, therefore, those only are
to be summoned from the senate itself, who are destined
to cities founded on their native soil ; but those whom they
irish to send to places more remote are to be chosen out of
those, whose age is consistent with senatorial rank.
But
not even thus do I thinlr that the peace of the dominion
be sufficiently provided for, that is, if the neighbouring cities are altogether denied the right of vote, unless
_hey are so weak, that they can be openly set at naught,
which cannot surely be supposeet
And so it is necessary,
that the neighbouring cities be gran_d the right of citizen_hip, and that from every one of them twenty, or thirty, or
forty chosen citizens (for the number should vary with the
of the city) be enrolled among the patrlcians, out of
whom three, four, or five ought to be yearly elected to be
_of the senate, and one for life to be a syndic.
And let
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those who are of the senate be sent with their syndic, to
govern the city out of which they were chosen.
43. Moreover, judges are to be established in every city,
¢hosen out of the patricians of that city.
But of these I
think it unnecessary to treat at length, because they concorn not the foundations
of this sort of dominion
in
particular.
44. In every council the secretaries and other officials
of this kind, as they have not the right of voting, should
be chosen from the commons.
But as these, by their long
practice of business, are the most conversant with the
affairs to be transacted, it often arises that more deference
th_n right is shown to their advice, and that the state of
the whole dominion depends chiefly on their guidance:
which thing has been fatal to the Dutch.
For this cannot
happen without exciting the jealousy
of many of the
noblest. And surely we cannot doubt, that a senate, whose
wisdom is derived from the advice, not of senators, but of
_)tlicials, will be most frequented by the sluggish, and the
condition of this sort of dominion will be little better than
that of a monarchy directed by a few counsellors
of the
]rlng. (See Chap. VL Secs. 5-7).
However, to this evil
the dominion will be more or less liable, according as it
_vas well or ill founded.
For the liberty of a dominion is
never defended without risk, if it has not firm enough
foundations;
and, to avoid that risk, patricians
choose
from the commons ambitious ministers, who are slaughtered
as victims to appease the wrath of those, who are plotting
against liberty.
But where liberty has firm enough foundations, there the patricians themselves vie for the honour
of defending it, and are anxious that prudence in the con.
duct of affairs should flow from their own advice ouly ; and
in laying the foundations
of this domln_on we have studied
above an these two points, namely, to exclude the commons
from giving advice as much as from giving votes (Secs.
3, 4), and, therefore, to place the whole authority of the
dominion with the whole body of patricians, but its exercise with the syndics and senate, and, lastly, the right of
convoking the senate, and treating of matters affectiug the
common welfare with consuls chosen from the senate itself.
But, if it is further ordained that the secretary, whether in
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the senate or in other councils, be appointed for four or
five years at most, and have attached to him an assistantsecretary appointed for the same period, to bear part of
the work during that time, or that the senate have not
one, but several secretaries, employed one in one department, and another in another, the power of the officials
will never become of any consequence.
45. Treasurers are likewise to be chosen from the commons, and are to be bound to submit the treasury accounts
to the syndics as well as to the senate.
46. Matters concerning religion we have set forth at
sufficient length in our Theologico-Political
Treatise.
Yet
certain points we then omitted, of which it was not there
the place to treat;
for instance, that all the patricians
must be of the same religion, that is, of that most simple
and general religion, which in that treatise we described.
For it is above all to be avoided, that the patricians themselves should be divided into sects, and show favour, some
to this, and others to that, and thence become mastered by
superstition, and try to deprive the subjects of the liberty
of speaDng out their opinions. In the second place, though
everyone is to be given liberty to speak out his opinion,
yet great conventicles are to be forbidden.
And, therefore,
those that are attached to another religion are, indeed, to
be allowed to build as many temples as they please ; yet
these are to be small, and limited to a certain standard of
size, and on sites at some little distance one from another.
But it is very important, that the temples consecrated to
the national religion should be large and costly, and that
only patricians or senators should be allowed to administerits principal rites, and thus that patricians only
be suffered to baptize, celebrate marriages, and lay on
hands, and that in general they be recognized
as the
priests of the temples and the champions and interpreters
of the national
religion.
But, for preaching,
and to
msnsge the church treasury and its daily business, let
some persons be chosen from the commons by the senate
itself, to be, as it were, the senate's deputies, and, therefore, bound to render it account of everything.
47. And these are points that concern the foundations
of this sort of dominion; to which I will add some few
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others less essential indeed, but yet of great importance.
Namely, that the patricians, when they walk, should be
disf.lno#uished by some special garment, or dress, and be
saluted by some special title ; and that every man of the
commons should give way to them;
and that, if any
patrician has lost his property by some unavoidable misfortune, he should be restored to his old condition at the
public expense ; but if, on the contrary, it be proved that
he has spent the same in presents, ostentation, gaming,
debauchery, &c., or that he is insolvent, he must lose his
dignity, and be held unworthy of every honour and office.
For he, that cannot govern himself and his own private
affairs, will much less be able to axtvise on public affairs.
48. Those, whom the law compels to t_e an oath, will
be much more cautious of perjury, if they are bidden to
swear by the country's safety and liberty and by the
supreme council, than if they are told to swear by God.
For he who swears by God, gives as surety some private
advantage to himself, whereof he is judge ; but he, who by
his oath gives as surety his countrfs
liberty and safety,
swears by what is the common advantage of all, whereof
he is not judge, and if he perjures himself, thereby dedares that he is his country's enemy.
49. Academies, that are founded at the public expense,
axe instituted
not so much to cultivate
men's natural
abilities as to restrain them. But in a free commonwealth
arts and sciences will be best cultivated to the full, if everyone that asks leave is allowed to tea_li publicly, and that
at his own cost and risk.
But these and the like points I
reserve for another place. I For here I determined to treat
only such matters as concern an aristocratic
dominion
only.
I This promise
is not kept
livingto finishthe work.

by the author_ no doubt
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IX.
CONTINUATION.

H
ITR-ERTO
we have considered
an aristo_,
so far
as ittakesitsname
from one city,
which isthehesA
of the whole dominion.
It is now time to treat of that,
which is in the hands of more than one city, and which I
think preferable to the former.
But that we may notice
its d_fference and its superiority, we will pass in review
the foundations of domin_on_ one by one, rejecting those
foundations, which are unsuited to the present kind, and
laying in thelr place others for it to rest upon.
2. The cities, then, which enjoy the right of citizenship,
must be so built and fortified, that, on the one baud, each
city by itself may be unable to subsist without the rest,
and that yet, on the other hand, it cannot desert the rest
without great harm to the whole dominion.
For thus they
will always remain unit_.
But cities, which are so constituted, that they can neither m,._-tain themselves, nor be
dangerous to the rest, are clearly not independent,
but
absolutely subject to the rest.
3. But the contents of the ninth and tenth sections of
the last chapter are deduced from the general nature of
aristocracy, as are also the proportion between the numbers
of the patricians and the multitude, and the proper age and
condition of those that are to be made patricians;
so that
on these points no differenee can arise, whether the dominion be in the h_nds of one or more cities.
But the
supreme council must here be on a different footing.
For
if any city of the dominion were assigned for the meeting
of this supreme council, it would in reality be the head of
the dominion ; and, therefore, either they would have to take
turns, or a place would have to be assigned for this
council, that has not the right of citizenship, and belongs

equally to all
But either alternative is as dlfScult to
ef[ect, a_ it is easy to state; I mean, either that so many
thoummds of men should have to go often outside their
cities, or that they should have to assemble sometimes in
_)ne place, sometimes in another.
4. But that we may conclude aright what should be
<tone in this matter, and on what plan the councils of this
<lomlnlon ought to be formed, from its own very nature
and condition, these points are to be considered ; namely,
that every city has so much more right than a private
m_,. as it excels him in power (Chap. H. See. 4), and
consequently that every city of this domlnlon has as much
right within its walls, or the limits of its jurisdiction, as it
has power ; and, in the next place, that all the cities axe
mut_m.lly associated and united, not as under a treaty, but
as form_-g one dominion, yet so that every city has so
much more right as ag_tln_t the dominion than the others,
as it exceeds the others in power.
For he who seeks
equality between unequals, seeks an absurdity.
Citizens,
indeed, are rightly esteemed equal, because the .power of
each, compared with that of the whole dominion, m of no
account.
But each city's power constitutes a large part of
the power of the dominion itself, and so much the larger,
as the city itsel_ is greater.
And, therefore, the cities cannot all be held equal
But, as the Power of each, so also
its right should be estimated by its greatness.
The bonds,
however, by which they should be bound into one do•ni_on, axe above all a senate and a court of justice
(Chap. IV. Sec. 1). But how by these bonds they are all
to be so united, that each of them may yet remain, as far
as possible, independent, I will here briefly show.
_. I suppose then, that the patricians of every city, who,
a_ording
to its size, should be more, or fewer (See. 3),
have supreme right over their own city, and that, in that
city's supreme council, they have supreme authority
to
fortify the city and enlarge its walls, to impose taxes, to
pass and repeal laws, and, in general, to do everything
which they judge necessary to their city's preservation and
increase.
But to manage the common business of the
dominion, a senate is to be created on just the same footing as we described in the last chapter, so that there be
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between this senate and the former no di_erence, except
that this has also authority to decide the disputes, which
may arise between cities.
For in this dominion, of which
no city is head, it cannot be done by the supreme council
(See Chap. VI. See. 38.)
6. But, in this domlu_on, the supreme ceuncil is not t_
be called together, unless there is need to alter the form of
the dom_u_on itself, or on some di_Beult business, to which
the senators shall think themselves unequal; and so it will
very rarely happen, that all the patricians are summoned
to ceunc_
For we have said (Chap. VIII. Sec. 17), that
the supreme council's function is to pass and repeal laws,
and to choose the ministers of the dominion. But the laws,
or general constitution of the whole dominion, ought not to
be changed as soon as instituted.
If, however, time and
occasion suggest the institution of some new law or the
change of one already ordained, the question may first be
discussed in the senate, and after the agreement of the
senate in the matter, then let envoys next be sent to the
cities by the senate itself, to inform the patricians of every
city of the opinion of the senate, and lastly, if the majority
of the cities follow that opinion, it shall then remain good,
but otherwise be of no effect.
And this same order may
be observed in choosing the generals of the army and the
ambassadors
to be sent to other realms, as also about
decrees concernin_ the making of war or accepting conditions of peace. ]3ut in choosing the other public officials,
since (as we showed in Sec. 4) every city, as far as can be,
ought to remain independent, and to have as much more
right than the others in the dominion, as it exceeds them
in power, the following order must necessarily be observed.
The senators are to be chosen by the patricians of each
city; that is, the patricians of one city are to elect in their
own council a fixed number of senators from their eellea_es
of their own city, which number is to be to that of
the patricians of that city as one to twelve (Chap. VIII.
See. 30) ; and they are to designate whom they will to be
of the first, second, third, or other series;
and in like
manner the patricians of the other cities, in proportion to
their number, are to choose more or fewer senators, and
dis_'ibute them among the series, into a certain number of
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_vhich we have said the senato is to be divided.
(Chap.
WTU- See. 34_) By which means it _A1 result, that in
every series of senators there will be found senators of
every city, more or fewer, according to its size.
But the
preaidents and vice-presidents
of the series, being fewer
in number th_n the cities,
are to be chosen by lotby the
senateout of the consuls,
who are to be appointedfirst.
_e
s_me order is to be maintained in appointingthe
supreme judgesofthedominion,namely,thatthel_tricians
.f everycityare to electfrom theircolleagues
in proportionto theirnumber more orfewer judges. And soitwill
be the case, that every city in choosing officials will be
as independent as Possible, and that each, in proportion to
its power, .will have the more right alike in the senate and
the court of justice; supposing,
that is, that the order
observed by senate and court in deciding public affa_-s,
and settling disputes is such in all respects, as we have
described it in the thirty-third
and thirty-fourth
sections
of the last chapter. _
7. Next, the commanders
of battalions and military tribunes are also to be chosen from the patricians.
For as it
is fair, that every city in proportion
to its size should be
bound to levy a certain number of soldiers for the general
safety of the whole do_nlnlon, it is also fair, that from the
patricians of every city in proportion to the number of
regiments, which they are bound to maintain, they may
appoint so many tribunes, captains, ensigns, etc., as are
needed to discipline that part of the military, which they
supply to the dominion.
8. No taxes are to be imposed by the senate on the
hjects ; but to meet the expenditure, which by decree of
e senate is necessary to carry on public business, not
the subjects, but the cities themselves
are to be called
• o assessment by the senate, so that every city, in proportion to its size, should pay a larger or smaller share of the
expense.
And this share indeed is to be exacted by the
patricians of every city from their own citizens in what
way they please, either by compelling them to an assessment, or, as is much fairer, by imposing taxes on them.
1 So the text : but the courtof justice is not describedtill the thirty.
seventh and fc_lowingsections of Chap. VIII.

_

A

POLITICAIJ

9. Further,althoughall_e
not ms_11e,

nor

_16 SeD_01_

T_ATIS_

_es

[CHAP.

I_.

of thisdominion are

_mmoned

from

the

mal_o

time cities
only,yet may the _me emolum_
be a_ml_
to the senators, as we mentioned in the thirty-first _o,
¢£ the last chapter.
To which end it will be possible t_
devise means, varying with the composition
of the dominion, to ]inlr the cities to one another more closely.
But the other points concerning the senate and the court
of justice and the whole dominion in general, which I
delivered in the last chapter, are to be applied to this
dominion also.
And so we see, that in a dominion which
is in the hands of several dries, it will not be necessary t_
assign a fixed time or place for assembling the supreme
council.
But for the senate and cour_ of justice a place is
to be appointed in a village, or in a city, that has not the
right of voting.
But I return to those points, which concern the cities taken by themselves.
10. The order to be observed by the supreme council of
a single city, in choosing ofacials of the dominion and of
the city, and in making decrees, should be the same that
I have delivered in the twenty-seventh
and ttfirty-sixth
sections of the last chapter.
For the policy is the same
here as it was there.
Next a council of syndics is to be
formed, suborc]inate to the council of the city, and having
the same relation to it as the council of syndics of the last
chapter had to the council of the entire dominion, and let
its functions within the limits of the city be also the same,
and let it enjoy the same emoluments.
But if a city, and
consequently the number of its patriciaus be so small that
it cannot create more than one syndic or two, which two
are not enough to make a council, then the supreme council
of the city is to appoint judges to assist the syndics in trials
according to the matter at issue, or else the dispute must
be referred to the supreme council of syndics.
For from
every city some also out of the syndics are to be sent t_
the place where the senate sits, to see that the constitution
of the whole dominion is preserved
unbroken, and they
are to sit in the senate without the right of voting.
11. The consn]__s d the cities are likewise to be chosen
by the l_riclans
of their city, and are to constitute a ser_
of aojaate for it. But their number I _nnot determine,
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nor yet do I th_n_ i_ neemsa_, since the city's business of
great importance is transacted by its supreme council, and
matters concerning the whole dominion by the great senate.
But if they be few, it will be necessary that they give their
votes in their council openly, and not by ballot, as in large
councils.
For in small councils, when votes are given
secretly, by a little extra c,mning one can easily detect the
author of every vote, and in many ways deceive the less
attentive.
12. Besides, in every city judges are to be appointed by
its supreme council, from whose sentence, however, let
everyone but an openly convicted criminal or confessed
debtor have a right of appeal to the supreme court of justice
of the dominion.
But this need not be pursued further.
13. It remains, therefore, to speak of the cities which
are not independent.
If these were founded in an actual
province or district of the dominion, and. their inhabitants
are of the same nation and language, they ought of necessity, llke villages, to be es_med
parts of the neighbouring cities, so that each of them should be under the
government of this or that independent
city.
And the
reason of this is, that the patricians are chosen by the
supreme council, not of the dominion, but of every city,
and in every city are more or fewer, according to the
number of inhabitants
within the limits of its jurisdiction
(See. 5). And so it is necessary, that the multitude of the
city, which is not independent, be referred to the census of
another which is independent,
and depend upon the latter's
government.
But cities captured by right o£ war, and
a.nnexed to the dominion, are either to be esteemed assodates in the dominion, and though conquered put under
an obligation by that benefit, or else colonies to enjoy the
right of citizenship are to be sent thither, and the natives
removed elsewhere or utterly destroyed,
14. And these are the thln_,
which touch the foundations of the dominion.
But that its condition is better
th_n that of the aristocracy, which is called after one city
only, I conclude from this, namely, that the patricians of
every city, after the manner of human desire, will be eager
to keep, and if possible increase their right, beth in their
city and in the senate; and therefore will try, as far as
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possible, to attract the multitude to themselves, and con.
sequently to make a stir in the dominion by good deeds
rather th_ by fear, and to increase their own number; because the more numerous they are, the more senators they
will choose out of their own council (Sec. 6), and hence the
more right (Sec. 6) they will possess in the dominion_ Nor
is it an objection, that while every city is consulting
its
own interest and suspecting
the rest, they more often
quarrel among themselves, and waste time in disputing.
For if, while the Romans are debating. Saguntum is lost: l
on the other h_.nd, while a few are deciding everything in
conformity with their own passions only, liberty and the
general good are lost.
For men's natural abilities are too
dull to sce through everything at once ; but by consulting,
listening, and debating, they grow more acute, and while
they are trying all means, they at last discover those
which they want, which all approve, but no one would
have thought of in the first instance. But if anyone retorts,
that the dominion of the Dutch has not long endured
without a count or one to fill his place, let him have this
reply, that the ])u_ch thought, that to maintain their liberty
it was enough to abandon their count, and to behead the
body of their dominion, but never thought of remoul_ing
it, and left its limbs, just as they had been first constituted, so that the county of Holland has remained without a count, like a headless body, and the actual dominion
has lasted on without the name.
And so it is no wonder
that most of its subjects have not known, with whom the
authority of the dominion lay. And even had this been
otherwise, yet those who actually held dominion were far
too few to govern the multitude and suppress their powerful adversaries.
Whence it has come to pass, that the
latter have often been able to plot against them with impunity, and at last to overthrow them. And so the sudden
overthrow of the said rspublie 2 has not arisen from a
useless waste of time in debates, but from the misformed
state of the said dominion and the fewness of its rulers.
1 Livy, "Hist.," Bk. xxi. Chaps. VI. and following.
• .D. 1672. William Henry, Prince of Orange,afterwardsWilliam
III. of England, was made Statholderby a popularinsurrection,consequent on the invasionof the French.
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15. This aristocracy in the h_nds of several cities is also
preferable to the other, because it is not necessary, as in
the first described, to provide against its whole supreme
council being overpowered by a sudden attack, since (Sec.
9) no time or place is appointed for its meeting.
Moreover, powerful citizens in this dominion are less to be
feared.
Por where several cities enjoy liberty, it is not
enough for him, who is making ready his way to dominion,
to seize one city, in order to hold dominion over the rest.
And, lastly, liberty under this dominion is common to more.
For where one city reigns alone, there the advantage
of
the rest is only so far considered, as suits that reigning
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CONCLUSION.

1.
VING erp]_ued and made proof of the foundatlon_.
of both ]_mds of aristocracy, it remains to inquire
whether by reason of any fault they are liable to be dissolved or changed into another form.
The primary cause,
by which dominions of this kind are dissolved, is that,
which that most acute l_lorentine 1 observes in his "Discourses on Livy" (-Bk. iii. Chap. I.), _,.mely, that like a
bureau ]_dy, "a dominion has daily added to it something
that at some time or other needs to be remedied."
And so,
he says, it is necessary for somet.hi_g occasionally to occur,
to bring back the do_on
to that first principle, on which
it was in the beg_nulng established.
And if this does no_
take place within the necessary time, its blemishes will go
on increasing, till they cannot be removed, but with the
dominion itself.
And this restoration, he says, may either
happen accidentally
or by the design and forethought o5
the laws or of a man of extraordinary virtue.
And we
cannot doubt, that this matter is of the greatest importance, and that, where provision has not been made against
this inconvenience, the domln_on will not be able to endure
by its own excellence, but only by good fortune; and on
the other _.nd that, where a proper remedy has been
applied to this evil, it will not he possible for it to fall by
its own fault, but only by some inevitable fate, as we shah
presently show more clearly.
The first remedy, that suggested itself for this evil, was to appoint every five years a
supreme dictator for one or two months, who should have
the right to inquire, decide, and make ord_n,.nces concerning the acts of the senators and of every official, a_ld
Machiavelli.
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thereby to bring back the dominion to its first principle.
But he who studies to avoid the ineonveniences, to which
a dominion is lh_ble, must apply remedies that suit its
nat_e, and can be derived from its own found_tious_
otherwise in his wish to avoid Charybdis he falls upo_
oSCyhl_tIt is, indeed, true that all, as well rulers as ruled,
to be restrained by fear of punishment or loss, so
that they may not do wrong with impunity or even advantage ; but, on the other ha_d, it is certain, that if this fear
t_comes common to good and bad men a]itre,the dominion
must be in the utmost danger. Now as the authority of
a dictator is absolute, it cannot fail to be a terror to all
especi_y if, as is here required, he were appointed at a
stated time, because in that case every ambitious man
would pursue this office with the utmost energy; and it is
certain that in time of peace virtue is thought less of tha_
wealth, so that the more haughty a man he is, the more
easily he will get office. And this perhaps is why th_
Romans used to make a dictater at no f_ed time, but_
under pressure of some accidental necessity. Though for
all that, to quote Cicero's words, "the tumour o£ a dictator was displea_ng to the good." l And to be sure, as
this authority of a dictator is quite royal, it is impossible
for the dominion to chano_einto a monarchy without great
peril to the republic, although it happen for ever so short
a time. Furthermore, if no fixed time were appointed for
ating a dictator, no notice would be paid to the interval
wean one dictator and another, which is the very thing
that we said was most to be observed ; and the whole thin_
would be exceedingly vague, and therefore easily neglected.
Unless, then, this authority of a dictator be eternal and
fixed, and therefore impossible to be conferred on one man
without destroying the form of dominion, the dictatorial
authority itself, and consequently the safety and preservation of the republic will be very uncert_.in,
2. But, on the other hand, we cxnnot doubt (Chap. VI.
See. 3), tha_ if without destroying the form of dominion,
the sword of the dictator might be l_ermanent, and only
! Cie. ad Quint.Omt. iii. 8, 4. The betterreadingis "rumour"
not"tumour." "The good_ in sucha passagemeansthe ari_toemtie
Im_y.

terrible to the wicked, evils _11 never grow to such a pitch,
that they c_nnot be eradicated or amended.
In order,
therefore, to secure all these conditions, we have said, that
there is to be a council of syndics suberd_,_.te to the
supreme council, to the end that the sword of the dictator
should be permanent in the h_nds not of any natural
person, but of a civil person, whose members are too numerous to divide the do,n_nlon amongst themselves (C"nap. IX.
Sees. 1, 2), or to combine in any wickedness.
To which is
to be added, that they are forbidden to fill any other office
in the dominion, that they are not the paymasters of the
soldiery, and, lastly, that they are of an age to prefer
actual security to things new and perilous. Wherefore the
dominion is in no d_nger from them, and consequently they
c_nnot, and in fa_t will not be a terror to the good, but
only to the wicked.
For as they are less powerful to ac_
complish cr_r, lnal designs, so are they more so to restrain
wickedness.
For, not to mention that they can resist it in
its beginnings (since the council lasts for ever), they are also
_u_eiently
numerous to dare to accuse and condemn this
_r that influential man without fear of his enmity ; especially as they vote by ballot, and the sentence is pronounced
in the name of the entire council.
3. But the tribunes of the commons at Rome were likewise regularly appointed;
but they were too weak to re_train the power of a Seiplo, and had _,_sidcs to submit to
the senate their plans for the public welfare,* which also
frequently eluded them, by contriving that the one whom
the senators were ]east afraid of should be most popular
with the commons,
Besides which, the tribunes' authority
was supported against the patri_a.n_ by the f_vour of the
commons, and whenever they convoked the commons, it
looked as if they were raising a sedition rather than assembling a council
Which inconveniences
have certainly
no place in the domln_on which we have described in the
last two chapters.
4. However, this authority of the syndics _
only be
i Not by law, exaeDtbeforeB.C.287 and in the interval between the
dictatorship of Sullaand the consulship of Pompey and Craasus. But
the golden age of the repubhc the senate in fact controlled the
_trl_unes.
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able to secure the preservation of the form of the do_nlnlon,
and thus to prevent the laws from being broken, or anyone
from g_.ing
by tru.nsgressing;
but will by no means
sutfme to prevent the growth of vices, which cannot be
forbidden by law, such as those into which men fall from
excess of leisure, and from which the ruin of a dominion
not uncommonly follows.
For men in time of peace lay
aside fear, and gradually from being fierce savages become
ci_
or humane, and from being humaue become soft
and sluggish, and seek to excel one another not in virtue,
but in ostentation
and luxury.
And hence they begin to
put off their native manners and to put on foreign ones,
that is, to become slaves.
5. To avoid these evils many have tried to establish
sumptuary laws ; but in vain. For all laws which can be
broken without any injury to another, are counted but a
laughlng-stock,
and are so far from bridling the desires
and lusts of men, that on the contrary they stimulate
them.
For • "we •are ,_],ever eager for forbidden fruit, ancl
desire what is denied.
Nor do idle men ever lack ability
to elude the laws which are instituted about things, which
cannot absolutely be forbidden, as banquets, plays, ornaments, and the like, of which only the excess is bad ; and
that is to be judged according to the individual's fortune,
so that it cannot be determined by any general law.
6. I conclude, therefore, that the common vices of peace,
of which we are here speaking, are never to be directly, but
indirectly forbidden; that is, by laving such foundations
of dominion, that the result may be, that the majority, I do
not say are A.n_ous to live wisely (for that is impossible),
but are guided by those passions whence the republic has
most advantage.
And therefore the chief point to be
studied is, that the rich may be, if not thrifty, yet avaricious.
For there is no doubt, tl_t, if this passion of
avarice, which is general and lasting, be encouraged by the
desire of glory, most people would set their chief affection
upon increasing their property without disgrace, in order
to acquire honours, while avoiding extreme infamy. If then
we examine the foundations
of both kinds of aristocracy
I Ovid,"Amores," III. iv. 17.
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_vhich I have exl_]a.lnea in the last two chapters, we ska]]
• ee, that this very result follows from them.
For the
number of rulers in both is so large, that most of the _ch
•have access to government
and to the offices of the do*
_Tninlon open to them.
7. But if it be further ordained (as we said, Chap. VI_.
Sec. 47), that Patri__
who are insolvent be deposed
from patrician rank, and that those who have lost their
property by misfortune be restored to their former position,
_there is no doubt that all will try their best to keep their
1)reperty.
Moreover, they will never desire foreign costumes, nor disdain their native ones, if it is by law appointed, that patricians and candidates for office should be
distinguished
by a special robe, concerning which see
_hap. VIII. Secs. 25, 47. And besides these, other means
may be devised in every dominion agreeable to the nature
_)f its situation and the national genius, and herein it is
,_beve all to be. studied, that the subjects may do their
,duty rather spontaneously th_.n under pressure of the law.
8. For a dominion, that looks no farther than to lead
men by fear, will be rather free from vices, than possessed
of virtue.
But men are so to be led, that they may think
that they are not led, but living after their own mind, and
_tccording to their free decision; and so that they are restrained only by love of liberty, desire to increase their
property, and hope of ga_n_n_ the honours of the dominion.
But et_gies, triumphs, and other incitements
to virtue,
_are signs rather of slavery than liberty.
For rewards of
virtue are granted to slaves, not freemen. I a_mit, indeed,
that men are very much stimulated by these incitements;
but, as in the first instance, they are awarded to great men,
afterwards, with "the growth of envy, they are granted
to cowards and men swollen with the extent of their
wealth, to the great indignation of all good men. Secondly,
those, who boast of their ancestors' effigie_ and triumphs,
thlnl¢ they are wronged, if they are not preferred to others.
X_tst]y, not to mention other objections, it is certain that
_quality, which once east off the generalliberty
is lost, can
by no means be maintz_ned, from the time that peculiar
honours are by public law decreed to any m_n renowned
_or his virtue.
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9. After which premisses, let us now see whether do_;nious
of this kind can be destroyed by any cause to
which blame attaches.
But if any dominion can be everi._tlng, that will necessarily Be so, whose constitution being
_nce rightly instituted rema;ns unbroke_
For the constitution is the soul of a dominion.
Therefore, if it is preserved,
• o is the dom;n;on_
But a constitution cannot remain unconquered, unless it is defended
alike by reason and
_ommon h,ms., passion: otherwise, if it relies only on the
help of reason, it is certainly weak and easily overcome.
Now since the fundamental
constitution of Beth kinds of
wristecracy has been shown to agree with reason and common human passion, we can therefore assert that these, if
_ny kinds of domlu_on, will be eternal, in other words,
that they c_-_ot
be destroyed by any cause to which
l_lame attaches, but only by some inevitable fate.
10. But it may sGll be objected to us, that, although the
constitution
of dom;-;on above set forth is defended by
reason and common human passion, yet for all that it may
at some time be overpowered.
For there is no passion,
that is not sometimes overpowered by a stronger contrary
one; for we frequently see the fear of death overpowered
by the greed for another's property.
Men, who are rlmn;,_
away in panic fear from the enemy, can be stopt_l by the fear
of nothing else, but throwthemselves
into rivers, or rush into
fire, to escape the enemy's steel. In whatever degree, there°
_ore, a commonwealth is rightly ordered, and its laws well
made; yet in the extreme d;_culties of a dom;-;on, when
all, as sometimes happens, are seized by a sort of panic
terror, all, without regard to the future orthe laws, approve
only that which their actual fear suggests, all turn towards
the man who is renowned for his victories, and set l_m free
from the laws, and (establishing thereby the worst of precedents), continue l_m in comm_nd, and entrust to his
fidelity all affairs of state : and this was, in fact, the cause
of the destruction of the Roman dominion,
But to answer
this objection, I say, first, that in a rightly constituted
republic such terror does not arise but from a due cause.
And so such terror and consequent confusion can be attrio
buted to no cause avoidable by human foresight.
In the
next place, it is to be obsepved, that in a republic such as

_
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we have above described, it is impossible (Chap. VIII. Secs.
9, 25) for f,hi_ or that man so to disf._-o_ish himselfby the
report of his virtue, as to turn towards _i_self the attention of all, but he must have many rivals favoured by
others.
And so, although from terror there arise some
confumon in the republic, yet no one will be able to elude
the law and declare the election of anyone to an illegal m_ll.
tary command, without its being immediately disputed by
other candidates; and to settle the dispute,it will, in the end,
be necessary to have recourse to the constitution ordained
once for all, and approved by all, and to order the affairs
of the domlnion according to the existing laws_ I may
therefore absolutely assert, that as the aristocracy, which is
in the hands of one city only, so espociM]y that which is in
the hands of several, is everlasting, or, in other words, can
_e dissolved or changed into another form by no internal
cause.

sEcs. 1, 2.J
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]DEMOCRACY.

1.
I

PASS,
length,weto call
the democracy.
third and perfectly
absolute dorn_nion, atwhich
The difference
between this and aristocracy
consists, we have said, chiefly
in this, that in an aristocracy it depends on the supreme
council's will and free choice only, that this or that man is
made a patrician, so that no one has the right to vote or
flu public offices by inheritance,
and that no one can by
right demand this right, as is the case in the dominion,
whereof we are now treating. For all, who are bern of citizen
parents, or on the soil of the country, or who have deserved
well of the republic, or have accomplished any other conditions upon which the law grants to a man right of
citizenship;
they all, I say, have a right to demand for
themselves the right to vote in the supreme council and to
fill public offices, nor can they be refused it, but for crime
or infamy.
2. If, then, it is by a law appointed, that the elder men
only, who have reached a certain year of their age, or the
first-bern only. as soon as their age allows, or those who
contribute to the republic a certain sum of money, shall
have the right of voting in the supreme council and managing the business of the dominion ; then, although on this
system the result might be, that the supreme council would
be composed of fewer citizens than that of the aristocracy
of which we treated above, yet, for all that, dominions
of this kind should be called democracies, because in them
the citizens, who are destined to manage affairs of state,
are not chosen as the best by the supreme council, but are
destined to it by a law.
And although
for this reason
dominions
of this kind, that is, where not the best, but
those who happen by chance to be rich, or who are born
_2Q
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eldest, are destined to govern, are thought inferior to aD
aristocracy;
yet, if we reflect on the practice or general
condition of mankind, the result in both cases will come to
the same thing.
For patricians
will always think those
the best, who are rich, or related to themselves in blood, or
allied by friendship.
And, indeed, if such were the nature
of patricians, that they were free from all passion, and
guided by mere zeal for the public welfare in choosing their
patrician colleagues, no dominion could be compared with
aristocracy.
But experience itself teaches us only too well,
that things pass in quite a contrary manner, above all, in
oligarchies, where the will of the patricians, from the absence
of rivals, is most free from the law.
For there the patricians intentionally keep away the best men from the council,
and seek for themselves such colleagues in it, as hang upon
their words, so that in such a dominion things are in a
much more unhappy condition, because the choice of patricians depends entirely upon the arbitrary will of a few.
which is free or unrestrained by any law.
But I return to
my subject.
8. From what has been said in the last section, it is
manifest that we can conceive of various kinds of democracy.
But my intention is not to treat of every kind, but
of that only, "wherein all, without exception, who owe allegiance to the laws of the country only, and are further
independent
and of respectable life. have the right of voting
in the supreme council and of fi]l_ng the offices of the dominion."
I say expressly. "who owe allegiance, to the
laws of the country only,' to exclude foreigners, who are
treated
as being under another's
dominion.
I added,
besides, "who are independent,"
except in so far as they
are under allegiance to the laws of the dominion, to exclude
women and slaves, who are under the authority of menand
masters, and also children and wards, as long as they are
under the authority
of parents
and guardians.
I said,
lastly, "and of respectable life," to exclude, above all, those
that are infamous from crime, or some disgraceful means
of livelihood.
4. But, perhaps,
someone will ask, whether women are
under men's authority
by nature or institution ? For if it
has been by mere institution,
then we had no mason com-
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pelling us to exclude women from government. But if we
consult experience itself, we shall find that the origin of it
is in their weakness. For there has never been a case of
men and women reigning together, but wherever on the
earth men are found, there we see that men rule, and
women are ruled, and that on this plan, both sexes bye in
harmony. But on the other hand, the Amazons, who are
repelled to have held rule of old, did not suffer men to
stop in their country, but reared only their female children,
killing the males to whom they gave birth. _ But if by
nature women were equal to men, and were equally distinguished by force of character and ability, in which human
power and therefore human right chiefly consist; surely
among nations so many and different some would be found,
where both sexes rule alike, and others, where men are
ruled by women, and so brought up, that they can make
less use of their abilities. And since this is nowhere the
case, one may assert with perfect propriety, that women
have not by nature equal right with men: but that they
necessarily give way to men, and that thus it cannot
happen, that both sexes should rule alike, much less that
men should be ruled by women. But if we further reflect
upon human passions, how men, in fact, generally love
women merely from the passion of lust, and esteem their
cleverness and wisdom in proportion to the excellence of
their beauty, and also how very ill-disposed men are to
suffer the women they love to show any sort of favour to
others, and other facts of this kind, we shall easily see that
men and women caamot rule alike without great hurt to
peace. But of this enough.
1 Justm_Histories,ii. 4.
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