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Spinoza

A Theologico-Political
Treatise

Part IV of IV — Chapters XV1 to XX
by
Baruch Spinoza

CHAPTER XVI-OF THEFOUNDA-
TIONSOFA STATE; OFTHENATU-
RAL AND CIVIL RIGHTSOFINDI-
VIDUALS AND OF THERIGHTSOF
THE SOVEREIGN POWER.

Hitherto our care hasbeento separate philosophy from theol -
ogy, and to show thefreedom of thought which such separa-
tioninsuresto both. Itisnow timeto determinethelimitsto
which such freedom of thought and discussion may extend

itsef intheided state. For the due consideration of thisques-
tionwe must examinethefoundationsof aState, first turning
our atentiontothenaturd rightsof individuds, and afterwards
toreligionand thestateasawhole.

By theright and ordinance of nature, | merely mean those
natural lawswherewith we conceive every individual to be
conditioned by nature, so asto live and act in agiven way.
For instance, fishesare naturally conditioned for swimming,
and the greater for devouring theless; thereforefishesenjoy
thewater, and the greater devour thelessby sovereign natural
right. For itiscertain 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 natureis
the power of God, which hassovereignright over al things,
and, inasmuch asthe power of natureissimply the aggregate
of thepowersof all her individual components, it followsthat
every, individual hassovereignright todo al that hecan; in
other words, therightsof anindividual extend to the utmost
limitsof hispower asit hasbeen conditioned. (Now itisthe
sovereign law and right of nature that each individual should
endeavour to preserveitsalf asitis, without regard to anything
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but itself ; therefore this sovereign law and right belongsto
every individua, namely, to exist and act according to itsnatu-
ral conditions. We do not here acknowledge any difference
between mankind and other individua natura entities, nor be-
tween men endowed with reason and thoseto whomreasonis
unknown; nor between fools, madmen, and sane men. What-
soever anindividua doesby thelawsof itsnatureit hasa
sovereignright to do, inasmuch asit actsasit was conditioned
by nature, and cannot act otherwise. Wherefore among men,
so long asthey are considered as living under the sway of
nature, hewho does not yet know reason, or who hasnot yet
acquired the habit of virtue, actssolely according to thelaws
of hisdesirewith assovereign aright ashewho ordershislife
entirely by thelawsof reason.

That is, asthewise man has sovereign right to do all that
reason dictates, or to live according to thelaws of reason, so
alsotheignorant and foolish man hassovereignrighttodo al
that desiredictates, or to live according to thelawsof desire.
Thisisidentica with theteaching of Paul, who acknowledges
that previousto thelaw —that is, solong asmen are consid-
ered of asliving under thesway of nature, thereisnosin.

Thenaturd right of theindividual manisthusdetermined,
not by sound reason, but by desire and power. All are not
naturally conditioned so asto act according to thelaws and
rulesof reason; nay, onthe contrary, al menarebornignorant,
and beforethey canlearn theright way of lifeand acquirethe
habit of virtue, the greater part of their life, evenif they have
been well brought up, has passed away. Neverthel ess, they
areinthemeanwhileboundtoliveand preservethemsevesas
far asthey 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; sothat they areno
moreboundto liveby thedictatesof an enlightened mind, than
acat isboundto live by thelaws of the nature of alion.

Whatsoever, therefore, anindividua (considered asunder
thesway of nature) thinksuseful for himself, whether led by
sound reason or impelled by the passions, that he hasasover-
elgnright to seek andto takefor himsaf ashebest can, whether
by force, cunning, entreaty, or any other means, consequently
he may regard as an enemy anyone who hindersthe accom-
plishment of hispurpose.

It followsfrom what we have said that theright and ordi-
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nanceof nature, under which al menareborn, and under which
they mostly live, only prohibitssuch thingsasno onedesires,
and no onecan attain: it doesnot forbid strife, nor hatred, nor
anger, nor deceit, nor, indeed, any of the means suggested by
desire.

Thiswe need not wonder at, for natureisnot bounded by
thelawsof human reason, which aimsonly at man’ strue ben-
efit and preservation; her limitsareinfinitely wider, and have
referenceto the eternal order of nature, wherein manisbut a
speck; itisby thenecessity of thisalonethat dl individuasare
conditioned for living and acting in aparticular way. If any-
thing, therefore, in nature seemsto usridicul ous, absurd, or
evil, itisbecauseweonly know in part, and areamost entirely
ignorant of the order and interdependence of natureasawhole,
and a so because we want everything to be arranged accord-
ing to thedictates of our human reason; inredity that which
reason considersevil, isnot evil in respect to the order and
lawsof nature asawhole, but only in respect to
thelawsof our reason.

Nevertheless, no one can doubt that it ismuch better for us
to liveaccording to thelaws and assured di ctates of reason,

for, aswe said, they have men’strue good for their object.
Moreover, everyonewishestoliveasfar aspossiblesecurely
beyond thereach of fear, and thiswould be quiteimpossible
solong aseveryonedid everything heliked, and reason’sclam
waslowered to apar with those of hatred and anger; thereis
noonewhoisnotill at easeinthe 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 theaid of reason, must needslive most miserably, as
weclearly provedin Chap. V., weshall plainly seethat men
must necessarily cometo an agreement to livetogether asse-
curely and well aspossibleif they areto enjoy asawholethe
rightswhich naturally belong to them asindividuas, and their
life should be no more conditioned by theforceand desire of
individuals, but by the power and will of thewholebody. This
end they will beunableto attainif desirebetheir only guide
(for by the laws of desire each man isdrawn in adifferent
direction); they must, therefore, most firmly decreeand estab-
lish that they will be guided in everything by reason (which
nobody will dare openly to repudiatelest he should betaken
for amadman), and will restrain any desirewhichisinjurious



A Theologico-Political Treatise—Part Four

to aman’sfellows, that they will do to all asthey would be
doneby, and that they will defend their neighbour’srightsas
their own.

How such acompact asthis should be entered into, how
ratified and established, wewill now inquire.

Now itisauniversal law of human naturethat no oneever
neglectsanything which hejudgesto be good, except with the
hope of gaining agreater good, or from thefear of agreater
evil; nor does anyone endure an evil except for the sake of
avoiding agreater evil, or gaining agreater good. That is, ev-
eryonewill, of two goods, choose that which hethinksthe
greatest; and, of two evils, that which hethinkstheleast. | say
advisedly that which hethinksthe greatest or theleast, for it
doesnot necessarily follow that hejudgesright. Thislaw isso
deeply implanted in the human mind that it ought to be counted
among eterna truthsand axioms.

Asanecessary consegquence of the principlejust enunci-
ated, no one can honestly promisetoforego theright which he
hasover al things| Endnote 26], and in general no onewill
abide by hispromises, unlessunder thefear of agreater evil,
or thehope of agreater good. An examplewill makethemat-

ter clearer. Supposethat arobber forcesmeto promisethat |
will givehimmy goodsat hiswill and pleasure. Itisplain(inas-
much asmy natural right is, as| have shown, co-extensive
with my power) that if | can free myself from thisrobber by
dratagem, by assenting to hisdemands, | havethenaturd right
to do so, and to pretend to accept his conditions. Or again,
suppose | have genuindy promised someonethat for the space
of twenty days| will not taste food or any nourishment; and
suppose| afterwardsfind that wasfoolish, and cannot be kept
without very great injury to myself; as| am bound by natural
law and right to choosetheleast of two evils, | have complete
right to break my compact, and act asif my promise had never
been uttered. | say that | should have perfect natural right to
do so, whether | was actuated by true and evident reason, or
whether | wasactuated by mereopinioninthinking | had prom-
ised rashly; whether my reasonsweretrueor false, | should be
infear of agreater evil, which, by the ordinance of nature, |
should striveto avoid by every meansin my power.

We may, therefore, concludethat acompact isonly made
vaid by itsutility, without which it becomesnull and void. Itis,
therefore, foolish to ask aman to keep hisfaithwith usfor
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ever, unlesswea so endeavour that the viol ation of the com-
pact weenter into shal involvefor theviolaor moreharmthan
good. Thiscons deration should havevery great weight inform-
ing astate. However, if al men could beeasily led by reason
alone, and could recognizewhat isbest and most useful for a
state, there would be no onewho would not forswear decelt,
for everyonewould keep most religioudly to their compact in
their desirefor the chief good, namely, the shield and buckler
of thecommonwealth. However, itisfar from being the case
that all men can alwaysbeeasily led by reason aone; every-
oneisdrawn away by hispleasure, while avarice, ambition,
envy, hatred, and thelike so engrossthe mind that, reason has
no placetherein. Hence, though men make—promiseswith all
the appearancesof good faith, and agreethat they will keepto
their engagement, no one can absolutely rely on another man’s
promise unlessthereissomething behindit. Everyonehasby
nature aright to act deceitfully. and to break hiscompacts,
unlessheberestrained by the hope of some greater good, or
thefear of somegreater evil.

However, aswe have shown that the natural right of the
individua isonly limited by hispower, itisclear that by trans-

ferring, either willingly or under compulsion, thispower into
the hands of another, hein so doing necessarily cedesasoa
part of hisright; and further, that the Sovereign right over all
men belongsto him who has sovereign power, wherewith he
can compel men by force, or restrain them by threats of the
universally feared punishment of deeth; such sovereignright he
will retain only solong ashecan maintain hispower of enforc-
ing hiswill; otherwise hewill totter on histhrone, and no one
whoisstronger than hewill bebound unwillingly to obey him.

Inthismanner asociety can beformed without any violation
of natural right, and the covenant can dwaysbedtrictly kept —
thatis, if eachindividud handsover thewholeof hispower to
thebody politic, thelatter will then possess sovereign natural
right over al things; that is, it will have soleand unquestioned
dominion, and everyonewill be bound to obey, under pain of
the severest punishment. A body politic of thiskindiscaleda
Democracy, which may bedefined asasociety whichwields
al itspower asawhole. The sovereign power isnot restrained
by any laws, but everyoneisboundto obey itindl things; such
isthe state of thingsimplied when men either tacitly or ex-
pressy handed over toit al their power of self-defence, orin
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other words, al their right. For if they had wished toretain any
right for themselves, they ought to havetaken precautionsfor
itsdefence and preservation; asthey have not done so, and
indeed could not have done so without dividing and conse-
quently ruining the state, they placed themsel vesabsol utely at
themercy of the soverelgn power; and, therefore, having acted
(aswehave shown) asreason and necessity demanded, they
areobliged to fulfil the commands of the sovereign power,
however absurd these may be, else they will be public en-
emies, and will act against reason, which urgesthe preserva
tion of the state asaprimary duty. For reason bids us choose
theleast of twoevils.

Furthermore, thisdanger of submitting absolutely to thedo-
minionand will of another, isonewhich may beincurred with
alight heart: for we have shown that sovereignsonly possess
thisright of imposing their will, solong asthey havethefull
power to enforceit: if such power belost their right to com-
mandislost also, or lapsesto thosewho have assumed it and
cankeepit. Thusitisvery rarefor sovereignstoimposethor-
oughly irrational commands, for they arebound to consult their
owninterests, and retain their power by consulting the public

good and acting according to the dictates of reason, as Sen-
ecasays, “violentaimperianemo continuit diu.” No onecan
long retain atyrant’ssway.

Inademocracy, irrationa commandsaredill lessto befeared:
foritisamost impossiblethat the mg ority of apeople, espe-
ciadlyif it bealargeone, should agreeinanirrationa design:
and, moreover, the basisand aim of ademocracy isto avoid
thedesiresasirrational, and to bring men asfar aspossible
under the control of reason, so that they may livein peaceand
harmony: if thisbasisberemoved thewholefabricfadlstoruin.

Such being theendsin view for the sovereign power, the
duty of subjectsis, asl have said, to obey itscommands, and
to recognize no right savethat whichit sanctions.

Itwill, perhaps, bethought that we are turning subjectsinto
daves for davesobey commandsand freemenliveasthey like;
but thisideaisbased onamisconception, for thetruedaveishe
whoisled away by hispleasuresand can neither seewhat is
goodfor himnor act accordingly: heaoneisfreewho liveswith
free consent under the entire guidance of reason.

Actionin obedienceto ordersdoestake away freedomina
certain sense, but it does not, therefore, makeaman asave,
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all depends on the object of the action. If the object of the
action bethe good of the state, and not the good of the agent,
thelatter isadave and doeshimsalf no good: but inastateor
kingdom wherethewed of thewhole people, and not that of
theruler, isthesupremelaw, obedienceto the sovereign power
doesnot makeaman adave, of no useto himself, but asub-
ject. Therefore, that stateisthefreest whoselawsarefounded
on sound reason, so that every member of it may, if hewill, be
free[Endnote27]; that is, livewith full consent under theentire
guidance of reason.

Children, though they are bound to obey al the commands
of their parents, areyet not slaves: for the commands of par-
entslook generdly to thechildren’sbenefit.

Wemug, therefore, acknowledge agreet difference between
adave, ason, and asubject; their positions may bethusde-
fined. A daveisonewho isbound to obey hismaster’sor-
ders, though they are given solely inthe master’sinterest: a
son isonewho obeys hisfather’sorders, givenin hisown
interest; asubject obeysthe ordersof the sovereign power,
givenfor thecommoninterest, wherein heisincluded.

| think I have now shown sufficiently clearly thebasisof a

democracy: | haveespecialy desired to do so, for | believeit
tobeof dl formsof government themost natural, and the most
consonantwithindividud liberty. Init no onetransfershisnatura
right so absolutely that he hasno further voicein affairs, he
only handsit over tothe mgjority of asociety, whereof heisa
unit. Thusall menremain asthey wereinthe state of nature,
equals.

Thisistheonly form of government which | havetreated of
at length, for itisthe onemost akinto my purpose of showing
thebenefitsof freedominastate.

| may passover thefundamentd principlesof other formsof
government, for we may gather from what has been said
whencetheir right ariseswithout goingintoitsorigin. Thepos-
sessor of sovereign power, whether he be one, or many, or
thewholebody politic, hasthe sovereign right of imposing any
commands he pleases: and hewho haseither voluntarily, or
under compulsion, transferred theright to defend himto an-
other, has, in so doing, renounced hisnatural right andisthere-
forebound to obey, inal things, the commands of the sover-
eign power; and will bebound soto do solong astheking, or
nobles, or the people preserve the sovereign power which
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formed the basisof theorigina transfer. | need add no more.

Thebasesand rights of dominion being thusdisplayed, we
shall readily be ableto defineprivatecivil right, wrong, jus-
tice, andinjustice, with their relationsto the state; and also to
determinewhat congtitutesan aly, or an enemy, or thecrime
of treason.

By privatecivil right wecan only meantheliberty every man
possessesto preservehisexistence, aliberty limited by theedicts
of the sovereign power, and preserved only by itsauthority: for
when aman hastransferred to another hisright of living ashe
likes, whichwasonly limited by hispower, that is, hastrans-
ferred hisliberty and power of salf-defence, heisboundtolive
asthat other dictates, andtotrust to himentirely for hisdefence.
Wrong takes place when acitizen, or subject, isforced by an-
other to undergo somelossor painin contradictionto theau-
thority of thelaw, or theedict of the sovereign power.

Wrong isconcelvableonly inan organized community: nor
can it ever accrueto subjectsfrom any act of the sovereign,
who hastheright to dowhat helikes. It can only arise, there-
fore, between private persons, who are bound by law and
right not toinjure one another. Justice consistsin the habitual

10

rendering to every man hislawful due: injusticeconsgtsinde-
priving aman, under the pretence of legdity, of what thelaws,
rightly interpreted, would allow him. Theselast arealso called
equity and iniquity, becausethosewho administer thelawsare
bound to show no respect of persons, but to account all men
equd, and to defend every man'sright equally, neither envying
therich nor despising the poor.

Themen 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 hisindependence. Such a
covenantisvalid solong asitsbasisof danger or advantageis
in force: no one entersinto an engagement, or is bound to
stand by his compacts unlessthere be ahope of some accru-
ing good, or thefear of someevil: if thisbasisberemoved the
compact thereby becomes void: this has been abundantly
shown by experience. For although different ssatesmaketrea-
tiesnot to harm one another, they dwaystakeevery possible
precaution agai nst such treaties being broken by the stronger
party, and do not rely on the compact, unlessthereisasuffi-
ciently obvious object and advantage to both partiesin ob-
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servingit. Otherwisethey would fear abreach of faith, nor
wouldtherebe any wrong donethereby: for whoin hisproper
senses, and aware of theright of the sovereign power, would
trust in the promises of onewho hasthewill and the power to
dowhat helikes, andwho amssolely at the safety and advan-
tage of hisdominion?Moreover, if we consult loydty and re-
ligion, weshall seethat no onein possession of power ought
to abide by hispromisesto theinjury of hisdominion; for he
cannot keep such promiseswithout breaking the engagement
he madewith hissubjects, by which both heand they aremost
solemnly bound. Anenemy isonewho livesapart fromthe
state, and does not recognizeitsauthority either asasubject
or asandly. Itisnot hatred which makesaman an enemy, but
therightsof the state. Therightsof the state arethe samein
regard to him who does not recognize by any compact the
state authority, asthey areagainst himwho hasdonethe state
aninjury: it hastheright toforcehim asbest it can, either to
submit, or to contract an aliance.

L astly, treason can only be committed by subjects, who by
compact, either tacit or expressed, havetransferred all their
rightsto the state: a subject is said to have committed this
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crimewhen he has attempted, for whatever reason, to seize
thesovereign power, or to placeit indifferent hands. | say, has
attempted, for if punishment werenot to overtake himtill he
had succeeded, it would often cometoo late, the sovereign
rightswould have been acquired or transferred already.

| also say, has attempted, for whatever reason, to seizethe
sovereign power, and | recognize no differencewhether such
an attempt should befollowed by publiclossor public gain.
Whatever behisreasonfor acting, thecrimeistreason, and he
isrightly condemned: inwar, everyonewould admit thejustice
of his sentence. If aman does not keep to his post, but ap-
proachesthe enemy without theknowledge of hiscommander,
whatever may be hismotive, solong asheactson hisown
motion, even if he advanceswith the design of defeating the
enemy, heisrightly put to death, because he hasviolated his
oath, and infringed therightsof hiscommander. That all citi-
zensareequdly bound by theserightsintimeof peace, isnot
so generaly recognized, but thereasonsfor obediencearein
both casesidentical. The state must be preserved and directed
by the sole authority of the sovereign, and such authority and
right have been accorded by universal consenttohimaone: if,
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therefore, anyone el se attempts, without his consent, to ex-
ecuteany public enterprise, even though the state might (aswe
said) reap benefit therefrom, such person hasnonetheless
infringed the sovereignsright, and would berightly punished
for treason.

In order that every scruple may beremoved, we may now
answer theinquiry, whether our former assertion that every-
one who has not the practice of reason, may, in the state of
nature, live by sovereign natura right, according tothelawsof
hisdesires, isnot in direct opposition to thelaw and right of
God asreveded. For asall men absolutely (whether they be
lessendowed with reason or more) areequally bound by the
Divinecommandtolovether neighbour asthemsdves, it may
be said that they cannot, without wrong, do injury to anyone,
or liveaccordingtotheir desires.

Thisobjection, so far asthe state of natureis concerned,
can be easily answered, for the state of natureis, bothin na-
tureandintime, prior toreligion. No oneknowsby naturethat
he owes any obedienceto God [ Endnote 28], nor can he at-
tainthereto by any exerciseof hisreason, but solely by revela-
tion confirmed by signs. Therefore, previousto revelation, no
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oneisbound by aDivinelaw and right of which heisneces-
sarily inignorance. The state of nature must by no meansbe
confounded with astate of religion, but must be concelved as
without either religion or law, and consequently without snor
wrong: thisishow wehavedescribedit, and weare confirmed
by theauthority of Paul. Itisnot only in respect of ignorance
that we concelvethe state of natureasprior to, andlackingthe
Divinereveded law and right; but in respect of freedom a o,
wherewith all men are born endowed.

If menwerenaturaly bound by the Divinelaw and right, or
if the Divinelaw and right wereanatural necessity, therewould
have been no need for God to make acovenant with mankind,
and to bind them thereto with an oath and agreement.

Wemust, then, fully grant that the Divinelaw andright origi-
nated at the time when men by express covenant agreed to
obey God in all things, and ceded, asit were, their natural
freedom, transferring their rightsto God in the manner de-
scribed in speaking of theformation of astate.

However, | will treet of thesemattersmoreat length presently.

It may beins sted that sovereignsare asmuch bound by the
Divinelaw as subjects: whereaswe have asserted that they
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retaintheir natural rights, and may do whatever they like.

Inorder to clear up thewholedifficulty, which arisesrather
concerning the natural right than thenatura state, | maintain
that everyoneisbound, inthe state of nature, toliveaccording
to Divinelaw, inthesameway asheisboundtoliveaccording
tothedictatesof sound reason; namely, inasmuch asitistohis
advantage, and necessary for hissalvation; but, if hewill not
solive, hemay do otherwise at hisownrisk. Heisthusbound
tolive according to hisown laws, not according to anyone
else’s, and to recognize no man asajudge, or asasuperior in
religion. Such, inmy opinion, isthe position of asovereign, for
he may take advicefrom hisfellow-men, but heisnot bound
torecognizeany asajudge, nor anyone besideshimsdlf asan
arbitrator on any question of right, unlessit beaprophet sent
expresdy by God and attesting hismisson by indisputablesgns.
Even then he does not recognizeaman, but God Himself as
Hisjudge.

If asovereign refusesto obey God asrevededin Hislaw, he
doesso at hisown risk andloss, but without violating any civil
or natural right. For the civil right isdependent on hisown
decree; and natural right isdependent on thelawsof nature,

13

which latter are not adapted to religion, whose soleaimisthe
good of humanity, but to the order of nature—that is, to God's
eternal decreeunknown to us.

Thistruth seemsto be adumbrated in asomewhat obscurer
form by those who maintain that men can sinagainst God's
revelation, but not against the eternal decreeby whichHehas
ordainedal things.

We may beasked, what should wedo if the sovereign com-
mands anything contrary to religion, and the obediencewhich
we have expresdy vowed to God? should we obey the Divine
law or the human law?1 shall treat of thisquestion at length
hereafter, and will therefore merely say now, that God should
be obeyed beforeall else, whenwehaveacertainandindis-
putablerevelation of Hiswill: but menarevery proneto error
onreligious subjects, and, according to thediversity of their
dispositions, arewont with considerable stir to put forward
their own inventions, asexperience morethan sufficiently at-
tests, so that if no onewere bound to obey the statein matters
which, inhisown opinion concernreligion, therightsof the
state would be dependent on every man’sjudgment and pas-
sions. No one would consider himself bound to obey laws
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framed againgt hisfaith or supertition; and on thispretext he
might assume unbounded license. Inthisway, therightsof the
civil authoritieswould be utterly set at nought, so that we must
concludethat the sovereign power, which doneisbound both
by Divineand natural right to preserve and guard the laws of
the state, should have supreme authority for making any laws
about religionwhichit thinksfit; al arebound to obey itsbe-
hests on the subj ect in accordance with their promisewhich
God bidsthem to keep.

However, if the sovereign power be heathen, we should e-
ther enter into no engagementstherewith, and yield up our
livessooner thantransfer toit any of our rights; or, if theen-
gagement be made, and our rightstransferred, we should (in-
asmuch aswe should have ourselvestransferred theright of
defending ourselvesand our religion) be bound to obey them,
and to keep our word: we might even rightly be bound soto
do, except inthose caseswhere God, by indisputablerevela-
tion, haspromised Hisspecial aid against tyranny, or givenus
specid exemptionfrom obedience. Thusweseethat, of dl the
Jawsin Babylon, therewere only three youthswho were cer-
tain of the help of God, and, therefore, refused to obey
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Nebuchadnezzar. All therest, withthe soleexception of Danid,
who was bel oved by the king, were doubtless compelled by
right to obey, perhapsthinking that they had been ddlivered up
by God into the hands of the king, and that the king had ob-
tained and preserved hisdominion by God'sdesign. Onthe
other hand, Eleazar, beforehiscountry had utterly fallen, wished
to giveaproof of hisconstancy to hiscompatriots, in order
that they might follow in hisfootsteps, and go to any lengths,
rather than alow their right and power to betransferred to the
Greeks, or brave any torturerather than swear allegianceto
theheathen. Instancesare occurring every day in confirmation
of what | hereadvance. Therulersof Christian kingdomsdo
not hesitate, with aview to strengthening their dominion, to
make treatieswith Turksand heathen, and to give ordersto
their subjectswho settle among such peoples not to assume
morefreedom, either inthingssecular or religious, thanisset
downinthetreaty, or alowed by theforeign government. We
may seethisexemplified inthe Dutch treaty with the Japanese,
which | haveaready mentioned.
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CHAPTERXVII -ITISSHOWN
THAT NO ONE CAN, OR NEED,
TRANSFERALL HISRIGHTSTO
THE SOVEREIGN POWER. OF THE
HEBREW REPUBLIC, ASIT WAS
DURING THELIFETIME OF MOSES,
AND AFTERHISDEATH, TILL THE
FOUNDATION OF THEMONAR-
CHY; AND OF ITSEXCELLENCE.
LASTLY, OF THECAUSESWHY
THE THEOCRATIC REPUBLIC
FELL, AND WHY IT COULD
HARDLY HAVECONTINUED
WITHOUT DISSENS ON.

Thetheory put forward in thelast chapter, of the universal
rights of the sovereign power, and of the natural rightsof the
individud transferred thereto, thoughit correspondsin many
respectswith actua practice, and though practice may be so
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arranged asto conform to it more and more, must neverthe-
lessawaysremainin many respectspurely ideal. Noonecan
ever so utterly transfer to another hispower and, consequently,
hisrights, asto cease to be a man; nor can there ever bea
power so sovereignthat it can carry out every possiblewish.
It will alwaysbevain to order asubject to hate what he be-
lievesbringshim advantage, or tolovewhat bringshimloss, or
not to be offended at insults, or not to wish to be free from
fear, or ahundred other things of the sort, which necessarily
follow from the laws of human nature. So much, I think, is
abundantly shown by experience: for men havenever sofar
ceded their power asto cease to be an object of fear to the
rulerswho received such power andright; and dominionshave
always been in asmuch danger from their own subjects as
fromexternd enemies. If it werered|y the case, that men could
be deprived of their natural rights so utterly asnever to have
any further influence on affairs| Endnote 29|, except with the
permission of the holdersof sovereignright, it would then be
possibleto maintain withimpunity the most violent tyranny,
which, | suppose, no onewould for aninstant admit.
Wemugt, therefore, grant that every man retains some part
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of hisright, in dependence on hisown decision, and no one
dse’s.

However, in order correctly to understand the extent of the
sovereign’sright and power, we must take noticethat it does
not cover only those actionsto whichit can compel men by
fear, but absolutely every action which it caninduce mento
perform: for it isthefact of obedience, not themotivefor obe-
dience, which makesaman asubject.

Whatever bethe cause which leadsaman to obey the com-
mands of the sovereign, whether it befear or hope, or love of
his country, or any other emotion—thefact remainsthat the
man takes counsal with himself, and neverthelessactsashis
sovereign orders. Wemust not, therefore, assert that all ac-
tionsresulting from aman’sddiberation with himself aredone
inobediencetotherightsof theindividud rather than the sov-
ereign: asamatter of fact, al actionsspring fromaman’sde-
liberationwith himsdf, whether thedetermining motivebelove
or fear of punishment; therefore, either dominion doesnot ex-
ist, and hasno rightsover itssubjects, or elseit extendsover
every inganceinwhichit can prevail on mento decideto obey
it. Consequently, every actionwhich asubject performsin ac-
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cordancewith the commands of the sovereign, whether such
action springsfrom love, or fear, or (asismorefrequently the
case) from hope and fear together, or from reverence. com-
pounded of fear and admiration, or, indeed, any motivewhat-
ever, isperformedin virtueof hissubmissiontothe sovereign,
and not invirtue of hisown authority.

Thispointismadestill moreclear by thefact that obedience
doesnot consist so much in the outward act asin the mental
state of the person obeying; so that heis most under the do-
minion of another who with hiswholeheart determinesto obey
another’scommands; and consequently thefirmest dominion
bel ongsto thesovereign who hasmost influenceover theminds
of hissubjects; if those who are most feared possessed the
firmest dominion, thefirmest dominion would belong to the
subjectsof atyrant, for they areadwaysgrestly feared by their
ruler. Furthermore, thoughitisimpossibleto governthemind
ascompletely asthetongue, neverthelessmindsare, to acer-
tain extent, under the control of the sovereign, for hecanin
many ways bring about that the greatest part of hissubjects
shouldfollow hiswishesintheir beliefs, their loves, and their
hates. Though such emotionsdo not arise at the express com-
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mand of the sovereign they often result (asexperience shows)
from the authority of hispower, and from hisdirection; in
other words, invirtue of hisright; we may, therefore, without
doing violenceto our understanding, concelve men whofol-
low theingtigation of their sovereignintheir beliefs, thair loves,
their hates, their contempt, and al other emotionswhatsoever.

Though the powersof government, asthus conceived, are
aufficiently ample, they can never becomelargeenough to ex-
ecute every possiblewish of their possessors. This, | think, |
have already shown clearly enough. Themethod of forming a
dominionwhich should provelasting | do not, as| havesaid,
intend to discuss, butinorder to arrive at theobject | havein
view, | will touch ontheteaching of Divinerevelaionto Moses
inthisrespect, and wewill consider the history and the suc-
cessof the Jaws, gathering therefromwhat should bethe chief
concessionsmade by sovereignstother subjectswithaview
to the security and increase of their dominion.

That the preservation of astate chiefly depends on the sub-
jects’ fidelity and constancy in carrying out the ordersthey
receive, ismost clearly taught both by reason and experience;
how subjects ought to be guided so asbest to preservetheir
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fidelity and virtueisnot so obvious. All, both rulersand ruled,
aremen, and pronetofollow after their lusts. Thefickledispo-
sition of the multitude almost reducesthosewho have experi-
enceof ittodespair, for itisgoverned solely by emations, not
by reason: it rushesheadlonginto every enterprise, andiseasly
corrupted either by avarice or luxury: everyonethinkshimself
omniscient andwishestofashiondl thingstohisliking, judginga
thingto bejust or unjust, lawful or unlawful, accordingashe
thinksit will bring him profit or loss: vanity leadshimto despise
hisequals, and refusetheir guidance: envy of superior fameor
fortune (for such giftsarenever equdly distributed) leadshimto
desireand rgloicein hisneighbour’sdownfall. | need not go
throughthewholelig, everyoneknowsaready how muchcrime,
resultsfrom disgust at the present —desirefor change, headlong
anger, and contempt for poverty —and how men'smindsare
engrossed and kept inturmoil thereby.

Toguard againg dl theseevils, and formadominionwhere
noroomisleft for decat; toframeour ingtitutionsso that every
man, whatever hisdisposition, may prefer publicright to pri-
vate advantage, thisisthetask and thisthetoil. Necessity is
often themother of invention, but she hasnever yet succeeded
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inframing adominion that wasin lessdanger fromitsown
citizensthan from open enemies, or whoserulersdid not fear
thelatter lessthan theformer. Witnessthe state of Rome, in-
vincibleby her enemies, but many timesconquered and sorely
oppressed by her own citizens, especialy inthewar between
Vespasian and Vitellius. (See Tacitus, Hist. bk. iv. for ade-
scription of the pitiable state of thecity.)

Alexander thought prestige abroad more easy to acquire
than prestigeat home, and believed that hisgreatnesscould be
destroyed by hisown followers. Fearing such adisaster, he
thusaddressed hisfriends. “Kegp mesafefrominternal treach-
ery and domestic plots, and | will front without fear the dan-
gersof battleand of war. Philip wasmore securein the battle
array thanin thethesatre: he often escaped from the hands of
the enemy, he could not escapefrom hisown subjects. If you
think over the deaths of kings, you will count up morewho
havedied by the assassin than by theopenfoe.” (Q. Curtius,
chap. vi.)

For the sake of making themselves secure, kingswho seized
thethronein ancient timesused totry to spread theideathat
they were descended from theimmortal gods, thinking that if
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their subjectsand therest of mankind did not look onthem as
equals, but believed themto begods, they would willingly sub-
mit to their rule, and obey their commands. Thus Augustus
persuaded the Romansthat he was descended from AEneas,
who wasthe son of Venus, and numbered among the gods. (
“Hewished himsdf to beworshippedintemples, likethegods,
withflamensand priests.” (Tacitus, Ann.i. 10.)

Alexander wished to be saluted asthe son of Jupiter, not from
motivesof pride but of policy, ashe showed by hisanswer to
theinvectiveof Hermolaus. “Itisamogt laughable” said he, that
Hermolausasked meto contradict Jupiter, by whoseoraclel
amrecognized. Am| responsiblefor theanswersof thegods?
It offered methe name of son; acquiescencewasby no means
foreigntomy present designs. Would that thelndiansasowould
believemetobeagod! (36) Warsare carried through by pres-
tige, falsehoodsthat are believed often gaintheforceof truth.”
(Curtius, viii,. Para, 8.) Inthesefew wordshecleverly contrives
topamoff afictionontheignorant, and at thesametimehintsat
themotivefor thedeception.

Cleon, in his speech persuading the M acedoniansto obey
their king, adopted asmilar device: for after going through the
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praisesof Alexander with admiration, and recaling hismerits,
he proceeds, “the Persansare not only pious, but prudent in
worshipping their kingsasgods: for kingship isthe shield of
public safety,” and heendsthus, “1, mysalf, whentheking en-
tersabanquet hall, should prostrate my body on the ground,;
other men should do thelike, especially thosewho arewise*®
(Curtius, viii. Para. 66). However, the M acedoniansweremore
prudent —indeed, it isonly compl ete barbarianswho can be
so openly cgoled, and can suffer themsalvesto beturned from
subjectsinto daveswithout interests of their own. Others, not-
withstanding, have been ablemore easily to spread the belief
that kingship issacred, and playsthe part of God onthe earth,
that it hasbeeningtituted by God, not by the suffrage and con-
sent of men; and that it is preserved and guarded by Divine
specid providenceand aid. Similar fictionshave been promul-
gated by monarchs, with the object of strengthening their do-
minion, but thesel will passover, andinorder toarriveat my
main purpose, will merely recall and discusstheteaching on
the subject of Divinereveationto Mosesinancient times.
We have said in Chap. V. that after the Hebrews came up
out of Egypt they were not bound by thelaw and right of any
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other nation, but were at liberty to institute any new ritesat
their pleasure, and to occupy whatever territory they chose.
After thelr liberation fromtheintolerable bondage of the Egyp-
tians, they werebound by no covenant to any man; and, there-
fore, every man entered into hisnatura right, and wasfreeto
retainit or togiveit up, and transfer it to another. Being, then,
inthe 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
al, with onevoice, promised to obey all thecommandsof the
Deity, and to acknowledge no right that Hedid not proclaim
assuch by propheticrevelation. Thispromise, or transference
of right to God, was effected in the same manner aswe have
concelved it to havebeeninordinary societies, when men agree
todivest themsavesof their naturd rights. Itis, infact, invirtue
of aset covenant, and an oath (see Exod. xxxiv:10), that the
Jawsfredly, and not under compulsion or threets, surrendered
their rightsand transferred them to God. Moreover, in order
that thiscovenant might beratified and settled, and might be
freefrom all suspicion of deceit, God did not enter into it till
the Jewshad had experience of Hiswonderful power by which
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alonethey had been, or could be, preserved in astate of pros-
perity (Exod. xix:4, 5). Itisbecausethey believed that nothing
but God’spower could preservethem that they surrendered
to God the naturd power of salf-preservation, which they for-
merly, perhaps, thought they possessed, and consequently they
surrendered at the sametimeall their naturd right.

God aone, therefore, held dominion over the Hebrews,
whose state wasin virtue of the covenant called God'sking-
dom, and God was said to be their king; consequently the
enemiesof the Jewswere said to bethe enemiesof God, and
thecitizenswhotried to seizethedominion wereguilty of trea-
son against God; and, lastly, thelaws of the statewerecalled
the laws and commandments of God. Thusin the Hebrew
satethecivil and religiousauthority, each consisting solely of
obedienceto God, were one and the same. The dogmas of
religionwerenot precepts, but lawsand ordinances, piety was
regarded asthe sameasloyadty, impiety asthe same asdisaf-
fection. Everyonewho fell away fromreligion ceasedtobea
citizen, and was, on that ground a one, accounted an enemy:
thosewho died for thesake of religion, wereheld to havedied
for their country; infact, between civil and religiouslaw and

20

right therewas no distinction whatever. { in Biblical Hebrew,
therewasnoword for what we call Religion.” Modern He-
brew has selected aword whoseroot is“knowledge.” } For
thisreason the government could be called aTheocracy, inas-
much asthe citizenswere not bound by anything savetherev-
elationsof God.

However, thisstate of thingsexisted rather intheory thanin
practice, for it will appear fromwhat we are about to say, that
the Hebrews, asamatter of fact, retained absolutely intheir
own handstheright of sovereignty: thisisshown by themethod
and plan by which the government was carried on, as | will
now explan.

Inasmuch asthe Hebrewsdid not transfer their rightsto any
other personbut, asinademocracy, dl surrendered their rights
equdly, and cried out with onevoice, “Whatsoever God shall
speak (no mediator or mouthpiece being named) that will we
do,” it followsthat all were equally bound by the covenant,
and that all had an equal right to consult the Deity, to accept
andtointerpret Hislaws, sothat al had an exactly equal share
inthegovernment. Thusat first they all approached God to-
gether, so that they might learn Hiscommands, but inthisfirst
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salutation, they were so thoroughly terrified and so astounded
to hear God speaking, that they thought their last hour wasat
hand: full of fear, therefore, they went afresh to Moses, and
said, “Lo, wehave heard God speaking inthefire, and thereis
no causewhy weshouldwishtodie: surely thisgrest firewill
consumeus. if we hear againthevoiceof God, weshall surely
die. Thou, therefore, go near, and hear all thewords of our
God, and thou (not God) shdt speak withus: al that God shall
tell us, that will we hearkento and perform.”

They thusclearly abrogated their former covenant, and ab-
solutely transferred to Mosestheir right to consult God and
interpret Hiscommands: for they do not here promi se obedi-
encetodl that God shall tell them, but to all that God shall tell
Moses(seeDeut. v:20 after the Decal ogue, and chap. xviii: 15,
16). M oses, therefore, remained the sole promul gator and in-
terpreter of the Divinelaws, and consequently a so the sover-
eignjudge, who could not be arraigned himself, and who acted
among the Hebrewsthe part, of God; in other words, heldthe
sovereign kingship: healone had theright to consult God, to
givethe Divine answersto the people, and to seethat they
werecarried out. | say heaone, for if anyoneduring thelifeof
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Moseswasdesirousof preaching anything in the name of the
Lord, hewas, evenif atrue prophet, considered guilty and a
usurper of the sovereign right (Numb. xi:28) [ Endnote 30].
Wemay herenotice, that though the people had e ected Moses,
they could not rightfully elect Moses' s successor; for having
transferred to Mosestheir right of consulting God, and abso-
lutely promised to regard him asaDivine oracle, they had
plainly forfeited thewhole of their right, and were bound to
accept aschosen by God anyone proclaimed by Mosesashis
successor. If Moses had so chosen his successor, who like
him should wield the soleright of government, possessing the
soleright of consulting God, and consequently of making and
abrogating laws, of deciding on peace or war, of sendingam-
bassadors, appointing judges—in fact, discharging all the
functionsof asovereign, the statewould have becomesmply
amonarchy, only differing from other monarchiesinthefact,
that thelatter are, or should be, carried onin accordancewith
God's decree, unknown even to the monarch, whereasthe
Hebrew monarch would have been the only personto whom
thedecreewasreveded. A differencewhichincreases, rather
than diminishesthe monarch’sauthority. Asfar asthe people
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in both casesare concerned, each would be equally subject,
and equally ignorant of the Divine decree, for each would be
dependent on the monarch’swords, and would learn from
himaone, what waslawful or unlawful: nor wouldthefact thet
the people believed that the monarch was only issuing com-
mandsin accordancewith God' sdecreerevealed to him, make
itlessin subjection, but rather more. However, Moses el ected
no such successor, but left the dominion to thosewho came
after himin acondition which could not be called apopular
government, nor an aristocracy, nor amonarchy, but aTheoc-
racy. For theright of interpreting lawswasvested in one man,
whiletheright and power of administering the stateaccording
to thelawsthusinterpreted, was vested in another man (see
Numb. xxvii:21) [Endnote 31].

In order that the question may bethoroughly understood, |
will duly set forth theadministration of thewhole tate.

First, the people were commanded to build atabernacle,
which should be, asit were, thedwelling of God —that is, of
the sovereign authority of the state. Thistabernaclewasto be
erected at the cost of the whole people, not of one man, in
order that the place where God was consulted might be public
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property. The Leviteswere chosen ascourtiersand adminis-
tratorsof thisroya abode; while Aaron, thebrother of Moses,
was chosen to betheir chief and second, asit were, to God
their King, being succeeded intheofficeby hislegitimatesons.

He, asthe nearest to God, wasthe sovereigninterpreter of
theDivinelaws; hecommunicated the answersof the Divine
oracleto the people, and entreated God’ sfavour for them. If,
in addition to these privileges, he had possessed theright of
ruling, hewould have been neither morenor lessthan an abso-
lute monarch; but, in respect to government, hewasonly a
private citizen: thewholetribe of Levi wasso completely di-
vested of governing rightsthat it did not even takeitsshare
withthe othersinthe partition of territory. Mosesprovided for
itssupport by inspiring the common peoplewith gresat rever-
encefor it, asthe only tribe dedicated to God.

Further, thearmy, formed from the remaining twelvetribes,
wascommanded to invadetheland of Canaan, todivideitinto
twelve portions, and to distributeit among thetribes by lot.
For thistask twel ve captains were chosen, one from every
tribe, and were, together with Joshuaand Eleazar, the high
priest, empowered to divide theland into twelve equal parts,
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and distributeit by lot. Joshuawas chosen for the chief com-
mand of the army, inasmuch asnone but he had theright to
consult Godinemergencies, not like Maoses, donein histent,
or inthetabernacle, but through the high priest, towhomonly
theanswersof God wererevealed. Furthermore, hewasem-
powered to execute, and cause the people to obey God's
commands, transmitted through the high priests; tofind, andto
make use of, meansfor carrying them out; to chooseasmany,
army captainsasheliked; to makewhatever choice hethought
best; to send ambassadorsin hisown name; and, in short, to
havetheentire control of thewar. To hisofficetherewasno
rightful successor —indeed, the post wasonly filled by the
direct order of the Deity, on occasionsof publicemergency. In
ordinary times, al the management of peace and war was
vested inthe captainsof thetribes, as1 will shortly point out.
Lastly, al men between the ages of twenty and sixty wereor-
deredto bear arms, and formacitizenarmy, owing allegiance,
not toitsgenerd-in-chief, nor tothehigh priest, but to Religion
andto God. Thearmy, or the hosts, were called the army of
God, or the hosts of God. For thisreason God wascalled by
the Hebrewsthe God of Armies; and the ark of the covenant
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wasborneinthemidst of thearmy inimportant battles, when
the safety or destruction of the whole people hung upon the
Issue, sothat the peoplemight, asit were, seetheir Kingamong
them, and put forth all their strength.

From these directions, |eft by Mosesto hissuccessors, we
plainly seethat he chose administrators, rather than despots,
to come after him; for heinvested no onewith the power of
consulting God, where heliked and a one, consequently, no
one had the power possessed by himself of ordaining and ab-
rogating laws, of deciding onwar or peace, of choosing men
tofill officesboth religiousand secular: all thesearethe pre-
rogativesof asovereign. Thehigh priest, indeed, had theright
of interpreting laws, and communicating the answers of God,
but he could not do so when he liked, as M oses could, but
only when hewas asked by the genera-in-chief of thearmy,
thecouncil, or somesmilar authority. Thegenerd-in-chief and
the council could consult God whenthey liked, but could only
recelve Hisanswersthrough the high priest; sothat the utter-
ances of God, as reported by the high priest, were not de-
crees, asthey were when reported by Moses, but only an-
swers; they were accepted by Joshua and the council, and
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only then had theforce of commandsand decrees{ Likethe
Separation of powersinthe United Statesof America}

The high priest, both in the case of Aaron and of hisson
Eleazar, was chosen by Moses; nor had anyone, after Moses
death, aright to elect to the office, which became hereditary .
Thegeneral-in-chief of thearmy was al so chosen by Moses,
and assumed hisfunctionsin virtue of the commands, not of
thehigh priest, but of Moses: indeed, after thedeath of Joshua,
the high priest did not appoint anyonein his place, and the
captainsdid not consult God afresh about ageneral-in-chief,
but each retained Joshua s power in respect to the contingent
of hisowntribe, and dl retainedit collectively, inrespect tothe
wholearmy. There seemsto have been no need of ageneral-
in-chief, except when they were obliged to unitetheir forces
against acommon enemy. Thisoccurred most frequently dur-
ing thetime of Joshua, when they had no fixed dwelling. place,
and possessed al thingsin common. After all thetribeshad
gainedtheir territories by right of conquest, and had divided
their alotted gains, they, became separated, having no longer
their possessionsin common, sothat theneed for asnglecom-
mander ceased, for the different tribes should be considered
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rather inthelight of confederated statesthan of bodiesof fel-
low-citizens. In respect to their God and their religion, they,
werefellow-citizens; but, in respect to therightswhich one
possessed with regard to another, they were only confeder-
ated: they, were, in fact, in much the same position (if one
exceptsthe Templecommonto adl) asthe United Statesof the
Netherlands{ or United Statesof America}. Thedivision of
property, heldin common isonly another phrasefor the pos-
session of hisshare by each of theownerssingly, and the sur-
render by theothersof their rightsover such share. Thisiswhy
M oses el ected captains of thetribes—namely, that when the
dominion wasdivided, each might take care of hisown part;
consulting God through thehigh priest ontheaffairsof histribe,
ruling over hisarmy, building and fortifying cities, appointing
judges, attacking theenemiesof hisown dominion, and having
completecontrol over dl civil and military affairs. Hewasnot
bound to acknowledge any superior judge save God [ Endnote
32], or aprophet whom God should expressly send. If he
departed from theworship of God, therest of thetribesdid
not arraign him asasubject, but attacked him asan enemy. Of
thiswe have examplesin Scripture. When Joshuawas dead,
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thechildrenof Isradl (not afresh generd-in-chief) consulted God,
it being decided that the tribe of Judah should bethefirst to
attack itsenemies, thetribein question contracted asinglealli-
ancewith thetribe of Simeon, for uniting their forces, and at-
tacking their common enemy, therest of thetribesnot being
includedinthedliance(Judgesi:1, 2, 3). Eachtribe separately
madewar against itsown enemies, and, accordingtoitsplea-
sure, received them as subjects or dlies, though it had been
commanded not to spare them on any conditions, but to de-
stroy them utterly. Such disobediencemet with reproof fromthe
rest of thetribes, but did not cause the offending tribe to be
arragned: itwasnot cons dered asufficient reesonfor proclaming
acivil war, or interferingin oneanother’saffairs. But whenthe
tribe of Benjamin offended against the others, and so loosened
thebonds of peacethat none of the confederated tribescould
findrefugewithinitsborders, they attacked it asan enemy, and
gainingthevictory over it after three battles, put to death both
guilty and innocent, according tothelawsof war: anact which
they subsequently bewailed with tardy repentance.
Theseexamplesplainly confirmwhat wehavesaid concern-
ing the rights of each tribe. Perhaps we shall be asked who
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el ected the successorsto the captainsof eachtribe; onthispoint
| can gather no positiveinformationin Scripture, but | conjec-
turethat asthetribesweredividedinto families, each heeded by
itssenior member, the senior of al theseheadsof familiessuc-
ceeded by right tothe office of captain, for Moseschosefrom
among these seniorshis seventy coadjutors, who formed with
himsdlf thesupremecouncil. Thosewho administered thegov-
ernment after the death of Joshuawerecalled elders, and elder
isavery common Hebrew expressioninthesenseof judge, as
| suppose everyoneknows; however, itisnot very important
for usto make up our mindsonthispoint. Itisenoughto have
shownthat after thedesth of Mosesnoonemanwidded al the
power of asovereign; asaffairswerenot al managed by one
man, nor by asingle council, nor by the popular vote, but partly
by onetribe, partly by therestinequa shares, itismost evident
that the government, after the death of Moses, was neither
monarchic, nor aristocratic, nor popular, but, aswehavesad,
Theocratic. Thereasonsfor applyingthisnameare:

|. Becausetheroyal seat of government wasthe Temple,
and in respect to it alone, aswe have shown, al the tribes
werefdlow-citizens.
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I1. Because all the people owed allegiance to God, their
supreme Judge, to whom only they had promised implicit obe-
dienceindl things.

[11. Becausethe general-in-chief or dictator, whentherewas
need of such, was elected by none save God alone. Thiswas
expressly commanded by Mosesin the name of God (Deut.
xix:15), and witnessed by the actual choice of Gideon, of
Samson, and of Samudl; wherefrom we may concludethat the
other faithful |eaderswere chosenin the samemanner, though
itisnot expressly told us.

Thesepreiminariesbeing Sated, itisnow timetoinquirethe
effectsof formingadominiononthisplan, and to seewhether it
so effectud|y kept within boundsboth rulersand ruled, that the
former werenever tyrannica andthelatter never rebellious.

Thosewho administer or possessgoverning power, dways
try to surround their high-handed actionswith acloak of legd-
ity, and to persuade the peopl e that they act from good mo-
tives, thisthey areeasily ableto effect whenthey arethe sole
interpretersof thelaw; for itisevident that they arethusable
to assumeafar greater freedomto carry out their wishesand
desresthanif theinterpretationif thelaw isvested in someone
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else, orif thelawswere so self-evident that no onecould bein
doubt asto their meaning. Wethus see that the power of evil-
doing wasgrestly curtailed for the Hebrew captains by the
fact that thewholeinterpretation of thelaw wasvestedinthe
Levites(Deut. xxi:5), who, ontheir part, had no shareinthe
government, and depended for al their support and consider-
ation onacorrect interpretation of thelawsentrusted to them.
Moreover, the whol e people was commanded to come to-
gether at acertain placeevery sevenyearsand beingtructedin
thelaw by thehigh-priest; further, eachindividual wasbidden
to read the book of thelaw through and through continually
with scrupulouscare. (Deut. xxxi:9, 10, and vi:7.) The cap-
tainswerethusfor their own sakesboundto take gresat careto
administer everything according to thelawslaid down, and
well knowntoadl, if they, wished to beheld in high honour by,
the people, who would regard them as the administrators of
God’'sdominion, and as God's vicegerents; otherwisethey
could not have escaped dll thevirulence of theological hatred.
Therewasanother very important check ontheunbridled li-
cense of the captains, inthefact, that the army wasformed
fromthewholebody, of thecitizens, between theagesof twenty
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and sixty, without exception, and that the captainswere not
abletohireany foreign soldiery. Thisl say wasvery, impor-
tant, for itiswell knownthat princescan oppresstheir peoples
withthesingleaid of thesoldiery intheir pay; whilethereis
nothing moreformidableto them than thefreedom of citizen
soldiers, who have established thefreedomand glory of their
country, by their valour, their toil, and their blood. Thus
Alexander, when he was about to make wax on Darius, a
second time, after hearing the advice of Parmenio, did not
chide him who gavethe advice, but Polysperchon, who was
standing by. For, as Curtius says (iv. Para. 13), he did not
ventureto reproach Parmenio again after having shortly, be-
fore reproved him too sharply. This freedom of the
M acedonians, which he so dreaded, hewas not ableto sub-
duetill after the number of captivesenlistedinthearmy, sur-
passed that of hisown people: then, but not till then, hegave
reinto hisanger so long checked by, theindependenceof his
chief fellow-countrymen.

If thisindependenceof citizen soldierscanrestraintheprinces
of ordinary stateswho arewont to usurp thewhole glory of
victories, it must have been still moreeffectud against theHe-
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brew captains, whose soldierswerefighting, not for theglory
of aprince, but for theglory of God, and who did not goforth
to battletill the Divine assent had been given.

We must also remember that the Hebrew captainswere as-
sociated only by thebondsof religion: therefore, if any one of
them had transgressed, and begunto violatethe Divineright,
he might have been treated by therest asan enemy and law-
fully subdued.

Anadditiond check may befoundinthefear of anew prophet
arising, for if aman of unblemished lifecould show by certain
signsthat hewasreally aprophet, heipso facto obtained the
sovereignright to rule, which wasgivento him, asto Moses
formerly, inthenameof God, asreved ed to himself one; not
merely through the high priest, asin the case of the captains.
Thereisno doubt that such an onewould easily be ableto
enlist an oppressed peoplein hiscause, and by trifling signs
persuade them of anything he wished: onthe other hand, if
affairswerewel| ordered, the captain would be ableto make
provisionintime; that the prophet should be submitted to his
approva, and be examined whether hewereredly of unblem-
ishedlife, and possessed indisputablesgnsof hismisson: aso,
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whether the teaching he proposed to set forth in the name of
the Lord agreed with received doctrines, and thegenera laws
of the country; if hiscredentia swereinsufficient, or hisdoc-
trinesnew, he could lawfully be put to death, or elsereceived
onthecaptain’ssolerespons bility and authority.

Again, the captainswere not superior to the othersin nobil-
ity or birth, but only administered the government in virtue of
their age and personal qualities. Lastly, neither captains nor
army had any reason for preferring war to peace. Thearmy,
aswehavestated, consisted entirely of citizens, sothat affairs
were managed by the same persons both in peace and war.
Themanwhowasasoldier inthecampwasacitizeninthe
market-place, hewho wasaleader inthecamp wasajudgein
thelaw courts, hewho wasagenera inthecampwasaruler
inthegtate. Thusno one could desirewar for itsown sake, but
only for the sake of preserving peaceand liberty; possibly the
captains avoided change asfar as possible, so asnot to be
obliged to consult the high priest and submit to theindignity of
gtandingin hispresence.

Somuchfor the precautionsfor keeping the captainswithin
bounds. Wemust now | ook for therestraints upon the people:

28

these, however, arevery clearly indicated inthevery ground-
work of thesocid fabric.

Anyonewho givesthe subject thedightest attention, will see
that the state was so ordered as to inspire the most ardent
patriotismintheheartsof thecitizens, so that thelatter would
bevery hard to persuadeto betray their country, and beready
to endure anything rather than submit to aforeign yoke. After
they had transferred their right to God, they thought that their
kingdom belonged to God, and that they themselveswere
God'schildren. Other nationsthey looked upon as God' sen-
emies, and regarded with intense hatred (which they took to
be piety, see Psalm cxxxix:21, 22): nothing would have been
moreabhorrent to them than swearing dlegianceto aforeigner,
and promising him obedience: nor could they concelve any
greater or moreexecrablecrimethanthebetraya of their coun-
try, thekingdom of the God whom they adored.

It was considered wicked for anyoneto settle outside of
the country, inasmuch asthe worship of God by which they
were bound could not be carried on elsewhere: their own
land alonewas considered holy, therest of the earth unclean
and profane.
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David, whowasforcedtolivein exile, complained before
Saul asfollows: “But if they bethe children of menwho have
stirred thee up against me, cursed bethey beforethe L ord; for
they havedriven meout thisday from abiding in theinherit-
ance of the Lord, saying, Go, serve other gods.” (I Sam.
xxvi:19.) For the samereason no citizen, aswe should espe-
cially remark, was ever sent into exile: he who sinned was
liableto punishment, but not to disgrace.

Thustheloveof theHebrewsfor their country wasnot only
patriotism, but al so piety, and was cherished and nurtured bv
daily ritestill, liketheir hatred of other netions, it must have passed
intother nature. Thear daily worshipwashnat only different from
that of other nations (asit might well be, considering that they
wereapeculiar peopleand entirely apart fromtherest), it was
absolutely contrary. Such daily reprobation naturally gaverise
toalasting hatred, deeply implanted inthe heart: for of al ha-
tredsnoneismore degp and tenaci ousthan that which springs
from extreme devoutnessor piety, andisitsaf cherished aspi-
ous. Nor wasagenerd causelackingfor inflaming such hatred
more and more, inasmuch asit wasreci procated; the surround-
ing nationsregarding the Jawswith ahatred just asintense.
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How great wastheeffect of al these causes, namely, free-
dom from man’sdominion; devotiontotheir country; absolute
rightsover al other men; ahatred not only permitted but pi-
ous, acontempt for their fellow-men; thesingularity of their
customsand religiousrites; the effect, | repeat, of al these
causesin strengthening the hearts of the Jawsto bear al things
for their country, with extraordinary constancy and vaour, will
at once be discerned by reason and attested by experience.
Never, solong asthe city was standing, could they endureto
remain under foreign dominion; and therefore they called
Jerusalem*“arebdliouscity” (Ezraiv:12). Their state after its
reestablishment (which wasamere shadow of thefirst, for the
high priestshad usurped therightsof thetriba captains) was,
with great difficulty, destroyed by theRomans, as Tacitusbears
witness(Higt. ii:4):- “Vespasian had closed thewar against the
Jews, abandoning the siege of Jerusdlem asan enterprisedif-
ficult and arduousrather from the character of the peopleand
theobstinacy of their superdtition, thanfrom the strength left to
thebesieged for meeting their necessities.” But besidesthese
characteristics, which are merely ascribed by anindividua
opinion, there was one feature peculiar to this state and of
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great importanceinretaining theaffectionsof thecitizens, and
checkingdl thoughtsof desertion, or abandonment of thecoun-
try: namely, self-interest, thestrengthandlifeof dl humanaction.
Thiswas peculiarly engaged inthe Hebrew state, for nowhere
elsedid citizenspossessthelr goods so securely, asdid thesub-
jectsof thiscommunity, for thelatter possessed aslargeashare
intheland and thefieldsasdid their chiefs, and wereownersof
their plotsof groundin perpetuity; for if any manwascompdled
by poverty to sell hisfarmor hispasture, herecelved it back
againintact at theyear of jubilee: therewereother smilar enact-
mentsagainst the possbility of dienating red property.

Again, poverty w asnowheremoreendurablethaninacoun-
try whereduty towardsone' sneighbour, that is, one' sfellow-
citizen, was practised with the utmost piety, as ameans of
gaining thefavour of God the King. Thusthe Hebrew citizens
would nowhere be sowell off asintheir own country; outside
itslimitsthey met with nothing but lossand disgrace.

Thefollowing considerationswere of weight, not only in
keeping them at home, but also in preventing civil war and
removing causesof strife; no onewasbound to servehisequd,
but only to serve God, while charity and lovetowardsfellow-
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citizenswasaccounted the highest piety; thislast fedling was
not alittlefostered by the general hatred with whichthey re-
garded foreign nationsand wereregarded by them. Further-
more, the strict discipline of obedienceinwhichthey were
brought up, wasavery important factor; for they were bound
to carry on all their actions according to the set rules of the
law: aman might not plough when heliked, but only at certain
times, in certain years, and with one sort of beast at atime; so,
too, he might only sow and reapin acertain method and sea-
son—infact, hiswholelifewasonelong school of obedience
(seeChap. V. ontheuse of ceremonies); such ahabit wasthus
engendered, that conformity seemed freedom instead of ser-
vitude, and men desired what was commanded rather than
what wasforbidden. Thisresult wasnot alittle aided by the
fact that the peoplewerebound, at certain seasonsof theyear,
to givethemselvesup to rest and rejoicing, not for their own
pleasure, but in order that they might worship God cheerfully.

Threetimesintheyear they feasted beforethe L ord; onthe
seventh day of every week they were bidden to abstain from
all work and to rest; besides these, there were other occa-
sionswheninnocent rejoicing and feasting werenot only al-
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lowed but enjoined. | do not think any better meansof influ-
encing men’sminds could be devised; for thereisno more
powerful attraction than joy springing from devotion, amix-
tureof admiration and love. It wasnot easy to bewearied by
constant repetition, for theriteson thevariousfestivalswere
varied and recurred seldom. We may add the deep reverence
for theTemplewhichal most religioudy fostered, on account of
thepeculiar ritesand dutiesthat they were obliged to perform
before approaching thither. Even now, Jews cannot read with-
out horror of the crime of Manasseh, who dared to place au
idol inthe Temple. Thelaws, scrupuloudy preservedinthein-
most sanctuary, were objectsof equal reverenceto the people.
Popular reportsand misconceptionswere, therefore, very little
to befeared in thisquarter, for no one dared decide on sacred
matters, but al felt bound to obey, without consulting thelr rea-
son, al thecommandsgiven by theanswersof God receivedin
the Temple, and al thelawswhich God had ordained.

I think | havenow explained clearly, though briefly,, themain
features of the Hebrew commonwealth. | must now inquire
into thecauseswhichled the people so oftentofall away from
thelaw, which brought about their frequent subjection, and,
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finally, the complete destruction of their dominion. Perhapsl
shall betoldthat it sprang fromtheir hardnessof heart; but this
ischildish, for why should this people be more hard of heart
than others; wasit by nature?

But natureformsindividuas, not peoples; thelatter areonly
distinguishableby thedifference of their language, their cus-
toms, and their laws; whilefrom thetwo last—i.e., customs
andlaws, —it may arisethat they haveapeculiar disposition, a
peculiar manner of life, and peculiar prejudices. If, then, the
Hebrewswere harder of heart than other nations, thefault lay
withtheir lawsor customs,

Thisiscertainly true, inthe sensethat, if God had wished
their dominionto bemorelasting, Hewould have giventhem
other ritesand laws, and would haveingtituted adifferent form
of government. Wecan, therefore, only say that their God was
angry with them, not only, as Jeremiah says, fromthebuilding
of thecity, but evenfromthefounding of their laws.

Thisisbornewitnessto by Ezekid xx:25: “Whereforel gave
them a so satutesthat were not good, and judgmentswhereby
they should not live; and | polluted themintheir own gifts,in
that they caused to passthrough thefireall that openeth the
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womb; that | might make them desol ate, to the end that they
might know that | amtheLord.”

In order that we may understand these words, and the de-
gtruction of the Hebrew commonwedth, wemust bear inmind
that it had at first been intended to entrust the whol e duties of
the priesthood to the firstborn, and not to the Levites (see
Numb. viii:17). It was only when all the tribes, except the
L evites, worshipped the golden calf, that the firstborn were
rejected and defiled, and the L eviteschosenintheir steed (Devt.
x:8). When | reflect on thischange, | feel disposed to break
forthwiththewordsof Tacitus. God' sobject at that timewas
not the safety of the Jews, but vengeance. | am grestly aston-
ished that the celestid mind wassoinflamed with anger that it
ordained laws, which always are supposed to promote the
honour, well-being, and security of apeople, withthe purpose
of vengeance, for the sake of punishment; so that thelawsdo
not seem so much laws—that is, the safeguard of the people—
aspainsand penalties.

The giftswhich the people were obliged to bestow on the
Levitesand priests—theredemption of thefirstborn, the poll-
tax dueto the L evites, the privilege possessed by thelatter of
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the sole performance of sacredrites—all these, | say, werea
continual reproach to the people, acontinua reminder of their
defilement and rejection. Moreover, we may be surethat the
Leviteswerefor ever hegping reproachesupon them: for among
S0 many thousands there must have been many importunate
dabblersin theology. Hence the people got into the way of
watching the acts of the L evites, who were but human; of ac-
cusing thewhole body of thefaults of one member, and con-
tinualy murmuring.

Besidesthis, therewasthe obligation to keep inidleness
men hateful to them, and connected by notiesof blood. Espe-
cialy would this seem grievouswhen provisionswere dear.
What wonder, then, if intimesof peace, when striking miracles
had ceased, and no men of paramount authority wereforth-
coming, theirritableand greedy temper of the peoplebeganto
wax cold, and at length to fall away from aworship, which,
though Divine, was also humiliating, and even hostile, and to
seek after something fresh; or can we be surprised that the
captains, who always adopt the popular course, in order to
gainthesovereign power for themsalvesby enlisting thesym-
pathies of the people, and alienating the high priest, should
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haveyielded to their demands, and introduced anew wor-
ship?If the state had been formed according to the original
intention, the rightsand honour of all thetribeswould have
been equal, and everythingwould haverested on afirmbasis.
Whoistherewhowouldwillingly violatethereigiousrightsof
hiskindred?What could aman desire more than to support
hisown brothersand parents, thusfulfilling the duties of reli-
gion?Who would not regjoicein being taught by them theinter-
pretation of thelaws, and receiving through them theanswers
of God?

Thetribeswould thushave been united by afar closer bond,
if all alike had possessed theright to the priesthood. All dan-
ger would have been obviated, if the choice of the Leviteshad
not been dictated by anger and revenge. But, aswehavesaid,
the Hebrews had offended their God, Who, as Ezekiel says,
polluted themintheir own giftsby regectingdl that openeththe
womb, so that He might destroy them.

Thispassageisaso confirmed by their history. Assoon as
the peopleinthewildernessbegantolivein easeand plenty,
certain men of no mean birth beganto rebel against the choice
of theLevites, and to makeit acausefor believing that M oses
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had not acted by the commands of God, but for hisown good
pleasure, inasmuch ashe had chosen hisown tribe before all
therest, and had bestowed the high priesthood in perpetuity
on hisown brother. They, therefore, stirred up atumult, and
cameto him, crying out that all men wereequally sacred, and
that he had exated himsdlf abovehisfellowswrongfully. Moses
was not ableto pacify them with reasons; but by theinterven-
tion of amiraclein proof of thefaith, they al perished. A fresh
sedition then arose among the whol e people, who believed
that their champions had not been put to death by the judg-
ment of God, but by thedevice of Moses. After agreat daugh-
ter, or pestilence, therising subsided frominanition, butinsuch
amanner that dl preferred death tolife under such conditions.

We should rather say that sedition ceased than that harmony
was re-established. Thisiswitnessed by Scripture (Deut.
xxxi:21), where God, after predicting to M osesthat the people
after hisdeathwill fall away fromthe Divineworship, speaks
thus: “For | know their imagination whichthey go about, even
now beforel havebrought themintotheland which| sware;”
and, alittlewhileafter (xxxi:27), Mosessays. For | know thy
rebellion and thy stiff neck: behold whilel amyet alivewith
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you thisday, ye have been rebellious against the Lord; and
how much moreafter my death!”

Indeed, it happened according to hiswords, aswead | know.
Great changes, extremelicense, luxury, and hardnessof heart
grew up; thingswent from bad to worse, till at |ast the people,
after being frequently conquered, cameto an open rupture
withtheDivineright, and wished for amortal king, sothat the
seat of government might bethe Court, instead of the Temple,
and that thetribes might remain fellow-citizensin respect to
their king, instead of in respect to Divineright and the high
priesthood.

A vast material for new seditionswasthus produced, even-
tualy resulting intheruin of theentire state. Kingsare above
all thingsjea ousof aprecariousrule, and canin nowise brook
adominionwithintheir own. Thefirst monarchs, being chosen
fromtheranksof privatecitizens, were content with theamount
of dignity towhichthey had risen; but their sons, who obtained
thethroneby right of inheritance, began graduadly tointroduce
changes, so asto get al the sovereignrightsinto their own
hands. Thisthey weregeneraly unableto accomplish, solong
astheright of legidation did not rest with them, but with the
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high priest, who kept thelawsin the sanctuary, and interpreted
them to the people. The kingswere thusbound to obey the
laws as much aswerethe subjects, and were unableto abro-
gate them, or to ordain new laws of equal authority; more-
over, they were prevented by the L evitesfrom administering
theaffairsof religion, king and subject being alike unclean.
Lastly, thewhole safety of their dominion depended onthewill
of oneman, if that man appeared to be aprophet; and of this
they had seen an example, namely, how compl etely Samuel
had been ableto command Saul, and how easily, becauseof a
single disobedience, he had been ableto transfer theright of
sovereignty to David. Thusthekingsfound adominionwithin
their own, and wielded aprecarious sovereignty.

In order to surmount these difficulties, they allowed other
templesto bededicated to the gods, so that there might beno
further need of consulting the L evites; they also sought out
many who prophesied inthe name of God, so that they might
have creatures of their own to opposeto the true prophets.
However, inspiteof dl their attempts, they never attained their
end. For the prophets, prepared against every emergency,
waited for afavourable opportunity, such asthebeginning of a
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new reign, whichisalways precarious, whilethe memory of
the previousreign remainsgreen. At thesetimesthey could
eadly pronounceby Divineauthority that theking wastyranni-
cal, and could produce achampion of distinguished virtueto
vindicatethe Divineright, and lawfully toclamdominion, or a
shareinit. Still, not even so could the prophets effect much.
They could, indeed, removeatyrant; but therewere reasons
which prevented them from doing morethan setting up, at greet
cost of civil bloodshed, another tyrant in hisstead. Of dis-
cordsand civil warstherewasno end, for the causesfor the
violation of Divineright remained alwaysthe same, and could
only beremoved by acomplete remodelling of the state.

We have now seen how religion wasintroduced into the
Hebrew commonwealth, and how the dominion might have
lasted for ever, if thejust wrath of the Lawgiver had dlowediit.
Asthiswasimpossible, it wasbound intimeto perish. | am
now speaking only of thefirst commonwedlth, for the second
wasamere shadow of thefirst, inasmuch asthe peoplewere
bound by therights of the Persiansto whom they were sub-
ject. After therestoration of freedom, the high priestsusurped
therightsof the secular chiefs, and thus obtained absolute do-
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minion. The priestswereinflamed with anintensedesireto
wield the powersof the sovereignty and the high priesthood at
thesametime. | have, therefore, no need to speak further of
the second commonweal th. (Whether thefirst, in sofar aswe
deem it to have been durable, is capable of imitation, and
whether it would be piousto copy it asfar aspossible, will
appear fromwhat fellows. | wish only to draw attention, asa
crowning conclusion, to the principle indicated already —
namely, that it isevident, from what we have stated in this
chapter, that the Divineright, or theright of religion, originates
inacompact: without such compact, nonebut natural rights
exist. TheHebrewswerenot bound by their rdigionto evince
any piouscarefor other nations not included in the compact,
but only for their own fellow-citizens.
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CHAPTER XVII| —FROM THE COM-
MONWEALTH OF THEHEBREWS,
AND THEIRHISTORY, CERTAIN
POLITICAL DOCTRINESARE
DEDUCED.

Although the commonwesdlth of the Hebrews, aswe have con-
caivedit, might havelasted for ever, it would beimpossibleto
imitateit at the present day, nor wouldit be advisable soto do.
If apeoplewishedto transfer their rightsto God it would be
necessary to makean express covenant with Him, and for this
would be needed not only the consent of thosetransferring
their rights, but al so the consent of God. God, however, has
reveal ed through his Apostlesthat the covenant of Godisno
longer writteninink, or ontablesof stone, but with the Spirit
of Godinthefleshy tablesof the heart.

Furthermore, suchaform of government would only beavail-
ablefor thosewho desireto havenoforeign relations, but to
shut themsalvesup withintheir own frontiers, andto live apart
from therest of the world; it would be uselessto men who
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must have ded ingswith other nations; so that the caseswhere
it could be adopted are very few indeed.

Nevertheless, thoughit could not be copied initsentirety, it
possessed many excellent featureswhich might be brought to
our notice, and perhapsimitated with advantage. My inten-
tion, however, isnot to write atreatise on forms of govern-
ment, so | will passover most of such pointsin silence, and
will only touch on those which bear upon my purpose.

God'skingdom isnot infringed upon by the choice of an
earthly ruler endowed with sovereignrights,; for after theHe-
brewshad transferred their rightsto God, they conferred the
sovereignright of rulingon Moses, investing himwiththesole
power of ingtituting and abrogating lawsin the name of God,
of choosing priests, of judging, of teaching, of punishing—in
fact, dl the prerogatives of an absolute monarch.

Again, though the priestsweretheinterpretersof thelaws,
they had no power tojudgethe citizens, or to excommunicate
anyone: thiscould only be doneby thejudgesand chiefscho-
senfrom among the people. A consideration of the successes
and the histories of the Hebrewswill bring to light other con-
Siderationsworthy of note. Towit:
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|. That therewerenoreligioussects, till after thehigh priedts,
inthesecond commonweal th, possessed the authority to make
decrees, and transact the business of government. In order
that such authority might last for ever, thehigh priestsusurped
the rights of secular rulers, and at last wished to be styled
kings. Thereason for thisisready to hand; inthefirst com-
monweal th no decrees could bear the name of thehigh priest,
for hehad noright to ordain laws, but only to givetheanswers
of God to questions asked by the captainsor the councils. he
had, therefore, no motivefor making changesinthelaw, but
took care, onthe contrary, to administer and guard what had
already been received and accepted. Hisonly meansof pre-
serving hisfreedomin safety against thewill of thecaptainslay
incherishingthelaw intact. After the high priestshad assumed
the power of carrying onthe government, and added therights
of secular rulersto thosethey aready possessed, each one
began both inthingsreligiousand inthings secular, to seek for
theglorification of hisown name, settling everything by sacer-
dotd authority, andissuing every day, concerning ceremonies,
faith, and all else, new decreeswhich he sought to make as
sacred and authoritative asthelaws of Moses. Religion thus
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sank into adegrading supergtition, whilethetruemeaning and
interpretation of thelaws became corrupted. Furthermore,
whilethehigh priestswere paving their way tothesecular rule
just after therestoration, they attempted to gain popular favour
by assenting to every demand; approving whatever the people
did, however impious, and accommodating Scriptureto the
very depraved current moras. Maachi bearswitnesstothisin
no measured terms: he chidesthe priestsof histimeasdespis-
ersof thename of God, and then goesonwith hisinvectiveas
follows(Mad ii:7, 8): “For thepriest’slips should keep knowl-
edge, and they should seek thelaw at hismouth: for heisthe
messenger of the L ord of hosts. But ye are departed out of the
way; ye have caused many to stumbleat thelaw, ye have cor-
rupted the covenant of Levi, saith the L ord of hosts.” Hefur-
ther accusesthem of interpreting thelawsaccording to their
own pleasure, and paying no respect to God but only to per-
sons. Itiscertainthat the high priestswerenever so cautiousin
their conduct asto escape the remark of the more shrewd
among the people, for thelatter were at length embol dened to
assert that no laws ought to be kept save those that werewrit-
ten, and that the decreeswhich the Pharisees (consisting, as
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Josephussaysinhis® Amtiquities,” chiefly, of thecommon
people), were deceived into calling the traditions of thefa
thers, should not be observed at all. However thismay be, we
caninnowisedoubt that flattery of thehigh priest, the corrup-
tion of religion and thelaws, and the enormousincrease of the
extent of thelast-named, gave very great and frequent occa-
sionfor disputesand altercationsimpossibleto allay. When
men beginto quarrd with al theardour of supergtition, and the
magistracy to back up one side or the other, they can never
cometo acompromise, but are bound to split into sects.

[1. Itisworthy of remark that the prophets, whowereina
private station of life, rather irritated than reformed mankind
by their freedom of warning, rebuke, and censure; whereas
thekings, by their reproofsand punishments, could always
produce an effect. The prophetswere often intolerable even
to piouskings, on account of the authority they assumed for
judging whether an action wasright or wrong, or for reproving
thekingsthemselvesif they dared to transact any business,
whether public or private, without prophetic sanction. King
Asawho, according to thetestimony of Scripture, reigned pi-
oudly, put the prophet Hanani into aprison-house because he
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had ventured freely to chide and reprove him for enteringinto
acovenant withtheking of Armenia

Other examplesmight be cited, tending to provethat reli-
gion gained more harm than good by such freedom, not to
speak of thefurther consequence, that if the prophetshad re-
tained their rights, great civil warswould haveresulted.

I1. Itisremarkablethat during al the period, during which
the people held thereins of power, therewasonly onecivil
war, and that onewas compl etely extinguished, the conquer-
orstaking such pity on the conquered, that they endeavoured
inevery way toreingatetheminther former dignity and power.
But after that the peopl e, little accustomed to kings, changed
itsfirst form of government into amonarchy, civil war raged
almost continuously; and battleswere sofierce asto exceed
all othersrecorded; in one engagement (taxing our faithtothe
utmost) five hundred thousand | srael iteswere daughtered by
themen of Judah, and inanother thelsraglitesdew great num-
bers of the men of Judah (thefiguresare not given in Scrip-
ture), dmost razed to the ground thewalls of Jerusalem, and
sacked the Templeinther unbridled fury. Atlength, ladenwith
thespoilsof their brethren, satiated with blood, they took hos-
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tages, and leaving theking in hiswell-nigh devastated king-
dom, laid down their arms, relying on the weakness rather
than thegood faith of their foes. A few yearsafter, themen of
Judah, with recruited strength, againtook thefield, but werea
second time beaten by the | sraglites, and dain to the number
of ahundred and twenty thousand, two hundred thousand of
their wivesand children wereled into captivity, and agreat
booty again seized. Worn out with theseand Similar battles set
forthat lengthinther histories, the Jewsat lengthfell aprey to
their enemies.

Furthermore, if wereckon up thetimesduring which peace
prevailed under each form of government, weshdl find agresat
discrepancy. Beforethemonarchy forty yearsand moreoften
passed, and once eighty years (an amost unparaleled period),
without any war, foreign or civil. After thekingsacquired sov-
ereign power, thefightingwasno longer for peaceand liberty,
but for glory; accordingly wefindthat they all, with the excep-
tion of Solomon (whose virtue and wisdom would be better
displayed in peacethan inwar) waged war, and finally afatal
desirefor power gained ground, which, in many cases, made
the path to thethrone abloody one.
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Lastly, thelaws, during therule of the people, remained un-
corrupted and were studiously observed. Before the monar-
chy therewere very, few prophetsto admonish the people,
but after the establishment of kingstherewereagreat number
at the sametime. Obadiah saved ahundred from death and
hid them away, lest they should be slain with therest. The
people, so far aswe can see, were never deceived by false
prophetstill after the power had been vested in kings, whose
cresturesmany of theprophetswere. Again, the people, whose
heart wasgenerally proud or humbleaccordingtoitscircum-
stances, easily corrected it-self under misfortune, turned again
to God, restored Hislaws, and sofreeditself fromdl peril; but
thekings, whose heartswere always equally puffed up, and
who could not be corrected without humiliation, clung pertina:
cioudy totheir vices, eventill thelast overthrow of thecity.

We may now clearly seefromwhat | havesaid:—

|. How hurtful to religion and the stateisthe concession to
ministersof religion of any power of issuing decreesor trans-
acting the business of government: how, onthe contrary, far
greater stability isafforded, if thesaid ministersareonly a-
lowed to give answersto questionsduly put to them, and are,
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asarule, obliged to preach and practisethereceived and ac-
cepted doctrines.

I1. How dangerousit istorefer to Divineright mattersmerely
speculative and subject or liableto dispute. The most tyranni-
ca governmentsarethosewhich make crimesof opinions, for
everyonehasan inalienableright over histhoughts—nay, such
astate of thingsleadsto theruleof popular passion.

Pontius Pilate made concess on to the passion of the Phari-
seesin consenting to the crucifixion of Christ, whom heknew
to be innocent. Again, the Pharisees, in order to shake the
position of men richer than themselves, began to set on foot
guestionsof religion, and accused the Sadducees of impiety,
and, following their example, thevilest —hypocrites, stirred, as
they pretended, by thesameholy wrath which they called zedl
for the Lord, persecuted men whose unblemished character
and distinguished virtue had excited the popul ar hatred, pub-
licly denounced their opinions, and inflamed the fierce pas-
sionsof the peopleagaingt them.

Thiswanton licence being cloaked with the speciousgarb of
religion could not easily berepressed, especidly when the sov-
ereign authoritiesintroduced asect of which they, werenot the
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head; they werethenregarded not asinterpretersof Divineright,
but as sectarians—that is, as personsrecognizing theright of
Divineinterpretation assumed by theleadersof the sect. The
authority of themagigtratesthusbecameof littleaccount insuch
mattersin comparison with the authority of sectarian|eaders
beforewhoseinterpretationskingswere obliged to bow.

Toavoid such evilsin astate, thereisno safer way, than
tomakepiety andreligionto consistinactsonly —that is, in
the practice of justice and charity, leaving everyone'sjudg-
ment in other respectsfree. But | will speak of thismore at
length presently.

[11. We see how necessary it is, bothin theinterestsof the
sateand intheinterestsof religion, to confer onthe sovereign
power theright of decidingwhat islawful or thereverse. If this
right of judging actionscould not begivento thevery prophets
of Godwithout greet injury, to the stateand religion, how much
lessshould it be entrusted to thosewho can neither foretell the
future nor work miracles! But thisagain | will treat of more
fully heregfter.

IV. Lastly,, we see how disastrousit isfor apeople unac-
customed to kings, and possessing acomplete code of laws,
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to set up amonarchy. Neither can the subjects brook such a
sway, nor theroyal authority submit to lawsand popular rights
set up by anyoneinferior toitself. Still lesscan aking be ex-
pected to defend such laws, for they were not framed to sup-
port hisdominion, but thedominion of thepeople, or somecounail
whichformerly ruled, sothat in guarding the popular rightsthe
king would seem to beadaverather than amaster. Therepre-
sentative of anew monarchy will employ al hiszed inattempt-
ingtoframenew laws, so asto wrest therightsof dominionto
hisown use, and to reducethe peopletill they find it easier to
increasethanto curtail theroyd prerogative. | must not, how-
ever, omitto Satethat itisnolessdangerousto removeamon-
arch, though heison all handsadmitted to beatyrant. For his
peopleareaccusomedtoroyd authority andwill obey no other,
despising and mocking at any lessaugust control.
Itistherefore necessary, asthe prophetsdiscovered of old,
if one king be removed, that he should be replaced by an-
other, whowill beatyrant from necessity rather than choice.
For how will he be ableto endurethesight of the hands of the
citizensreeking with royal blood, andtoregjoiceintheir regi-
cideasagloriousexploit?Was not the deed perpetrated asan
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exampleandwarning for himself?

If hereally wishesto beking, and not to acknowledgethe
people asthejudge of kingsand the master of himself, or to
wield aprecarioussway, he must avengethe death of hispre-
decessor, making an examplefor hisown sake, lest the people
should ventureto repeat asmilar crime. Hewill not, however,
beableeasly to avengethe death of thetyrant by thedaughter
of citizensunlesshe defendsthe cause of tyranny and gpproves
the deedsof hispredecessor, thusfollowingin hisfootsteps.

Hence it comesto pass that peoples have often changed
their tyrants, but never removed them or changed themonar-
chical form of government into any other.

The English peoplefurnishuswith aterribleexampleof this
fact. They sought how to deposetheir monarch under theforms
of law, but when he had been removed, they were utterly un-
ableto changetheform of government, and after much blood-
shed only brought it about, that a new monarch should be
hailed under adifferent name (asthough it had been amere
guestion of names); thisnew monarch could only consolidate
hispower by completely destroying theroyal stock, putting to
death theking'sfriends, redl or supposed, and disturbingwith
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war the peace which might encourage discontent, in order that
the populace might be engrossed with noveltiesand divert its
mind from brooding over the slaughter of theking. At last,
however, the peoplereflected that it had accomplished noth-
ing for thegood of the country beyond violating the rights of
thelawful king and changing everything for theworse. It there-
foredecided to retraceits tepsas soon aspossible, and never
rested till it had seen acomplete restoration of the original
Sateof affairs.

It may perhaps be objected that the Roman people was
eadly abletoremoveitstyrants, but | gather fromitshistory a
strong confirmation of my contention. Though the Roman
peoplewas much morethan ordinarily capable of removing
their tyrantsand changing their form of government, inasmuch
asithedinitsownhandsthe power of dectingitskingand his
successor, said being composed of rebelsand criminalshad
not long been used to theroya yoke (out of itssix kingsit had
put to death three), neverthelessit could accomplish nothing
beyond electing several tyrantsin place of one, who kept it
groaning under acontinua state of war, bothforeignand civil,
till at last it changed itsgovernment againto aform differing
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from monarchy, asin England, only inname.

Asfor the United States of the Netherlands, they havenever,
asweknow, had aking, but only counts, who never attained
thefull rightsof dominion. The States of the Netherlandsevi-
dently acted as principal sin the settlement made by them at
thetime of the Earl of Leicester’smission: they alwaysre-
served for themsel vesthe authority to keep the countsup to
their duties, and the power to preservethisauthority and the
liberty of the citizens. They had ample means of vindicating
their rightsif their rulers should provetyrannical, and could
impose such restraintsthat nothing could be donewithout their
consent and approval.

Thustherightsof sovereign power have dwaysbeen vested
inthe States, though thelast count endeavoured to usurp them.
Itisthereforelittlelikely that the States should givethemup,
especidly asthey havejust restored their original dominion,
lately dmost lost.

These examples, then, confirm usin our belief, that every
dominion should retainitsorigina form, and, indeed, cannot
changeit without danger of the utter ruin of thewhole state.
Such arethe points| have herethought worthy of remark.
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CHAPTERXIX—ITISSHOWN THAT
THERIGHT OVERMATTERS SRI-
TUAL LIESWHOLLY WITH THE
SOVEREIGN,AND THAT THEOUT-
WARD FORMSOFRELIGION
SHOULD BEIN ACCORDANCE
WITH PUBLIC PEACE, IFWE
WOULD OBEY GOD ARIGHT.

When | said that the possessorsof sovereign power haverights
over everything, and that all rightsare dependent ontheir de-
cree, | did not merely mean temporal rights, but also spiritual
rights; of thelatter, no lessthan theformer, they ought to be
theinterpreters and the champions. | wish to draw special
attention to thispoint, and to discussit fully in this chapter,
because many personsdeny that theright of deciding reigious
guestions belongsto the sovereign power, and refuseto ac-
knowledgeit astheinterpreter of Divineright. They accord-
ingly assumefull licenceto accuseand arraignit, nay, evento
excommunicateit fromthe Church, asAmbrosiustreated the
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Emperor Theodosiusin old time. However, | will show later
oninthischapter that they takethismeansof dividing thegov-
ernment, and paving theway to their own ascendancy. | wish,
however, first to point out that religion acquiresitsforceas
law solely from the decrees of the sovereign. God hasno spe-
cid kingdomamong men except in sofar asHereignsthrough
temporal rulers. Moreover, theritesof religion and the out-
ward observances of piety should bein accordancewiththe
public peace and well-being, and should therefore be deter-
mined by the sovereign power adone. | speak hereonly of the
outward observancesof piety andtheexternd ritesof religion,
not of piety, itself, nor of theinward worship of God, nor the
meansby whichthemindisinwardly led to do homageto God
insinglenessof heart.

Inwardworship of God and piety initsdlf arewithinthe sphere
of everyone's private rights, and cannot be alienated (as |
showed at theend of Chapter V11.). What | here mean by the
kingdom of Godis, | think, sufficiently clear fromwhat has
been said in Chapter XIV. | there showed that a man best
fulfils Godslaw who worships Him, according to Hiscom-
mand, through actsof justiceand charity; it follows, therefore,
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that wherever justice and charity havetheforce of law and
ordinance, thereisGod’ skingdom.

| recognize no difference between the caseswhere God
teaches and commands the practice of justice and charity
through our natural faculties, and thosewhere He makes spe-
cial revelations; nor istheform of the revelation of impor-
tance so long as such practiceisreveaed and becomes a
sovereign and supremelaw to men. If, therefore, | show that
justiceand charity can only acquiretheforceof right and law
through therightsof rulers, | shall beablereadily to arriveat
the conclusion (seeing that therightsof rulersarein the pos-
session of the sovereign), that religion can only acquirethe
force of right by means of those who havetheright to com-
mand, and that God only rulesamong men through thein-
strumentality of earthly potentates. It followsfrom what has
been said, that the practice of justice and charity only ac-
quirestheforce of law through therights of the sovereign
authority; for we showed in Chapter XV1. that in the state of
nature reason has no morerightsthan desire, but that men
living either by thelawsof theformer or thelawsof thelatter,
possessrights co-extensive with their powers.

For thisreason wecould not conceivesintoexist inthe state
of nature, nor imagine God asajudge punishing man’strans-
gressions, but we supposed al thingsto happen according to
thegenerd lawsof universal nature, therebeing no difference
between pious and impious, between him that was pure (as
Solomon says) and him that wasimpure, because therewas
no possibility either of justice or charity.

In order that the true doctrines of reason, that is (aswe
showed in Chapter 1V.), thetrue Divine doctrines might ob-
tain absolutely theforce of law and right, it was necessary
that each individua should cede hisnatural right, and trans-
fer it either to society as awhole, or to a certain body of
men, or to one man. Then, and not till then, doesit first dawn
upon uswhat isjustice and what isinjustice, what isequity
andwhat isiniquity.

Justice, therefore, and absolutely al the preceptsof reason,
including lovetowards one'sneighbour, receivetheforce of
lawsand ordinancessoldy through therightsof dominion, that
is(asweshowed in the same chapter) solely on the decree of
thosewho possesstheright to rule. Inasmuch asthekingdom
of God consstsentirely inrightsapplied tojusticeand charity
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or totruereligion, it followsthat (aswe asserted) thekingdom
of God can only exist among men through the means of the
sovereign powers; nor doesit make any difference whether
religion be apprehended by our natural facultiesor by revela-
tion: theargument issound in both cases, inasmuch asreligion
isoneandthesame, andisequally reveded by God, whatever
be the manner inwhich it becomesknown to men.

Thus, inorder that thereligion revealed by the prophetsmight
havetheforce of |aw among the Jews, it was necessary that
every man of them shouldyield up hisnaturd right, and that all
should, with one accord, agreethat they would only obey such
commands as God should reveal to them through the proph-
ets. Just as we have shown to take place in a democracy,
where men with one consent agreeto live according to the
dictatesof reason. Although the Hebrewsfurthermoretrans-
ferred their right to God, they were ableto do so rather in
theory than in practice, for, asamatter of fact (aswe pointed
out above) they absolutely retained theright of dominiontill
they transferred it to Moses, whoin histurn became absol ute
king, sothat it wasonly through him that God reigned over the
Hebrews. For thisreason (namely, that religion only acquires
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theforce of law by meansof the sovereign power) Moseswas
not ableto punish thosewho, before the covenant, and conse-
quently whilestill in possession of tharr rights, violated the Sab-
bath (Exod. xvi:27), but was ableto do so after the covenant
(Numb. xv:36), because everyone had then yielded up hisnatu-
ral rights, and the ordinance of the Sabbath had received the
forceof law.

Lastly, for the samereason, after the destruction of theHe-
brew dominion, reveal ed religion ceased to havetheforce of
law; for we cannot doubt that as soon asthe Jewstransferred
their right to theking of Babylon, thekingdom of God and the
Divineright forthwith ceased. For the covenant wherewith they
promised to obey all the utterances of God was abrogated;
God's kingdom, which was based thereupon, also ceased.
TheHebrewscould nolonger abidethereby, inasmuch astheir
rightsno longer belonged to them but to the king of Babylon,
whom (aswe showed in Chapter XV1.) they werebound to
obey indl things. Jeremiah (chap. xxix:7) expressy admon-
ishesthem of thisfact: “ And seek the peace of thecity, whither
| have caused you to be carried away captives, and pray unto
theLordfor it; for in the peace thereof shall ye have peace.”



A Theologico-Political Treatise—Part Four

Now, they could not seek the peace of the City ashaving a
shareinitsgovernment, but only asdaves, being, asthey were,
captives, by obedienceinall things, with aview to avoiding
seditions, and by observing all thelaws of the country, how-
ever different fromtheir own. It isthusabundantly evident that
religion among the Hebrews only acquired theform of law
through theright of thesovereignrule; whenthat rulewasde-
stroyed, it could no longer bereceived asthelaw of aparticu-
lar kingdom, but only asthe universal precept of reason. | say
of reason, for theuniversa religion had not yet becomeknown
by revelation. Wemay thereforedraw the general conclusion
that religion, whether revedled through our natura facultiesor
through prophets, receives the force of acommand solely
through the decrees of the holders of sovereign power; and,
further, that God hasno specia kingdom among men, except
insofar asHereignsthrough earthly potentates.

Wemay now seeinaclearer light what was stated in Chap-
ter IV., namdly, that al the decreesof Godinvolveeternal truth
and necessity, so that we cannot concelve God asaprince or
legidator giving lawsto mankind. For thisreason the Divine
precepts, whether reveal ed through our natural faculties, or
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through prophets, do not receiveimmediately from God the
force of acommand, but only from those, or through the me-
diation of those, who possesstheright of ruling and legidating.
It isonly through these latter means that God rules among
men, and directshuman affairswith justice and equity.

Thisconclusionissupported by experience, for wefindtraces
of Divinejustice only in placeswherejust men bear sway;
elsawherethe samel ot (to repeat, again Solomon’swords)
befdlsthejust and theunjust, the pureand theimpure: astate
of thingswhich causes Divine Providenceto be doubted by
many who think that God immediately reignsamong men, and
directsall naturefor their benefit.

As, then, both reason and experiencetell usthat the Divine
rightisentirely dependent on the decreesof secular rulers, it
followsthat secular rulersareitsproper interpreters. How this
iIssoweshall now seg, for it istimeto show that the outward
observancesof religion, and all theexterna practicesof piety
should be brought into accordance with the public peace and
well-being if wewould obey God rightly. When thishasbeen
shownweshdll easily understand how thesovereignrulersare
theproper interpretersof religion and piety.
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Itiscertainthat dutiestowardson€e scountry arethe highest
that man canfulfil; for, if government betaken away, no good
thing canlast, dl fallsinto dispute, anger and anarchy reign
unchecked amid universal fear. Consequently there canbeno
duty towards our neighbour which would not become an of -
fenceif itinvolvedinjury tothewholestate, nor cantherebe
any offence against our duty towards our neighbour, or any-
thing 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 quarrel swith me and wishesto take my cloak, to
givehimmy coat a so; but if it be thought that such conduct is
hurtful to the maintenance of the state, | ought to bringhimto
tria, even at therisk of hisbeing condemned to death.

For thisreason Manlius Torquatusisheld up to honour, in-
asmuch asthe public welfare outwei ghed with him hisduty
towardshischildren. Thisbeing so, it followsthat the public
welfareisthe sovereign law to which all others, Divineand
human, should be madeto conform. Now, itisthefunction of
the sovereign only to decidewhat isnecessary for the public
welfareand the safety of the state, and to give ordersaccord-
ingly; thereforeit isaso thefunction of thesovereign only to
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decidethelimitsof our duty towardsour neighbour —in other
words, to determine how we should obey God. We can now
clearly understand how the sovereignistheinterpreter of reli-
gion, and further, that no onecan obey Godrightly, if the prac-
tices of his piety do not conform to the public welfare; or,
consequently, if hedoesnot implicitly obey dl thecommands
of the sovereign. For asby God'scommand we are bound to
do our duty to al menwithout exception, and to dono manan
injury, we are a so bound not to help one man at another’s
loss, till less at alossto the whole state. Now, no private
citizen can know what isgood for the state, except helearn it
through the sovereign power, who alone hastheright totrans-
act public business: thereforeno one canrightly practise piety
or obedienceto God, unless he obey the sovereign power’s
commandsinall things. Thisproposition isconfirmed by the
factsof experience. For if the sovereign adjudgeamanto be
worthy of death or an enemy, whether he be acitizen or a
foreigner, aprivateindividua or aseparateruler, nosubjectis
alowedto givehim assistance. So aso though the Jawswere
biddentolovether fellow-citizensasthemsel ves (L evit. xix:17,
18), they were neverthelessbound, if aman offended against
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thelaw, to point him out to thejudge (Levit. v:1, and Deut.
xiii:8,9), and, if he should be condemned to death, today him
(Deut. xvii:7).

Further, inorder that the Hebrews might preservetheliberty
they had gained, and might retain absol ute sway over theter-
ritory they had conquered, it was necessary, aswe showedin
Chapter XV11., that their religion should be adapted to their
particular government, and that they should separate them-
sevesfromtherest of thenations: whereforeit wascommeanded
to them, “Lovethy neighbour and hate thineenemy” (Matt.
v:43), but after they had lost their dominion and had goneinto
captivity in Babylon, Jeremiah bid them take thought for the
safety of the stateinto which they had been led captive; and
Christ when He saw that they would be spread over thewhole
world, toldthemto dotheir duty by al menwithout exception;
al of whichinstancesshow thet religion hasawaysbeen made
to conform to the public welfare. Perhaps someonewill ask:
By what right, then, did the disciplesof Christ, being private
citizens, preach anew religion?1 answer that they did so by
theright of the power which they had received from Christ
against unclean spirits(seeMatt. x:1). | havedready statedin
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Chapter XV 1. that all arebound to obey atyrant, unlessthey
have received from God through undoubted revel ation aprom-
ise of aid against him; so let no one take examplefrom the
Apostles unless hetoo hasthe power of working miracles.
Thepoint isbrought out moreclearly by Christ’scommandto
Hisdisciples, “ Fear not thosewhokill thebody” (Matt. x:28).
If thiscommand wereimposed on everyone, governments
would be founded in vain, and Solomon’s words (Prov.
xxiv:21), “My son, fear God and theking,” would beimpious,
whichthey certainly are not; we must thereforeadmit that the
authority which Christ gaveto Hisdiscipleswasgiventothem
only, and must not betaken asan examplefor others.

| do not pauseto consider the argumentsof thosewhowish
to separate secular rightsfrom spiritud rights, placing theformer
under the control of the sovereign, and the latter under the
control of theuniversal Church; such pretensionsaretoofrivo-
lousto merit refutation. | cannot however, passover insilence
thefact that such personsarewoefully deceived when they
seek to support their seditious opinions(l ask pardonfor the
somewhat harsh epithet) by the exampl e of the Jewish high
priest, who, in ancient times, had theright of administering the
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sacred offices. Did not the high priestsreceivetheir right by
the decree of Moses (who, as| have shown, retained the sole
right torule), and could they not by the same means be de-
prived of it? Moseshimsalf chosenot only Aaron, but so his
son Eleazar, and hisgrandson Phineas, and bestowed on them
theright of administering the office of high priest. Thisright
wasretained by the high priestsafterwards, but nonetheless
werethey delegatesof Moses—that is, of the sovereign power.
Moses, aswe have shown, left no successor to hisdominion,
but so distributed his prerogatives, that those who came after
him seemed, asit were, regentswho administer the govern-
ment when aking isabsent but not dead.

Inthe second commonwealth thehigh priestsheld their right
absolutely, after they had obtained therightsof principality in
addition. Whereforetherightsof the high priesthood always
depended on the edict of the sovereign, and the high priests
did not possessthemtill they became sovereignsaso. Rights
inmattersspiritua alwaysremained under the control of the
kings absolutely (as| will show at the end of this chapter),
except inthesingle particular that they were not allowed to
administer in person the sacred dutiesinthe Temple, inasmuch
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asthey werenot of thefamily of Aaron, and weretherefore
cons dered unclean, areservation which would havenoforce
inaChrigtiancommunity.

We cannot, therefore, doubt that thedaily sacred rites(whose
performance does not require aparticular geneal ogy but only
aspeciad modeof life, and fromwhich theholdersof sovereign
power arenot excluded asunclean) areunder the sole control
of the sovereign power; no one, save by theauthority or con-
cession of such sovereign, hastheright or power of adminis-
tering them, of choosing othersto administer them, of defining
or strengthening the foundations of the Church and her doc-
trines; of judging on questions of morality or actsof piety; of
receiving anyoneinto the Church or excommunicating him
therefrom, or, lastly, of providing for thepoor.

Thesedoctrinesare proved to be not only true (aswe have
aready pointed out), but aso of primary necessity for thepres-
ervation of religion and the state. We all know what weight
spiritual right and authority carriesin the popular mind: how
everyonehangsonthelips, asit were, of thosewho possessit.
We may even say that thosewho wied such authority havethe
most compl ete sway over the popular mind.
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Whosoever, therefore, wishesto takethisright away from
thesovereign power, isdesirousof dividingthedominion; from
suchdivison, contentions, and strifewill necessarily soring up,
asthey did of old between the Jewish kingsand high priests,
and will defy all attemptsto allay them. Nay, further, hewho
strivesto deprive the sovereign power of such authority, is
aming (aswehavesaid), a gainingdominionfor himsdf. What
isleft for the sovereign power to decide on, if thisright be
denied him? Certainly nothing concerning either war or peace,
if he hasto ask another man’sopinion asto whether what he
believesto be beneficia would be piousor impious. Every-
thing would depend onthe verdict of himwho had theright of
deciding andjudging what waspiousor impious, right or wrong.

When such aright was bestowed on the Pope of Romeabso-
lutely, hegradually acquired completecontrol over thekings till
at last hehimsalf mounted to thesummitsof dominion; however
much monarchs, and especialy the German emperors, strove
to curtail hisauthority, wereit only by ahairsbreadth, they ef-
fected nothing, but onthe contrary by their very endeavours
largely increased it. That which no monarch could accomplish
withfireand sword, ecclesiasticscould bring about withagroke
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of the pen; whereby wemay easily seetheforceand power at
the command of the Church, and also how necessary itisfor
sovereignsto reserve such prerogativesfor themselves.

If wereflect onwhat wassaidinthelast chapter weshall see
that such reservation conduced not alittleto theincrease of
religion and piety; for we observed that the prophets them-
selves, though gifted with Divineefficacy, being merdy private
citizens, rather irritated than reformed the people by their free-
dom of warning, reproof, and denunciation, whereasthekings
by warnings and punishments easily bent mento their will.
Furthermore, thekingsthemsealves, not possessing therightin
question absolutdly, very oftenfell away fromreligionandtook
with them nearly the whol e people. The samething hasoften
happened from the same causein Christian states.

Perhaps| shall be asked, “But if the holders of sovereign
power chooseto bewicked, whowill betherightful champion
of piety? Shouldthesovereignstill beitsinterpreters?“| meet
themwith the counter-question, “But if ecclesiagtics(who are
a so human, and private citizens, and who ought to mind only
their own affairs), or if otherswhomit isproposed to entrust
with spiritual authority, chooseto bewicked, should they till
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beconsidered aspiety’ srightful interpreters?’ Itisquitecer-
tain that when sovereignswish tofollow their own pleasure,
whether they have control over spiritual mattersor not, the
wholedstate, spiritua and secular, will gotoruin, andit will go
much faster if private citizens seditioudy assumethe champi-
onship of the Divinerights.

Thuswe seethat not only isnothing gained by denying such
rightsto sovereigns, but on the contrary, great evil ensues. For
(ashappened with the Jewish kingswho did not possesssuch
rightsabsolutely) rulersarethusdriveninto wickedness, and
theinjury and lossto the state become certain and inevitable,
instead of uncertain and possible. Whether we look to the
abstract truth, or the security of states, or theincrease of piety,
wearecompelled to maintainthat the Divineright, or theright
of control over spiritual matters, depends absolutely onthe
decreeof the sovereign, whoisitslegitimateinterpreter and
champion. Thereforethetrueministersof God' sword arethose
who teach piety to the peoplein obedienceto the authority of
the sovereign rulersby whose decreeit has been brought into
conformity withthepublicwdfare.

Thereremainsfor meto point out the causefor thefrequent
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disoutesonthesubject of thesespiritud rightsin Christian dates,
whereasthe Hebrews, sofar as| know, never, had any doubts
about the matter. It seems monstrousthat aquestion soplain
and vitally important should thus have remained undecided,
and that the secular rulers could never obtainthe prerogative
without controversy, nay, nor without great danger of sedition
andinjury toreligion. If no causefor thisstate of thingswere
forthcoming, | could easly persuademysdlf that al | havesaid
inthischapter ismeretheorizing, or akind of speculativerea-
soning which can never beof any practica use. However, when
wereflect on the beginningsof Christianity the causeat once
becomes manifest. The Christian religion was not taught at
first by kings, but by private persons, who, against thewishes
of thosein power, whose subjectsthey, were, werefor along
time accustomed to hold meetingsin secret churches, toingti-
tute and perform sacred rites, and on their own authority to
settleand decide on their affairswithout regard to the state,
When, after thelapse of many years, thereligionwastaken up
by the authorities, the ecclesasticswereobliged to teach it to
theemperorsthemsavesasthey had definedit: whereforethey
easly gained recognition asitsteachersand interpreters, and
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the church pastorswere looked upon asvicarsof God. The
ecclesiasticstook good carethat the Christian kings should
not assumetheir authority, by prohibiting marriageto the chief
ministersof religionandtoitshighest interpreter. They further-
more el ected their purpose by multiplying the dogmasof reli-
gionto such an extent and so blending them with philosophy
that their chief interpreter wasbound to beaskilled philoso-
pher and theol ogian, and to haveleisurefor ahost of idle specu-
lations: conditionswhich could only befulfilled by aprivate
individua with muchtimeon hishands.

Among the Hebrewsthingswerevery differently arranged:
for their Church began at the sametime astheir dominion, and
Moses, their absoluteruler, taught religion to the people, ar-
ranged their sacredrites, and chosetheir spiritua ministers.
Thustheroyal authority carried very great weight with the
people, and the kings kept afirm hold on their spiritual pre-
rogetives.

Although, after the death of M oses, no one held absolute
sway, yet the power of deciding both in matters spiritual and
matterstemporal wasin the hands of the secular chief, asl
have already pointed out. Further, in order that it might be
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taught religion and piety, the peoplewasbound to consult the
supremejudge no lessthan the high priest (Deut. xvii:9, 11).
L astly, though the kings had not as much power as M oses,
nearly thewholearrangement and choice of thesacred minis-
try depended ontheir decison. ThusDavid arranged thewhole
serviceof the Temple (see 1 Chron. xxviii:11, 12, &c.); from
all the Levites he chosetwenty-four thousand for the sacred
psalms; six thousand of these formed the body from which
were chosen the judges and proctors, four thousand were
porters, and four thousand to play oninstruments(see 1 Chron.
xXiii:4, 5). Hefurther divided theminto companies (of whom
he chosethe chiefs), so that each inrotation, at the allotted
time, might perform the sacred rites. The priestshe also di-
vided into asmany companies; | will not go throughthewhole
catalogue, but refer thereader to 2 Chron. viii: 13, whereitis
stated, “Then Solomon offered burnt offerings to the
Lord...after acertainrate every day, offering according tothe
commandments of Moses;” and in verse 14, “And he ap-
pointed, according totheorder of David hisfather, thecourses
of the prieststo their service...for so had David the man of
God commanded.” Lastly, the historian bearswitnessinverse
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15: * And they departed not from the commandment of the
king unto the priestsand L evites concerning any matter, or
concerning thetreasuries.”

From theseand other historiesof thekingsit isabundantly
evident, that thewhole practice of religion and thesacred min-
istry depended entirely on the commandsof theking.

When | said abovethat the kings had not the sameright as
Mosesto el ect the high priest, to consult God without inter-
mediaries, and to condemn the prophetswho prophesied dur-
ingtheir reign; | said so smply becausethe prophetscould, in
virtueof their mission, chooseanew king and giveabsolution
for regicide, not becausethey could call akingwho offended
against thelaw to judgment, or could rightly act against him
[Endnote 33].

Whereforeif there had been no prophetswho, invirtueof a
gpecia revelation, could giveabsolutionfor regicide, thekings
would have possessed absol ute rights over all mattersboth
gpiritud and tempord . Consequently therulersof moderntimes,
who have no prophetsand would not rightly bebound in any
caseto receivethem (for they are not subject to Jewish law),
have absolute possession of the spiritual prerogative, athough
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they arenot celibates, and they will waysretainit, if they will
refuseto allow religious dogmasto be unduly multiplied or
confounded with philosophy.
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CHAPTER XX —THAT IN A FREE
STATEEVERY MAN MAY THINK
WHAT HE LIKES, AND SAY
WHAT HE THINKS.,

If men’smindswereaseasily controlled astheir tongues, ev-
ery kingwould sit safely on histhrone, and government by
compulsionwould cease; for every subject would shape his
lifeaccording to theintentionsof hisrulers, and would esteem
athing trueor false, good or evil, just or unjust, in obedience
totheir dictates. However, we have shown already (Chapter
XVI1.) that noman’smind can possibly liewholly at thedis-
position of another, for no onecanwillingly transfer hisnaturd
right of free reason and judgment, or be compelled so to do.
For thisreason government which attemptsto control mindsis
accounted tyrannical, and it isconsidered an abuse of sover-
eignty and a usurpation of therights of subjects, to seek to
prescribewhat shall be accepted astrue, or regjected asfalse,
or what opinions should actuate men intheir worship of God.
All thesequestionsfall withinaman’snatural right, whichhe
cannot abdicate even with hisown consent.
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| admit that the judgment can be biassed in many ways, and
to an almost incredible degree, so that while exempt fromdi-
rect external control it may be so dependent on another man's
words, that it may fitly be said to beruled by him; but although
thisinfluenceiscarriedto great lengths, it hasnever gone so
far astoinvaidatethe gatement, that every man’sunderstanding
ishisown, and that brainsare asdiverse as palates.

Moses, not by fraud, but by Divinevirtue, gained such a
hold over the popular judgment that he was accounted super-
human, and believed to speak and act through theinspiration
of the Deity; nevertheless, even he could not escape murmurs
and evil interpretations. How much lessthen can other mon-
archsavoidthem! Yet such unlimited power, if it existsat al,
must belong to amonarch, and least of all to ademocracy,
wherethewholeor agreat part of the peoplewield authority
collectively. Thisisafact which | think everyonecanexplain
for himsdf.

However unlimited, therefore, the power of asovereign may
be, however implicitly it istrusted asthe exponent of law and
religion, it can never prevent men from formingjudgmentsac-
cordingtotheir intellect, or beinginfluenced by any givenemo-
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tion. Itistruethat it hastheright to treat asenemiesall men
whoseopinionsdo not, on all subjects, entirely coincidewith
itsown; but wearenot discussingitsstrict rights, but itsproper
courseof action. | grant that it hastheright to rulein the most
violent manner, and to put citizensto death for very trivial
causes, but no one supposesit can do thiswith the approva of
sound judgment. Nay, inasmuch assuch things cannot bedone
without extremeperil toitsdf, wemay evendeny that it hasthe
absol ute power to do them, or, consequently, theabsol uteright;
for therightsof the sovereign arelimited by hispower.

Since, therefore, no one can abdi cate hisfreedom of judg-
ment and feeling; sinceevery manisby indefeasible natura
right themaster of hisown thoughts; it followsthat men think-
ingindiverseand contradictory fashions, cannot, without di-
sastrousresults, be compelled to speak only according to the
dictates of the supreme power. Not even the most experi-
enced, to say nothing of the multitude, know how to keep
dlence. Men'scommonfailingisto confidether plansto oth-
ers, though there be need for secrecy, so that agovernment
would bemost harshwhich deprived theindividud of hisfree-
dom of saying and teaching what he thought; and would be
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moderateif such freedom weregranted. Still we cannot deny
that authority may beasmuchinjured by wordsasby actions;
hence, athough the freedom we are discussing cannot be en-
tirely denied to subjects, itsunlimited 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 therulers; and this, as|
said at the beginning of Chapter XV1.,ismy principal object.
It follows, plainly, from the explanation given above, of the
foundationsof astate, that the ultimateam of government is
not to rule, or restrain, by fear, nor to exact obedience, but
contrariwise, to free every man fromfear, that hemay livein
all possible security; inother words, to strengthen hisnatura
right to exist and work —without injury to himself or others.

No, the object of government isnot to change men from
rational beingsinto beastsor puppets, but to enablethemto
developetheir mindsand bodiesin security, and to employ
their reason unshackled; neither showing hatred, anger, or
deceit, nor watched with theeyesof jealousy andinjustice. In
fact, thetrueaim of government isliberty.

Now wehaveseenthat informing astatethe power of making
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laws must either be vested in the body of thecitizens, orina
portion of them, or in oneman. For, although mensfreejudg-
mentsarevery diverse, each onethinking that hea oneknows
everything, and athough complete unanimity of feelingand
gpeechisout of thequestion, itisimpossibleto preserve peace,
unlessindividuasabdicatether right of acting entirely ontheir
own judgment. Therefore, theindividud justly cedestheright
of freeaction, though not of freereason and judgment; no one
canact againg theauthoritieswithout danger tothe state, though
hisfeelings and judgment may be at variance therewith; he
may even speak against them, provided that he doesso from
rational conviction, not from fraud, anger, or hatred, and pro-
vided that he does not attempt to introduce any changeon his
privateauthority.

For instance, supposing aman showsthat alaw isrepugnant
to sound reason, and should therefore be repeal ed; if he sub-
mitshisopinionto thejudgment of theauthorities (who, alone,
havetheright of making and repealing laws), and meanwhile
actsin nowisecontrary tothat law, hehasdeserved well of the
state, and has behaved asagood citizen should; but if he ac-
cusestheauthoritiesof injustice, and stirsup the peopleagainst
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them, or if he seditioudly strivesto abrogate thelaw without
thelr consent, heisamereagitator and rebel.

Thuswe see how anindividua may declareand teachwhat
he believes, without injury to the authority of hisrulers, or to
the public peace; namely, by leaving intheir handstheentire
power of legidation asit affectsaction, and by doing nothing
againsttheir laws, though hebe compelled oftento actin con-
tradiction towhat he believes, and openly feels, to be best.

Such acourse can betaken without detriment tojusticeand
dutifulness, nay, itistheonewhich ajust and dutiful manwould
adopt. We have shown that justiceis dependent onthelawsof
theauthorities, so that no onewho contravenestheir accepted
decreescan bejust, whilethe highest regard for duty, aswe
have pointed out in the preceding chapter, isexercisedinmain-
taining public peace and tranquillity; these could not be pre-
served if every manwereto live ashe pleased; thereforeitis
no lessthan undutiful for amanto act contrary to hiscountry’s
laws, for if the practice became universal theruin of states
would necessarily follow.

Hence, solong asaman actsin obediencetothelawsof his
rulers, hein nowise contravenes hisreason, for in obedience
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to reason hetransferred theright of controlling hisactionsfrom
hisown handsto theirs. Thisdoctrinewe can confirmfrom
actua custom, for inaconference of great and small powers,
schemesaresldom carried unanimoudly, yet dl unitein carry-
ing out what isdecided on, whether they voted for or against.
But | returnto my proposition.

From the fundamental notions of astate, we have discov-
ered how aman may exercisefreejudgment without detriment
to the supreme power: from the same premiseswe cannoless
eas |y determinewhat opinionswoul d be seditious. Evidently
thosewhich by their very nature nullify the compact by which
theright of free action was ceded. For instance, aman who
holdsthat the supreme power hasno rightsover him, or that
promisesought not to be kept, or that everyone should liveas
he pleases, or other doctrinesof thisnaturein direct opposi-
tion to theabove-mentioned contract, isseditious, not so much
from hisactud opinionsand judgment, asfromthedeedswhich
they involve; for hewho maintainssuch theoriesabrogatesthe
contract whichtacitly, or openly, hemadewith hisrulers. Other
opinionswhich do not involveactsviolating the contract, such
asrevenge, anger, andt helike, are not seditious, unlessit be
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insome. corrupt state, where superstitiousand ambitious per-
sons, unableto endure men of learning, are so popular with
themultitudethat their word ismorevalued than the law.
However, | do not deny that there are somedoctrineswhich,
whilethey areapparently only concerned with abstract truths
and falsehoods, are yet propounded and published with un-
worthy motives. Thisquestion we have discussed in Chapter
XV., and shown that reason should neverthelessremain un-
shackled. If weholdtothe principlethat aman’sloyalty tothe
state should bejudged, like hisloyalty to God, from hisac-
tionsonly —namely, from hischarity towardshisneighbours;
we cannot doubt that the best government will alow freedom
of philosophical speculation nolessthan of religiousbelief. |
confessthat from such freedom inconveniences may some-
timesarise, but what question wasever settled sowisely that
no abuses could possibly spring therefrom? Hewho seeksto
regulateeverything by law, ismorelikely to arousevicesthan
toreformthem. It isbest to grant what cannot be abolished,
eventhoughit beinitsalf harmful. How many evilsspring from
luxury, envy, avarice, drunkenness, andthelike, yet theseare
tolerated — vices asthey are —because they cannot be pre-
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vented by legal enactments. How much morethen should free
thought begranted, seeingthat itisinitsdlf avirtueandthat it
cannot be crushed! Besides, the evil results can easily be
checked, as| will show, by the secular authorities, not to men-
tion that such freedom isabsol utely necessary for progressin
scienceandtheliberd arts: for no manfollowssuch pursuitsto
advantage unlesshisjudgment beentirely freeand unhampered.

But let it be granted that freedom may be crushed, and men
be so bound down, that they do not dare to utter awhisper,
saveat thebidding of their rulers; neverthelessthiscan never
be carried to the pitch of making them think according to au-
thority, so that the necessary consequenceswould bethat men
would daily bethinking onething and saying another, to the
corruption of good faith, that mainstay of government, andto
thefogtering of hateful flattery and perfidy, whence spring strata:
gems, and the corruption of every good art.

Itisfar from possibletoimpose uniformity of speech, for the
morerulersstriveto curtail freedom of speech, themore ob-
stinately arethey resisted; not indeed by the avaricious, the
flatterers, and other numskulls, who think supreme salvation
consgsinfilling their somachsand gloating over their money-
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bags, but by thosewhom good education, sound morality, and
virtue haverendered morefree. Men, asgeneraly congtituted,
aremost proneto resent the branding ascriminal of opinions
whichthey believeto betrue, and the proscription aswicked
of that which inspiresthem with piety towards God and man;
hencethey areready to forswear thelawsand conspireagaingt
theauthorities, thinking it not shameful but honourableto stir
up seditionsand perpetuate any sort of crimewiththisendin
view. Such being the congtitution of human nature, we seethat
lawsdirected againgt opinionsaffect thegenerousminded rather
than thewicked, and are adapted lessfor coercing criminas
thanfor irritating the upright; so that they cannot bemaintained
without greet peril to the state.

Moreover, such lawsare amost always useless, for those
who hold that the opinions proscribed are sound, cannot pos-
sibly obey thelaw; whereasthosewho already reject them as
false, accept thelaw asakind of privilege, and make such
boast of it, that authority ispowerlesstoreped it, evenif such
acourse be subsequently desired.

Tothesecons derationsmay beadded what we said in Chap-
ter XVI1I. intreating of the history of the Hebrews. And, lastly,
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how many schismshaveariseninthe Church fromtheattempt
of theauthoritiesto decideby law theintricaciesof theologica
controversy! If menwerenot dlured by thehope of gettingthe
law and the authoritiesontheir side, of triumphing over their
adversariesin thesight of an applauding multitude, and of ac-
quiring honourabledigtinctions, they would not striveso mali-
cioudly, nor would such fury sway their minds. Thisistaught
not only by reason but by daily examples, for lawsof thiskind
prescribing what every man shal believe and forbidding any-
oneto speak or writeto the contrary, have often been passed,
assopsor concessionsto the anger of those who cannot tol-
erate men of enlightenment, and who, by such harsh and
crooked enactments, can easly turn thedevotion of themasses
into fury and direct it against whom they will. How much bet-
ter would it beto restrain popular anger and fury, instead of
passing usel esslaws, which can only be broken by thosewho
lovevirtueandtheliberd arts, thusparing downthegatetill it
istoo small to harbour men of talent. What greater misfortune
for astate can be conceived then that honourable men should
besent likecriminasinto exile, becausethey hold diverseopin-
ionswhich they cannot disguise?What, | say, can be more
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hurtful than that men who have committed no crime or wick-
ednessshould, smply becausethey areenlightened, betreated
asenemiesand put to death, and that the scaffold, theterror of
evil-doers, should becomethearenawherethehighest examples
of tolerance and virtueare displayed to the peoplewith all the
marksof ignominy that authority can devise?

Hethat knowshimself to be upright doesnot fear the death
of acrimina, and shrinksfrom no punishment; hismindisnot
wrung with remorsefor any disgraceful deed: he holdsthat
death inagood causeisno punishment, but an honour, and
that deeth for freedomisglory.

What purposethenisserved by the death of such men, what
examplein proclaimed?the causefor whichthey dieisun-
knowntotheidleandthefoolish, hateful to theturbulent, loved
by the upright. Theonly lessonwe can draw from such scenes
istoflatter the persecutor, or elsetoimitatethevictim.

If formal assent isnot to be esteemed above conviction, and
if governmentsareto retain afirm hold of authority and not be
compelledtoyield to agitators, it isimperative that freedom of
judgment should be granted, so that menmay livetogether in
harmony, however diverse, or even openly contradictory their
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opinionsmay be. We cannot doubt that suchisthebest system
of government and open to thefewest objections, sinceitisthe
onemost in harmony with human nature. Inademocracy (the
most naturd form of government, aswehave shownin Chapter
XVI.) everyonesubmitsto the control of authority over hisac-
tions, but not over hisjudgment and reason; that is, seeing that
al cannot think alike, thevoice of themgority hastheforce of
law, subject to reped if circumstancesbring about achange of
opinion. Inproportion asthe power of freejudgment iswithheld
wedepart from the natural condition of mankind, and conse-
quently thegovernment becomesmoretyrannica.

In order to provethat from such freedom no inconvenience
arises, which cannot easily be checked by the exercise of the
sovereign power, and that men’sactionscan easily bekeptin
bounds, though their opinionsbe at open variance, it will be
well to citean example. Such an oneisnot very, far to seek.
Thecity of Amsterdam reapsthefruit of thisfreedominits
own great prosperity and intheadmiration of all other people.
For inthismost flourishing state, and most splendid city, men
of every, nation and religion livetogether inthe greatest har-
mony, and ask no questions beforetrusting their goodsto a
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fellow-citizen, save whether he berich or poor, and whether
hegenerally actshonestly, or thereverse. Hisreligion and sect
isconsidered of no importance: for it hasno effect beforethe
judgesin gaining or losing a cause, and there is no sect so
despised that itsfollowers, provided that they harm no one,
pay every man hisdue, and live uprightly, are deprived of the
protection of the magisterid authority.

Ontheother hand, whenthereligious controversy between
Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants began to betaken
up by politicians and the States, it grew into a schism, and
abundantly showed that lawsdealing with religion and seeking
to settleitscontroversiesaremuch more calculated toirritate
than to reform, and that they giveriseto extremelicence: fur-
ther, it was seen that schismsdo not originatein aloveof truth,
whichisasource of courtesy and gentleness, but rather inan
inordinatedesirefor supremacy. Fromdl these considerations
itisclearer than the sun at noonday, that the true schismatics
arethosewho condemn other men’swritings, and seditioudy
stir up the quarrel some masses against their authors, rather
than those authorsthemselves, who generally write only for
thelearned, and appeal solely toreason. Infact, thereal dis-
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turbers of the peace are those who, in afree state, seek to
curtail theliberty of judgment which they areunabletotyran-
nizeover.

| havethus shown:—

I. That it isimpossibleto deprivemen of theliberty of saying
what they think.

[1. That such liberty can be conceded to every man without
injury totherightsand authority of the sovereign power, and
that every manmay retainit without injury to suchrights, pro-
vided that he does not presume upon it to the extent of intro-
ducing any new rightsinto the state, or acting inany way con-
trary, totheexisting laws.

[11. That every man may enjoy thisliberty without detriment
to the public peace, and that no inconveniences arise there-
fromwhich cannot easily be checked.

IV. That every man may enjoy it without injury to hisalle-
giance.

V. That lawsdealing with specul ative problemsareentirely
ussless.

V1. Lastly, that not only may such liberty begranted without
prejudiceto the public peace, to loyalty, and to therights of
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rulers, but that it iseven necessary, for their preservation. For
when peopletry totakeit away, and bring totria, not only the
actswhich alone are capable of offending, but also the opin-
ionsof mankind, they only succeedin surrounding their victims
with an appearance of martyrdom, and raisefeelingsof pity
and revengerather than of terror. Uprightnessand good faith
arethuscorrupted, flatterersand traitorsare encouraged, and
sectarianstriumph, inasmuch as concess ons have been made
totheir animosity, and they have gained the state sanction for
thedoctrinesof whichthey aretheinterpreters. Hencethey
arrogate to themselvesthe state authority and rights, and do
not scrupleto assert that they have been directly chosen by
God, andthat their laws are Divine, whereasthelaws of the
state are human, and should thereforeyield obedienceto the
laws of God —in other words, to their own laws. Everyone
must seethat thisisnot astate of affairs conduciveto public
welfare. Wherefore, aswehave shownin Chapter XVIII., the
safest way for astateisto lay downtherulethat religionis
comprised solely intheexerciseof charity andjustice, and that
therightsof rulersin sacred, no lessthanin secular matters,
should merely haveto do with actions, but that every man
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should think what helikesand say what hethinks.

| havethusfulfilled thetask | set myself inthistreatise. It
remainsonly to call attention to thefact that | have written
nothing which | do not most willingly submit totheexamina
tion and approval of my country’srulers; and that | amwill-
ing to retract anything which they shall decideto be repug-
nant to the laws, or prejudicial to the public good. | know
that | am aman, and as aman liable to error, but against
error | havetaken scrupulous care, and have striven to keep
in entire accordance with the laws of my country, with loy-
alty, and with mordlity.

End of Part 4 of 4.
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AUTHOR SENDNOTESTOTHE
THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE

CHAPTER XVI.

[Endnote 26]. “No one can honestly promiseto forego the
right which hehasover al things.” Inthe state of socid life,
wheregenerd right determineswhat isgood or evil, Sratagem
isrightly distinguished as of two kinds, good and evil. Butin
the state of Nature, where every manishisown judge, pos-
sessing theabsol uteright to lay down lawsfor himself, toin-
terpret them as he pleases, or to abrogate themif hethinksit
convenient, itisnot conceivablethat stratagem should beevil.

[Endnote 27]. “Every member of it may, if hewill, befree.”
Whatever bethesocid stateamanfinds; himsdlf in, hemay be
free. For certainly amanisfree, insofar asheisled by rea-
son. Now reason (though Hobbesthinks otherwise) isalways
ontheside of peace, which cannot be attained unlessthe gen-
eral laws of the state be respected. Thereforethemoreheis
free, themore constantly will he respect thelawsof hiscoun-
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try, and obey the commands of the sovereign power towhich
heissubject.

[Endnote 28]. “No one knows by nature that he owes any
obedienceto God.” When Paul saysthat men haveinthem-
selvesno refuge, he speaksasaman: for inthe ninth chapter
of the same epistle he expressly teachesthat God has mercy
on whom He will, and that men are without excuse, only
becausethey arein God’spower likeclay inthehandsof a
potter, who out of the same lump makes vessels, somefor
honour and somefor dishonour, not becausethey have been
forewarned. Asregardsthe Divinenatural law whereof the
chief commandment is, aswe have said, tolove God, | have
called it alaw inthe same sense, as philosophersstyle laws
those general rulesof nature, according to which everything
happens. For thelove of God isnot astate of obedience: itis
avirtuewhich necessarily existsin aman who knows God
rightly. Obedience has regard to the will of aruler, not to
necessity and truth. Now aswe areignorant of the nature of
God'swill, and on the other hand know that everything hap-
penssoley by God'spower, we cannot, except through rev-
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elation, know whether God wishesin any way to behonoured
asasovereign.

Again; wehave shown that the Divinerightsappear tousin
thelight of rightsor commands, only solong asweareigno-
rant of their cause: assoon astheir causeisknown, they cease
to berights, and we embracethem no longer asrightsbut as
eterna truths; in other words, obedience passesinto |ove of
God, which emanatesfrom trueknowledge asnecessarily as
light emanatesfrom the sun. Reason then leadsustolove God,
but cannot lead usto obey Him; for we cannot embracethe
commands of God asDivine, whilewearein ignorance of
thelr cause, neither canwerationally concelve God asasov-
ereignlaying downlawsasasovereign.

CHAPTERXVII.

[Endnote29]. “If men couldlosethelr natural rightsso asto
be absolutely unablefor the future to oppose thewill of the
sovereign” Two common soldiersundertook to changethe
Roman dominion, and did changeit. (Tacitus, His.i:7.)

[Endnote 30]. See Numbersxi. 28. Inthispassageit iswrit-
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ten that two men prophesied in the camp, and that Joshua
wished to punishthem. (Thishewould not havedone, if it had
been lawful for anyoneto deliver the Divine oraclesto the
peoplewithout the consent of Moses. But M osesthought good
to pardon thetwo men, and rebuked Joshuafor exhorting him
tousehisroyal prerogative, at atimewhen hewassoweary
of reigning, that he preferred death to holding undivided sway
(Numb. xi:14). For hemade answer to Joshua, “ Enviest thou
for my sake?Would God that dl the Lord’ speoplewere proph-
ets, and that the Lord would put Hisspirit uponthem.” That is
to say, would God that theright of taking counsel of God were
general, and the power werein the hands of the people. Thus
Joshuawas not mistaken asto theright, but only astothetime
for usingit, for which hewasrebuked by Moses, inthe same
way asAbishal wasrebuked by David for counselling that
Shimel, who had undoubtedly been guilty of treason, should
be put to death. See 2 Sam. xix:22, 23.

[Endnote 31]. See Numbersxxvii:21. Thetrandatorsof the
Bible haverenderedincorrectly verses 19 and 23 of thischap-
ter. The passage does not mean that M oses gave preceptsor
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adviceto Joshua, but that he made or established him chief of
the Hebrews. The phraseisvery freguent in Scripture (see
Exodus, xviii:23; 1 Sam. xiii:15; Joshuai:9; 1 Sam. xxv:80).

[Endnote 32] “Therewasno judge over each of the captains
save God.” The Rabbisand some Christiansequally foolish
pretend that the Sanhedrin, called “thegreat” wasingtituted by
Moses. Asamatter of fact, M oses chose seventy colleagues
to assist himin governing, because he was not ableto bear
alone the burden of the whole people; but he never passed
any law for forming acollege of seventy members,; onthe con-
trary he ordered every tribeto appoint for itself, inthecities
which God had givenit, judgesto settle disputesaccording to
thelawswhich he himself had laid down. In caseswherethe
opinionsof thejudgesdiffered asto theinterpretation of these
laws, M oses bade them take counsel of the High Priest (who
wasthe chief interpreter of thelaw), or of the chief judge, to
whom they were then subordinate (who had theright of con-
sulting the High Priest), and to decide the disputein accor-
dance with the answer obtained. If any subordinate judge
should assert, that he was not bound by the decision of the
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High Priest, received either directly or throughthechief of his
state, such an onewasto be put to death (Deut. xvii:9) by the
chief judge, whoever he might be, to whom hewasasubordi-
nate. Thischief judgewould either be Joshua, the supreme
captain of thewhole people, or one of thetribal chiefswho
had been entrusted, after the division of thetribes, with the
right of consulting the high priest concerning theaffairsof his
tribe, of deciding on peaceor war, of fortifying towns, of ap-
pointing inferior judges, & ¢.Or, again, it might betheking, in
whom all or someof thetribeshad vested their rights. | could
citemany instancesin confirmation of what | hereadvance. |
will confine myself to one, which appearsto methemost im-
portant of al. When the Shilomitish prophet anointed Jeroboam
king, he, in sodoing, gavehimtheright of consulting the high
priest, of appointingjudges, & ¢. Infact heendowed himwith
all therightsover theten tribes, which Rehoboam retained
over thetwo tribes. Consequently Jeroboam could set up a
supremecouncil in hiscourt with asmuch right as Jehoshaphat
could at Jerusalem (2 Chron. xix:8). For itisplain that neither
Jeroboam, whowasking by God’'scommand, nor Jeroboam’s
subjects, were bound by the Law of Moses to accept the
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judgments of Rehoboam, who was not their king. Still less
werethey under thejurisdiction of thejudge, whom Rehoboam
had set up in Jerusalem assubordinate to himself. According,
therefore, as the Hebrew dominion was divided, so was a
supreme council setupineach division. Thosewho neglect the
variationsin the constitution of the Hebrew States, and con-
fusethemdl together inone, fal into numerousdifficulties.

CHAPTER XIX.

[Endnote33]. | must here bespeak specid attention for what
wassaidin Chap. XV1. concerning rights.

End of Part IV Endnotes.

End of thefour partsof A Theologico-Political Treatise
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