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      INTRODUCTION TO THE SECOND EDITION
    


    
      IN 1889, Ferdinand Tönnies published versions of two works by Thomas Hobbes. His
      editions of The Elements of Law, Natural and Politic and of Behemoth; or The Long Parliament were
      the first modern critical editions, based on manuscripts, of works by Hobbes; so far, they are the only ones.
    


    
      Behemoth, written by 1668 when he was seventy, was Hobbes’s last controversial word about the Civil Wars.
      In four dialogues, he reviews the events of the Great Rebellion and reasserts his own doctrines.
    


    
      Hobbes’s earliest statement of his doctrines is The Elements of Law. Completed in 1640, it was his first
      systematic political work. Trouble was at hand; his “little Treatise in English” demonstrating that the
      rights disputed by the Short Parliament were inseparably part of the right of sovereignty, was dated May 9,
      1640—four days after Parliament had been dissolved. When the Long Parliament met in November, Hobbes left
      England. Fifty-two and a philosopher, he refused to chance Parliament’s hostility to those who had written for
      the King; he became “the first of all that fled”. He may have been excessively cautious, overly timid in fearing
      a House of Commons far more eager to send Strafford and Laud to the Tower and to hell, than it was to set Hobbes
      on the pillory or in Newgate. In expecting punishment, perhaps he thought too highly of his treatise—he claimed
      that he had laid down the foundation of a science of politics. His solid structure would dispel the political
      chimeras of the parliamentarians. But Pym and his allies could scarcely have been deflected by even the most definitive refutation; they would not have accepted it even if they had not been too busy acting
      on their own ideas to notice.
    


    
      By the autumn of 1640, England was headed for civil war. The Scots had covenanted to extirpate episcopacy; they
      had rebelled. King Charles had twice attempted to put down their rebellion; he had twice failed. The Short
      Parliament had refused to vote money for coercing the Scots before considering their grievances—illegal taxation,
      arbitrary government, prerogative courts, and a corrupt church. There was no reason to suppose that the
      Parliament meeting on November 3 would be less recalcitrant.
    


    
      When Hobbes fled, he had published The Elements of Law only by circulating it in manuscript. In 1649 and
      1650, a corrupt copy, broken into two separate tracts, was printed in London, probably without Hobbes’s
      participation. From these incorrect versions were printed the copies that appeared in The Moral and Political
      Works of Thomas Hobbes (1750) and Sir William Molesworth’s collected edition, The English Works of Thomas
      Hobbes of Malmesbury (1839–45). Only when Tönnies published, did The Elements of Law become available
      in its original form. Tönnies’s edition was based not only on the printed version but also on manuscript
      copies—including one that seems to have been Hobbes’s working copy. Tonnies’s notes display Hobbes’s revisions,
      including a few that are important.
    


    
      The Elements of Law helps us see Hobbes’s mind at work, for it is the first version of his later political
      works. In many cases, the same passage can be traced from The Elements of Law through De Cive to
      its final form in Leviathan. For example, Hobbes explains, in Part I, Chap. xix, Sec. 5 (pp. 102–103) of
      The Elements of Law, how men differ from other social animals. Bees naturally form societies; why cannot
      men do so too? But (1) animals do not compete for status; (2) they cannot differentiate their own good from the
      common good; (3) they are incapable of discovering faults in the society; (4) being unable to speak, they cannot
      be seditious; (5) they are disturbed by pain but not by wrong; (6) they agree naturally, but men only
      artificially, by covenant. The explanation remains the same, the same reasons reappear, with only minor changes
      of wording and emphasis, in both De Cive, (v, 5) and Leviathan, (17).
    


    
      The later works are not merely similar in content, they are also similar in structure. The Elements of Law
      must be regarded as a first draught of De Cive and Leviathan.
    


    
      Elementorum Philosophiae, Sectio Tertia, De Cive was published in Paris in 1642. Hobbes dated the
      dedication November 1, 1641. De Cive was the third part, on society, of the philosophic system Hobbes had
      planned in the late 1630s. The first part was to be on body and its properties, the second, on man. He did not
      complete his project until 1658 when De Homine was published; De Corpore had appeared only three
      years earlier, in 1655.
    


    
      De Cive was finished first because, as Hobbes explained (in the preface to the second edition in 1647),
      his country “was boiling hot with questions concerning the rights of dominion and the obedience due from
      subjects, the true forerunners of an approaching war”. De Cive is a revised, expanded Latin version of
      The Elements of Law. Hobbes left aside human nature, the subject of the first thirteen chapters of The
      Elements of Law. That would be dealt with in De Homine and Hobbes wanted to perfect his work on the
      problems of perception, especially in optics. He hoped to explain how external objects affected the senses and
      excited feelings of desire and aversion. Hobbes began De Cive with the subject treated in the fourteenth
      chapter of The Elements of Law: the description of the state of nature. There follow three chapters in
      The Elements of Law and two long ones in De Cive on the laws of nature, and then one on how the
      Holy Scriptures confirm the laws of nature. This brings us to The Elements of Law, Part I, Chap. xix which corresponds to Chap. v of De Cive: the
      causes and first beginnings of civil government
    


    
      Having arrived at the necessity for constituting a civil society, Hobbes continues with discussions of how a
      commonwealth is instituted (E.L. II, i; De C. vi); the forms of government (E.L. II, ii;
      De. C. vii); dominion despotical and dominion paternal (E.L. II, iii, iv; De C. viii, ix); a
      comparison of the various forms of government (E.L. II, v; De C. x). The Elements of Law
      then has two chapters (II, vi, vii) on the relation between revealed religion and obedience; De Cive has a
      brief chapter (xi) confirming what has been said from Scripture, but it postpones the
      treatment of revealed religion to its third part, Chapters xv–xviii.
    


    
      After this brief deviation, De Cive returns to the plan of The Elements of Law: both treat
      rebellion and the dissolution of the commonwealth, the duties of sovereigns, and the nature and kinds of laws
      (E.L. II, viii–x; De C. xii–xiv).
    


    
      The order of subjects treated, the close correspondence in what is said, the almost identical match of chapter
      for chapter, often paragraph for paragraph, and even sentence for sentence show that De Cive was an
      expanded version in Latin of The Elements of Law. The main differences are that Hobbes dropped the section
      on human nature and expanded the discussion on religion, moving it to the end of De Cive. The connection
      with De Cive was exploited by the publisher of the first part of the corrupt version of The Elements of
      Law in 1649–50. Francis Bowman published the first thirteen chapters under the title Humane Nature: or,
      the fundamental Elements of Policie. A preface signed F.B. announced that Hobbes had written a system of
      philosophy divided into three parts: De Corpore, De Homine, De Cive. “The last of these he hath already
      published in Latine beyond the Seas; the second is this now presented.”
    


    
      Leviathan also exhibits a close relation to The Elements of Law. Both begin with sections on human
      nature—Elements of Law I, i–xiii, Leviathan, chaps. 1–12. The opening chapters deal with sense,
      imagination and the association of ideas: Leviathan 1–3; Elements of Law I, ii–iv. In both cases
      Hobbes relies on the principle of causation to explain sensation and the principle of inertia to explain
      imagination. There follow two chapters on thought: words, speech and naming; knowledge, reasoning and science
      (E.L. I, v, vi; Lev. 4, 5). The next set of chapters concern the other operations of the mind: the
      passions, pleasure and pain, honour, causes of the differences in the way men’s minds work; and there is one
      chapter on natural religion (E.L. I, vii–xiii; Lev. 6–12). The main differences in Leviathan
      are that Hobbes has rearranged the order of discussion slightly and inserted two chapters: one on power, the
      other on the difference of manners, how men act.
    


    
      The next three chapters in Leviathan (13–15), the state of nature and the laws of nature, parallel the
      subsequent chapters in The Elements of Law (I, xiv–xvii) but Leviathan has no chapter on how the laws of nature are confirmed in Scripture. The discussion of revealed religion is
      reserved for Parts 3 and 4—almost half of the book. Chapter 16 of
      Leviathan inserts another new subject, personation. After that the plan of The Elements of Law
      reappears in the chapters on the causes of a commonwealth, the social contract, the forms of government,
      despotical and paternal dominion, and the comparison of the different forms of government; Hobbes compressed six
      chapters of The Elements of Law (I, xix—II, v) into four in Leviathan (17–20). Again
      Leviathan deviates; the subjects of religion, obedience and the Kingdom of God are transposed to the end
      of the book, and Leviathan (21–25) treats liberty, corporate bodies, public officials, and counselling.
      Then, reversing the order of The Elements of Law, an expanded discussion of laws, crimes and punishments
      (Lev. 26–28; E.L. II, x) precedes the discussions of rebellion and of the sovereign’s duties
      (Lev. 29, 30; E.L. II, viii, ix).
    


    
      The most evident change in the development of The Elements of Law into Leviathan is the amount of
      attention Hobbes devotes to religion. It had occupied a few chapters in The Elements of Law. Only two
      years later in De Cive Hobbes wrote more than twice as much. In Leviathan the problem swells to
      half the book. As religion became more important in dividing Englishmen, Hobbes devoted more space to proving
      that it need not; faith and obedience are all that is necessary to salvation. The obedience required by God and
      enjoined by Jesus is, in a Christian commonwealth, obedience to the sovereign—conformity to that form of
      Christian worship by law established.
    


    
      The Elements of Law and Leviathan follow the same plan in another way. Each begins with a section
      on human nature. Such a section is wanting in De Cive, although it does include a very brief statement
      about men’s characteristics. But the reason for this is clear. De Cive belongs to Hobbes’s system; he had
      projected a major part of it on man, a part not yet complete. More about human nature in De Cive would
      have been inconsistent with Hobbes’s philosophic project. For The Elements of Law and Leviathan
      that problem did not exist. Unlike De Cive, they would not be shored up later with an explanation of human
      nature. The political argument in De Cive was based on an account of human nature in
      turn based on an explanation of body. To link the first two sections Hobbes had to work out the relations between
      sensation and the external world or the effects upon the mind of external objects. So scientific an account was
      unnecessary in The Elements of Law and Leviathan. All that Hobbes needed there was a simplified
      version of his theory of human nature. He indicated at the beginning that there were scientific explanations of
      sensation and imagination—external objects impinging on certain organs of the body produced certain internal
      motions. To these internal motions the principle of inertia applied. Hobbes could then focus his attention on the
      description of the internal and external operations of human beings as a preliminary to discussing the state of
      nature, the laws of nature and the construction of society.
    


    
      But if De Cive and Leviathan are structurally and substantially similar to The Elements of
      Law, they are revised and expanded versions of it. Hobbes occasionally changed his mind. Tinkering with his
      theories, he sometimes improved them. Two of the sections he changed are those on the laws of nature and on the
      social contract.
    


    
      Most of the laws of nature remain virtually unaltered from The Elements of Law through Leviathan.
      The basic law of nature is formulated as a definition in The Elements of Law (I, xv, I, p. 75): “There can
      therefore be no other law of nature than reason, nor no other precepts of NATURAL LAW, than those
      which declare unto us the ways of peace, where the same may be obtained, and of defence where it may not.” In
      De Cive (ii, 2), to seek peace when possible and otherwise to provide for war has become the first and
      fundamental law of nature. In Leviathan (14), Hobbes made the laws of nature more explicit and he
      emphasized the right of nature. It is a general rule of reason: “That every man, ought to endeavour Peace, as
      farre as he has hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, and
      advantages of Warre. The first branch of which Rule, containeth the first, and Fundamentall Law of Nature;
      which is, to seek Peace, and follow it. The Second, the summe of the Right of Nature; which is, By all
      means we can, to defend our selves.”
    


    
      Leviathan retains the laws of nature as they appeared in De Cive. The first
      law is called first and fundamental in both; from it the other laws are said to be derived. There are eighteen
      other laws in Leviathan and they follow the same order as the first eighteen “special” laws or precepts of
      the law of nature. (But since Leviathan counts its laws including the fundamental law whereas De
      Cive counts its laws excluding it—counting only the special laws—the corresponding laws are numbered one
      digit higher in Leviathan. Its fifth law is De Cive’s fourth.) De Cive goes on to formulate
      two laws dropped in Leviathan. One of them provides that the judge is to make no contract with the
      parties; the other forbids things destructive to particular men, such as drunkenness (De Cive iii, 25).
      Leviathan (15) contains a passage mentioning that there may be laws forbidding self-incapaciting acts like
      drunkenness; it goes on to declare them irrelevant to the laws of nature relating to civil society.
    


    
      The laws of nature changed little from De Cive to Leviathan, but the changes Hobbes introduced in
      composing De Cive and, even earlier, in revising The Elements of Law were more substantial.
    


    
      When Hobbes first formulated the laws of nature, he supposed that men could engage in contracts and covenants in
      their hypothetical pre-social condition. In the state of nature, they would acquire things and rights which they
      would be unwilling to abandon. Unless men were allowed to retain these rights, they would not enter society. So
      Hobbes provided a rule (E.L. I, xvii, 3, p. 89) allowing each man to retain whatever rights he had
      acquired in the state of nature. As Hobbes recognized, the rights could only be contractual rights against
      another man who had covenanted. Suppose we are in the state of nature and we contract. I help you with your
      spring planting in return for your promise or covenant to give me a share of the crop. In mid-summer we enter a
      society. Is it fair that I should lose my share of the crop? But in this example, there hides an assumption. We
      have assumed that you and I have some right to this land and to the proceeds. But what gives us this property
      right? True we’ve not claimed any absolute right of ownership; we’ve not declared individual private property to
      be natural or necessary; but we are assuming some sort of proprietorship. There is no problem about our right to
      use the property and to divide the proceeds as we please. By the right of nature we may do
      that, for: “Every man by nature hath right to all things, that is to say, to do whatsoever he listeth to whom he
      listeth, to possess, use, and enjoy all things he will and can” (E.L. I, xiv, 10, p. 72). And there is no
      reason why we cannot make an agreement between ourselves, by which I recognize your right and either give up my
      natural right to it, or at least agree not to exercise that right, in return for some equivalent benefit from
      you. According to this scheme, property rights could be built up in the state of nature by a series of agreements
      by which individuals mutually recognized each other’s rights, mutually renouncing their own natural rights to
      each other’s property. Indeed, Samuel Pufendorf, De Jure Naturae et Gentium (IV, iv, 4–6), adopts this
      very explanation of the origin of property. It is an explanation that Locke found untenable; he thought he could
      provide an alternative that did not depend on an incomplete web of individual contracts (Two Treatises of
      Government II, chap. v, secs. 25–30).
    


    
      The weakness of the scheme is that property is founded on agreements between individuals. Let us make whatever
      agreements we will, we can bind none but ourselves. Any noncontractor retains his natural right to take our crop,
      dispossess you of the land, and even kill or enslave us, if he can.
    


    
      Hobbes must have seen the problem. Originally he had allowed a right to acquire things by covenant in the state
      of nature and to bring them into society. “And therefore in the first making of peace, the law of nature
      teacheth, that every man ought to hold that which he once hath lawfully and without controversy, possessed, or
      solely used” (E.L. I, xvii, 3, p. 89n). Hobbes struck this section out. He replaced this law of
      nature with: “Another, that men entering into peace, retain what they have acquired”. But this too he struck out,
      leaving only the antecedent rule of equity: “Whatsoever right any man requireth to retain, he allow every
      other man to retain the same” (E.L. I, xvii, 2, p. 89).
    


    
      Hobbes’s supposition that men could acquire rights in the state of nature survives in De Cive. This
      section on equity in The Elements of Law (I, xvii, 2, pp. 88–89) specifies that men retain certain basic
      rights: the right to defend oneself, the right to use fire, water, air, space to live in, and whatever is
      necessary to life. In addition, as we have seen, private rights may be acquired and
      retained, for the law of nature demands only that men give up those rights inconsistent with peace.
    


    
      In De Cive (iii, 14), this section has become the law of nature concerning modesty. Men are still allowed
      to retain their rights to the necessities of life, and even acquired private rights, when entering society, but
      the law commands them not to claim rights for themselves, without allowing the same rights to others. The right
      to retain things acquired in the state of nature remains, but it is not emphasized.
    


    
      A different rule is now called the law of nature concerning equity (De Cive iii, 15); it commands men to
      treat others equally and impartially in the distribution of right. Showing hatred or scorn for another is against
      the law of nature (De Cive iii, 12; E.L. I, xvi, 11, p. 86); consequently favouritism, acceptation
      of persons, is forbidden. De Cive’s new rule on equity is a revised version of the rule in The Elements
      of Law subsequent to the rule against reproaching, reviling and deriding. That rule (I, xvi, 12, p. 87),
      establishes one of the principles of the classical free market—free access to the market for all comers: “It is
      also a law of nature, That men allow commerce and traffic indifferently to one another.”
    


    
      In The Elements of Law men are expected to acquire property in the state of nature; they are also enjoined
      to allow free access to the market. By the time Hobbes finished De Cive, free access to the market had
      disappeared in favour of a rule directed primarily at judges or arbitrators, and the significance of rights
      acquired in the state of nature had been muted. Leviathan (15) confirms this tendency. Rights acquired in
      the state of nature are not mentioned. The law of nature against arrogance forbids a man to reserve to himself
      any right he refuses to others. And the rights mentioned are those necessary to life: “As it is necessary for all
      men that seek peace, to lay downe certaine Rights of Nature; that is to say, not to have libertie to do all they
      list: so is it necessarie for mans life, to retaine some; as right to governe their owne bodies; enjoy aire,
      water, motion, waies to go from place to place; and all things else without which a man cannot live, or not live
      well.” Like De Cive, equity in Leviathan forbids men to be partial judges; it does not refer to
      free access to the market: “Also if a man be trusted to judge between man and man, it
      is a precept of the Law of Nature, that he deale Equally between them.”
    


    
      As Hobbes improved the laws of nature, he made them more explicit and more abstract. The right of nature, the
      right to all things became more noticeable. Conceiving the state of nature more clearly and more radically as a
      war of all against all, Hobbes eliminated references to rights acquired in the state of nature. Property, arts,
      commerce can exist only in society; men in the state of nature would have no substantial rights but merely the
      barren right to what they could get and only for so long as they could keep it. We can infer that instead of
      insisting on their particular rights when they went into society, men would be thankful for having their whole
      skins. So Hobbes disregarded free access to the market and replaced it with equity—judges are to be impartial. At
      the same time, he turned into a law of nature the corollary specifying the forms of lot to be used in
      distributing possession, use or ownership of goods that can neither be divided nor used in common (E. L.
      I, xvii, 5, p. 90; De C. iii, 18).
    


    
      One other rule was dropped in De Cive. In The Elements of Law (I, xvii, 8, p. 91), Hobbes included
      a rule that reflected on the specific situation of 1640: who were to be the King’s advisers? Pym and the
      parliamentarians were so far from being right in insisting that the King hear, and take, their advice that they
      were acting against the law of nature. “It is also of the law of nature, That no man obtrude or press his
      advice or counsel to any man that declareth himself unwilling to hear the same.” But Hobbes did not drop the
      subject of counselling entirely, for he devoted the entire 25th chapter of Leviathan to it.
    


    
      Finally, what had been the consequences of the rule in The Elements of Law (I, xvii, 6, pp. 90–91) that an
      arbitrator ought to be appointed were elevated in De Cive and Leviathan into a set of rules. An
      arbitrator is trusted by the parties to decide a dispute, therefore: (1) he must not be concerned in the dispute
      for then he is a party to it; (2) he makes no covenant with the parties to favour one more than the other, or
      even that his decision will be just; (3) he ought not to make himself judge of a controversy without the consent
      of both parties (E. L. I, xvii, 7, p. 91). In place of this passage De Cive has a set of laws of
      nature: the sixteenth law is that no one shall be judge in his own cause (iii, 21); the
      seventeenth, that no one shall be judge who hopes for any benefit, whether gain or glory, from the success of one
      of the parties (iii, 22); the nineteenth law repeats the provision against covenants (iii, 24). De Cive
      (iii, 23) adds a new rule: the judge is to hear witnesses on disputed facts. The third provision of The
      Elements of Law, that no one is to make himself judge without the consent of the parties has disappeared. It
      was redundant, for the parties in appointing an arbitrator have already agreed to be judged by him. Of these
      laws, Hobbes discarded only one in Leviathan (15), the rule that the judge promises nothing to the
      parties.
    


    
      Comparing Hobbes’s three formulations of the laws of nature has shown how closely The Elements of Law
      anticipates De Cive and Leviathan. Of the nineteen laws of nature listed in Leviathan no
      fewer than thirteen are direct descendants of laws formulated in The Elements of Law. Every one of these
      also appears in De Cive. Four more of Leviathan’s rules, all of them also in De Cive, are
      derived from The Elements of Law: one was a definition, the other three corollaries. Two rules remain;
      both of them appeared in De Cive. One was new there; the other is a substantial change from its original
      in The Elements of Law. Most of Hobbes’s thinking about the laws of nature seems to have been finished by
      the time he produced De Cive—indeed several of the more important changes had already been made on the
      manuscript of The Elements of Law.
    


    
      But Hobbes did not think the laws of nature self-enforcing. In a state of nature each man would judge for
      himself. He would decide what he needed to preserve himself, when he was endangered by another, how the law of
      nature was to be interpreted. Knowledge of the laws of nature would not remove men from the state of nature; not
      even promising each other to obey that law would be enough. The only way that men can escape from the state of
      nature is by constructing a society in which there is a common power to awe them into obedience. Hobbes
      recognized two ways that society could be created, by institution and by acquisition. Commonwealth or dominion by
      acquisition includes authority that originates in conquest, or in paternal, maternal or magisterial right.
      Hobbes’s account of acquisition hardly changes from The Elements of Law to Leviathan. His account
      of institution changes substantially.
    


    
      According to The Elements of Law, men must have more than a temporary concord of
      wills, they must have union, many wills included in the will of one man or group. “The making of union
      consisteth in this, that every man by covenant oblige himself to some one and the same man, or to some one and
      the same council, by them all named and determined, to do those actions, which the said man or council shall
      command them to do; and to do no action which he or they shall forbid, or command them not to do” (Elements of
      Law I, xix, 7, p. 103). If they are obliging themselves to a council, they further covenant to recognize the
      command of a majority of the council as the command of the council.
    


    
      To have union they must do more than simply meet with the intention to unite; they must erect a sovereign power.
      Without such a coercive power, each would remain free to do as he pleases. What they must do “is expressly every
      man to consent to something by which they may come nearer to their ends; which can be nothing else imaginable but
      this: that they allow the wills of the major part of their whole number, or the wills of a major part of some
      certain number of men by them determined and named; or lastly the will of some one man, to involve and be taken
      for the wills of every man” (E. L. II, i, 3, p. 109). By so doing, they erect a democracy, an aristocracy
      or oligarchy, or a monarchy; they have created a sovereign and made themselves subjects. Each man, for the
      consideration of his own peace and benefit, has subjected himself: he transfers his right of resisting the
      sovereign in so far as he can do so; he agrees to contribute to the defence of the whole. Thus the sovereign has
      both the sword of justice and the sword of war, and consequently legislative, judicial and administrative power.
      (E.L. II, i, 3–13, pp. 109–113).
    


    
      Having defined what it would be to construct a society, Hobbes goes on to describe how each sort of sovereign
      could be instituted. When he wrote The Elements of Law, Hobbes believed that the first form constructed
      must necessarily be democracy. Both aristocracy and monarchy require that some person or persons be designated;
      that election would have to be concluded by a majority vote—Hobbes assumed that it would not be unanimous. But
      then a democracy must first exist, for “where the votes of the major part involve the votes
      of the rest, there is actually a democracy” (E.L. II, ii, 1, p. 118). This original democracy is made
      sovereign, not by covenants between it and its subjects, nor by a contract with itself, but by the covenants of
      each individual man: “every man with every man, for and in consideration of the benefit of his own peace and
      defence, covenanteth to stand to and obey, whatsoever the major part of their whole number, or the major part of
      such a number of them, as shall be pleased to assemble at a certain time and place, shall determine and command”
      (E.L. II, ii, 2, p. 119). From a democracy, an aristocracy or a monarchy is devolved by a decree
      transferring authority to a named council or individual.
    


    
      Hobbes’s account in De Cive is substantially similar. It is necessary to have but one will for all men;
      each must submit his will to the will of a man or council so that his or its will is taken as the will of all (v,
      6). Such a union is called a city, civil society, or civil person (v, 9). It is created by each obliging himself
      by pact to the others not to resist the will of the appointed man or council (v, 7); this means that he agrees to
      assist him or it against anyone else (v, 7) and particularly not to assist anyone who is to be punished (vi, 5).
      Again, Hobbes argues for an original democracy; the first thing that every one of the multitude that meets to
      form a society agrees to is to accept the will of the majority as the will of all; if anyone will not consent to
      this he remains in the state of nature, the others constitute the city without him (vi, 2). Almost in the very
      act of meeting those that met were a democracy—and so they remain as long as they continue to appoint a further
      time and place of meeting (vii, 5). The democracy was made by individual agreements among the multitude as if
      each one should say “I transfer my right to the people for your sake, if you transfer your right for mine” (vii,
      7). Aristocracy and monarchy are derived from democracy (vii, 8, 11).
    


    
      There are several noticeable improvements in this account. First, Hobbes has introduced the notion of a person, a
      legal entity with a single will for all its members, to explain what he means by union. Second, the contracts
      undertaken and their implications are more precisely formulated. Third, Hobbes introduced a section explaining
      that the contractors undertook a double obligation: not only did each contract with each other, thereby creating a web of obligations which could only conceivably be forgiven by unanimous agreement
      among those contracting, but also, since they had transferred their right to a sovereign, not even their
      unanimous mutual forgiveness would unbind them unless the sovereign also released them (vi, 20).
    


    
      In Leviathan, Hobbes introduced further changes. Of these changes, one was the introduction of an extended
      discussion of personation. A full chapter (16) shows what a “person” is, what kinds there are, what “persons” may
      represent, how they are authorized, and what their powers are.
    


    
      A commonwealth results from a number of individuals authorizing without limit a representative person; they
      “appoint one Man, or Assembly of men, to beare their Person; and every one to owne, and acknowledge himselfe to
      be Author of whatsoever he that so beareth their Person, shall Act, or cause to be Acted, in those things which
      concerne the Common Peace and Safetie” (Leviathan 17). Where such an authorized representative exists,
      there a commonwealth exists; where there is no such authorized representative, no sovereignty, there is no
      commonwealth. Hobbes used the theory of personation to make the existence of a sovereign part of the definition
      of a commonwealth; and a commonwealth becomes a special case of a “system” (chap. 22).
    


    
      The covenants of each with each are restated as covenants of authorization, “as if every man should say to every
      man, I Authorise and give up my Right of Governing my selfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly of men, on this
      condition, that thou give up thy Right to him, and Authorise all his Actions in like manner” (Lev.
      17). Here we have a conditional authorization; each person authorizes a stipulated man or council on condition
      that the others do so too. There should be no need for an original democracy: all those authorizing the same
      representative are members of the resulting society; those who do not authorize that representative are not
      members. By definition, the subjects have unanimously consented to construct the society and authorize its
      representative person.
    


    
      Hobbes never mentions an original democracy in Leviathan; he has no further need for such a theory. In one
      place he specifically repudiates it: “It is manifest, that men who are in absolute liberty, may, if they please,
      give Authority to One man, to represent them every one; as well as give such Authority to
      any Assembly of men whatsoever; and consequently may subject themselves, if they think good, to a Monarch, as
      absolutely, as to any other Representative” (Leviathan 19).
    


    
      Nevertheless, a vestige of the theory of original democracy remains. In both Elements of Law and De
      Cive, Hobbes first produced a general statement about how a society could be constructed, then followed it
      with a specific account of how democracy, necessarily the form first constructed, would result from the covenants
      of each to accept the vote of the majority. In Leviathan, Hobbes included the precise covenant necessary
      to create society in his general explanation. By using that covenant, men in the state of nature could create any
      form of sovereign they desired. But a second passage, at the beginning of Chapter 18, remains. It also explains how a commonwealth is instituted. “A Common-wealth is
      said to be Instituted, when a Multitude of men do Agree, and Covenant, every one, with every
      one, that to whatsoever Man, or Assembly of Men, shall be given by the major part, the
      Right to Present the Person of them all, (that is to say, to be their Representative;) every
      one, as well he that Voted for it, as he that Voted against it, shall Authorise all the
      Actions and Judgements, of that Man, or Assembly of men.…” Unlike Hobbes’s previous formula quoted above, this
      passage implies an original democracy. Instead of exchanging covenants authorizing some specific representative,
      they covenant to authorize whatever representative the majority chooses. The commonwealth is constructed in three
      steps instead of one: (1) men covenant to authorize the representative chosen by the majority; (2) the majority
      designates a representative; (3) each man authorizes the representative.
    


    
      But I cannot believe that Hobbes had such a complicated scheme in mind. I can think of no other place that
      suggests it. Moreover, the first step in fact creates an original democracy. By agreeing to accept the
      determination of the majority each man has actually authorized that majority as representative. The three step
      construction is anomalous; the first step seems sufficient to construct a society. Hobbes has described a special
      case of commonwealth creating, the authorization of a democracy.
    


    
      If Hobbes had a three step construction in mind, he indicates it nowhere else. If he meant
      to keep an original democracy, he does it very peculiarly for instead of its being instituted by covenants
      authorizing a representative according to his definition, it is instituted by an agreement to make those
      covenants, that is, by impliedly authorizing a democracy instead of specifically doing so.
    


    
      There is another explanation. Hobbes intended a single set of covenants of each to each authorizing a sovereign
      representative. But, he either put in, or failed to remove, the remains of his theory of original democracy. The
      formula seems to widen the original covenants; it seems to remove the necessity for all to authorize the same
      representative. Hobbes’s error was doubly unfortunate; not only is this formula inelegantly muddled, but the
      requirement of unanimity is tautological.
    


    
      Tracing several subjects from The Elements of Law through De Cive to Leviathan, like
      comparing their organizations, has shown how much of Leviathan and of De Cive is drawn from The
      Elements of Law. Leviathan stands at the end of a process of revision. It is a masterpiece, the result of ten
      year’s rethinking, revising, adding and polishing. And clearly what makes it a masterpiece is not its use of the
      organic analogy, the comparison of a state to a human body. In Leviathan that comparison is an
      infrequently used literary device. It appears briefly in the Introduction and occasionally reappears, for
      example, in Chapter 22 where systems are said to be like muscles, in Chapter 23 where public ministers are
      likened to organs, in Chapter 24, Of the NUTRITION, and PROCREATION
      of a Commonwealth, and in Chapter 29 where Hobbes discusses the diseases of a commonwealth. Even in
      Chapter 24, where he uses the organic comparison extensively, Hobbes makes no attempt to find an organic parallel
      for every public functionary or a public officer analogous to every organ. For an attempt to use the organic
      parallel, see Edward Forset, A Comparative Discourse of the Bodies Natural and Politique, or better still,
      John of Salisbury’s Policraticus. The use of the organic analogy is part of Hobbes’s stylistic polishing,
      just one of many ways in which he tightened up what he said, made it wittier, crisper, more vivid.
    


    
      But those qualities which make Leviathan great occasionally make it difficult. To
      understand it, and to understand Hobbes’s genius, we need to turn back to The Elements of Law. The earlier
      work is shorter because it is not burdened with the religious controversies of the 1640’s. It is often plainer
      than Leviathan; occasionally it expresses a point that Leviathan compresses. Apart from helping to
      reveal the political situation of 1640, not only is The Elements of Law one of the earliest and best Civil
      War tracts, it is also Thomas Hobbes’s first systematic political work.
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      THE EDITOR’S PREFACE.
    


    
      _________________
    


    
      THE work which forms the substance of this volume was formerly known in the shape of two separate
      treatises, of which the former, containing the first thirteen chapters of the first part of the Elements of
      Law, was entitled Human Nature; or the Fundamental Elements of Policy. Being a discovery of the faculties,
      acts, and passions of the soul of man, from their original causes: according to such philosophical principles as
      are not commonly known or asserted. The second treatise contained the rest of the first, together with the
      second, part, and was entitled De Corpore Politico; or the Elements of Law, Moral and Politic, with discourses
      upon moral heads, as: of the law of nature; of oaths and covenants; of several kinds of government, with the
      changes and revolutions of them.
    


    
      Both these treatises appeared in print for the first time in the year 1650, and a second edition of the former,
      Human Nature, was issued in the following year.1 This treatise was
      furnished with a preface, signed with the initials F. B., in which it is said that a friend of the author’s had
      obtained his leave to publish it, and that it was to constitute the second portion of Hobbes’s system of
      philosophy, the third and last part of which was known already as the Latin book, Elementa Philosophica de
      Cive.1 At the same time, the writer of the preface states “that he could not
      suddenly obtain the author’s advice” with respect to any changes which he apparently thought desirable in the
      Epistle Dedicatory, and it was printed, accordingly, as we find it in the manuscripts, with the date of May 9,
      1640, “as if nothing had happened since.” Now, this Epistle Dedicatory became almost meaningless, prefixed as it
      thus was to the fragmentary tract on Human Nature, and not to the entire work for which it was designed.
      Nor is the second treatise, the De Corpore Politico, which also has a prefatory notice to the reader, in
      this case unsigned, introduced by any allusion to the original unity of the work, except that the “first part” is
      said to depend upon a former treatise of Human Nature, written by Mr. Hobbes, but the relation of either
      treatise to the De Cive is not again adverted to. Now it is true that this English book, the De Corpore
      Politico, corresponds in its argument to the Latin De Cive, though the latter is much altered in
      certain particulars, and is greatly enlarged by a fuller consideration of religious questions, which occupy the
      third section of the work, the first and second treating of “Libertas” and “Imperium” respectively. But the
      author himself cannot have intended, at any time, the thirteen chapters on Human Nature to be taken as
      representing the De Homine, and so constituting the second section of his system: there is, indeed, some
      evidence to show that before this time he had already arranged that section upon a different ground, filling it
      in great part with optical disquisitions. Nor would he have himself prepared an English version of the De
      Cive, which came out only a year afterwards (in 1651), if he had considered that work to be already
      sufficiently represented by the De Corpore Politico. The truth is, that this entire work, the Elements
      of Law, had been drawn up independently, from and without any regard to the systematic plan, which probably
      did not yet occupy the philosopher’s mind at the time when he wrote it. Considering, further, that Hobbes has
      declared himself to be without a certain know ledge as to the person who “was pleased once to honour” the part of
      his doctrine “concerning policy merely civil” (which evidently means the De Corpore Politico), “with
      praises printed before it,”1 we may infer that the statement in the preface,
      quoted above, to the Human Nature, that the work was published “with leave from the author” was without
      authority, and perhaps based on nothing more than a report, received at second hand, that Hobbes, who was
      residing in Paris at the time, had no particular objection to the publication as a separate work of these
      thirteen chapters on Human Nature, by way of introduction to the Latin work, the De Cive, which
      covered to a large extent the same ground with the remaining fragment of the Elements of Law. I may add
      that the passage above quoted from the pamphlet addressed to the two Oxford professors points to Seth Ward, who
      at that time was his bitter adversary, being the author of the “praises” (“whether you did or did not,” says
      Hobbes, addressing Ward, “I am not certain, though it was told me for certain”). This supposition is confirmed by
      the learned antiquarian, Anthony à Wood, himself a friend of Hobbes, who says in his Athenœ Oxonienses
      (vol iii. col. 1209, ed. Bliss) that Seth Ward wrote the Epistle to the Reader prefixed to the Human
      Nature, in the name of Francis Bowman, bookseller of Oxford. We may suppose, then, that Ward was “the friend”
      by whose authority this, as well as the latter, section of the Elements of Law was committed to the press,
      though no communication about the matter between him and the author can be supposed to have taken place.
    


    
      There is yet another reference in Hobbes’s later writings to this work, viz., in the Considerations upon the
      Reputation, etc., of Thomas Hobbes (English Works, ed. Molesworth, vol. iv. p. 414), where he states that in
      1640 he wrote “a little treatise in English” upon the power and rights of sovereignty, of which, “though not
      printed, many gentlemen had copies, which occasioned much talk of the author; and had not his Majesty dissolved
      the Parliament, it had brought him into danger of his life.”
    


    
      Of those manuscript copies, the best that have come down to us were consulted and carefully collated (first in
      1878, and again more recently) by the present editor, who was thereby led to discover that the text of the
      printed editions of the work (of which several appeared before Molesworth’s edition, notably that contained in
      the fine folio entitled The Moral and Political Works of Thomas Hobbes, London, 1750) has a great many
      errors and some omissions, especially in that portion of the work known as Human Nature, the second
      portion, De Corpore Politico, being evidently taken from a better copy, and also more carefully printed.
      Under these circumstances, it appeared to me that a new edition of the entire work, in its original form, and
      based upon manuscript authority, was due to the philosopher himself, as well as likely to prove useful to his
      readers. The MSS. which form the basis of the present edition are as follows: (A) Harl. 4235, (B) Harl. 4236, (C)
      Egert. 2005, (D) Harl. 6858, (E) Harl. 1325—all in the British Museum; and (H), a copy preserved amongst the
      Hardwick papers relating to Hobbes.1 All these copies alike bear the one simple
      title, Elements of Law, Natural and Politic, and all are co-extensive, except that (D) consists of the
      first thirteen chapters only, being, I suppose, a copy taken after the De Cive had appeared and become
      known. Among these MSS. there can be no doubt that (A) holds the first place in point of authority, containing as
      it does many traces of the author’s own hand, including the signature of the Epistle Dedicatory, and many
      corrections as well as additions, some of which latter are not found in (B), though this latter is in other
      respects a faithful copy of (A), and varies only in smaller matters, some of its readings being of an improved
      type. (C) departs more widely from both the previously mentioned MSS., having been transcribed, I think, from an
      older and less correct copy. The last two of the British Museum MSS., (D) and (E), have ev dently been copied
      from (A) as it now stands. The case is quite different with the Hardwick MS. (H), which is the copy kept by the
      author in his own possession, the others being rather intended to serve as copies of a published book, although
      written, and not printed—a mode of publication which, even in Hobbes’s time, had not become universal. This
      Hardwick MS., then, is of peculiar value as showing traces of the actual growth and development of the work, as
      will be seen from various references to it in my critical notes. In these I have also given a full and exact
      account of the points in which the printed or vulgar text, as represented by Molesworth’s edition, departs from
      the reading of the MSS., as well as of the more important places in which one MS. differs from another. It will
      be seen that there is much agreement between (C) and (H) and the vulgar text on the one hand, and between the
      rest of the MSS. and this edition on the other.
    


    
      Here I should not omit to mention that it was by a previous examination of the Hardwick MS. that Professor G.
      Croom Robertson had been led independently to recognize the original unity of the present work, and to see the
      importance, for a right understanding of the development of the political doctrine of Hobbes, of the fact that
      the two parts of this work make up together the “little treatise in English” referred to by the philosopher at a
      later date. (See Professor Robertson’s article, Hobbes in the Encyclopœdia Britannica, 9th ed.)
      Here also I may be allowed to express my gratitude for the encouragement and assistance so liberally given by
      Professor Robertson to this my undertaking, which I would desire to recommend by a reference to his authority
      upon the subject.
    


    
      Of the purport of the book itself little need be said here, except that it contains the earliest and shortest,
      yet at the same time a well-matured, conception of a doctrine which the author not only, as I have already
      pointed out, incorporated into his tripartite system of philosophy, but also discussed upon the same ground-plan
      in his famous Leviathan, where he is especially concerned, however, with the consideration of the
      ecclesiastical law in its relation with the omnipotent state. The fact that in this early treatise this polemical
      purpose is entirely undeveloped, and the idea of the commonwealth as a magnified human body scarcely so much as
      foreshadowed, makes a comparison of it with the Leviathan, which is more than three times its size, a
      highly instructive and interesting task. And it is worthy of remark that the part of this earlier work which
      treats of Human Nature has been declared by some critics to be the best of our author’s compositions.
      This, as I learn from Dugald Stewart’s first dissertation prefixed to the 8th edition of the Encyclopœdia
      Britannica, was the opinion of Addison; and other very competent judges have spoken of the same treatise in
      terms of the highest praise. I may quote as an example the words of James Harrington, a contemporary of Hobbes,
      and himself an author of considerable merit in political philosophy (Prerogative of a Popular Government,
      book i. ch. 8): “I have opposed (he says) the politics of Mr. Hobbs, to show him what he taught me, with as much
      disdain as he opposed those of the greatest authors. …Nevertheless, in most other things, I firmly believe that
      Mr. Hobbs is, and will in future ages be accounted, the best writer at this day in the world. And for his
      treatises of human nature, and of liberty and necessity, they are the greatest of new lights, and those which I
      have followed and shall follow.” To this may be added the judgment of Diderot: “Que Locke me paraît diffus et
      lâche,” he exclaims, “la Bruyère et la Rochefoucauld pauvres et petits, en comparaison de ce Thomas Hobbes !
      c’est un livre [the treatise of Human Nature] à lire et à commenter toute sa vie” (Diderot, Œuvres, ed.
      Assérat, t. 15, p. 124); and in another passage he recommends the use of the treatise as a text-book:
      “C’est un chef d’œuvre de logique et de raison” (Œuvres, t. 3, p. 466).
    


    
      With regard to the De Corpore Politico, it is perhaps worth mentioning that very shortly after its
      appearance long extracts from it were printed in one of the periodicals of the time, the Mercurius
      Politicus (Jan. 2 and 9, 1651, Nos. 31 to 34): a fact possessing a certain historical interest, inasmuch as
      the journal in question is said to have been much under the influence of Cromwell, and to have been published “by
      authority” (Wood, Athen. Oxon. iii. col. 1182, Bliss); and the writer, a certain Marchamont Needham, was a
      man who always lent his pen to the powerful, writing first for the Presbyterians, afterwards for King Charles I.,
      next for the Commonwealth, and of course, after the Restoration, for the king again.1
    


    
      A few words remain to be said respecting the pieces which are subjoined in the present edition to the Elements
      of Law. They have never yet been printed, and were not hitherto known to be from the pen of the great
      philosopher, but a short inspection is sufficient to make their authorship clear to one who is familiar with the
      other works of Hobbes. The former of the two pieces is a complete though brief treatise on certain fundamental
      notions in philosophy, as well as on the causes of sense-perception, especially visual, and connects the author’s
      newly conceived idea of local motion from the object to the eye or other organ of sense with the then general
      doctrine of species emanating from it and received by the soul.
    


    
      In this and other respects it marks an intermediate stage between the scholastic modes of thought which survived
      in him from his early Oxford training and the new stream of conceptions generated by his lately acquired
      knowledge of mathematics and mechanics. As regards the date of this composition, I venture to suggest that it was
      written as early as the year 1630, since we are repeatedly assured by our author that he had already at that time
      put forward the opinion “that light is a fancy in the mind, caused by motion in the brain, which motion again is
      caused by the motion of the parts of such bodies as we call lucid” (E. W. vii. p. 468, and Opp. Lat. v. p. 303,
      quoted in a letter of Descartes).
    


    
      The second piece consists solely of extracts from a large unprinted treatise on optics, written in Latin, and
      preserved, like the former, in a bulky MS. volume, Harl. 6796. This treatise is evidently the first draft of what
      was intended as the second section of his system of philosophy, viz., the De Homine, which latter work,
      however, ultimately came forth in a very much altered form, though even then more than half of it was occupied
      with optical discussions. From this treatise I have picked out whatever seemed to me to be of interest as bearing
      upon the history of philosophical speculation generally, and, in particular, such passages as relate to the
      controversy in which Hobbes engaged with Descartes, a controversy of which there are also traces in the
      correspondence of the former philosopher with Mersenne. (See Molesworth’s edition of Hobbes’s Latin Works, vol.
      v.) A special inquiry would be necessary to ascertain whether the letters, which were written in 1641, are
      previous or posterior in date to the present treatise, but I have some reasons for supposing that the latter was
      written immediately after the first appearance of Descartes’ Dioptrique in 1637.
    


    
      POSTSCRIPT.—As the publication of this volume (as well as of the simultaneous one containing
      Behemoth) has been delayed considerably beyond the date at which the above Preface was written, the Editor
      is now enabled to refer his readers to the comprehensive monograph on Hobbes recently contributed by Prof.
      Robertson to the collection of Philosophical Classics for English readers; and also begs to mention a review of
      this work, written by himself, which has appeared in the Philosophische Monatshefte, June, 1887.
    


    
      F. T.
    


    
      HUSUM (SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN),
    


    
      March, 1889.
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      1  But it is worth while to remark that the copies of Human Nature which
      are to be found in that unique collection in the British Museum called “the King’s Pamphlets,” have the year of
      the first edition altered by an old hand to 1649, and the date February 2nd added; and the year of the second
      edition altered to 1650, with the date December 30th; also in the copy of De Corpore Politico there is
      added to the year 1650, the date May 4th.
    


    
      1  It had been published at Paris, 1642, in 4to (being then entitled
      Elementorum Philosophiae Sectio Tertia), and again at Amsterdam, 1647, in 12mo, together with a
      Praefatio ad lectores, containing an announcement of the whole plan on which the author was working. But
      the Sectio Prima, De Corpore, did not follow earlier than 1655 (published in London), and the Sectio
      Secunda, De Homine, some years later (Lond., 1658).
    


    
      1  From a pamphlet addressed in the year 1656 by Hobbes to the two Oxford
      Professors, Ward and Wallis: English Works, ed. Molesworth, vol. vii. p. 336.
    


    
      1  I am greatly indebted to the kindness of His Grace the Duke of Devonshire in
      allowing me to examine these papers at Hardwick in 1878.
    


    
      1  Needham was also the author of a book entitled The case of the Commonwealth
      of England stated, etc. (1649), of which a second edition came out in 1650 with extracts from Salmasius’
      Defensio Regia and Mr. Hobbes’s De Corpore Politico.
    


    
      It should not be forgotten that about this time the philosopher himself made his peace with the new order of
      things by publishing the Review and Conclusion of his Leviathan; though he himself asserts
      (Considerations l.e. pp. 415, 423) that the work was not written to secure his own return to England, but
      to justify and direct the conduct of a number of gentlemen who compounded, or were willing to compound, with the
      Parliament for the saving of their estates from confiscation. For his own part, he assures us that he never
      “sought any benefit either from Oliver or from any of his party,” and asks “why [if the Leviathan had been
      written in order to gain the favour of the Parliament] did they not thank him for it, both they and Oliver in
      their turns?” This may perhaps serve for a refutation of a rumour spread by an antagonist (J. Dowell, The
      Leviathan heretical, 1683), that Oliver, on gaining the Protectorship, “had proffered him the great place of
      being secretary,” a statement which has been several times repeated. Meanwhile it is by a sarcastic verse in the
      Vita written by himself in Latin couplets, that the old man himself seems to account for a certain
      courtesy bestowed upon him after his return (Regia conanti calamo defendere iura. Quis vitio vertat regia iura
      petens?). And no doubt he was fully conscious of the wide gulf which separated him from the orthodox
      defenders of the divine right of kings: a difference, however, which many of his critics, up to this day, have
      not been able to perceive.
    


    
      TO THE RIGHT HONOURABLE
    


    
      WILLIAM, EARL OF NEWCASTLE,
    


    
      GOVERNOR TO THE PRINCE HIS HIGHNESS, ONE OF HIS MAJESTY’S MOST HONOURABLE PRIVY COUNCIL.
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      THE EPISTLE DEDICATORY.
    


    
      MY MOST HONOURED LORD,
    


    
      FROM the two principal parts of our nature, Reason and Passion, have proceeded two kinds of
      learning, mathematical and dogmatical. The former is free from controversies and dispute, because it consisteth
      in comparing figures and motion only; in which things truth and the interest of men oppose not each other. But in
      the later there is nothing not disputable, because it compareth men, and meddleth with their right and profit; in
      which, as oft as reason is against a man, so oft will a man be against reason. And from hence it cometh, that
      they that have written of justice and policy in general, do all invade each other, and themselves, with
      contradiction. To reduce this doctrine to the rules and infallibility of reason, there is no way, but first to
      put such principles down for a foundation, as passion not mistrusting, may not seek to displace; and afterward to
      build thereon the truth of cases in the law of nature (which hitherto have been built in the air) by degrees,
      till the whole be inexpugnable. Now (my Lord) the principles fit for such a foundation, are those which I have
      heretofore acquainted your Lordship withal in private discourse, and which by your command I have here put into
      method. To examine cases thereby between sovereign and sovereign, or between sovereign and subject, I leave to
      them that shall find leisure and encouragement thereto. For my part, I present this to your Lordship for the true
      and only foundation of such science. For the style, it is therefore the worse, because I was forced to consult
      when I was writing, more with logic than with rhetoric. But for the doctrine, it is not slightly proved; and the
      conclusions thereof are of such nature, as, for want of them, government and peace have been nothing else to this
      day, but mutual fear. And it would be an incomparable benefit to commonwealth, if every man held the opinions
      concerning law and policy here delivered. The ambition therefore of this book, in seeking by your Lordship’s
      countenance to insinuate itself with those whom the matter it containeth most nearly concerneth, is to be
      excused. For myself, I desire no greater honour than I enjoy already in your Lordship’s known favour; unless it
      be that you would be pleased, in continuance thereof, to give me more exercise in your commands; which, as I am
      bound by your many great favours, I shall obey, being,
    


    
      My most honoured Lord,
      

      Your Lordship’s most humble and obliged Servant,
    


    
      THOMAS HOBBES.
    


    
      May 9, 1640.
    


    
      l. 1 From the principal parts of Nature. l. 4 controversy. l. 5 figure. l. 7 in the other …undisputable. l. 10
      they who. l. 12 contradictions. l. 14 first, put. l. 18 till the whole have been inexpugnable. l. 19 which
      heretofore I have.
    


    
      l. 1 into a method. l. 7 whilst I was writing I consulted cum edd. C. l. 9 are deest. l. 11 mutual
      fears. l. 12 that every one … opinion (that every man, C). l. 18 lordship’s favour. l. 19 to give me
      cum edd. B C D; one, A E. l. 22 your most humble.
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      CHAPTER 1.
    


    
      1, 2, 3. Preface. 4. Man’s nature. 5. Division of his faculties. 6. Faculties of the body. 7. Faculties of the
      mind. 8. Power cognitive, conceptions and imagery of the mind.
    


    
      1. THE true and perspicuous explication of the elements of laws, natural and politic, which is my
      present scope, dependeth upon the knowledge of what is human nature, what is a body politic, and what it is we
      call a law. Concerning which points, as the writings of men from antiquity downward have still increased, so also
      have the doubts and controversies concerning the same. And seeing that true knowledge begetteth not doubt nor
      controversy, but knowledge; it is manifest from the present controversies, that they which have heretofore
      written thereof, have not well understood their own subject.
    


    
      2. Harm I can do none, though I err no less than they. For I shall leave men but as they are, in doubt and
      dispute. But intending not to take any principle upon trust, but only to put men in mind of what they know
      already, or may know by their own experience, I hope to err the less; and when I do, it must proceed from too
      hasty concluding, which I will endeavour as much as I can to avoid.
    


    
      3. On the other side, if reasoning aright I win not consent (which may very easily happen) from them that being
      confident of their own knowledge weigh not what is said, the fault is not mine but theirs.
      For as it is my part to show my reasons, so it is theirs to bring attention.
    


    
      4. Man’s nature is the sum of his natural faculties and powers, as the faculties of nutrition, motion,
      generation, sense, reason, &c. For these powers we do unanimously call natural, and are contained in the
      definition of man, under these words, animal and rational.
    


    
      5. According to the two principal parts of man, I divide his faculties into two sorts, faculties of the body, and
      faculties of the mind.
    


    
      6. Since the minute and distinct anatomy of the powers of the body is nothing necessary to the present purpose, I
      will only sum them up into these three heads, power nutritive, power motive, and power generative.
    


    
      7. Of the powers of the mind there be two sorts, cognitive or imaginative or conceptive; and motive. And first of
      the cognitive.
    


    
      8. For the understanding of what I mean by the power cognitive, we must remember and acknowledge that there be in
      our minds continually certain images or conceptions of the things without us, insomuch that if a man could be
      alive, and all the rest of the world annihilated, he should nevertheless retain the image thereof, and of all
      those things which he had before seen and perceived in it; every man by his own experience knowing that the
      absence or destruction of things once imagined, doth not cause the absence or destruction of the imagination
      itself. This imagery and representations of the qualities of things without us is that we call our cognition,
      imagination, ideas, notice, conception, or knowledge of them. And the faculty, or power, by which we are capable
      of such knowledge, is that I here call power cognitive, or conceptive, the power of knowing or conceiving.
    


    
      Argum. desideratur in edd. 1. l. 4 what is body. 3. l. 1 aright win.
    


    
      4. l. 3 for deest. 6. l. 3 in these. 7. l. 1 sorts, cognitive, imaginative. l. 2 of cognitive. 8. l. 6 and
      all. l. 7 seen or … every one l. 11 of the thing without is. l. 12 our conception, imagination, ideas, notice, or
      knowledge, edd. our conception, cognitive, imagination, conception C mendose. l. 15 call cognitive
      power, or conceptive.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 2.
    


    
      2. Definition of sense. 4. Four propositions concerning the nature of conceptions. 5. The first proved. 6. The
      second proved. 7, 8. The third proved. 9. The fourth proved. 10. The main deception of sense.
    


    
      1. HAVING declared what I mean by the word conception, and other words equivalent thereunto, I
      come to the conceptions themselves, to show their difference, their causes, and the manner of their production as
      far as is necessary for this place.
    


    
      2. Originally all conceptions proceed from the actions of the thing itself, whereof it is the conception. Now
      when the action is present, the conception it produceth is called SENSE, and the thing by whose
      action the same is produced is called the OBJECT of sense.
    


    
      3. By our several organs we have several conceptions of several qualities in the objects; for by sight we have a
      conception or image composed of colour or figure, which is all the notice and knowledge the object imparteth to
      us of its nature by the eye. By hearing we have a conception called sound, which is all the knowledge we have of
      the quality of the object from the ear. And so the rest of the senses also are conceptions of several qualities,
      or natures of their objects.
    


    
      4. Because the image in vision consisting in colour and shape is the knowledge we have of the qualities of the
      object of that sense; it is no hard matter for a man to fall into this opinion, that the same colour and shape
      are the very qualities themselves; and for the same cause, that sound and noise are the qualities of the bell, or
      of the air. And this opinion hath been so long received, that the contrary must needs appear a great paradox; and
      yet the introduction of species visible and intelligible (which is necessary for the maintenance of that opinion)
      passing to and fro from the object, is worse than any paradox, as being a plain
      impossibility. I shall therefore endeavour to make plain these four points:
    


    
      (1) That the subject wherein colour and image are inherent, is not the object or thing seen.
    


    
      (2) That that is nothing without us really which we call an image or colour.
    


    
      (3) That the said image or colour is but an apparition unto us of that motion, agitation, or alteration, which
      the object worketh in the brain or spirits, or some internal substance of the head.
    


    
      (4) That as in conception by vision, so also in the conceptions that arise from other senses, the subject of
      their inherence is not the object, but the sentient.
    


    
      5. Every man hath so much experience as to have seen the sun and other visible objects by reflection in the water
      and in glasses, and this alone is sufficient for this conclusion: that colour and image may be there where the
      thing seen is not. But because it may be said that notwithstanding the image in the water be not in the object,
      but a thing merely phantastical, yet there may be colour really in the thing itself; I will urge further this
      experience: that divers times men see directly the same object double, as two candles for one, which may happen
      by distemper, or otherwise without distemper if a man will, the organs being either in their right temper, or
      equally distempered. The colours and figures in two such images of the same thing cannot be inherent both
      therein, because the thing seen cannot be in two places: one of these images therefore is not inherent in the
      object. But seeing the organs of sight are then in equal temper or equal distemper, the one of them is no more
      inherent than the other, and consequently neither of them both are in the object; which is the first proposition
      mentioned in the precedent section.
    


    
      6. Secondly, that the image of any thing seen by reflection in glass or water or the like,
      is not any thing in or behind the glass, or in or under the water, every man may prove to himself; which is the
      second proposition.
    


    
      7. For the third, we are to consider first, that upon every great agitation orconcussion of the brain, as it
      happeneth from a stroke, especially if the stroke be upon the eye, whereby the optic nerve suffereth any great
      violence, there appeareth before the eyes a certain light, which light is nothing without, but an apparition
      only, all that is real being the concussion or motion of the parts of that nerve. From which experience we may
      conclude, that apparition of light without, is really nothing but motion within. If therefore from lucid bodies
      there can be derived motion, so as to affect the optic nerve in such manner as is proper thereunto, there will
      follow an image of light somewhere in that line by which the motion was last derived unto the eye; that is to
      say, in the object, if we look directly on it, and in the glass or water, when we look upon it in the line of
      reflection, which in effect is the third proposition, namely, That image and colour is but an apparition unto us
      of that motion, agitation, or alteration, which the object worketh in the brain, or spirits, or some internal
      substance in the head.
    


    
      8. But that from all lucid, shining and illuminated bodies, there is a motion produced to the eye, and, through
      the eye, to the optic nerve, and so into the brain, by which that apparition of light or colour is effected, is
      not hard to prove. And first, it is evident that the fire, the only lucid body here on earth, worketh by motion
      equally every way; insomuch as the motion thereof stopped or inclosed, it is presently extinguished, and no more
      fire. And farther, that that motion, whereby the fire worketh, is dilatation, and contraction of itself
      alternately, commonly called scintillation or glowing, is manifest also by experience. From such motion in the
      fire must needs arise a rejection or casting from itself of that part of the medium which is
      contiguous to it, whereby that part also rejecteth the next, and so successively one part beateth back the other
      to the very eye; and in the same manner the exterior part of the eye (the laws of refraction still observed)
      presseth the interior. Now the interior coat of the eye is nothing else but a piece of the optic nerve, and
      therefore the motion is still continued thereby into the brain, and by resistance or reaction of the brain, is
      also a rebound in the optic nerve again, which we not conceiving as motion or rebound from within, think it is
      without, and call it light; as hath been already shewed by the experience of a stroke. We have no reason to
      doubt, that the fountain of light, the sun, worketh any other wise than the fire, at least in this matter, and
      thus all vision hath its original from such motion as is here described. For where there is no light, there is no
      sight; and therefore colour also must be the same thing with light, as being the effect of lucid bodies: their
      difference being only this, that when the light cometh directly from the fountain to the eye, or indirectly by
      reflection from clean and polite bodies, and such as have no particular motion internal to alter it, we call it
      light. But when it cometh to the eyes by reflection from uneven, rough, and coarse bodies, or such as are
      affected with internal motion of their own, that may alter it, then we call it colour; colour and light differing
      only in this, that the one is pure, the other a perturbed light. By that which hath been said, not only the truth
      of the third proposition, but also the whole manner of producing light and colour, is apparent.
    


    
      9. As colour is not inherent in the object, but an effect thereof upon us, caused by such motion in the object,
      as hath been described: so neither is sound in the thing we hear, but in ourselves. One manifest sign thereof is:
      that as a man may see, so also he may hear double or treble, by multiplication of echoes,
      which echoes are sounds as well as the original; and not being in one and the same place, cannot be inherent in
      the body that maketh them. Nothing can make any thing in itself: the clapper hath not sound in it, but motion,
      and maketh motion in the internal parts of the bell; so the bell hath motion, and not sound. That imparteth
      motion to the air; and the air hath motion, but not sound. The air imparteth motion by the ear and nerves to the
      brain; and the brain hath motion but not sound. From the brain it reboundeth back into the nerves outward, and
      thence it becometh an apparition without, which we call sound. And to proceed to the rest of the senses, it is
      apparent enough, that the smell and taste of the same thing, are not the same to every man, and therefore are not
      in the thing smelt or tasted, but in the men. So likewise the heat we feel from the fire is manifestly in us, and
      is quite different from the heat that is in the fire. For our heat is pleasure or pain, according as it is
      extreme or moderate; but in the coal there is no such thing. By this the fourth and last of the propositions is
      proved (viz.) That as in conception by vision, so also in the conceptions that arise from other senses, the
      subject of their inherence is not the object, but the sentient.
    


    
      10. And from thence also it followeth, that whatsoever accidents or qualities our senses make us think there be
      in the world, they are not there, but are seemings and apparitions only. The things that really are in the world
      without us, are those motions by which these seemings are caused. And this is the great deception of sense, which
      also is by sense to be corrected. For as sense telleth me, when I see directly, that the colour seemeth to be in
      the object; so also sense telleth me, when I see by reflection, that colour is not in the object.
    


    
      1. l. 3 differences. l. 4 of the … so far. 2. l. 1 action. l. 3 is also called. l. 5 of the sense. 3. l. 7 senses
      are also. 4. l. 1 of colour.
    


    
      l. 3 four deest. In sequentibus numeri: 1, 2, 3, 4 desunt. l. 6 that there is. l. 9 of the motion.
      l. 12 That as in vision, so also in conceptions that arise from the other senses. 5. l. 2 and the other. l. 3 and
      glasses. l. 10 from distemper. l. 14 both deest. l. 17 equal ante distemper deest. l. 20 precedent
      number.
    


    
      6. l. 1 seen deest. l. 2 in a glass. l. 4 may grant to. 7. l. 8 without deest. 8. l. 1 illuminate.
      l. 6 upon earth. l. 9. is dilation.
    


    
      l. 3 beateth back another. l. 4 eye presseth the interior (the laws …observed). l. 9 into the. l. 11 within, do
      think. l. 14 worketh by any other ways than. l. 18 of the lucid. l. 21 have not any particular. l. 22 eye by. l.
      25 pure, and the other perturbed.
    


    
      l. 5 make any thing which is not in itself: the clapper hath no sound. l. 10 and nerve. l. 18 heat which. l. 19
      as it is great or. l. 21 last proposition is. l. 22 as in vision, so also in conceptions. l. 24 not in the
      object, but in the. 10. l. 1 from hence. l. 3 they be not … are seeming. l. 7 is to be by sense corrected.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 3.
    


    
      1. Imagination defined. 2. Sleep and dreams defined. 3. Causes of dreams. 4. Fiction defined. 5. Phantasms
      defined. 6. Remembrance defined. 7. Wherein remembrance consisteth. 8. Why in a dream a man never thinks he
      dreams. 9. Why few things seem strange in dreams. 10. That a dream may be taken for reality and vision.
    


    
      As standing water put into motion by the stroke of a stone, or blast of wind, doth not presently give over moving
      as soon as the wind ceaseth, or the stone settleth: so neither doth the effect cease which the object hath
      wrought upon the brain, so soon as ever by turning aside of the organ the object ceaseth to work; that is to say,
      though the sense be past, the image or conception remaineth; but more obscurely while we are awake, because some
      object or other continually plieth and soliciteth our eyes, and ears, keeping the mind in a stronger motion,
      whereby the weaker doth not easily appear. And this obscure conception is that we call PHANTASY or
      IMAGINATION: imagination being (to define it) conception remaining, and by little and little
      decaying from and after the act of sense.
    


    
      2. But when present sense is not, as in SLEEP, there the images remaining after sense (when there
      be any) as in dreams, are not obscure, but strong and clear, as in sense itself. The reason is, because that
      which obscured and made the conceptions weak, namely sense, and present operation of the objects, is removed. For
      sleep is the privation of the act of sense, (the power remaining) and dreams are the imaginations of them that
      sleep.
    


    
      3. The causes of DREAMS (if they be natural) are the actions or violence of the inward parts of a
      man upon his brain, by which the passages of sense, by sleep benumbed, are restored to their motion. The signs by
      which this appeareth to be so, are the differences of dreams proceeding from the different
      accidents of man’s body. Old men being commonly less healthful and less free from inward pains, are thereby more
      subject to dreams, especially such dreams as be painful: as dreams of lust, or dreams of anger, according as the
      heart, or other parts within, work more or less upon the brain, by more or less heat. So also the descent of
      different sorts of phlegm maketh one to dream of different tastes of meats or drinks. And I believe there is a
      reciprocation of motion from the brain to the vital parts, and back from the vital parts to the brain; whereby
      not only imagination begetteth motion in those parts; but also motion in those parts begetteth imagination like
      to that by which it was begotten. If this be true, and that sad imaginations nourish the spleen, then we see also
      a cause, why a strong spleen reciprocally causeth fearful dreams. And why the effects of lasciviousness may in a
      dream produce the image of some person that hath caused them. If it were well observed, whether the image of the
      person in a dream be as obedient to the accidental heat of him that dreameth, as waking his heat is to the
      person, and if so, then is such motion reciprocal. Another sign that dreams are caused by the action of the
      inward parts, is the disorder and casual consequence of one conception or image to another: for when we are
      waking, the antecedent thought or conception introduceth, and is cause of the consequent, as the water followeth a man’s finger upon a dry and level table. But in dreams there is commonly no
      coherence (and when there is, it is by chance), which must proceed from this, that the brain in dreams is not
      restored to its motion in every part alike; whereby it cometh to pass, that our thoughts appear like the stars
      between the flying clouds, not in the order which a man would choose to observe them in, but as the uncertain
      flight of broken clouds permit.
    


    
      4. As when the water, or any liquid thing moved at once by divers movents, receiveth one motion compounded of
      them all; so also the brain or spirits therein, having been stirred by divers objects, composeth an imagination
      of divers conceptions that appeared singly to the sense. As for example, the sense sheweth us at one time the
      figure of a mountain, and at another time the colour of gold; but the imagination afterwards hath them both at
      once in a golden mountain. From the same cause it is, there appear unto us castles in the air, chimeras, and
      other monsters which are not in rerum natura, but have been conceived by the sense in pieces at several
      times. And this composition is that which we commonly call FICTION of the mind.
    


    
      5. There is yet another kind of imagination, which for clearness contendeth with sense, as well as a dream; and
      that is, when the action of sense hath been long or vehement: and the experience thereof is more frequent in the
      sense of seeing, than the rest. An example whereof is, the image remaining before the eye after a steadfast
      looking upon the sun. Also, those little images that appear before the eyes in the dark (whereof I think every
      man hath experience, but they most of all, that are timorous or superstitious) are examples of the same. And
      these, for distinction-sake, may be called PHANTASMS.
    


    
      6. By the senses (which are numbered according to the organs to be five) we take notice (as hath been said
      already) of the objects without us; and that notice is our conception thereof: but we take
      notice also some way or other of our conceptions. For when the conception of the same thing cometh again, we take
      notice that it is again; that is to say, that we have had the same conception before; which is as much as to
      imagine a thing past; which is impossible to sense, which is only of things present. This therefore may be
      accounted a sixth sense, but internal, not external, as the rest, and is commonly called
      REMEMBRANCE.
    


    
      7. For the manner by which we take notice of a conception past, we are to remember, that in the definition of
      imagination, it is said to be a conception by little and little decaying, or growing more obscure. An obscure
      conception is that which representeth the whole object together, but none of the smaller parts by themselves; and
      as more or fewer parts be represented, so is the conception or representation said to be more or less clear.
      Seeing then the conception, which when it was first produced by sense, was clear, and represented the parts of
      the object distinctly; and when it cometh again is obscure, we find missing somewhat that we expected; by which
      we judge it past and decayed. For example, a man that is present in a foreign city, seeth not only whole streets,
      but can also distinguish particular houses, and parts of houses; departed thence, he cannot distinguish them so
      particularly in his mind as he did, some house or turning escaping him; yet is this to remember the city; when
      afterwards there escapeth him more particulars, this is also to remember, but not so well. In process of time,
      the image of the city returneth, but as of a mass of building only, which is almost to have forgotten it. Seeing
      then remembrance is more or less, as we find more or less obscurity, why may not we well think remembrance to be
      nothing else but the missing of parts, which every man expecteth should succeed after they have a conception of
      the whole? To see at great distance of place, and to remember at great distance of time, is
      to have like conceptions of the thing: for there wanteth distinction of parts in both; the one conception being
      weak by operation at distance, the other by decay.
    


    
      8. And from this that hath been said, there followeth, that a man can never know he dreameth; he may dream he
      doubteth, whether it be a DREAM or no: but the clearness of the imagination representeth every
      thing with as many parts as doth sense itself, and consequently, he can take notice of nothing but as present;
      whereas to think he dreameth, is to think those his conceptions past, that is to say, obscurer than they were in
      the sense: so that he must think them both as clear, and not as clear as sense; which is impossible.
    


    
      9. From the same ground it proceedeth, that men wonder not in their dreams at places and persons, as they would
      do waking: for waking, a man would think it strange to be in a place wherein he never was before, and remember
      nothing of how he came there. But in a dream, there cometh little of that kind into consideration. The clearness
      of conception in a dream, taketh away distrust, unless the strangeness be excessive, as to think himself fallen
      from on high without hurt, and then most commonly he awaketh.
    


    
      10. Nor is it impossible for a man to be so far deceived, as when his dream is past, to think it real: for if he
      dream of such things as are ordinarily in his mind, and in such order as he useth to do waking, and withal that
      he laid him down to sleep in the place where he findeth himself when he awaketh (all which may happen) I know no
      κριτήριον or mark by which he can discern whether it were a dream or not, and do therefore the less wonder
      to hear a man sometimes to tell his dream for a truth, or to take it for a vision.
    


    
      1. l. 5 organs. l. 8 obscure. 2. l. 2 when there be many. l. 4 because deest. l. 6 object.
    


    
      l. 1 of dreams (old men commonly dream oftener and have their dreams more painful than young) proceeding edd.
      Sic etiam H et C, verbis inclusis in margine cum asterisco scriptis. Item quae nos in textum recepimus A D E
      habent in margine cum asterisco; et A quidem scripta Hobbesii manu; in B autem desiderantur. l. 5 lust, as
      dreams. l. 7 descents … maketh us a dream … meats and drinks. l. 18 that had caused. Qui insequitur omnis
      locus (If it usque ad reciprocal) deest in edd. et in B; in margine positus est cum asterisco in A D E;
      sed in A manu auct. scriptus. Habet eundem C in marg. cum aster., sed formula paulum mutata. (If it be …
      whether the person … is to the person present, and it prove so, then certainly the motion is reciprocal.) Quae
      etiam fuit in marg. cod. H, post expuncta est.
    


    
      l. 3 must needs proceed. l. 7 in deest. l. 8 permits. 4. l. 5 single. l. 6 us deest. 5. l. 6 a
      steadfast deest. l. 9 who are.
    


    
      l. 6 impossible to the sense. 7. l. 15 but departed. l. 18 the city deest. ib. escape. l. 20 of
      deest. l. 26 a great bis. Totus hic locus (to see u. a. finem) in marg. c. aster.
      scriptus extat in A (sed manu vulgari) B D.
    


    
      8. l. 7 his conceptions, that is to say dreams, obscurer. 9. l. 2 at place. l. 4 where he. l. 10 he waketh. 10.
      l. 8 therefore do.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 4.
    


    
      1. Discourse. 2. The cause of coherence of thoughts. 3. Ranging. 4. Sagacity. 5. Reminiscence. 6. Experience. 7.
      Expectation or conjecture of the future. 8. Conjecture of the past. 9. Signs. 10. Prudence. 11. Caveats of
      concluding from experience.
    


    
      1. THE succession of conceptions in the mind, their series or consequence of one after another,
      may be casual and incoherent, as in dreams for the most part; and it may be orderly, as when the former thought
      introduceth the latter; and this is discourse of the mind. But because the word discourse is commonly taken for
      the coherence and consequence of words, I will (to avoid equivocation) call it DISCURSION.
    


    
      2. The cause of the coherence or consequence of one conception to another, is their first coherence, or
      consequence at that time when they were produced by sense. As for example: from St. Andrew the mind runneth to
      St. Peter, because their names are read together; from St. Peter to a stone, for the same cause; from stone to
      foundation, because we see them together; and for the same cause, from foundation to church, from church to
      people, and from people to tumult. And according to this example, the mind may run almost from any thing to any
      thing. But as to the sense the conception of cause and effect succeed one another; so may they after sense in the
      imagination. And for the most part they do so. The cause whereof is the appetite of them, who, having a
      conception of the end, have next unto it a conception of the next means to that end. As when a man, from the
      thought of honour to which he hath an appetite, cometh to the thought of wisdom, which is
      the next means thereto; and from thence to the thought of study, which is the next means to wisdom, etc.
    


    
      3. To omit that kind of discursion by which we proceed from any thing to any thing, there are of the other kind
      divers sorts. As first in the senses: there are certain coherences of conceptions, which we may call
      RANGING. Examples whereof are: a man’s casting his eye upon the ground, to look about for some
      small thing lost; the hounds casting about at a fault in hunting; and the ranging of spaniels. And herein we take
      a beginning arbitrarily.
    


    
      4. Another sort of discursion is, when the appetite giveth a man his beginning, as in the example before adduced:
      where honour, to which a man hath appetite, maketh him to think upon the next means of attaining it, and that
      again of the next, &c. And this the Latins call sagacitas, SAGACITY, and we may call it
      hunting or tracing, as dogs trace the beast by the smell, and men hunt them by their footsteps; or as men hunt
      after riches, place, or knowledge.
    


    
      5. There is yet another kind of discursion beginning with appetite to recover something lost, proceeding from the
      present backward, from the thought of the place where we miss it, to the thought of the place from whence we came
      last; and from the thought of that, to the thought of a place before, till we have in our mind some place,
      wherein we had the thing we miss: and this is called REMINISCENCE.
    


    
      6. The remembrance of the succession of one thing to another, that is, of what was antecedent, and what
      consequent, and what concomitant, is called an experiment; whether the same be made by us voluntarily, as when a
      man putteth any thing into the fire, to see what effect the fire will produce upon it; or
      not made by us, as when we remember a fair morning after a red evening. To have had many experiments, is that we
      call EXPERIENCE, which is nothing else but remembrance of what antecedents have been followed with
      what consequents.
    


    
      7. No man can have in his mind a conception of the future, for the future is not yet. But of our conceptions of
      the past, we make a future; or rather, call past, future relatively. Thus after a man hath been accustomed to see
      like antecedents followed by like consequents, whensoever he seeth the like come to pass to any thing he had seen
      before, he looks there should follow it the same that followed then. As for example: because a man hath often
      seen offences followed by punishment, when he seeth an offence in present, he thinketh punishment to be
      consequent thereto. But consequent unto that which is present, men call future. And thus we make remembrance to
      be prevision or conjecture of things to come, or EXPECTATION or PRESUMPTION of the
      future.
    


    
      8. In the same manner, if a man seeth in present that which he hath seen before, he thinks that that which was
      antecedent to what he saw before, is also antecedent to that he presently seeth. As for example: he that hath
      seen the ashes remain after the fire, and now again seeth ashes, concludeth again there hath been fire. And this
      is called CONJECTURE of the past, or presumption of fact.
    


    
      9. When a man hath so often observed like antecedents to be followed by like consequents, that whensoever he
      seeth the antecedent, he looketh again for the consequent; or when he seeth the consequent, he maketh account
      there hath been the like antecedent; then he calleth both the antecedent and the consequent, SIGNS
      one of another, as clouds are a sign of rain to come, and rain of clouds past.
    


    
      10. This taking of signs from experience, is that wherein men do ordinarily think, the
      difference stands between man and man in wisdom, by which they commonly understand a man’s whole ability or power
      cognitive. But this is an error; for these signs are but conjectural; and according as they have often or seldom
      failed, so their assurance is more or less; but never full and evident; for though a man hath always seen the day
      and night to follow one another hitherto; yet can he not thence conclude they shall do so, or that they have done
      so eternally. Experience concludeth nothing universally. If the signs hit twenty times for once missing, a man
      may lay a wager of twenty to one of the event; but may not conclude it for a truth. But by this it is plain, that
      they shall conjecture best, that have most experience: because they have most signs to conjecture by; which is
      the reason that old men are more prudent, that is, conjecture better, cœteris paribus, than young. For,
      being older, they remember more; and experience is but remembrance. And men of quick imagination, cœteris
      paribus, are more prudent than those whose imaginations are slow: for they observe more in less time. And
      PRUDENCE is nothing else but conjecture from experience, or taking of signs from experience
      warily, that is, that the experiments from which one taketh such signs be all remembered; for else the cases are
      not alike, that seem so.
    


    
      11. As in conjectural things concerning past and future, it is prudence to conclude from experience, what is
      likely to come to pass, or to have passed already; so is it an error to conclude from it, that it is so or so
      called. That is to say, we cannot from experience conclude, that any thing is to be called just or injust, true
      or false, nor any proposition universal whatsoever, except it be from remembrance of the use
      of names imposed arbitrarily by men. For example: to have heard a sentence given (in the like case the like
      sentence a thousand times) is not enough to conclude that the sentence is just (though most men have no other
      means to conclude by); but it is necessary, for the drawing of such conclusion, to trace and find out, by many
      experiences, what men do mean by calling things just and unjust, and the like. Farther, there is another caveat
      to be taken in concluding by experience, from the tenth section of the second chapter; that is, that we conclude
      not such things to be without, that are within us.
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      CHAPTER 5.
    


    
      1. Of marks. 2. Names or appellations. 3. Names positive and privative. 4. Advantage of names maketh capable of
      science. 5. Names universal and singular. 6. Universals not in rerum natura. 7. Equivocal names. 8.
      Understanding. 9. Affirmation, negation, proposition. 10. Truth, falsity. 11. Ratiocination. 12. According to
      reason, against reason. 13. The causes, as of knowledge, so of error come by names. 14. Translation of the
      discourse of the mind into the discourse of the tongue, and of the errors thence proceeding.
    


    
      1. SEEING the succession of conceptions in the mind are caused (as hath been said before) by the
      succession they had one to another when they were produced by the senses; and that there is no conception that
      hath not been produced immediately before or after innumerable others, by the innumerable acts of sense; it must
      needs follow, that one conception followeth not another, according to our election, and the
      need we have of them, but as it chanceth us to hear or see such things as shall bring them to our mind. The
      experience we have hereof, is in such brute beasts, which, having the providence to hide the remains and
      superfluity of their meat, do nevertheless want the remembrance of the place where they hid it, and thereby make
      no benefit thereof in their hunger. But man, who in this point beginneth to advance himself above the nature of
      beasts, hath observed and remembered the cause of this defect, and to amend the same, hath imagined and devised
      to set up a visible or other sensible mark, the which when he seeth again, may bring to his mind the thought he
      had when he set it up. A MARK therefore is a sensible object which a man erecteth voluntarily to
      himself, to the end to remember thereby somewhat past, when the same is objected to his sense again. As men that
      have passed by a rock at sea, set up some mark, whereby to remember their former danger, and avoid it.
    


    
      2. In the number of these marks, are those human voices (which we call the names or appellations of things)
      sensible to the ear, by which we recall into our mind some conceptions of the things to which we give those names
      or appellations. As the appellation white bringeth to remembrance the quality of such objects as produce that
      colour or conception in us. A NAME or APPELLATION therefore is the voice of a man,
      arbitrarily imposed, for a mark to bring to his mind some conception concerning the thing on which it is imposed.
    


    
      3. Things named, are either the objects themselves, as man; or the conception itself that we have of man, as
      shape or motion; or some privation, which is when we conceive that there is something which we conceive, not in
      him. As when we conceive he is not just, not finite, we give him the name of unjust and
      infinite, which signify privation or defect either in the thing named, or in us that give the name. And to the
      privations themselves we give the names injustice and infiniteness. So that here be two sorts of names: one of
      things, in which we conceive something, or of the conceptions themselves, which are called
      POSITIVE; the other of things wherein we conceive privation or defect, and those names are called
      PRIVATIVE.
    


    
      4. By the advantage of names it is that we are capable of science, which beasts, for want of them, are not; nor
      man, without the use of them: for as a beast misseth not one or two out of her many young ones, for want of those
      names of order, one, two, three, &c., which we call number; so neither would a man, without repeating orally,
      or mentally, the words of number, know how many pieces of money or other things lie before him.
    


    
      5. Seeing there be many conceptions of one and the same thing, and for every several conception we give it a
      several name; it followeth that for one and the same thing, we have many names or attributes; as to the same man
      we give the appellations of just, valiant, &c., for divers virtues, and of strong, comely, &c., for
      divers qualities of the body. And again, because from divers things we receive like conceptions, many things must
      needs have the same appellation. As to all things we see, we give the same name of visible; and to all things we
      see moved, we give the appellation of moveable. And those names we give to many, are called
      UNIVERSAL to them all; as the name man to every particular of mankind: such appellations as we
      give to one only thing, are called individual, or SINGULAR; as Socrates, and other proper names;
      or, by circumlocution, as: he that writ the Iliad, for Homer.
    


    
      6. This universality of one name to many things, hath been the cause that men think that the
      things themselves are universal. And do seriously contend, that besides Peter and John, and all the rest of the
      men that are, have been, or shall be in the world, there is yet somewhat else that we call man, (viz.) man in
      general, deceiving themselves by taking the universal, or general appellation, for the thing it signifieth. For
      if one should desire the painter to make him the picture of a man, which is as much as to say, of a man in
      general; he meaneth no more, but that the painter shall choose what man he pleaseth to draw, which must needs be
      some of them that are, have been, or may be, none of which are universal. But when he would have him to draw the
      picture of the king, or any particular person, he limiteth the painter to that one person himself chooseth. It is
      plain therefore, that there is nothing universal but names; which are therefore also called indefinite; because
      we limit them not ourselves, but leave them to be applied by the hearer: whereas a singular name is limited or
      restrained to one of the many things it signifieth; as when we say, this man, pointing to him, or giving him his
      proper name, or by some such other way.
    


    
      7. The appellations that be universal, and common to many things, are not always given to all the particulars,
      (as they ought to be) for like conceptions and considerations in them all; which is the cause that many of them
      are not of constant signification, but bring into our minds other thoughts than those for which they were
      ordained. And these are called EQUIVOCAL. As for example, the word faith sometimes signifieth the
      same with belief; sometimes it signifieth particularly that belief which maketh a Christian; and sometimes it
      signifieth the keeping of a promise. Also all metaphors are (by profession) equivocal. And there is scarce any word that is not made equivocal by divers contextures of speech, or by diversity of
      pronunciation and gesture.
    


    
      8. This equivocation of names maketh it difficult to recover those conceptions for which the name was ordained;
      and that not only in the language of other men, wherein we are to consider the drift, and occasion, and
      contexture of the speech, as well as the words themselves; but also in our own discourse, which being derived
      from the custom and common use of speech, representeth not unto us our own conceptions. It is therefore a great
      ability in a man, out of the words, contexture, and other circumstances of language, to deliver himself from
      equivocation, and to find out the true meaning of what is said: and this is it we call
      UNDERSTANDING.
    


    
      9. Of two appellations, by the help of this little verb IS, or something equivalent, we make an
      AFFIRMATION or NEGATION, either of which in the Schools we call also a proposition,
      and consisteth of two appellations joined together by the said verb is: as for example, this is a proposition:
      man is a living creature; or this: man is not righteous; whereof the former is called an affirmation, because the
      appellation living creature is positive; the latter a negation, because not righteous is privative.
    


    
      10. In every proposition, be it affirmative or negative, the latter appellation either comprehendeth the former,
      as in this proposition, charity is a virtue, the name of virtue comprehendeth the name of charity (and many other
      virtues besides), and then is the proposition said to be TRUE or TRUTH: for, truth,
      and a true proposition, is all one. Or else the latter appellation comprehendeth not the former; as in this
      proposition, every man is just, the name of just comprehendeth not every man; for unjust is the
      name of the far greater part of men. And then the proposition is said to be
      FALSE, or falsity: falsity and a false proposition being the same thing.
    


    
      11. In what manner of two propositions, whether both affirmative, or one affirmative, the other negative, is made
      a SYLLOGISM, I forbear to write. All this that hath been said of names or propositions, though
      necessary, is but dry discourse: and this place is not for the whole art of logic, which if I enter further into,
      I ought to pursue: besides, it is not needful; for there be few men which have not so much natural logic, as
      thereby to discern well enough, whether any conclusion I shall hereafter make, in this discourse, be well or ill
      collected: only thus much I say in this place, that making of syllogisms is that we call
      RATIOCINATION or reasoning.
    


    
      12. Now when a man reasoneth from principles that are found indubitable by experience, all deceptions of sense
      and equivocation of words avoided, the conclusion he maketh is said to be according to right reason; but when
      from his conclusion a man may, by good ratiocination, derive that which is contradictory to any evident truth
      whatsoever, then is he said to have concluded against reason: and such a conclusion is called absurdity.
    


    
      13. As the invention of names hath been necessary for the drawing of men out of ignorance, by calling to their
      remembrance the necessary coherence of one conception to another; so also hath it on the other side precipitated
      men into error: insomuch, that whereas by the benefit of words and ratiocination they exceed brute beasts in
      knowledge; by the incommodities that accompany the same they exceed them also in errors. For true and false are
      things not incident to beasts, because they adhere to propositions and language; nor have they ratiocination,
      whereby to multiply one untruth by another: as men have.
    


    
      14. It is the nature almost of every corporeal thing, being often moved in one and the same
      manner, to receive continually a greater and greater easiness and aptitude to the same motion; insomuch as in
      time the same becometh so habitual, that to beget it, there needs no more than to begin it. The passions of man,
      as they are the beginning of all his voluntary motions, so are they the beginning of speech, which is the motion
      of his tongue. And men desiring to shew others the knowledge, opinions, conceptions, and passions which are
      within themselves, and to that end having invented language, have by that means transferred all that discursion
      of their mind mentioned in the former chapter, by the motion of their tongues, into discourse of words; and
      ratio, now, is but oratio, for the most part, wherein custom hath so great a power, that the mind
      suggesteth only the first word, the rest follow habitually, and are not followed by the mind. As it is with
      beggars, when they say their paternoster, putting together such words, and in such manner, as in their
      education they have learned from their nurses, from their companions, or from their teachers, having no images or
      conceptions in their minds answering to the words they speak. And as they have learned themselves, so they teach
      posterity. Now, if we consider the power of those deceptions of sense, mentioned chapter 2 section 10, and also how unconstantly names have been settled, and how subject they
      are to equivocation, and how diversified by passion, (scarce two men agreeing what is to be called good, and what
      evil; what liberality, what prodigality; what valour, what temerity) and how subject men are to paralogism or
      fallacy in reasoning, I may in a manner conclude, that it is impossible to rectify so many errors of any one man,
      as must needs proceed from those causes, without beginning anew from the very first grounds of all our knowledge,
      sense; and, instead of books, reading over orderly one’s own conceptions: in which meaning I
      take nosce teipsum for a precept worthy the reputation it hath gotten.
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      CHAPTER 6.
    


    
      1. Of the two kinds of knowledge. 2. Truth and evidence necessary to knowledge. 3. Evidence defined. 4. Science
      defined. 5. Supposition defined. 6. Opinion defined. 7. Belief defined. 8. Conscience defined. 9. Belief, in some
      cases, no less free from doubt than knowledge.
    


    
      1. THERE is a story somewhere, of one that pretended to have been miraculously cured of blindness,
      wherewith he was born, by St. Alban or other St., at the town of St. Alban’s; and that the Duke of Gloucester
      being there, to be satisfied of the truth of the miracle, asked the man, What colour is this? who, by answering,
      It is green, discovered himself, and was punished for a counterfeit: for though by his sight newly received he
      might distinguish between green, and red, and all other colours, as well as any that should interrogate him, yet
      he could not possibly know at first sight, which of them was called green, or red, or by other name. By this we
      may understand, there be two sorts of knowledge, whereof the one is nothing else but sense, or knowledge original
      (as I have said at the beginning of the second chapter), and remembrance of the same; the other is called science
      or knowledge of the truth of propositions, and how things are called, and is derived from understanding. Both of
      these sorts are but experience; the former being the experience of the effects of things that work upon us from
      without; and the latter the experience men have of the proper use of names in language. And all experience being
      (as I have said) but remembrance, all knowledge is remembrance: and of the former, the
      register we keep in books, is called history; but the registers of the latter are called the sciences.
    


    
      2. There are two things necessarily implied in this word knowledge; the one is truth, the other evidence; for
      what is not true, can never be known. For let a man say he knoweth a thing never so well, if the same shall
      afterwards appear to be false, he is driven to a confession, that it was not knowledge, but opinion. Likewise, if
      the truth be not evident, though a man holdeth it, yet is his knowledge of it no more than theirs that hold the
      contrary. For if truth were enough to make it knowledge, all truths were known: which is not so.
    


    
      3. What truth is, hath been defined in the precedent chapter; what evidence is, I now set down. And it is the
      concomitance of a man’s conception with the words that signify such conception in the act of ratiocination. For
      when a man reasoneth with his lips only, to which the mind suggesteth only the beginning, and followeth not the
      words of his mouth with the conceptions of his mind, out of a custom of so speaking; though he begin his
      ratiocination with true propositions, and proceed with perfect syllogisms, and thereby make always true
      conclusions; yet are not his conclusions evident to him, for want of the concomitance of conception with his
      words. For if the words alone were sufficient, a parrot might be taught as well to know a truth, as to speak it.
      Evidence is to truth, as the sap is to the tree, which so far as it creepeth along with the body and branches,
      keepeth them alive; where it forsaketh them, they die. For this evidence, which is meaning with our words, is the
      life of truth; without it truth is nothing worth.
    


    
      4. Knowledge, therefore, which we call SCIENCE, I define to be evidence of
      truth, from some beginning or principle of sense. For the truth of a proposition is never evident, until we
      conceive the meaning of the words or terms whereof it consisteth, which are always conceptions of the mind; nor
      can we remember those conceptions, without the thing that produced the same by our senses. The first principle of
      knowledge therefore is, that we have such and such conceptions; the second, that we have thus and thus named the
      things whereof they are conceptions; the third is, that we have joined those names in such manner, as to make
      true propositions; the fourth and last is, that we have joined those propositions in such manner as they be
      concluding. And by these four steps the conclusion is known and evident, and the truth of the conclusion said to
      be known. And of these two kinds of knowledge, whereof the former is experience of fact, and the latter evidence
      of truth: as the former, if it be great, is called prudence, so the latter, if it be much, hath usually been
      called, both by ancient and modern writers, SAPIENCE or wisdom: and of this latter, man only is
      capable; of the former, brute beasts also participate.
    


    
      5. A proposition is said to be supposed, when, being not evident, it is nevertheless admitted for a time, to the
      end, that joining to it other propositions, we may conclude something; and so proceed from conclusion to
      conclusion, for a trial whether the same will lead us into any absurd or impossible conclusion; which if it do,
      then we know such supposition to have been false.
    


    
      6. But if running through many conclusions, we come to none that are absurd, then we think the supposition
      probable; likewise we think probable whatsoever proposition we admit for truth by error of reasoning, or from
      trusting to other men. And all such propositions as are admitted by trust or error, we are not said to know, but
      think them to be true: and the admittance of them is called OPINION.
    


    
      7. And particularly, when the opinion is admitted out of trust to other men, they are said
      to believe it; and their admittance of it is called BELIEF, and sometimes faith.
    


    
      8. It is either science or opinion which we commonly mean by the word conscience: for men say that such and such
      a thing is true upon, or in their consciences; which they never do, when they think it doubtful; and therefore
      they know, or think they know it to be true. But men, when they say things upon their conscience, are not
      therefore presumed certainly to know the truth of what they say. It remaineth then, that that word is used by
      them that have an opinion, not only of the truth of the thing, but also of their knowledge of it. So that
      conscience, as men commonly use the word, signifieth an opinion, not so much of the truth of the proposition, as
      of their own knowledge of it, to which the truth of the proposition is consequent. CONSCIENCE
      therefore I define to be opinion of evidence.
    


    
      9. Belief, which is the admitting of propositions upon trust, in many cases is no less free from doubt, than
      perfect and manifest knowledge. For as there is nothing whereof there is not some cause; so, when there is doubt,
      there must be some cause thereof conceived. Now there be many things which we receive from report of others, of
      which it is impossible to imagine any cause of doubt: for what can be opposed against the consent of all men, in
      things they can know, and have no cause to report otherwise than they are (such as is a great part of our
      histories), unless a man would say that all the world had conspired to deceive him. And thus much of sense,
      imagination, discursion, ratiocination, and knowledge, which are the acts of our power cognitive, or conceptive.
      That power of the mind which we call motive, differeth from the power motive of the body; for the power motive of
      the body is that by which it moveth other bodies, which we call strength: but the power motive of the mind, is that by which the mind giveth animal motion to that body wherein it existeth; the
      acts hereof are our affections and passions, of which I am now to speak.
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      CHAPTER 7.
    


    
      1. Of delight, pain, love, hatred. 2. Appetite, aversion, fear. 3. Good, evil, pulchritude, turpitude. 5. End,
      fruition. 6. Profitable, use, vain. 7. Felicity. 8. Good and evil mixed. 9. Sensual delight, and pain; joy and
      grief.
    


    
      1. IN the eighth section of the second chapter is shewed, how conceptions or apparitions are
      nothing really, but motion in some internal substance of the head; which motion not stopping there, but
      proceeding to the heart, of necessity must there either help or hinder that motion which is called vital; when it
      helpeth, it is called DELIGHT, contentment, or pleasure, which is nothing really but motion about
      the heart, as conception is nothing but motion within the head; and the objects that cause it are called pleasant
      or delightful, or by some name equivalent; the Latins have jucunda, a juvando, from helping; and
      the same delight, with reference to the object, is called LOVE: but when such motion weakeneth or
      hindereth the vital motion, then it is called PAIN; and in relation to that which causeth it,
      HATRED, which the Latin expresseth sometimes by odium, and sometimes by tœdium.
    


    
      2. This motion, in which consisteth pleasure or pain, is also a solicitation or provocation either to draw near
      to the thing that pleaseth, or to retire from the thing that displeaseth. And this solicitation is the endeavour
      or internal beginning of animal motion, which when the object delighteth, is called APPETITE; when
      it displeaseth, it is called AVERSION, in respect of the displeasure present; but in respect of the displeasure expected, FEAR. So that pleasure, love, and appetite, which
      is also called desire, are divers names for divers considerations of the same thing.
    


    
      3. Every man, for his own part, calleth that which pleaseth, and is delightful to himself, GOOD;
      and that EVIL which displeaseth him: insomuch that while every man differeth from other in
      constitution, they differ also one from another concerning the common distinction of good and evil. Nor is there
      any such thing as ἀγαςὸν ἁπλῶς, that is to say, simply good. For even the goodness which we attribute to
      God Almighty, is his goodness to us. And as we call good and evil the things that please and displease; so call
      we goodness and badness, the qualities or powers whereby they do it. And the signs of that goodness are called by
      the Latins in one word PULCHRITUDO, and the signs of evil, TURPITUDO; to which we
      have no words precisely answerable.
    


    
      4. As all conceptions we have immediately by the sense, are delight, or pain, or appetite, or fear; so are also
      the imaginations after sense. But as they are weaker imaginations, so are they also weaker pleasures, or weaker
      pain.
    


    
      5. As appetite is the beginning of animal motion toward something which pleaseth us; so is the attaining thereof,
      the END of that motion, which we also call the scope, and aim, and final cause of the same: and
      when we attain that end, the delight we have thereby is called FRUITION: so that bonum and
      finis are different names, but for different considerations of the same thing.
    


    
      6. And of ends, some are called propinqui, that is, near at hand; others remoti, farther off. But
      when the ends that be nearer attaining, be compared with those that be farther off, they are not called ends, but
      means, and the way to those. But for an utmost end, in which the ancient philosophers have
      placed felicity, and have disputed much concerning the way thereto, there is no such thing in this world, nor way
      to it, more than to Utopia: for while we live, we have desires, and desire presupposeth a farther end. Those
      things which please us, as the way or means to a farther end, we call PROFITABLE; and the fruition
      of them, USE; and those things that profit not, VAIN.
    


    
      7. Seeing all delight is appetite, and appetite presupposeth a farther end, there can be no contentment but in
      proceeding: and therefore we are not to marvel, when we see, that as men attain to more riches, honours, or other
      power; so their appetite continually groweth more and more; and when they are come to the utmost degree of one
      kind of power, they pursue some other, as long as in any kind they think themselves behind any other. Of those
      therefore that have attained to the highest degree of honour and riches, some have affected mastery in some art;
      as Nero in music and poetry, Commodus in the art of a gladiator. And such as affect not some such thing, must
      find diversion and recreation of their thoughts in the contention either of play, or business. And men justly
      complain as of a great grief, that they know not what to do. FELICITY, therefore (by which we mean
      continual delight), consisteth not in having prospered, but in prospering.
    


    
      8. There are few things in this world, but either have a mixture of good and evil, or there is a chain of them so
      necessarily linked together, that the one cannot be taken without the other, as for example: the pleasures of
      sin, and the bitterness of punishment, are inseparable; as are also labour and honour, for the most part. Now
      when in the whole chain, the greater part is good, the whole is called good; and when the evil over-weigheth, the
      whole is called evil.
    


    
      9. There are two sorts of pleasure, whereof the one seemeth to affect the corporeal organ of
      sense, and that I call SENSUAL; the greatest whereof is that, by which we are invited to give
      continuance to our species; and the next, by which a man is invited to meat, for the preservation of his
      individual person. The other sort of delight is not particular to any part of the body, and is called the delight
      of the mind, and is that which we call JOY. Likewise of pains, some affect the body, and are
      therefore called the pains of the body; and some not, and those are called GRIEF.
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      CHAPTER 8.
    


    
      1, 2. Wherein consist the pleasures of the sense. 3, 4. Of the imagination, or conception of power. 5. Honour,
      honourable, worth. 6. Signs of honour. 7, Reverence.
    


    
      1. HAVING in the first section of the precedent chapter presupposed that motion and agitation of
      the brain which we call conception, to be continued to the heart, and there to be called passion; I have thereby
      obliged myself, as far forth as I can, to search out and declare, from what conception proceedeth every one of
      those passions which we commonly take notice of. For the things that please and displease, are innumerable, and
      work innumerable ways; but men have taken notice of the passions they have from them in a very few, which also
      are many of them without name.
    


    
      2. And first, we are to consider that of conceptions there are three sorts, whereof one is of that which is
      present, which is sense; another, of that which is past, which is remembrance; and the
      third, of that which is future, which we call expectation: all which have been manifestly declared in the second
      and the third chapter. And every of these conceptions is pleasure present. And first for the pleasures of the
      body which affect the sense of touch and taste, as far forth as they be organical, their conception is sense; so
      also is the pleasure of all exonerations of nature, all which passions I have before named sensual pleasures; and
      their contraries, sensual pains; to which also may be added the pleasures and displeasures of odours, if any of
      them shall be found organical, which for the most part they are not, as appeareth by this experience which every
      man hath, that the same smells, when they seem to proceed from others, displease, though they proceed from
      ourselves; but when we think they proceed from ourselves, they displease not, though they come from others: the
      displeasure therefore, in these is a conception of hurt thereby as being unwholesome, and is therefore a
      conception of evil to come, and not present. Concerning the delight of hearing, it is diverse, and the organ
      itself not affected thereby. Simple sounds please by continuance and equality, as the sound of a bell or lute:
      insomuch that it seemeth an equality continued by the percussion of the object upon the ear, is pleasure; the
      contrary is called harshness: such as is grating, and some other sounds, which do not always affect the body, but
      only sometimes, and that with a kind of horror beginning at the teeth. Harmony, or many sounds together agreeing,
      please by the same reason as unison, which is the sound of equal strings equally stretched. Sounds that differ in
      any height, please by inequality and equality alternate, that is to say, the higher note striketh twice, for one
      stroke of the other, whereby they strike together every second time; as is well proved by
      Galileo, in the first dialogue concerning local motions, where he also sheweth, that two sounds differing a
      fifth, delight the ear by an equality of striking after two inequalities; for the higher note striketh the ear
      thrice, while the other striketh but twice. In the like manner he sheweth, wherein consisteth the pleasure of
      concord, and the displeasure of discord, in other differences of notes. There is yet another pleasure and
      displeasure of sounds, which consisteth in consequence of one note after another, diversified both by accent and
      measure: whereof that which pleaseth is called air. But for what reason succession in one tone and measure is
      more air than another, I confess I know not; but I conjecture the reason to be, for that some of them may imitate
      and revive some passion which otherwise we take no notice of, and the other not; for no air pleaseth but for a
      time, no more doth imitation. Also the pleasures of the eye consist in a certain equality of colour: for light,
      the most glorious of all colours, is made by equal operation of the object; whereas colour is (perturbed, that is
      to say) unequal light, as hath been said chap. 2. sect. 8. And
      therefore colours, the more equality is in them, the more resplendent they are. And as harmony is a pleasure to
      the ear, which consisteth of divers sounds; so perhaps may some mixture of divers colours be harmony to the eye,
      more than another mixture. There is yet another delight by the ear, which happeneth only to men of skill in
      music, which is of another nature, and not (as these) conception of the present, but rejoicing in their own
      skill; of which nature are the passions of which I am to speak next.
    


    
      3. Conception of the future is but a supposition of the same, proceeding from remembrance of what is past; and we
      so far conceive that anything will be hereafter, as we know there is something at the
      present that hath power to produce it. And that anything hath power now to produce another thing hereafter, we
      cannot conceive, but by remembrance that it hath produced the like heretofore. Wherefore all conception of
      future, is conception of power able to produce something; whosoever therefore expecteth pleasure to come, must
      conceive withal some power in himself by which the same may be attained. And because the passions whereof I am to
      speak next, consist in conception of the future, that is to say, in conception of power past, and the act to
      come; before I go any farther, I must in the next place speak somewhat concerning this power.
    


    
      4. By this power I mean the same with the faculties of body and mind, mentioned in the first chapter, that is to
      say, of the body, nutritive, generative, motive; and of the mind, knowledge. And besides those, such farther
      powers, as by them are acquired (viz.) riches, place of authority, friendship or favour, and good fortune; which
      last is really nothing else but the favour of God Almighty. The contraries of these are impotences, infirmities,
      or defects of the said powers respectively. And because the power of one man resisteth and hindereth the effects
      of the power of another: power simply is no more, but the excess of the power of one above that of another. For
      equal powers opposed, destroy one another; and such their opposition is called contention.
    


    
      5. The signs by which we know our own power are those actions which proceed from the same; and the signs by which
      other men know it, are such actions, gesture, countenance and speech, as usually such powers produce: and the
      acknowledgment of power is called HONOUR; and to honour a man (inwardly in the mind) is to
      conceive or acknowledge, that that man hath the odds or excess of power above him that
      contendeth or compareth himself. And HONOURABLE are those signs for which one man acknowledgeth
      power or excess above his concurrent in another. As for example:—Beauty of person, consisting in a lively aspect
      of the countenance, and other signs of natural heat, are honourable, being signs precedent of power generative,
      and much issue; as also, general reputation amongst those of the other sex, because signs consequent of the
      same.—And actions proceeding from strength of body and open force, are honourable, as signs consequent of power
      motive, such as are victory in battle or duel; et à avoir tué son homme.—Also to adventure upon great
      exploits and danger, as being a sign consequent of opinion of our own strength: and that opinion a sign of the
      strength itself.—And to teach or persuade are honourable, because they be signs of knowledge.—And riches are
      honourable; as signs of the power that acquired them.—And gifts, costs, and magnificence of houses, apparel, and
      the like, are honourable, as signs of riches.—And nobility is honourable by reflection, as signs of power in the
      ancestors.—And authority, because a sign of strength, wisdom, favour or riches by which it is attained.—And good
      fortune or casual prosperity is honourable, because a sign of the favour of God, to whom is to be ascribed all
      that cometh to us by fortune, no less than that we attain unto by industry.—And the contraries, or defects, of
      these signs are dishonourable; and according to the signs of honour and dishonour, so we estimate and make the
      value or WORTH of a man. For so much worth is every thing, as a man will give for the use of all
      it can do.
    


    
      6. The signs of honour are those by which we perceive that one man acknowledgeth the power and worth of another.
      Such as these:—To praise; to magnify; to bless, or call happy; to pray or supplicate to; to thank; to offer unto
      or present; to obey; to hearken to with attention; to speak to with consideration; to
      approach unto in decent manner, to keep distance from; to give the way to, and the like; which are the honour the
      inferior giveth to the superior.
    


    
      But the signs of honour from the superior to the inferior, are such as these: to praise or prefer him before his
      concurrent; to hear him more willingly; to speak to him more familiarly; to admit him nearer; to employ him
      rather; to ask his advice rather; to like his opinions; and to give him any gift father than money, or if money,
      so much as may not imply his need of a little: for need of little is greater poverty than need of much. And this
      is enough for examples of the signs of honour and of power.
    


    
      7. Reverence is the conception we have concerning another, that he hath a power to do unto us both good and hurt,
      but not the will to do us hurt.
    


    
      8. In the pleasure men have, or displeasure from the signs of honour or dishonour done unto them, consisteth the
      nature of the passions in particular, whereof we are to speak in the next chapter.
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      1. Glory, aspiring, false glory, vain glory. 2. Humility and dejection. 3. Shame. 4. Courage. 5. Anger. 6.
      Revengefulness. 7. Repentance. 8. Hope, despair, diffidence. 9. Trust. 10. Pity and hardness of heart. 11.
      Indignation. 12. Emulation and envy. 13. Laughter. 14. Weeping. 15. Lust. 16. Love. 17. Charity. 18. Admiration
      and curiosity. 19. Of the passion of them that flock to see danger. 20. Of magnanimity and pusillanimity. 21. A
      view of the passions represented in a race.
    


    
      1. GLORY, or internal gloriation or triumph of the mind, is that passion which proceedeth from the
      imagination or conception of our own power, above the power of him that contendeth with us.
      The signs whereof, besides those in the countenance, and other gestures of the body which cannot be described,
      are, ostentation in words, and insolency in actions; and this passion, by them whom it displeaseth, is called
      pride: by them whom it pleaseth, it is termed a just valuation of himself. This imagination of our power and
      worth, may be an assured and certain experience of our own actions, and then is that glorying just and well
      grounded, and begetteth an opinion of increasing the same by other actions to follow; in which consisteth the
      appetite which we call ASPIRING, or proceeding from one degree of power to another. The same
      passion may proceed not from any conscience of our own actions, but from fame and trust of others, whereby one
      may think well of himself, and yet be deceived; and this is FALSE GLORY, and the aspiring
      consequent thereto procureth ill-success. Farther, the fiction (which also is imagination) of actions done by
      ourselves, which never were done, is glorying; but because it begetteth no appetite nor endeavour to any further
      attempt, it is merely vain and unprofitable; as when a man imagineth himself to do the actions whereof he readeth
      in some romant, or to be like unto some other man whose acts he admireth. And this is called VAIN
      GLORY: and is exemplified in the fable by the fly sitting on the axletree, and saying to himself, What a
      dust do I raise ! The expression of vain glory is that we call a wish, which some of the Schoolmen, mistaking for
      some appetite distinct from all the rest, have called velleity, making a new word, as they made a new passion
      which was not before. Signs of vain glory in the gesture, are imitation of others, counterfeiting attention to
      things they understand not, affectation of fashions, captation of honour from their dreams,
      and other little stories of themselves, from their country, from their names, and the like.
    


    
      2. The passion contrary to glory, proceeding from apprehension of our own infirmity, is called
      HUMILITY by those by whom it is approved; by the rest, DEJECTION and poorness;
      which conception may be well or ill grounded. If well, it produceth fear to attempt any thing rashly; if ill, it
      may be called vain fear, as the contrary is vain glory, and consisteth in fear of the power, without any other
      sign of the act to follow, as children fear to go in the dark, upon imagination of spirits, and fear all
      strangers as enemies. This is the passion which utterly cows a man, that he neither dare speak publicly, nor
      expect good success in any action.
    


    
      3. It happeneth sometimes, that he that hath a good opinion of himself, and upon good ground, may nevertheless,
      by reason of the forwardness which that passion begetteth, discover in himself some defect or infirmity, the
      remembrance whereof dejecteth him; and this passion is called SHAME, by which being cooled and
      checked in his forwardness, he is more wary for the time to come. This passion, as it is a sign of infirmity,
      which is dishonour; so also it is a sign of knowledge, which is honour. The sign of it is blushing, which
      happeneth less in men conscious of their own defects, because they less betray the infirmities they acknowledge.
    


    
      4. COURAGE, in a large signification, is the absence of fear in the presence of any evil
      whatsoever; but in a stricter and more common meaning, it is contempt of wounds and death, when they oppose a man
      in the way to his end.
    


    
      5. ANGER (or sudden courage) is nothing but the appetite or desire of overcoming present
      opposition. It hath been commonly defined to be grief proceeding from an opinion of contempt; which is confuted by the often experience we have of being moved to anger by things
      inanimate and without sense, and consequently incapable of contemning us.
    


    
      6. REVENGEFULNESS is that passion which ariseth from an expectation or imagination of making him
      that hath hurt us, to find his own action hurtful to himself, and to acknowledge the same; and this is the height
      of revenge. For though it be not hard, by returning evil for evil, to make one’s adversary displeased with his
      own fact; yet to make him acknowledge the same, is so difficult, that many a man had rather die than do it.
      Revenge aimeth not at the death, but at the captivity and subjection of an enemy; which was well expressed in the
      exclamation of Tiberius Cæsar, concerning one, that, to frustrate his revenge, had killed himself in prison: Hath
      he escaped me? To kill is the aim of them that hate, to rid themselves of fear; revenge aimeth at triumph, which
      over the dead is not.
    


    
      7. REPENTANCE is the passion that proceedeth from opinion or knowledge that the action they have
      done is out of the way to the end they would attain. The effect whereof is, to pursue that way no longer; but, by
      consideration of the end, to direct themselves into a better. The first motion therefore in this passion is
      grief. But the expectation or conception of returning again into the way, is joy. And consequently, the passion
      of repentance is compounded and allayed of both, but the predominant is joy, else were the whole grief; whieh
      cannot be. For as much as he that proceedeth towards the end, conceiveth good, he proceedeth with appetite. And
      appetite is joy, as hath been said, chap. 7, sect. 3.
    


    
      8. HOPE is expectation of good to come, as fear is the expectation of evil: but when there be
      causes, some that make us expect good, and some that make us expect evil, alternately working in our minds: if
      the causes that make us expect good, be greater than those that make us expect evil, the
      whole passion is hope; if contrarily, the whole is fear. Absolute privation of hope is DESPAIR, a
      degree whereof is DIFFIDENCE.
    


    
      9. TRUST is a passion proceeding from belief of him from whom we expect or hope for good, so free
      from doubt that upon the same we pursue no other way. And distrust, or diffidence, is doubt that maketh him
      endeavour to provide himself by other means. And that this is the meaning of the words trust and distrust, is
      manifest from this, that a man never provideth himself by a second way, but when he mistrusteth that the first
      will not hold.
    


    
      10. PITY is imagination or fiction of future calamity to ourselves, proceeding from the sense of
      another man’s present calamity; but when it lighteth on such as we think have not deserved the same, the
      compassion is the greater, because then there appeareth the more probability that the same may happen to us. For
      the evil that happeneth to an innocent man, may happen to every man. But when we see a man suffer for great
      crimes, which we cannot easily think will fall upon ourselves, the pity is the less. And therefore men are apt to
      pity those whom they love: for, whom they love, they think worthy of good, and therefore not worthy of calamity.
      Thence also it is, that men pity the vices of some they never saw before; and therefore every proper man finds
      pity amongst women, when he goeth to the gallows. The contrary of pity is HARDNESS of heart,
      proceeding either from slowness of imagination, or from extreme great opinion of their own exemption of the like
      calamity, or from hatred of all, or most men.
    


    
      11. INDIGNATION is that grief which consisteth in the conception of good success happening to them
      whom they think unworthy thereof. Seeing therefore men think all those unworthy whom they
      hate, they think them not only unworthy of the good fortune they have, but also of their own virtues. And of all
      the passions of the mind, these two, indignation and pity, are most easily raised and increased by eloquence; for
      the aggravation of the calamity, and extenuation of the fault, augmenteth pity. And the extenuation of the worth
      of the person, together with the magnifying of his success (which are the parts of an orator), are able to turn
      these two passions into fury.
    


    
      12. EMULATION is grief arising from seeing one’s self exceeded or excelled by his concurrent,
      together with hope to equal or exceed him in time to come, by his own ability. But, ENVY is the
      same grief joined with pleasure conceived in the imagination of some ill fortune that may befall him.
    


    
      13. There is a passion which hath no name, but the sign of it is that distortion of the countenance we call
      LAUGHTER, which is always joy; but what joy, what we think, and wherein we triumph when we laugh,
      hath not hitherto been declared by any. That it consisteth in wit, or, as they call it, in the jest, this
      experience confuteth: for men laugh at mischances and indecencies, wherein there lieth no wit or jest at all. And
      forasmuch as the same thing is no more ridiculous when it groweth stale or usual, whatsoever it be that moveth
      laughter, it must be new and unexpected. Men laugh often (especially such as are greedy of applause from every
      thing they do well) at their own actions performed never so little beyond their own expectation; as also at their
      own jests: and in this case it is manifest, that the passion of laughter proceedeth from a sudden conception of
      some ability in himself that laugheth. Also men laugh at the infirmities of others, by comparison of which their
      own abilities are set off and illustrated. Also men laugh at jests, the wit whereof always
      consisteth in the elegant discovering and conveying to our minds some absurdity of another. And in this case also
      the passion of laughter proceedeth from the sudden imagination of our own odds and eminence; for what is else the
      recommending ourselves to our own good opinion, by comparison with another man’s infirmities or absurdity? For
      when a jest is broken upon ourselves, or friends of whose dishonour we participate, we never laugh thereat. I may
      therefore conclude, that the passion of laughter is nothing else but a sudden glory arising from sudden
      conception of some eminency in ourselves, by comparison with the infirmities of others, or with our own formerly:
      for men laugh at the follies of themselves past, when they come suddenly to remembrance, except they bring with
      them any present dishonour. It is no wonder therefore that men take it heinously to be laughed at or derided,
      that is, triumphed over. Laughter without offence, must be at absurdities and infirmities abstracted from
      persons, and where all the company may laugh together. For laughing to one’s self putteth all the rest to a
      jealousy and examination of themselves; besides, it is vain glory, and an argument of little worth, to think the
      infirmities of another sufficient matter for his triumph.
    


    
      14. The passion opposite hereunto, whose signs are another distortion of the face with tears, called
      WEEPING, is the sudden falling out with ourselves, or sudden conception of defect; and therefore
      children weep often; for seeing they think every thing ought to be given unto them which they desire, of
      necessity every repulse must be a sudden check of their expectation, and puts them in mind of their too much
      weakness to make themselves masters of all they look for. For the same cause women are more apt to weep than men,
      as being not only more accustomed to have their wills, but also to measure their power by
      the power and love of others that protect them. Men are apt to weep that prosecute revenge, when the revenge is
      suddenly stopped or frustrated by the repentance of the adversary; and such are the tears of reconciliation. Also
      pityful men are subject to this passion upon the beholding of those men they pity, and suddenly remember they
      cannot help. Other weeping in men proceedeth for the most part from the same cause it proceedeth from in women
      and children.
    


    
      15. The appetite which men call LUST, and the fruition that appertaineth thereunto, is a sensual
      pleasure, but not only that; there is in it also a delight of the mind: for it consisteth of two appetites
      together, to please, and to be pleased; and the delight men take in delighting, is not sensual, but a pleasure or
      joy of the mind, consisting in the imagination of the power they have so much to please. But this name lust is
      used where it is condemned: otherwise it is called by the general word love; for the passion is one and the same
      indefinite desire of the different sex, as natural as hunger.
    


    
      16. Of love, by which is understood the joy a man taketh in the fruition of any present good, hath been already
      spoken in the first section of the seventh chapter, under which is contained the love men bear to one another, or
      pleasure they take in one another’s company; and by which men are said to be sociable by nature. But there is
      another kind of LOVE, which the Greeks call ’’E,υωϛ, and is that which we mean, when we
      say: that man or woman is in love. For as much as this passion cannot be without diversity of sex, it cannot be
      denied but that it participateth of that indefinite love mentioned in the former section. But there is a great
      difference between the desire of a man indefinite, and the same desire limited ad
      hanc; and this is that love which is the great theme of poets. But notwithstanding their praises, it must be
      defined by the word need; for it is a conception of the need a man hath of that one person desired. The cause of
      this passion is not always, nor for the most part, beauty, or other quality, in the beloved, unless there be
      withal hope in the person that loveth; which may be gathered from this: that in great difference of persons, the
      greater have often fallen in love with the meaner; but not contrary. And from hence it is, that for the most part
      they have much better fortune in love, whose hopes are built upon something in their person, than those that
      trust to their expressions and service; and they that care less, than they that care more; which not perceiving
      many men cast away their services, as one arrow after another; till in the end together with their hopes they
      lose their wits.
    


    
      17. There is yet another passion sometimes called love, but more properly good will or CHARITY.
      There can be no greater argument to a man of his own power, than to find himself able, not only to accomplish his
      own desires, but also to assist other men in theirs: and this is that conception wherein consisteth charity. In
      which, first, is contained that natural affection of parents to their children, which the Greeks call
      Στοργή, as also that affection wherewith men seek to assist those that adhere unto them. But the affection
      wherewith men many times bestow their benefits on strangers, is not to be called charity, but either contract,
      whereby they seek to purchase friendship; or fear, which maketh them to purchase peace. The opinion of Plato
      concerning honourable love, delivered (according to his custom, in the person of Socrates) in the dialogue
      intituled Convivium, is this: that a man full and pregnant with wisdom, or other virtue, naturally seeketh
      out some beautiful person, of age and capacity to conceive, in whom he may, without sensual respects, engender and produce the like. And this is the idea of the then noted love of Socrates wise
      and continent, to Alcibiades young and beautiful: in which love, is not sought the honour, but issue of his
      knowledge; contrary to common love, to which though issue sometimes follow, yet men seek not that, but to please,
      and to be pleased, It should therefore be this charity, or desire to assist and advance others. But why then
      should the wise seek the ignorant, or be more charitable to the beautiful than to others? There is something in
      it savouring of the use of that time: in which matter though Socrates be acknowledged for continent, yet
      continent men have the passion they contain, as much or more than they that satiate the appetite; which maketh me
      suspect this platonic love for merely sensual; but with an honourable pretence for the old to haunt the company
      of the young and beautiful.
    


    
      18. Forasmuch as all knowledge beginneth from experience, therefore also new experience is the beginning of new
      knowledge, and the increase of experience the beginning of the increase of knowledge; whatsoever therefore
      happeneth new to a man, giveth him hope and matter of knowing somewhat that he knew not before. And this hope and
      expectation of future knowledge from anything that happeneth new and strange, is that passion which we commonly
      call ADMIRATION; and the same considered as appetite, is called CURIOSITY, which is
      appetite of knowledge. As in the discerning faculties, man leaveth all community with beasts at the faculty of
      imposing names; so also doth he surmount their nature at this passion of curiosity. For when a beast seeth
      anything new or strange to him, he considereth it so far only as to discern whether it be likely to serve his
      turn, or hurt him, and accordingly approacheth nearer it, or flieth from it; whereas man, who in most events
      remembereth in what manner they were caused and begun, looketh for the cause and beginning
      of everything that ariseth new unto him. And from this passion of admiration and curiosity, have arisen not only
      the invention of names, but also the supposition of such causes of all things as they thought might produce them.
      And from this beginning is derived all philosophy: as astronomy from the admiration of the course of heaven;
      natural philosophy from the strange effects of the elements and other bodies. And from the degrees of curiosity
      proceed also the degrees of knowledge amongst men; for to a man in the chase of riches or authority, (which in
      respect of knowledge are but sensuality) it is a diversion of little pleasure to consider, whether it be the
      motion of the sun or the earth that maketh the day, or to enter into other contemplation of any strange accident,
      than whether it conduce or not to the end he pursueth. Because curiosity is delight, therefore also all novelty
      is so, but especially that novelty from which a man conceiveth an opinion true or false of bettering his own
      estate. For in such case they stand affected with the hope that all gamesters have while the cards are shuffling.
    


    
      19. Divers other passions there be, but they want names; whereof some nevertheless have been by most men
      observed. For example: from what passion proceedeth it, that men take pleasure to behold from the shore the
      danger of them that are at sea in a tempest, or in fight, or from a safe castle to behold two armies charge one
      another in the field? It is certainly in the whole sum joy, else men would never flock to such a spectacle.
      Nevertheless there is in it both joy and grief. For as there is novelty and remembrance of own security present,
      which is delight; so is there also pity, which is grief. But the delight is so far predominant, that men usually
      are content in such a case to be spectators of the misery of their friends.
    


    
      20. MAGNANIMITY is no more than glory, of which I have spoken in the first
      section; but glory well grounded upon certain experience of power sufficient to attain his end in open manner.
      And PUSILLANIMITY is the doubt of that; whatsoever therefore is a sign of vain glory, the same is
      also a sign of pusillanimity: for sufficient power maketh glory a spur to one’s end. To be pleased or displeased
      with fame true or false, is a sign of the same, because he that relieth upon fame, hath not his success in his
      own power. Likewise art and fallacy are signs of pusillanimity, because they depend not upon our own power, but
      the ignorance of others. Also proneness to anger, because it argueth difficulty of proceeding. Also ostentation
      of ancestors, because all men are more inclined to make shew of their own power when they have it, than of
      another’s. To be at enmity and contention with inferiors, is a sign of the same, because it proceedeth from want
      of power to end the war. To laugh at others, because it is affectation of glory from other men’s infirmities, and
      not from any ability of their own. Also irresolution, which proceedeth from want of power enough to contemn the
      little differences that make deliberations hard.
    


    
      21. The comparison of the life of man to a race, though it holdeth not in every point, yet it holdeth so well for
      this our purpose, that we may thereby both see and remember almost all the passions before mentioned. But this
      race we must suppose to have no other goal, nor other garland, but being foremost; and in it:
    


    
      To endeavour, is appetite.
    


    
      To be remiss, is sensuality.
    


    
      To consider them behind, is glory.
    


    
      To consider them before, humility.
    


    
      To lose ground with looking back, vain glory.
    


    
      To be holden, hatred.
    


    
      To turn back, repentance.
    


    
      To be in breath, hope.
    


    
      To be weary, despair.
    


    
      To endeavour to overtake the next, emulation.
    


    
      To supplant or overthrow, envy.
    


    
      To resolve to break through a stop foreseen, courage.
    


    
      To break through a sudden stop, anger.
    


    
      To break through with ease, magnanimity.
    


    
      To lose ground by little hindrances, pusillanimity.
    


    
      To fall on the sudden, is disposition to weep.
    


    
      To see another fall, disposition to laugh.
    


    
      To see one out-gone whom we would not, is pity.
    


    
      To see one out-go we would not, is indignation.
    


    
      To hold fast by another, is to love.
    


    
      To carry him on that so holdeth, is charity.
    


    
      To hurt one’s-self for haste, is shame.
    


    
      Continually to be out-gone, is misery.
    


    
      Continually to out-go the next before, is felicity.
    


    
      And to forsake the course, is to die.
    


    
      l. 7 to hear more. l. 9 to take his. l. 11 need of a little is. l. 13 and power. 7. l. 2 hath the power. 8. l. 3
      in particular post the passions, intercal. auct. in A; quod habent rell. praeter C. Ch. 9. 1. l. 2 the passion.
    


    
      l. 4 of them. l. 7 or worth, may be from an. l. 8 that glory. l. 17 is also. l. 25 do I make rise. l. 26 is that
      wish … of the Schools. l. 30 counterfeiting and usurping the signs of virtue they have not, cum edd. C. Idem
      in H superscriptum, verbis, attention …understand not erasis, Dubitaveris an utraque formula in textum sit
      recipienda.
    


    
      l. 3 and from the like edd. C. 2. l. 6 Verba may be called, usque ad is the passion which,
      in edd. desunt; in H ad marginem ascripta sunt manu Hobb.; item ad marg. in A, sed manu vulgari; textui
      inserta sunt in B D E, nec minus in C. l. 10 dares. 3. l. 10 which appeareth edd. C. ib. defect. 4. l.
      2 in a striet. 5. l. 3 defined commonly.
    


    
      1. 1 experience which we. 6. l. 3 hurt us find. l. 9 or subjection. l. 13 out of fear. 7. l. 1 passion which. l.
      4 by the consideration. l. 11 he conceiveth good, proceedeth. 8. l. 4 mind.
    


    
      9. l. 1 from the belief. l. 3 way to attain the same good; as distrust. 10. l. 3 present deest. l. 4 is
      greater. l. 5 appeareth more. l. 12 thence it is also. l. 13 of some persons at the first sight only, out of love
      to their aspect. The contrary edd. C H. Non dubium est quin auctor utramque sententiam scripserit, sed hanc
      postea rejectam esse opinor. l. 16 or some extreme. l. 17 from the like.
    


    
      l. 5 are most raised. 13. l. 1 that hath. l. 2 which we call. l. 4 is not hitherto declared. l. 6 this
      deest. l. 7 Verba and indecencies desunt in A B C D, extant in C ut in edd., unde
      retinenda esse visa sunt. l. 7 wit nor. l. 13 expectations, l. 17 comparison wherewith.
    


    
      l. 5 of ourselves. l. 6 infirmity. l. 10 but sudden glory arising from some sudden. l. 12 infirmity. l. 16 it
      deest. l. 19 and when. l. 20 rest into jealousy. l. 22 the infirmity. 14. l. 5 think that every ib,
      unto deest. l. 6 sudden deest.
    


    
      l. 1 their powers. l. 4 of their, l. 5 also revengeful men edd. et MSS. omnes; quod sententiam absurdam
      reddit. Scripsi pityful e conjectura. l. 6 of deest. 15. l. 8 but this name (the name
      edd.) … hunger in H ad marg. ascr. l. 10 of different. 16. l. 1 joy man. l. 3 spoken of in. l. 5 by
      which nature, men are said to be sociable. But. l. 8 say that a man is in love.
    


    
      l. 1 ad hunc. l. 4 conception a man hath of his need of. l. 4 conception. 17. l. 13 the opinion of Plato
      usque ad finem sectionis, totus iste locus in H ad marg. ascr. l. 16 and other virtues.
    


    
      l. 3 in which, love is not the sought honour, but the issue. l. 5 to the common ib. follows. l. 7 be
      therefore. l. 12 yet the continent have … as much and more. 18. l. 5 giveth him matter of hope of. l. 11
      discerning of faculties. l. 14 new and strange. l. 16 nearer to it.
    


    
      l. 4 also supposition. l. 12 it is a diversity of little pleasure, whether. l. 15 contemplations …accident,
      otherwise than. l. 16 all deest. 19. l. 10 so there is.
    


    
      20. l. 1 of the which. l. 3 of a power. l. 8 of that same. l. 9 oh fame. l. 18 is an affectation. l. 21 the
      little difficulties. 21. l. 2 it hold not in every part. l. 10 before is humility.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 10.
    


    
      1. That the difference of wit consisteth not in the different temper of the brain. 2. That it consisteth in the
      diversity of vital constitution. 3. Of dulness. 4. Of fancy, judgment, wit. 5. Of levity. 6. Of gravity. 7. Of
      solidity. 8. Of indocibility. 9. Of madness from self-conceit. 10. Of follies which seem to be degrees thereof.
      11. Of madness and degrees thereof from vain fear.
    


    
      1. HAVING shewed in the precedent chapters, that the imagination of men proceedeth from the action
      of external objects upon the brain, or some internal substance of the head; and that the passions proceed from
      the alteration there made, and continued to the heart: it is consequent in the next place (seeing the diversity
      of degree in knowledge in divers men, to be greater than may be ascribed to the divers
      temper of the brain) to declare what other causes may produce such odds, and excess of capacity, as we daily
      observe in one man above another. And for that difference which ariseth from sickness, and such accidental
      distemper, I omit the same, as impertinent to this place, and consider it only in such as have their health, and
      organs well disposed. If the difference were in the natural temper of the brain, I can imagine no reason why the
      same should not appear first and most of all in the senses, which being equal both in the wise and less wise,
      infer an equal temper in the common organ (namely the brain) of all the senses.
    


    
      2. But we see by experience, that joy and grief proceed not in all men from the same causes, and that men differ
      much in constitution of body, whereby, that which helpeth and furthereth vital constitution in one, and is
      therefore delightful, hindereth and crosseth it in another, and causeth grief. The difference therefore of wits
      hath its original from the different passions, and from the ends to which their appetite leadeth them.
    


    
      3. And first, those men whose ends are some sensual delight; and generally are addicted to ease, food, onerations
      and exonerations of the body, must of necessity thereby be the less delighted with those imaginations that
      conduce not to those ends, such as are imaginations of honour and glory, which, as I have said before, have
      respect to the future: for sensuality consisteth in the pleasure of the senses, which please only for the
      present, and taketh away the inclination to observe such things as conduce to honour; and consequently maketh men
      less curious, and less ambitious, whereby they less consider the way either to knowledge or to other power; in
      which two consisteth all the excellency of power cognitive. And this is it which men call
      DULNESS; and proceedeth from the appetite of sensual or bodily delight. And it may well be
      conjectured, that such passion hath its beginning from a grossness and difficulty of the motion of the spirits
      about the heart.
    


    
      4. The contrary hereunto, is that quick ranging of mind described chap. 4, sect. 3, which is joined with curiosity of comparing the things that come into his mind one
      with another. In which comparison, a man delighteth himself either with finding unexpected similitude in things,
      otherwise much unlike, in which men place the excellency of FANCY: and from thence proceed those
      grateful similies, metaphors, and other tropes, by which both poets and orators have it in their power to make
      things please or displease, and shew well or ill to others, as they like themselves; or else in discerning
      suddenly dissimilitude in things that otherwise appear the same. And this virtue of the mind is that by which men
      attain to exact and perfect knowledge: and the pleasure thereof consisteth in continual instruction, and in
      distinction of persons, places, and seasons; it is commonly termed by the name of JUDGMENT: for,
      to judge is nothing else, but to distinguish or discern; and both fancy and judgment are commonly comprehended
      under the name of WIT, which seemeth a tenuity and agility of spirits, contrary to that
      restiveness of the spirits supposed in those that are dull.
    


    
      5. There is another defect of the mind, which men call LEVITY, which betrayeth also mobility in
      the spirits, but in excess. An example whereof is in them that in the midst of any serious discourse, have their
      minds diverted to every little jest or witty observation; which maketh them depart from their discourse by
      parenthesis, and from that parenthesis by another, till at length they either lose themselves, or make their
      narration like a dream, or some studied nonsense. The passion from which this proceedeth, is curiosity, but with too much equality and indifferency: for when all things make equal impression and delight,
      they equally throng to be expressed.
    


    
      6. The virtue opposite to this defect is GRAVITY, or steadiness; in which the end being the great
      and master-delight, directeth and keepeth in the way thereto all other thoughts.
    


    
      7. The extremity of dulness is that natural folly which may be called STOLIDITY: but the extreme
      of levity, though it be a natural folly distinct from the other, and obvious to every man’s observation, yet it
      hath no name.
    


    
      8. There is a fault of the mind called by the Greeks [image: Image], which is INDOCIBILITY, or difficulty of being taught; the which must needs
      arise from a false opinion that they know already the truth of that which is called in question. For certainly
      men are not otherwise so unequal in capacity as the evidence is unequal of what is taught by the mathematicians,
      and what is commonly discoursed of in other books: and therefore if the minds of men were all of white paper,
      they would almost equally be disposed to acknowledge whatsoever should be in right method, and right
      ratiocination delivered unto them. But when men have once acquiesced in untrue opinions, and registered them as
      authentical records in their minds; it is no less impossible to speak intelligibly to such men, than to write
      legibly upon a paper already scribbled over. The immediate cause therefore of indocibility, is prejudice; and of
      prejudice, false opinion of our own knowledge.
    


    
      9. Another, and a principal defect of the mind, is that which men call MADNESS, which appeareth to
      be nothing else but some imagination of such predominance above all the rest, that we have no passion but from
      it. And this conception is nothing else but excessive vain glory, or vain dejection; as is most probable by these
      examples following, which proceed in appearance, every one of them, from some pride, or some
      dejection of mind. As first, we have had the example of one that preached in Cheapside from a cart there, instead
      of a pulpit, that he himself was Christ, which was spiritual pride or madness. We have had divers examples also
      of learned madness, in which men have manifestly been distracted upon any occasion that hath put them in
      remembrance of their own ability. Amongst the learned madmen may be numbered (I think) also those that determine
      of the time of the world’s end, and other such points of prophecy. And the gallant madness of Don Quixote is
      nothing else but an expression of such height of vain glory as reading of romants may produce in pusillanimous
      men. Also rage and madness of love, are but great indignations of them in whose brains are predominant the
      contempts of their enemies, or their mistresses. And the pride taken in form and behaviour, hath made divers men
      run mad, and to be so accounted, under the name of fantastic.
    


    
      10. And as these are the examples of extremities, so also are there examples too many of the degrees, which may
      therefore be well accounted follies. As it is a degree of the first, for a man, without certain evidence, to
      think himself inspired, or to have any other effect in himself of God’s holy spirit than other godly men have. Of
      the second, for a man continually to speak his mind in a cento of other men’s Greek or Latin sentences. Of
      the third, much of the present gallantry in love and duel. Of rage, a degree is malice; and of fantastic madness,
      affectation.
    


    
      11. As the former examples exhibit to us madness, and the degrees thereof, proceeding from the excess of
      self-opinion; so also there be other examples of madness, and the degrees thereof, proceeding from too much vain
      fear and dejection: as in those melancholy men that have imagined themselves brittle as
      glass, or have had some other like imagination; and degrees hereof are all those exorbitant and causeless fears,
      which we commonly observe in melancholy persons.
    


    
      l. 10 fall, is disposition. l. 12 out-go whom we. Ch. 10.
      Argum. deest. 1. l. 2 that sense proceedeth. l. 6 of degrees.
    


    
      l. 2 tempers of their brain. l. 4 As for. l. 6 distempers. 2. l. 3 differ very much in the constitution of the.
      l. 5 hindereth it and crosseth … and therefore causeth. l. 8 the appetite. 3. l. 2 are sensual delight. l. 4 must
      needs be the less thereby. l. 8 and take away. l. 12 or other.
    


    
      4. l. 5 of things. l. 7 And from whence. l. 15 of places, persons. l. 16 and is. l. 19 seemeth to be a. l. 20
      restiness. 5. l. 6 by a parenthesis. l. 9 from whence.
    


    
      7. l. 3 a deest. l. 4 observation, I know not how to call it. 8. l. 4 which deest. l. 6 between
      what. l. 10 and by right. 9. l. 3 of some such ib. all deest. l. 7 some deest.
    


    
      l. 7 amongst the learned ad prophecy in marg. H. Item cum aster. sed manu vulg. in A. Ita D E.
      Desideratur additamentum in B et in C. In edd. sic legitur: Amongst the learned men, may be remembered, I
      think also, those … and other such the points of prophecy. l. 15 is predominant contempt from. 10. l. 4 himself
      to be inspired. l. 5 in himself deest.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 11.
    


    
      1, 2. That by nature a man may come to know that there is a God. 3. That the attributes of God signify our defect
      of conception, or our reverence of him. 4. The signification of the word spirit. 5. That spirit and incorporeal
      are terms contradictory. 6. The error from which the heathens suppose dæmons and ghosts whence it proceedeth. 7.
      The knowledge of spirit and inspiration from the Holy Scriptures. 8. How it is said we know the Scriptures to be
      the Word of God. 9, 10. Whence we have the knowledge of the interpretation of Scripture. 11. What it is to love
      and trust God. 12. What it is to honour and worship God.
    


    
      1. HITHERTO of the knowledge of things natural, and of the passions that arise naturally from
      them. Now forasmuch as we give names not only to things natural, but also to supernatural; and by all names we
      ought to have some meaning and conception: it followeth in the next place, to consider what thoughts and
      imaginations of the mind we have, when we take into our mouths the most blessed name of GOD, and
      the names of those virtues we attribute unto him; as also, what image cometh into the mind at hearing the name of
      spirit, or the name of angel, good or bad.
    


    
      2. Forasmuch as God Almighty is incomprehensible, it followeth that we can have no conception or image of the
      Deity; and consequently all his attributes signify our inability and defect of power to conceive any thing
      concerning his nature, and not any conception of the same, excepting only this: that there is a God. For
      the effects we acknowledge naturally, do necessarily include a power of their producing, before they were
      produced; and that power pre-supposeth something existent that hath such power; and the
      thing so existing with power to produce, if it were not eternal, must needs have been produced by somewhat before
      it; and that again by something else before that: till we come to an eternal, that is to say, to the first power
      of all powers, and first cause of all causes. And this is it which all men call by the name of
      GOD: implying eternity, incomprehensibility, and omnipotency. And thus all men that will consider,
      may naturally know that God is, though not what he is; even as a man though born blind, though it be not possible
      for him to have any imagination what kind of thing is fire; yet he cannot but know that something there is that
      men call fire, because it warmeth him.
    


    
      3. And whereas we attribute to God Almighty, seeing, hearing, speaking, knowing, loving, and the like; by which
      names we understand something in the men to whom we attribute them, we understand nothing by them in the nature
      of God. For, as it is well reasoned: Shall not God that made the eye, see? and the ear, hear? so is it also, if
      we say: shall God that made the eye, not see without the eye? and that made the ear, not hear without the ear? or
      that made the brain, not know without the brain? or that made the heart, not love without the heart? The
      attributes therefore given unto the Deity, are such as signify either our incapacity, or our reverence; our
      incapacity, when we say: incomprehensible and infinite; our reverence, when we give him those names, which
      amongst us are the names of those things we most magnify and commend, as omnipotent, omniscient, just, merciful,
      &c. And when God Almighty giveth those names to himself in the Scriptures, it is but [image: Image], that is to say, by descending to our manner of speaking:
      without which we are not capable of understanding him.
    


    
      4. By the name of spirit we understand a body natural, but of such subtilty that it worketh
      not on the senses; but that filleth up the place which the image of a visible body might fill up. Our conception
      therefore of spirit consisteth of figure without colour; and in figure is understood dimension: and consequently,
      to conceive a spirit, is to conceive something that hath dimension. But spirits super-natural commonly signify
      some substance without dimension; which two words do flatly contradict one another. And therefore when we
      attribute the name of spirit unto God, we attribute it, not as a name of anything we conceive, no more than when
      we ascribe unto him sense and understanding; but as a signification of our reverence, who desire to abstract from
      him all corporeal grossness.
    


    
      5. Concerning other spirits, which some men call spirits incorporeal, and some corporeal, it is not possible, by
      natural means only, to come to knowledge of so much, as that there are such things. We who are Christians
      acknowledge that there be angels good and evil; and that they are spirits, and that the soul of man is a spirit;
      and that these spirits are immortal. But, to know it, that is to say, to have natural evidence of the same: it is
      impossible. For all evidence is conception, as it is said chap. 6,
      sect. 3; and all conception is imagination and proceedeth from sense: chap. 3, sect. 1. And spirits we suppose to be those substances which work not upon the sense, and
      therefore not conceptible. But though the Scripture acknowledge spirits, yet doth it nowhere say, that they are
      incorporeal, meaning thereby, without dimensions and quantity; nor, I think, is that word incorporeal at all in
      the Bible; but it is said of the spirit, that it abideth in men; sometime that it dwelleth in them, sometimes
      that it cometh on them, that it descendeth, and cometh and goeth; and that spirits are
      angels, that is to say messengers: all which words do consignify locality; and locality is dimension; and
      whatsoever hath dimension, is body, be it never so subtile. To me therefore it seemeth, that the Scripture
      favoureth them more, who hold angels and spirits for corporeal, than them that hold the contrary. And it is a
      plain contradiction in natural discourse, to say of the soul of man, that it is tota in toto, and: tota
      in qualibet parte corporis, grounded neither upon reason nor revelation; but proceeding from the ignorance of
      what those things are which are called spectra, images that appear in the dark to children, and such as have
      strong fears, and other strong imaginations, as hath been said chapt.
      3, sect. 5, where I call them phantasms. For taking them to be things really without us, like bodies, and
      seeing them to come and vanish so strangely as they do, unlike to bodies; what could they call them else, but
      incorporeal bodies? which is not a name, but an absurdity of speech.
    


    
      6. It is true, that the heathens, and all nations of the world, have acknowledged that there are spirits, which
      for the most part they hold to be incorporeal; whereby it may be thought that a man by natural reason, may
      arrive, without the knowledge of Scripture, to the knowledge of this: that spirits are. But the erroneous
      collection thereof by the heathens may proceed, as I have said before, from ignorance of the causes of ghosts and
      phantasms, and such other apparitions. And from thence had the Grecians their number of gods, their number of
      dæmons good and bad; and for every man his genius; which is not the acknowledging of this truth: that spirits
      are; but a false opinion concerning the force of imagination.
    


    
      7. And seeing the knowledge we have of spirits, is not natural knowledge, but faith from supernatural revelation,
      given to the holy writers of Scripture; it followeth that of inspiration also, which is the
      operation of spirits in us, the knowledge we have must all proceed from Scripture. The signs there set down of
      inspiration, are miracles, when they be great, and manifestly above the power of men to do by imposture. As for
      example: the inspiration of Elias was known by the miraculous burning of his sacrifice. But the signs to
      distinguish whether a spirit be good or evil, are the same by which we distinguish whether a man or a tree be
      good or evil: namely actions and fruit. For there be lying spirits wherewith men are inspired sometimes, as well
      as with spirits of truth. And we are commanded in Scripture, to judge of the spirits by their doctrine, and not
      of the doctrine by the spirits. For miracles, our Saviour hath forbidden us to rule our faith by them, Matt. 24,
      24. And Saint Paul saith, Gal. 1, 8: Though an angel from heaven preach unto you otherwise, &c. let
      him be accursed. Where it is plain, that we are not to judge whether the doctrine be true or no, by the
      angel; but whether the angel saith true or no, by the doctrine. So likewise, 1 Joh. chapt. 4 vers. 1: Believe not every spirit: for false prophets are gone out into the
      world; verse 2: Hereby shall ye know the spirit of God: every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is
      come in the flesh, is of God; verse 3: And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in
      the flesh, is not of God; and this is the spirit of Antichrist; verse 15: Whosoever confesseth that Jesus
      is the Son of God, in him dwelleth God, and he in God. The knowledge therefore we have of good and evil
      inspiration, cometh not by vision of an angel that may teach it, nor by a miracle that may seem to confirm it;
      but by conformity of doctrine with this article and fundamental point of Christian faith, which also Saint Paul
      saith 1 Cor. 3, 11, is the sole foundation: that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
    


    
      8. But if inspiration be discerned by this point; and this point be acknowledged and
      believed upon the authority of the Scriptures: how (may some men ask) know we that the Scripture deserveth so
      great authority, which must be no less than that of the lively voice of God? that is, how we know the Scriptures
      to be the word of God? And first, it is manifest: that if by knowledge we understand science infallible and
      natural, such as is defined in the 6 chapt. 4 sect., proceeding
      from sense; we cannot be said to know it, because it proceedeth from the conceptions engendered by sense. And if
      we understand knowledge as supernatural, we cannot know it but by inspiration; and of that inspiration we cannot
      judge, but by the doctrine. It followeth therefore, that we have not any way, natural or supernatural, that
      knowledge thereof which can properly be called infallible science and evidence. It remaineth, that the knowledge
      we have that the Scriptures are the word of God, is only faith. For whatsoever is evident either by natural
      reason, or by revelation supernatural, is not called faith; else should not faith cease, no more than charity,
      when we are in heaven; which is contrary to the doctrine of Scripture. And, we are not said to believe, but to
      know those things which are evident.
    


    
      9. Seeing then the acknowledgment of the Scriptures to be the word of God, is not evidence, but faith; and faith,
      chapt. 6, sect. 7, consisteth in the trust we have in other men:
      it appeareth plainly that the men so trusted, are the holy men of God’s church succeeding one another from the
      time of those that saw the wondrous works of God Almighty in the flesh; nor doth this imply
      that God is not the worker and efficient cause of faith, or that faith is begotten in man without the spirit of
      God; for all those good opinions which we admit and believe, though they proceed from hearing, and hearing from
      teaching, both which are natural, yet they are the work of God. For all the works of nature are his, and they are
      attributed to the Spirit of God. As for example Exod. 28, 3: Thou shalt speak unto all cunning men, whom I
      have filled with the spirit of wisdom, that they make Aaron’s garments for his consecration, that he may serve me
      in the priest’s office. The faith therefore wherewith we believe, is the work of the Spirit of God, in that
      sense, by which the Spirit of God giveth to one man wisdom and cunning in workmanship more than to another; and
      by which he effecteth also in other points pertaining to our ordinary life, that one man believeth that, which
      upon the same grounds another doth not; and one man reverenceth the opinion, and obeyeth the commands of his
      superiors, and others not.
    


    
      10. And seeing our faith, that the Scriptures are the word of God, began from the confidence and trust we repose
      in the church; there can be no doubt but that their interpretation of the same Scriptures, when any doubt or
      controversy shall arise, by which this fundamental point, that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, is not called
      in question, is safer for any man to trust to, than his own, whether reasoning, or spirit; that is to say his own
      opinion.
    


    
      11. Now concerning man’s affections to Godward, they are not the same always that are described in the chapter
      concerning passions. For there, to love is to be delighted with the image or conception of the thing loved; but
      God is unconceivable; to love God therefore, in the Scripture, is to obey his commandments, and to love one
      another. Also to trust God is different from our trusting one another. For when a man
      trusteth a man, chapt. 9, sect. 9, he layeth aside his own
      endeavour; but if we do so in our trust to God Almighty, we disobey him; and how shall we trust to him we
      disobey? To trust to God Almighty therefore is to refer to his good pleasure all that is above our own power to
      effect. And this is all one with acknowledging one only God; which is the first commandment. And to trust in
      Christ is no more, but to acknowledge him for God; which is the fundamental article of our Christian faith. And
      consequently to trust, rely, or, as some express it, to cast and roll ourselves on Christ, is the same thing with
      the fundamental point of faith, namely, that Jesus Christ is the son of the living God.
    


    
      12. To honour God internally in the heart, is the same thing with that we ordinarily call honour amongst men: for
      it is nothing but the acknowledging of his power; and the signs thereof the same with the signs of the honour due
      to our superiors, mentioned chapt. 8, sect. 6 (viz.): to praise,
      to magnify, to bless him, to pray to him, to thank him, to give oblations and sacrifice to him, to give attention
      to his word, to speak to him in prayer with consideration, to come into his presence with humble gesture, and in
      decent manner, and to adorn his worship with magnificence and cost. And these are natural signs of our honouring
      him internally. And therefore the contrary hereof: to neglect prayer, to speak to him extempore, to come to
      church slovenly, to adorn the place of his worship less than our own houses, to take up his name in every idle
      discourse, are manifest signs of contempt of the Divine Majesty There be other signs are arbitrary; as, to be
      uncovered (as we be here) to put off the shoes, as Moses at the fiery bush, and some other of that kind; which in
      their own nature are indifferent, till to avoid indecency and discord, it be otherwise determined by common
      consent.
    


    
      Argum. desideratur. 2. l. 1 and forasmuch. l. 6 necessarily deest. l. 13 to say, the first.
    


    
      l. 7 all men conceive by. l. 8 and thus all that will … may know. l. 10 even a man that is born. l. 12 that
      somewhat. 3. l. 3 in men to. l. 5 not the God. l. 6 So it is. l. 7 God which made. l. 8 or that made the ear.
    


    
      4. l. 2 not upon. l. 12 when deest. l. 13 reverence, we desire. 5. l. 1 other things, quod scriptum est
      in A, sed correctum manu auctoris; C ut edd. Rell codd. spirits. l. 5 and that there are spirits, and that
      the soul of a man … and that those. l. 15 without dimension and quality. l. 17 sometimes.
    


    
      l. 1 and goeth and comes. l. 2 do imply locality. l. 6 and spirits corporeal. l. 8 toto, et tota. l. 13
      strange imaginations. l. 15 things real, without us. 6. l. 3 whereby it might. l. 7 from the ignorance of the
      cause of.
    


    
      l. 1 writers of the Scriptures. l. 2 inspirations. l. 3 knowledge which we have. l. 7 of the sacrifice. l. 22
      know the Spirit of God. Verse 3: Every spirit.
    


    
      8. l. 8 such deest. l. 10 because it proceedeth not from edd. C. Reliqui codd. omittunt not.
      Utraque lectio intellectum habet, sed inest rei aliqua difficultas. l. 12 we cannot have it but. l. 13 it
      followeth that … supernatural, of the knowledge. l. 16 the knowledge that we have. l. 17 faith, which faith
      therefore is also by Saint Paul (Heb. xi. 1) defined to be the evidence of things not seen; that is to say, not
      otherwise evident but by faith. Haec sent. quae in edd. legitur, deest in omnibus MSS. excepto C. l. 18
      whatsoever either is evident. l. 19 or revelation. l. 21 of the Sc. l, 22 things that be. 9. l. 1 of Scriptures.
      l. 3 have of other. l. 4 appeareth plain.
    


    
      l. 2 worker or efficient. l. 10 that they may make. l. 12 faith therefore. l. 15 to deest. l. 19 superior.
      10. l. 6 come in the flesh, may be called edd. C. Fuit in A, ab Hobb. corr. est. 11. l. 3 there, for to
      love, is to be.
    


    
      l. 4 trust to him whom we know we edd. C. 12. l. 6 to bless, to pray. l. 14 worship worse than. l. 16 are
      the manifest. l. 17 signs which are. 18 their shoes.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 12.
    


    
      1. Of deliberation. 2. Of will. 3. Of actions, voluntary, involuntary, mixed. 4. Actions from sudden appetite are
      voluntary. 5. Appetite and our passions not voluntary. 6. Opinion of reward and punishment make and govern the
      will. 7. Consent, contention, battle, aid. 8. Union. 9. Intention.
    


    
      1. IT hath been declared already, how external objects cause conceptions, and conceptions appetite
      and fear, which are the first unperceived beginnings of our actions: for either the action immediately followeth
      the first appetite, as when we do any thing upon a sudden; or else to our first appetite there succeedeth some
      conception of evil to happen unto us by such actions, which is fear, and with-holdeth us from proceeding. And to
      that fear may succeed a new appetite, and to that appetite another fear, alternately, till the action be either
      done, or some accident come between, to make it impossible; and so this alternate appetite and fear ceaseth. This
      alternate succession of appetite and fear, during all the time the action is in our power to do, or not to do, is
      that we call DELIBERATION; which name hath been given it for that part of the definition wherein
      it is said that it lasteth so long, as the action whereof we deliberate, is in our power; for so long we have
      liberty to do or not to do: and deliberation signifieth the taking away of our own liberty.
    


    
      2. Deliberation therefore requireth in the action deliberated two conditions: one, that it be future; the other,
      that there be hope of doing it, or possibility of not doing it. For appetite and fear are expectations of the
      future; and there is no expectation of good without hope; nor of evil without possibility. Of necessaries
      therefore there is no deliberation. In deliberation the last appetite, as also the last
      fear, is called WILL (viz.) the last appetite will to do; the last fear will not to do, or will to
      omit. It is all one therefore to say will and last will: for though a man express his present inclination and
      appetite concerning the disposing of his goods, by word or writing; yet shall it not be accounted his will,
      because he hath liberty still to dispose of them otherwise; but when death taketh away that liberty, then it is
      his will.
    


    
      3. VOLUNTARY actions and omissions are such as have beginning in the will; all other are
      INVOLUNTARY or MIXED. Voluntary such as a man doth upon appetite or fear;
      involuntary such as he doth by necessity of nature, as when he is pushed, or falleth, and thereby doth good or
      hurt to another; mixed, such as participate of both; as when a man is carried to prison he is pulled on against
      his will, and yet goeth upright voluntarily, for fear of being trailed along the ground: insomuch that in going
      to prison, going is voluntary; to the prison, involuntary. The example of him that throweth his goods out of a
      ship into the sea, to save his person, is of an action altogether voluntary: for, there is nothing there
      involuntary, but the hardness of the choice, which is not his action, but the action of the winds; what he
      himself doth, is no more against his will, than to fly from danger is against the will of him that seeth no other
      means to preserve himself.
    


    
      4. Voluntary also are the actions that proceed from sudden anger, or other sudden appetite, in such men as can
      discern of good and evil; for in them the time precedent is to be judged deliberation. For then also he
      deliberateth in what cases it is good to strike, deride, or do any other action proceeding from anger or other
      such sudden passion.
    


    
      5. Appetite, fear, hope, and the rest of the passions are not called voluntary; for they
      proceed not from, but are the will; and the will is not voluntary. For a man can no more say he will will, than
      he will will will, and so make an infinite repetition of the word will; which is absurd, and insignificant.
    


    
      6. Forasmuch as will to do is appetite, and will to omit, fear; the causes of appetite and of fear are the causes
      also of our will. But the propounding of benefits and of harms, that is to say, of reward and punishment, is the
      cause of our appetite and of our fears, and therefore also of our wills, so far forth as we believe that such
      rewards and benefits, as are propounded, shall arrive unto us. And consequently, our wills follow our opinions,
      as our actions follow our wills. In which sense they say truly and properly that say the world is governed by
      opinion.
    


    
      7. When the wills of many concur to some one and the same action, or effect, this concourse of their wills is
      called CONSENT; by which we must not understand one will of many men, for every man hath his
      several will; but many wills to the producing of one effect. But when the wills of two divers men produce such
      actions as are reciprocally resistances one to the other, this is called CONTENTION: and being
      upon the persons of one another, BATTLE; whereas actions proceeding from consent are mutual
      AID.
    


    
      8. When many wills are involved or included in the will of one or more consenting, (which how it may be, shall be
      hereafter declared) then is that involving of many wills in one or more called UNION.
    


    
      9. In deliberations interrupted, as they may be by diversion to other business, or by sleep, the last appetite of
      such part of the deliberation is called INTENTION, or purpose.
    


    
      Argum. desideratur. 9 Intention or purpose C. 1. l. 3 actions … follow. l. 7 and which holdeth us. l. 18
      signifieth a taking. 2. l. 5 or of evil.
    


    
      l. 1 Verba the last fear will not to do desunt. l. 5 words or writings, ib, be counted. l. 6
      still liberty. 3. l. 2 or mixed voluntary; involuntary such as he doth. Reliqua omnia desunt. l. 7 carried
      to prison, going is voluntary, to the prison, is involuntary. Item reliqua desunt. l. 13 nothing therein.
      4. l. 3 discern good or evil.
    


    
      6. l. 2 the cause of appetite and fear is the cause. 7. 1. 2 concur to one … action and effect. l. 7 resistant.
      l. 8 one of another. 9. l. 2 of other edd. C.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 13.
    


    
      1, 2. Of teaching, persuading, controversy, consent. 3. Difference between teaching and persuading. 4.
      Controversies proceed from dogmatics. 5. Counselling. 6. Promise, threatening, commanding, law. 7. Raising and
      allaying of the passions. 8. Words only are not sufficient signs of the mind. 9. In contradictories the part
      directly signified is preferred before the part drawn from it by consequence. 10. The hearer is interpreter of
      the language of him that speaketh to him. 11. Silence sometimes a sign of consent.
    


    
      1. HAVING spoken of the powers and acts of the mind, both cognitive and motive, considered in
      every man by himself, without relation to others; it will fall fitly into this chapter, to speak of the effects
      of the same powers one upon another; which effects are also the signs, by which one taketh notice of what another
      conceiveth and intendeth. Of these signs, some are such as cannot easily be counterfeited; as actions and
      gestures, especially if they be sudden; whereof I have mentioned some for example sake in the ninth chapter, at
      the several passions whereof they are signs; others there are that may be counterfeited: and those are words or
      speech; of the use and effect whereof I am to speak in this place.
    


    
      2. The first use of language, is the expression of our conceptions, that is, the begetting in another the same
      conceptions that we have in ourselves; and this is called TEACHING; wherein if the conceptions of
      him that teacheth continually accompany his words, beginning at something from experience, then it begetteth the
      like evidence in the hearer that understandeth them, and maketh him know something, which he is therefore said to
      LEARN. But if there be not such evidence, then such teaching is called PERSUASION, and begetteth no more in the hearer, than what is in the speaker, bare
      opinion. And the signs of two opinions contradictory one to another, namely, affirmation and negation of the same
      thing, is called a CONTROVERSY; but both affirmations, or both negations, CONSENT
      in opinion.
    


    
      3. The infallible sign of teaching exactly, and without error, is this: that no man hath ever taught the
      contrary; not that few, how few soever, if any. For commonly truth is on the side of the few, rather than of the
      multitude; but when in opinions and questions considered and discussed by many, it happeneth that not any one of
      the men that so discuss them differ from another, then it may be justly inferred, they know what they teach, and
      that otherwise they do not. And this appeareth most manifestly to them that have considered the divers subjects
      wherein men have exercised their pens, and the divers ways in which they have proceeded; together with the
      diversity of the success thereof. For those men who have taken in hand to consider nothing else but the
      comparison of magnitudes, numbers, times, and motions, and their proportions one to another, have thereby been
      the authors of all those excellences, wherein we differ from such savage people as are now the inhabitants of
      divers places in America; and as have been the inhabitants heretofore of those countries where at this day arts
      and sciences do most flourish. For from the studies of these men hath proceeded, whatsoever cometh to us for
      ornament by navigation; and whatsoever we have beneficial to human society by the division, distinction, and
      portraying of the face of the earth; whatsoever also we have by the account of times, and foresight of the course
      of heaven; whatsoever by measuring distances, planes, and solids of all sorts; and whatsoever either elegant or
      defensible in building: all which supposed away, what do we differ from the wildest of the
      Indians? Yet to this day was it never heard of, that there was any controversy concerning any conclusion in this
      subject; the science whereof hath nevertheless been continually amplified and enriched with conclusions of most
      difficult and profound speculation. The reason whereof is apparent to every man that looketh into their writings;
      for they proceed from most low and humble principles, evident even to the meanest capacity; going on slowly, and
      with most scrupulous ratiocination (viz.) from the imposition of names they infer the truth of their first
      propositions; and from two of the first, a third; and from any two of the three a fourth; and so on, according to
      the steps of science, mentioned chapt. 6, sect. 4. On the other
      side, those men who have written concerning the faculties, passions, and manners of men, that is to say, of moral
      philosophy, or of policy, government, and laws, whereof there be infinite volumes, have been so far from removing
      doubt and controversy in the questions they have handled, that they have very much multiplied the same; nor doth
      any man at this day so much as pretend to know more than hath been delivered two thousand years ago by Aristotle.
      And yet every man thinks that in this subject he knoweth as much as any other; supposing there needeth thereunto
      no study but that it accrueth to them by natural wit; though they play, or employ their mind otherwise in the
      purchase of wealth or place. The reason whereof is no other, than that in their writings and discourses they take
      for principles those opinions which are already vulgarly received, whether true or false; being for the most part
      false. There is therefore a great deal of difference between teaching and persuading; the signs of this being
      controversy; the sign of the former, no controversy.
    


    
      4. There be two sorts of men that be commonly called learned: one is that sort that
      proceedeth evidently from humble principles, as is described in the last section; and these men are called
      mathematici; the other are they that take up maxims from their education, and from the authority of men,
      or of custom, and take the habitual discourse of the tongue for ratiocination; and these are called
      dogmatici. Now seeing in the last section, those we call mathematici are absolved of the crime of breeding
      controversy; and they that pretend not to learning cannot be accused; the fault lieth altogether in the
      dogmatics, that is to say, those that are imperfectly learned, and with passion press to have their opinions pass
      everywhere for truth, without any evident demonstration either from experience, or from places of Scripture of
      uncontroverted interpretation.
    


    
      5. The expression of those conceptions which cause in us the expectation of good while we deliberate, as also of
      those which cause our expectation of evil, is that which we call COUNSELLING. And as in the
      internal deliberation of the mind concerning what we ourselves are to do, or not to do, the consequences of the
      action are our counsellors, by alternate succession in the mind; so in the counsel which a man taketh from other
      men, the counsellors alternately do make appear the consequences of the action, and do not any of them
      deliberate, but furnish amongst them all him that is counselled, with arguments whereupon to deliberate within
      himself.
    


    
      6. Another use of speech is the expression of appetite, intention, and will; as the appetite of knowledge by
      interrogation; appetite to have a thing done by another, as request, prayer, petition; expressions of our purpose
      or intention, as PROMISE, which is the affirmation or negation of some action to be done in the
      future; THREATENING, which is the promise of evil; and COMMANDING, which is that
      speech by which we signify to another our appetite or desire to have any thing done, or left
      undone, for reason contained in the will itself: for it is not properly said, Sic volo, sic jubeo, without
      that other clause, Stet pro ratione voluntas: and when the command is a sufficient reason to move us to
      the action, then is that command called a LAW.
    


    
      7. Another use of speech is INSTIGATION and APPEASING, by which we increase or
      diminish one another’s passions; it is the same thing with persuasion: the difference not being real. For the
      begetting of opinion and passion is the same act; but whereas in persuasion we aim at getting opinion from
      passion; here, the end is, to raise passion from opinion. And as in raising an opinion from passion, any premises
      are good enough to infer the desired conclusion; so, in raising passion from opinion, it is no matter whether the
      opinion be true or false, or the narration historical or fabulous. For not truth, but image, maketh passion; and
      a tragedy affecteth no less than a murder if well acted.
    


    
      8. Though words be the signs we have of one another’s opinions and intentions; yet, because the equivocation of
      them is so frequent according to the diversity of contexture, and of the company wherewith they go (which the
      presence of him that speaketh, our sight of his actions, and conjecture of his intentions, must help to discharge
      us of): it must be extreme hard to find out the opinions and meanings of those men that are gone from us long
      ago, and have left us no other signification thereof but their books; which cannot possibly be understood without
      history enough to discover those aforementioned circumstances, and also without great prudence to observe them.
    


    
      9. When it happeneth that a man signifieth unto us two contradictory opinions whereof the
      one is clearly and directly signified, and the other either drawn from that by consequence, or not known to be
      contradictory to it; then (when he is not present to explicate himself better) we are to take the former of his
      opinions; for that is clearly signified to be his, and directly, whereas the other might proceed from error in
      the deduction, or ignorance of the repugnancy. The like also is to be held in two contradictory expressions of a
      man’s intention and will, for the same reason.
    


    
      10. Forasmuch as whosoever speaketh to another, intendeth thereby to make him understand what he saith; if he
      speak unto him, either in a language which he that heareth understandeth not, or use any word in other sense than
      he believeth is the sense of him that heareth; he intendeth also to make him not understand what he saith; which
      is a contradiction of himself. It is therefore always to be supposed, that he which intendeth not to deceive,
      alloweth the private interpretation of his speech to him to whom it is addressed.
    


    
      11. Silence in them that think it will be so taken, is a sign of consent; for so little labour being required to
      say No, it is to be presumed, that in this case he that saith it not, consenteth.
    


    
      Argum. desideratur. 1. l. 4 power one upon. l. 6 notice what another. l. 9 (for example, look in chapter
      IX.) with the. l. 12 and effects. 2. l. 2 in one another. l. 6 something true in experience
      edd. C. l. 7 him to know.
    


    
      l. 2 is in the speaker’s bare opinion. l. 4 a deest, 3. l. 4 of a few. l. 7 discussed them. l. 10 wherein
      they have exercised. l. 15 and how their … are to one another. l. 17 wherein deest. l. 18 as now inhabit
      divers. l. 21 have proceeded. l. 23 and portraiting the.
    


    
      l. 5 enriched by the conclusions. l. 17 and of policy. l. 25 but that accrueth unto them. 4. Totam hanc
      sectionem in marg. habet H. l. 1 that commonly be.
    


    
      l. 3 and those men. 5. l. 2 the experience of. l. 4 and is the internal … not to do. The consequences of our
      actions are … mind. So. l. 12 deliberate with himself. 6. l. 1 the deest.
    


    
      l. 4 move us to action. 7. Hanc quoque sectionem in marg. ascr. habet H. l. 2 another’s passion. l. 4 is
      the same. But. l. 8 to enforce the. l. 11 not the truth, but the image. l. 12 a tragedy, well acted, affecteth …
      murder. 8. l. 2 intentions, because. Vox yet addita Hobb. m. in A; deest in C; intentions because
      of … yet is so, minus correcte B. l. 6 it must therefore be edd. C. Therefore deletum in A.
      l. 7 to find the opinions and meaning. l. 9 thereof than their. l. 10 enough deest.
    


    
      9. l. 6 former for his opinion edd., for his opinions, C corrupte. 10. l. 6 also not to make him.
      11. Silence, in him that believeth that the same shall be taken for a sign of his intent, is a sign thereof
      indeed: for if he did not consent, the labour of speaking so much as to declare the same, is so little as it is
      to be presumed he would have done it. Edd. Item C, si excipias; who believeth pro that, et
      consent pro intent. Eadem sententiat forma in H cum asterisco addita est; sed post atramento recentiore
      in margine iterum cum asterisco posita est altera formula, voce being inter labour et required
      superscripta. Labour is required, A D E, being corr. B. In edd. post 11, insequitur
      Conclusion: Thus have we considered the nature of man so far as was requisite for the finding out the first and
      most simple elements wherein the compositions of politic rules and laws are lastly resolved; which was my present
      purpose.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 14.
    


    
      1, 2. Men by nature equal. 3. By vain glory indisposed to allow equality with themselves to others. 4. Apt to
      provoke one another by comparisons. 5. Apt to encroach one upon another. 6. Right defined. 7. Right to the end,
      implieth right to the means. 8. Every man his own judge by nature. 9. Every man’s strength and knowledge is for
      his own use. 10. Every man by nature hath right to all things. 11. War and peace defined. 12. Men by nature in
      the state of war. 13. In manifest inequality might is right. 14. Reason dictateth peace.
    


    
      1. IN the precedent chapters hath been set forth the whole nature of man, consisting in the powers
      natural of his body and mind, and may all be comprehended in these four: strength of body, experience, reason,
      and passion.
    


    
      2. In this chapter it will be expedient to consider in what estate of security this our nature hath placed us,
      and what probability it hath left us of continuing and preserving ourselves against the violence of one another.
      And first, if we consider how little odds there is of strength or knowledge between men of mature age, and with
      how great facility he that is the weaker in strength or in wit, or in both, may utterly destroy the power of the
      stronger, since there needeth but little force to the taking away of a man’s life; we may conclude that men
      considered in mere nature, ought to admit amongst themselves equality; and that he that claimeth no more, may be
      esteemed moderate.
    


    
      3. On the other side, considering the great difference there is in men, from the diversity of their passions, how
      some are vainly glorious, and hope for precedency and superiority above their fellows, not
      only when they are equal in power, but also when they are inferior; we must needs acknowledge that it must
      necessarily follow, that those men who are moderate, and look for no more but equality of nature, shall be
      obnoxious to the force of others, that will attempt to subdue them. And from hence shall proceed a general
      diffidence in mankind, and mutual fear one of another.
    


    
      4. Farther, since men by natural passion are divers ways offensive one to another, every man thinking well of
      himself, and hating to see the same in others, they must needs provoke one another by words, and other signs of
      contempt and hatred, which are incident to all comparison; till at last they must determine the pre-eminence by
      strength and force of body.
    


    
      5. Moreover, considering that many men’s appetites carry them to one and the same end; which end sometimes can
      neither be enjoyed in common, nor divided, it followeth that the stronger must enjoy it alone, and that it be
      decided by battle who is the stronger. And thus the greatest part of men, upon no assurance of odds, do
      nevertheless, through vanity, or comparison, or appetite, provoke the rest, that otherwise would be contented
      with equality.
    


    
      6. And forasmuch as necessity of nature maketh men to will and desire bonum sibi, that which is good for
      themselves, and to avoid that which is hurtful; but most of all that terrible enemy of nature, death, from whom
      we expect both the loss of all power, and also the greatest of bodily pains in the losing; it is not against
      reason that a man doth all he can to preserve his own body and limbs, both from death and pain. And that which is
      not against reason, men call RIGHT, or jus, or blameless liberty of using our own natural
      power and ability. It is therefore a right of nature: that every man may preserve his own life and limbs,
      with all the power he hath.
    


    
      7. And because where a man hath right to the end, and the end cannot be attained without the
      means, that is, without such things as are necessary to the end, it is consequent that it is not against reason,
      and therefore right for a man, to use all means and do whatsoever action is necessary for the preservation of his
      body.
    


    
      8. Also every man by right of nature is judge himself of the necessity of the means, and of the greatness of the
      danger. For if it be against reason, that I be judge of mine own danger myself, then it is reason, that another
      man be judge thereof. But the same reason that maketh another man judge of those things that concern me, maketh
      me also judge of that that concerneth him. And therefore I have reason to judge of his sentence, whether it be
      for my benefit, or not.
    


    
      9. As a man’s judgment, in right of nature, is to be employed for his own benefit, so also the strength,
      knowledge, and art of every man is then rightly employed, when he useth it for himself; else must not a man have
      right to preserve himself.
    


    
      10. Every man by nature hath right to all things, that is to say, to do whatsoever he listeth to whom he listeth,
      to possess, use, and enjoy all things he will and can. For seeing all things he willeth, must therefore be good
      unto him in his own judgment, because he willeth them; and may tend to his preservation some time or other; or he
      may judge so, and we have made him judge thereof, sect. 8: it followeth that all things may rightly also be done
      by him. And for this cause it is rightly said: Natura dedit omnia omnibus, that Nature hath given all
      things to all men; insomuch, that jus and utile, right and profit, is the same thing. But that
      right of all men to all things, is in effect no better than if no man had right to any thing. For there is little
      use and benefit of the right a man hath, when another as strong, or stronger than himself, hath right to the
      same.
    


    
      11. Seeing then to the offensiveness of man’s nature one to another, there is added a right of every man to every
      thing, whereby one man invadeth with right, and another with right resisteth; and men live
      thereby in perpetual diffidence, and study how to preoccupate each other; the estate of men in this natural
      liberty is the estate of war. For WAR is nothing else but that time wherein the will and intention
      of contending by force is either by words or actions sufficiently declared; and the time which is not war is
      PEACE.
    


    
      12. The estate of hostility and war being such, as thereby nature itself is destroyed, and men kill one another
      (as we know also that it is, both by the experience of savage nations that live at this day, and by the histories
      of our ancestors, the old inhabitants of Germany and other now civil countries, where we find the people few and
      short lived, and without the ornaments and comforts of life, which by peace and society are usually invented and
      procured): he therefore that desireth to live in such an estate, as is the estate of liberty and right of all to
      all, contradicteth himself. For every man by natural necessity desireth his own good, to which this estate is
      contrary, wherein we suppose contention between men by nature equal, and able to destroy one another.
    


    
      13. Seeing this right of protecting ourselves by our own discretion and force, proceedeth from danger, and that
      danger from the equality between men’s forces: much more reason is there, that a man prevent such equality before
      the danger cometh, and before there be necessity of battle. A man therefore that hath another man in his power to
      rule or govern, to do good to, or harm, hath right, by the advantage of this his present power, to take caution
      at his pleasure, for his security against that other in the time to come. He therefore that hath already subdued
      his adversary, or gotten into his power any other that either by infancy, or weakness, is unable to resist him,
      by right of nature may take the best caution, that such infant, or such feeble and subdued person can give him,
      of being ruled and governed by him for the time to come. For seeing we intend always our own
      safety and preservation, we manifestly contradict that our intention, if we willingly dismiss such a one, and
      suffer him at once to gather strength and be our enemy. Out of which may also be collected, that irresistible
      might in the state of nature is right.
    


    
      14. But since it is supposed from the equality of strength and other natural faculties of men, that no man is of
      might sufficient, to assure himself for any long time, of preserving himself thereby, whilst he remaineth in the
      state of hostility and war; reason therefore dictateth to every man for his own good, to seek after peace, as far
      forth as there is hope to attain the same; and to strengthen himself with all the help he can procure, for his
      own defence against those, from whom such peace cannot be obtained; and to do all those things which necessarily
      conduce thereunto.
    


    
      De Corpore Politico, Part the First, Chapter I. Inde ab hoc loco admodum frequenter edd. correctiorem
      lectionem habent una cum A, ubi C minus correctam; sed interdum vice versa. Saepe etiam locus erit adhibendi B.
      Arg. 4 apt to provoke another. 9. Knowledge for his. 1. l. 1 in a former treatise of human nature already
      printed, hath been. 2. l. 1 in this, it will be.
    


    
      6. l. 4 the terrible.
    


    
      l. 1 and another man. l. 5 will and contention. 13. l. 5 before the necessity. l. 9 in time to come.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 15.
    


    
      1. The law of nature consisteth not in consent of men, but reason. 2. That every man divest himself of the right
      he hath to all things, is one precept of nature. 3. What it is to relinquish and transfer one’s right. 4. The
      will to transfer, and the will to accept, both necessary to the passing away of right. 5. Right not transferred
      by words de futuro only. 6. Words de futuro, together with other signs of the will, may transfer
      right. 7. Free gift defined. 8. Contract, and the sorts of it. 9. Covenant defined. 10. Contract of mutual trust
      is of no validity in the estate of hostility. 11. No covenant of men but with one another. 12. Covenant how
      dissolved. 13. Covenant extorted by fear, in the law of nature valid. 14. Covenant contrary to former covenant,
      void. 15. An oath defined. 16. Oath to be administered to every man in his own religion. 17. Oath addeth not to
      the obligation. 18. Covenants bind but to endeavour.
    


    
      1. WHAT it is we call the law of nature, is not agreed upon by those that have hitherto written.
      For the most part, such writers as have occasion to affirm, that anything is against the law
      of nature, do allege no more than this, that it is against the consent of all nations, or the wisest and most
      civil nations. But it is not agreed upon, who shall judge which nations are the wisest. Others make that against
      the law of nature, which is contrary to the consent of all mankind; which definition cannot be allowed, because
      then no man could offend against the law of nature; for the nature of every man is contained under the nature of
      mankind. But forasmuch as all men, carried away by the violence of their passion, and by evil customs, do those
      things which are commonly said to be against the law of nature; it is not the consent of passion, or consent in
      some error gotten by custom, that makes the law of nature. Reason is no less of the nature of man than passion,
      and is the same in all men, because all men agree in the will to be directed and governed in the way to that
      which they desire to attain, namely their own good, which is the work of reason. There can therefore be no other
      law of nature than reason, nor no other precepts of NATURAL LAW, than those which declare unto us
      the ways of peace, where the same may be obtained, and of defence where it may not.
    


    
      2. One precept of the law of nature therefore is this, that every man divest himself of the right he hath to
      all things by nature. For when divers men have right not only to all things else, but to one another’s
      persons, if they use the same, there ariseth thereby invasion on the one part, and resistance on the other, which
      is war; and therefore contrary to the law of nature, the sum whereof consisteth in making peace.
    


    
      3. When a man divesteth and putteth from himself his right, he either simply relinquisheth it, or transferreth
      the same to another man. To RELINQUISH it, is by sufficient signs to declare, that it is his will
      no more to do that action, which of right he might have done before. To TRANSFER right to another, is by sufficient signs to declare to that other accepting thereof, that it is his
      will not to resist, or hinder him, according to that right he had thereto before he transferred it. For seeing
      that by nature every man hath right to every thing, it is impossible for a man to transfer unto another any right
      that he had not before. And therefore all that a man doth in transferring of right, is no more but a declaring of
      the will, to suffer him, to whom he hath so transferred his right, to make benefit of the same, without
      molestation. As for example, when a man giveth his land or goods to another, he taketh from himself the right to
      enter into, and make use of the said land or goods, or otherwise to hinder him of the use of what he hath given.
    


    
      4. In transferring of right, two things therefore are required: one on the part of him that transferreth; which
      is, a sufficient signification of his will therein: the other, on the part of him to whom it is transferred;
      which is, a sufficient signification of his acceptation thereof. Either of these failing, the right remaineth
      where it was; nor is it to be supposed, that he which giveth his right to one that accepteth it not, doth thereby
      simply relinquish it, and transfer it to whomsoever will receive it: inasmuch as the cause of the transferring
      the same to one, rather than to another, is in that one, rather than in the rest.
    


    
      5. When there appear no other signs that a man hath relinquished, or transferred his right, but only words; it
      behoveth that the same be done in words, that signify the present time, or the time past, and not only the time
      to come. For he that saith of the time to come, as for example, to-morrow: I will give, declareth evidently, that
      he hath not yet given. The right therefore remaineth in him to-day, and so continues till he have given actually.
      But he that saith: I give, presently, or have given to another any thing, to have and enjoy the same to-morrow,
      or any other time future, hath now actually transferred the said right, which otherwise he
      should have had at the time that the other is to enjoy it.
    


    
      6. But because words alone are not a sufficient declaration of the mind, as hath been shown chapt. 13, sect. 8 words spoken de futuro, when the will of him
      that speaketh them may be gathered by other signs, may be taken very often as if they were meant de
      præsenti. For when it appeareth that he that giveth would have his word so understood, by him to whom he
      giveth, as if he did actually transfer his right, then he must needs be understood to will all that is necessary
      to the same.
    


    
      7. When a man transferreth any right of his to another, without consideration of reciprocal benefit, past,
      present, or to come; this is called FREE GIFT. And in free gift no other words can be binding, but
      those which are de præsenti, or de præterito: for being de futuro only, they transfer
      nothing, nor can they be understood, as if they proceeded from the will of the giver; because being a free gift,
      it carrieth with it no obligation greater than that which is enforced by the words. For he that promiseth to
      give, without any other consideration but his own affection, so long as he hath not given, deliberateth still,
      according as the causes of his affections continue or diminish; and he that deliberateth hath not yet willed,
      because the will is the last act of his deliberation. He that promiseth therefore, is not thereby a donor, but
      doson; which name was given to that Antiochus, that promised often, but seldom gave.
    


    
      8. When a man transferreth his right, upon consideration of reciprocal benefit, this is not free gift, but mutual
      donation; and is called CONTRACT. And in all contracts, either both parties presently perform, and
      put each other into a certainty and assurance of enjoying what they contract for: as when men buy or sell, or
      barter; or one party performeth presently, and the other promiseth, as when one selleth upon trust; or else
      neither party performeth presently, but trust one another. And it is impossible there should be any kind of
      contract besides these three. For either both the contractors trust, or neither; or else one
      trusteth, and the other not.
    


    
      9. In all contracts where there is trust, the promise of him that is trusted, is called a
      COVENANT. And this, though it be a promise, and of the time to come, yet doth it transfer the
      right, when that time cometh, no less than an actual donation. For it is a manifest sign, that he which did
      perform, understood it was the will of him that was trusted, to perform also. Promises therefore, upon
      consideration of reciprocal benefit, are covenants and signs of the will, or last act of deliberation, whereby
      the liberty of performing, or not performing, is taken away, and consequently are obligatory. For where liberty
      ceaseth, there beginneth obligation.
    


    
      10. Nevertheless, in contracts that consist of such mutual trust, as that nothing be by either party performed
      for the present, when the contract is between such as are not compellable, he that performeth first, considering
      the disposition of men to take advantage of every thing for their benefit, doth but betray himself thereby to the
      covetousness, or other passion of him with whom he contracteth. And therefore such covenants are of none effect.
      For there is no reason why the one should perform first, if the other be likely not to perform afterward. And
      whether he be likely or not, he that doubteth, shall be judge himself (as hath been said chap. 14, sect. 8), as long as they remain in the estate and liberty of
      nature. But when there shall be such power coercive over both the parties, as shall deprive them of their private
      judgments in this point; then may such covenants be effectual; seeing he that performeth first shall have no
      reasonable cause to doubt of the performance of the other, that may be compelled thereunto.
    


    
      11. And forasmuch as in all covenants, and contracts, and donations, the acceptance of him to whom the right is
      transferred, is necessary to the essence of those covenants, donations, &c., it is impossible to make a
      covenant or donation to any, that by nature, or absence, are unable, or if able, do not
      actually declare their acceptation of the same. First of all therefore it is impossible for any man to make a
      covenant with God Almighty, farther than it hath pleased him to declare who shall receive and accept of the said
      covenant in his name. Also it is impossible to make covenant with those living creatures, of whose wills we have
      no sufficient sign, for want of common language.
    


    
      12. A covenant to do any action at a certain time and place, is then dissolved by the covenanter, when that time
      cometh, either by the performance, or by the violation. For a covenant is void that is once impossible. But a
      covenant not to do, without time limited, which is as much as to say, a covenant never to do, is dissolved by the
      covenanter then only, when he violateth it, or dieth. And generally all covenants are dischargeable by the
      covenantee, to whose benefit, and by whose right, he that maketh the covenant is obliged. This right therefore of
      the covenantee relinquished, is a release of the covenant. And universally, for the same reason, all obligations
      are determinable at the will of the obliger.
    


    
      13. It is a question often moved, whether such covenants oblige, as are extorted from men by fear. As for
      example: whether, if a man for fear of death, have promised to give a thief an hundred pounds the next day, and
      not discover him, whether such covenant be obligatory or not. And though in some cases such covenant may be void,
      yet it is not therefore void, because extorted by fear. For there appeareth no reason, why that which we do upon
      fear, should be less firm than that which we do for covetousness. For both the one and the other maketh the
      action voluntary. And if no covenant should be good, that proceedeth from fear of death, no conditions of peace
      between enemies, nor any laws could be of force; which are all consented to from that fear. For who would lose
      the liberty that nature hath given him, of governing himself by his own will and power, if they feared not death
      in the retaining of it? What prisoner in war might be trusted to seek his ransom, and ought not rather to be killed, if he were not tied by the grant of his life, to perform his promise? But after
      the introduction of policy and laws, the case may alter; for if by the law the performance of such a covenant be
      forbidden, then he that promiseth anything to a thief, not only may, but must refuse to perform it. But if the
      law forbid not the performance, but leave it to the will of the promiser, then is the performance still lawful:
      and the covenant of things lawful is obligatory, even towards a thief.
    


    
      14. He that giveth, promiseth, or covenanteth to one, and after giveth, promiseth, or covenanteth the same to
      another, maketh void the latter act. For it is impossible for a man to transfer that right which he himself hath
      not; and that right he hath not, which he himself hath before transferred.
    


    
      15. An OATH is a clause annexed to a promise, containing a renunciation of God’s mercy, by him
      that promiseth, in case he perform not as far as is lawful and possible for him to do. And this appeareth by the
      words which make the essence of the oath (viz.) so help me God. So also was it amongst the heathen. And
      the form of the Romans was, Thou Jupiter kill him that breaketh, as I kill this beast. The intention
      therefore of an oath being to provoke vengeance upon the breakers of covenants; it is to no purpose to swear by
      men, be they never so great, because their punishment by divers accidents may be avoided, whether they will, or
      no; but God’s punishment not. Though it were a custom of many nations, to swear by the life of their princes; yet
      those princes being ambitious of divine honour, give sufficient testimony, that they believed, nothing ought to
      be sworn by, but the Deity.
    


    
      16. And seeing men cannot be afraid of the power they believe not, and an oath is to no purpose, without fear of
      him they swear by; it is necessary that he that sweareth, do it in that form which himself admitteth in his own
      religion, and not in that form which he useth, that putteth him to the oath. For though all men may know by
      nature, that there is an Almighty power, nevertheless they believe not, that they swear by
      him, in any other form or name, than what their own (which they think the true) religion teacheth them.
    


    
      17. And by the definition of an oath, it appeareth that it addeth not a greater obligation to perform the
      covenant sworn, than the covenant carrieth in itself, but it putteth a man into a greater danger, and of greater
      punishment.
    


    
      18. Covenants and oaths are de voluntariis, that is, de possibilibus. Nor can the covenantee
      understand the covenanter to promise impossibles; for they fall not under deliberation: and consequently (by
      chap. 13, sect. 10, which maketh the covenantee interpreter), no
      covenant is understood to bind further, than to our best endeavour, either in performance of the thing promised,
      or in something equivalent.
    


    
      14. l. 1 by the equality.
    


    
      l. 7 and strengthen.
    


    
      l. 10 men are carried away. l. 13 of passions. 2. l. 3 men having right.
    


    
      l. 10 et 12 lands. 4. l. 9 cause of transferring … is in the one. 5. l. 10 time further, hath.
    


    
      9. l. 3 yet it doth.
    


    
      13. l. 3 hath promised.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 16.
    


    
      1. That men stand to their covenants. 2. Injury defined. 3. That injury is done only to the covenantee. 4. The
      signification of these names, just, unjust. 5. Justice not rightly divided into commutative, and distributive. 6.
      It is a law of nature, that he that is trusted, turn not that trust to the damage of him that trusteth. 7.
      Ingratitude defined. 8. It is a law of nature, to endeavour to accommodate one another: 9. And that man forgive
      upon caution of the future: 10. And that revenge ought to respect the future only: 11. That reproach and contempt
      declared, is against the law of nature: 12. That indifference of commerce is of the law of nature: 13. That
      messengers employed to procure or maintain peace, ought to be safe by the law of nature.
    


    
      1. IT is a common saying that nature maketh nothing in vain. And it is most certain, that as the
      truth of a conclusion, is no more but the truth of the premises that make it; so the force
      of the command, or law of nature, is no more than the force of the reasons inducing thereunto. Therefore the law
      of nature mentioned in the former chapter, sect. 2, namely, That every man should divest himself of the
      right, &c. were utterly vain, and of none effect, if this also were not a law of the same Nature, That
      every man is obliged to stand to, and perform, those covenants which he maketh. For what benefit is it to a
      man, that any thing be promised, or given unto him, if he that giveth, or promiseth, performeth not, or retaineth
      still the right of taking back what he hath given?
    


    
      2. The breach or violation of covenant, is that which men call INJURY, consisting in some action
      or omission, which is therefore called UNJUST. For it is action or omission, without jus,
      or right; which was transferred or relinquished before. There is a great similitude between that we call injury,
      or injustice in the actions and conversations of men in the world, and that which is called absurd in the
      arguments and disputations of the Schools. For as he, that is driven to contradict an assertion by him before
      maintained, is said to be reduced to an absurdity; so he that through passion doth, or omitteth that which before
      by covenant he promised not to do, or not to omit, is said to commit injustice. And there is in every breach of
      covenant a contradiction properly so called; for he that covenanteth, willeth to do, or omit, in the time to
      come; and he that doth any action, willeth it in that present, which is part of the future time, contained in the
      covenant: and therefore he that violateth a covenant, willeth the doing and the not doing of the same thing, at
      the same time; which is a plain contradiction. And so injury is an absurdity of conversation, as absurdity is a
      kind of injustice in disputation.
    


    
      3. In all violation of covenant, (to whomsoever accrueth the damage) the injury is done only to him to whom the
      covenant was made. For example, if a man covenant to obey his master, and the master command
      him to give money to a third, which he promiseth to do, and doth not; though this be to the damage of the third,
      yet the injury is done to the master only. For he could violate no covenant with him, with whom none was made,
      and therefore doth him no injury: for injury consisteth in violation of covenant, by the definition thereof.
    


    
      4. The names of just, unjust, justice, injustice, are equivocal, and signify diversly. For justice and injustice,
      when they be attributed to actions, signify the same thing with no injury, and injury; and denominate the action
      just, or unjust, but not the man so; for they denominate him guilty, or not guilty. But when justice and
      injustice are attributed to men, they signify proneness and affection, and inclination of nature, that is to say,
      passions of the mind apt to produce just and unjust actions. So that when a man is said to be just, or injust,
      not the action, but the passion, and aptitude to do such action is considered. And therefore a just man may have
      committed an unjust act; and an unjust man may have done justly not only one, but most of his actions. For there
      is an oderunt peccare in the unjust, as well as in the just, but from different causes; for the unjust man
      who abstaineth from injuries for fear of punishment, declareth plainly that the justice of his actions dependeth
      upon civil constitution, from whence punishments proceed; which would otherwise in the estate of nature be
      unjust, according to the fountain from whence they spring. This distinction therefore of justice, and injustice,
      ought to be remembered: that when injustice is taken for guilt, the action is unjust, but not therefore the man;
      and when justice is taken for guiltlessness, the actions are just, and yet not always the man. Likewise when
      justice and injustice are taken for habits of the mind, the man may be just, or unjust, and yet not all his
      actions so.
    


    
      5. Concerning the justice of actions, the same is usually divided into two kinds, whereof men call the one
      commutative, and the other distributive; and are said to consist, the one in proportion
      arithmetical, the other in geometrical: and commutative justice, they place in permutation, as buying, selling,
      and barter; distributive, in giving to every man according to their deserts. Which distinction is not well made,
      inasmuch as injury, which is the injustice of action, consisteth not in the inequality of the things changed, or
      distributed, but in the inequality that men (contrary to nature and reason) assume unto themselves above their
      fellows; of which inequality shall be spoken hereafter. And for commutative justice placed in buying and selling,
      though the thing bought be unequal to the price given for it; yet forasmuch as both the buyer and the seller are
      made judges of the value, and are thereby both satisfied: there can be no injury done on either side, neither
      party having trusted, or covenanted with the other. And for distributive justice, which consisteth in the
      distribution of our own benefits; seeing a thing is therefore said to be our own, because we may dispose of it at
      our own pleasure: it can be no injury to any man, though our liberality be further extended towards another, than
      towards him; unless we be thereto obliged by covenant: and then the injustice consisteth in the violation of that
      covenant, and not in the inequality of distribution.
    


    
      6. It happeneth many times that a man benefitteth or contributeth to the power of another, without any covenant,
      but only upon confidence and trust of obtaining the grace and favour of that other, whereby he may procure a
      greater, or no less benefit or assistance to himself. For by necessity of nature every man doth in all his
      voluntary actions intend some good unto himself. In this case it is a law of nature, That no man suffer him,
      that thus trusteth to his charity, or good affection towards him, to be in the worse estate for his trusting.
      For if he shall so do, men will not dare to confer mutually to each other’s defence, nor put themselves into each
      other’s mercy upon any terms whatsoever; but rather abide the utmost and worst event of
      hostility; by which general diffidence, men will not only be enforced to war, but also afraid to come so much
      within the danger of one another, as to make any overture of peace. But this is to be understood of those only,
      that confer their benefits (as I have said) upon trust only, and not for triumph or ostentation. For as when they
      do it upon trust, the end they aimed at, namely to be well used, is the reward; so also when they do it for
      ostentation, they have the reward in themselves.
    


    
      7. But seeing in this case there passeth no covenant, the breach of this law of nature is not to be called
      injury; it hath another name (viz.) INGRATITUDE.
    


    
      8. It is also a law of nature, That every man do help and endeavour to accommodate each other, as far as may
      be without danger of their persons, and loss of their means, to maintain and defend themselves. For seeing
      the causes of war and desolation proceed from those passions, by which we strive to accommodate ourselves, and to
      leave others as far as we can behind us: it followeth that that passion by which we strive mutually to
      accommodate each other, must be the cause of peace. And this passion is that charity defined chapt. 9, sect. 17.
    


    
      9. And in this precept of nature is included and comprehended also this, That a man forgive and pardon him
      that hath done him wrong, upon his repentance, and caution for the future. For PARDON
      is peace granted to him, that (having provoked to war) demandeth it. It is not therefore charity, but fear, when
      a man giveth peace to him that repenteth not, nor giveth caution for maintaining thereof in the time to come. For
      he that repenteth not, remaineth with the affection of an enemy; as also doth he that refuseth to give caution,
      and consequently is presumed not to seek after peace, but advantage. And therefore to forgive him is not
      commanded in this law of nature, nor is charity, but may sometimes be prudence. Otherwise, not to pardon upon
      repentance and caution, considering men cannot abstain from provoking one another, is never to give peace; and that is against the general definition of the law of nature.
    


    
      10. And seeing the law of nature commandeth pardon when there is repentance, and caution for the future; it
      followeth that the same law ordaineth, That no revenge be taken upon the consideration only of the offence
      past, but of the benefit to come; that is to say, that all revenge ought to tend to amendment, either of the
      person offending, or of others, by the example of his punishment; which is sufficiently apparent, in that the law
      of nature commandeth pardon, where the future time is secured. The same is also apparent by this: that revenge
      when it considereth the offence past, is nothing else but present triumph and glory, and directeth to no end; for
      end implieth some future good; and what is directed to no end, is therefore unprofitable; and consequently the
      triumph of revenge, is vain glory: and whatsoever is vain, is against reason; and to hurt one another without
      reason, is contrary to that, which by supposition is every man’s benefit, namely peace; and what is contrary to
      peace, is contrary to the law of nature.
    


    
      11. And because all signs which we shew to one another of hatred and contempt, provoke in the highest degree to
      quarrel and battle (inasmuch as life itself, with the condition of enduring scorn, is not esteemed worth the
      enjoying, much less peace); it must necessarily be implied as a law of nature, That no man reproach, revile,
      deride, or any otherwise declare his hatred, contempt, or disesteem of any other. But this law is very little
      practised. For what is more ordinary than reproaches of those that are rich, towards them that are not? or of
      those that sit in place of judicature, towards those that are accused at the bar? although to grieve them in that
      manner, be no part of the punishment for their crime, nor contained in their office; but use hath prevailed, that
      what was lawful in the lord towards the servant whom he maintaineth, is also practised as lawful in the more
      mighty towards the less; though they contribute nothing towards their maintenance.
    


    
      12. It is also a law of nature, That men allow commerce and traffic indifferently to one
      another. For he that alloweth that to one man, which he denieth to another, declareth his hatred to him, to
      whom he denieth; and to declare hatred is war. And upon this title was grounded the great war between the
      Athenians and the Peloponnesians. For would the Athenians have condescended to suffer the Megareans, their
      neighbours, to traffic in their ports and markets, that war had not begun.
    


    
      13. And this also is a law of nature, That all messengers of peace, and such as are employed to procure and
      maintain amity between man and man, may safely come and go. For seeing peace is the general law of nature,
      the means thereto, such as are these men, must in the same law be comprehended.
    


    
      18. Tota haec sectio et in H et in A manu auctoris addita est. Illud videlicet in ea emendatum habeo, sicut
      omnibus locis, quod ad tractatum Of Human Nature refertur. Chap. 16, Arg. 4 of those names. 9. for the future.
    


    
      l. 9 which deest.
    


    
      l. 12 priore loco not deest.
    


    
      4. l. 6 or injustice.
    


    
      l. 11 actions.
    


    
      l. 22 guilty.
    


    
      l. 4 bartering.
    


    
      6. l. 1 that man.
    


    
      l. 5 and assistance.
    


    
      10. l. 12 Verba for end implieth some future good, desiderantur.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 17.
    


    
      1. A law of nature, that every man acknowledge other for his equal. 2. Another, that men allow æqualia
      æqualibus. 3. Another, that those things which cannot be divided, be used in common. 4. Another, that things
      indivisible and incommunicable, be decided by lot. 5. Natural lot, primogeniture, and first possession. 6. That
      men submit to arbitration. 7. Of an arbitrator. 8. That no man press his counsel upon any man against his will.
      9. How to know suddenly what is the law of nature. 10. That the law of nature taketh place after security from
      others to observe the same. 11. The right of nature not to be taken away by custom, nor the law of nature
      abrogated by any act. 12. Why the dictates of nature are called laws. 13. Whatsoever is against conscience in a
      man that is his own judge, is against the law of nature. 14. Of malum pænæ, malum culpæ; virtue and vice.
      15. Aptitude to society fulfilleth the law of nature.
    


    
      1. THE question, which is the better man, is determinable only in the estate of government and
      policy, though it be mistaken for a question of nature, not only by ignorant men, that think
      one man’s blood better than another’s by nature; but also by him, whose opinions are at this day, and in these
      parts of greater authority than any other human writings (Aristotle). For he putteth so much difference between
      the powers of men by nature, that he doubteth not to set down, as the ground of all his politics, that some men
      are by nature worthy to govern, and others by nature ought to serve. Which foundation hath not only weakened the
      whole frame of his politics, but hath also given men colour and pretences, whereby to disturb and hinder the
      peace of one another. For though there were such a difference of nature, that master and servant were not by
      consent of men, but by inherent virtue; yet who hath that eminency of virtue, above others, and who is so stupid
      as not to govern himself, shall never be agreed upon amongst men; who do every one naturally think himself as
      able, at the least, to govern another, as another to govern him. And when there was any contention between the
      finer and the coarser wits, (as there hath been often in times of sedition and civil war) for the most part these
      latter carried away the victory; and as long as men arrogate to themselves more honour than they give to others,
      it cannot be imagined how they can possibly live in peace: and consequently we are to suppose, that for peace
      sake, nature hath ordained this law, That every man acknowledge other for his equal. And the breach of
      this law, is that we call PRIDE.
    


    
      2. As it was necessary that a man should not retain his right to every thing, so also was it, that he should
      retain his right to some things: to his own body (for example) the right of defending, whereof he could not
      transfer; to the use of fire, water, free air, and place to live in, and to all things necessary for life. Nor
      doth the law of nature command any divesting of other rights, than of those only which cannot be retained without
      the loss of peace. Seeing then many rights are retained, when we enter into peace one with
      another, reason and the law of nature dictateth, Whatsoever right any man requireth to retain, he allow every
      other man to retain the same. For he that doth not so, alloweth not the equality mentioned in the former
      section. For there is no acknowledgment of the equality of worth, without attribution of the equality of benefit
      and respect. And this allowance of æqualia æqualibus, is the same thing with the allowing of
      proportionalia proportionalibus. For when a man alloweth to every man alike, the allowance he maketh will
      be in the same proportion, in which are the numbers of men to whom they are made. And this is it men mean by
      distributive justice, and is properly termed EQUITY. The breach of this law is that which the
      Greeks call [image: Image], which is commonly
      rendered covetousness, but seemeth to be more precisely expressed by the word ENCROACHING.
    


    
      3. If there pass no other covenant, the law of nature is, That such things as cannot be divided, be used in
      common, proportionably to the numbers of them that are to use the same, or without limitation when the quantity
      thereof sufficeth. For first supposing the thing to be used in common not sufficient for
      them that are to use it without limitation, if a few shall make more use thereof than the rest, that equality is
      not observed, which is required in the second section. And this is to be understood, as all the rest of the laws
      of nature, without any other covenant antecedent; for a man may have given away his right of common, and so the
      case be altered.
    


    
      4. In those things which neither can be divided, nor used in common, the rule of nature must needs be one of
      these: lot, or alternate use; for besides these two ways, there can no other equality be imagined. And for
      alternate use, he that beginneth hath the advantage; and to reduce that advantage to equality, there is no other
      way but lot: in things, therefore, indivisible and incommunicable, it is the law of nature, That the use be
      alternate, or the advantage given away by lot; because there is no other way of equality; and equality is the
      law of nature.
    


    
      5. There be two sorts of lots: one arbitrary, made by men, and commonly known by the names of lot, chance,
      hazard, and the like; and there is natural lot, such as is primogeniture, which is no more but the chance, or lot
      of being first born; which, it seemeth, they considered, that call inheritance by the name of cleronomia,
      which signifieth distribution by lot. Secondly, prima occupatio, first seizing or finding of a thing,
      whereof no man made use before, which for the most part also is merely chance.
    


    
      6. Although men agree upon these laws of nature, and endeavour to observe the same; yet considering the passions
      of men, that make it difficult to understand by what actions, and circumstances of actions, those laws are
      broken; there must needs arise many great controversies about the interpretation thereof, by which the peace must
      needs be dissolved, and men return again to their former estate of hostility. For the taking away of which
      controversies, it is necessary that there be some common arbitrator and judge, to whose sentence both the parties
      to the controversy ought to stand. And therefore it is a law of nature, That in every
      controversy, the parties thereto ought mutually to agree upon an arbitrator, whom they both trust; and mutually
      to covenant to stand to the sentence he shall give therein. For where every man is his own judge, there
      properly is no judge at all; as where every man carveth out his own right, it hath the same effect, as if there
      were no right at all; and where is no judge, there is no end of controversy, and therefore the right of hostility
      remaineth.
    


    
      7. An ARBITRATOR therefore or judge is he that is trusted by the parties to any controversy, to
      determine the same by the declaration of his own judgment therein. Out of which followeth: first, that the judge
      ought not to be concerned in the controversy he endeth; for in that case he is party, and ought by the same
      reason to be judged by another; secondly, that he maketh no covenant with either of the parties, to pronounce
      sentence for the one, more than for the other. Nor doth he covenant so much, as that his sentence shall be just;
      for that were to make the parties judges of the sentence, whereby the controversy would remain still undecided.
      Nevertheless for the trust reposed in him, and for the equality which the law of nature requireth him to consider
      in the parties, he violateth that law, if for favour, or hatred to either party, he give other sentence than he
      thinketh right. And thirdly, that no man ought to make himself judge in any controversy between others, unless
      they consent and agree thereto.
    


    
      8. It is also of the law of nature, That no man obtrude or press his advice or counsel to any man that
      declareth himself unwilling to hear the same. For seeing a man taketh counsel concerning what is good or hurt
      of himself only, and not of his counsellor; and that counsel is a voluntary action, and therefore tendeth also to
      the good of the counsellor: there may often be just cause to suspect the counsellor. And
      though there be none, yet seeing counsel unwillingly heard is a needless offence to him that is not willing to
      hear it, and offences tend all to the breach of peace: it is therefore against the law of nature to obtrude it.
    


    
      9. A man that shall see these laws of nature set down and inferred with so many words, and so much ado, may think
      there is yet much more difficulty and subtlety required to acknowledge and do according to the said laws in every
      sudden occasion, when a man hath but a little time to consider. And while we consider man in most passions, as of
      anger, ambition, covetousness, vain glory, and the like that tend to the excluding of natural equality, it is
      true; but without these passions, there is an easy rule to know upon a sudden, whether the action I be to do, be
      against the law of nature or not: and it is but this, That a man imagine himself in the place of the party
      with whom he hath to do, and reciprocally him in his; which is no more but a changing (as it were) of the
      scales. For every man’s passion weigheth heavy in his own scale, but not in the scale of his neighbour. And this
      rule is very well known and expressed by this old dictate, Quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris.
    


    
      10. These laws of nature, the sum whereof consisteth in forbidding us to be our own judges, and our own carvers,
      and in commanding us to accommodate one another; in case they should be observed by some, and not by others,
      would make the observers but a prey to them that should neglect them; leaving the good, both without defence
      against the wicked, and also with a charge to assist them: which is against the scope of the said laws, that are
      made only for the protection and defence of them that keep them. Reason therefore, and the law of nature over and
      above all these particular laws, doth dictate this law in general, That those particular laws be so far
      observed, as they subject us not to any incommodity, that in our own judgments may arise, by the neglect thereof
      in those towards whom we observe them; and consequently requireth no more but the
      desire and constant intention to endeavour and be ready to observe them, unless there be cause to the contrary in
      other men’s refusal to observe them towards us. The force therefore of the law of nature is not in foro
      externo, till there be security for men to obey it; but is always in foro interno, wherein the action
      of obedience being unsafe, the will and readiness to perform is taken for the performance.
    


    
      11. Amongst the laws of nature, customs and prescriptions are not numbered. For whatsoever action is against
      reason, though it be reiterated never so often, or that there be never so many precedents thereof, is still
      against reason, and therefore not a law of nature, but contrary to it. But consent and covenant may so alter the
      cases, which in the law of nature may be put, by changing the circumstances, that that which was reason before,
      may afterwards be against it; and yet is reason still the law. For though every man be bound to allow equality to
      another; yet if that other shall see cause to renounce the same, and make himself inferior, then, if from
      thenceforth he consider him as inferior, he breaketh not thereby that law of nature that commandeth to allow
      equality. In sum, a man’s own consent may abridge him of the liberty which the law of nature leaveth him, but
      custom not; nor can either of them abrogate either these, or any other law of nature.
    


    
      12. And forasmuch as law (to speak properly) is a command, and these dictates, as they proceed from nature, are
      not commands; they are not therefore called laws in respect of nature, but in respect of the author of nature,
      God Almighty.
    


    
      13. And seeing the laws of nature concern the conscience, not he only breaketh them that doth any action
      contrary, but also he whose action is conformable to them, in case he think it contrary. For though the action
      chance to be right, yet in his judgment he despiseth the law.
    


    
      14. Every man by natural passion, calleth that good which pleaseth him for the present, or so far forth as he
      can foresee; and in like manner that which displeaseth him evil. And therefore he that
      foreseeth the whole way to his preservation (which is the end that every one by nature aimeth at) must also call
      it good, and the contrary evil· And this is that good and evil, which not every man in passion calleth so, but
      all men by reason. And therefore the fulfilling of all these laws is good in reason; and the breaking of them
      evil. And so also the habit, or disposition, or intention to fulfil them good; and the neglect of them evil. And
      from hence cometh that distinction of malum pœnæ, and malum culpæ; for malum pœnœ is any
      pain or molestation of mind whatsoever; but malum culpæ is that action which is contrary to reason and the
      law of nature; as also the habit of doing according to these and other laws of nature that tend to our
      preservation, is that we call VIRTUE; and the habit of doing the contrary, VICE. As
      for example, justice is that habit by which we stand to covenants, injustice the contrary vice; equity that habit
      by which we allow equality of nature, arrogance the contrary vice; gratitude the habit whereby we requite the
      benefit and trust of others, ingratitude the contrary vice; temperance the habit by which we abstain from all
      things that tend to our destruction, intemperance the contrary vice; prudence, the same with virtue in general.
      As for the common opinion, that virtue consisteth in mediocrity, and vice in extremes, I see no ground for it,
      nor can find any such mediocrity. Courage may be virtue, when the daring is extreme, if the cause be good; and
      extreme fear no vice when the danger is extreme. To give a man more than his due, is no injustice, though it be
      to give him less; and in gifts it is not the sum that maketh liberality, but the reason. And so in all other
      virtues and vices. I know that this doctrine of mediocrity is Aristotle’s, but his opinions concerning virtue and
      vice, are no other than those which were received then, and are still by the generality of men unstudied; and
      therefore not very likely to be accurate.
    


    
      15. The sum of virtue is to be sociable with them that will be sociable, and formidable to
      them that will not. And the same is the sum of the law of nature; for in being sociable, the law of nature taketh
      place by the way of peace and society; and to be formidable, is the law of nature in war, where to be feared is a
      protection a man hath from his own power; and as the former consisteth in actions of equity and justice, the
      latter consisteth in actions of honour. And equity, justice, and honour, contain all virtues whatsoever.
    


    
      12. l. 1 that one man.
    


    
      Arg. 4 be divided.
    


    
      l. 4 Nomen Aristotelis, in A ad marg. ascriptum manu auctoris, extat etiam in reliquis, exc. C.
    


    
      l. 6 Verba the equality of desunt. l. 14 of the law is. 3. In H sequuntur ut sectione tertia
      comprehensa, sed atramento posteriore expuncta, haece: “Of the law of nature also it is: that entering into
      peace every man be allowed those rights which he hath acquired by the covenants of others. That is to say, right
      against him that have (ita, e hath correct.) covenanted. And this law is no more in effect, but
      that the peace which a man entereth into, discharge not the covenants made unto him by others; else is not that
      equality kept which the law of nature requireth. And men had rather keep their own advantages with the hazard of
      war, than lose them by unequal peace, wherein (hoc corr. e ‘unless all’) others do the like. And therefore
      in the first entrance (haec tria vv. corr. ex ‘making’) of peace, the law of nature teacheth, that every
      man ought to hold that which he once hath [‘lawfully and without controversy,’ haec in ipso libro erasa
      sunt] possessed, or solely used.” Ad eandem hanc § referuntur verba quaedam quae expuncta habet A
      in argum. huius cap. post num. 2; “Another, that men entering into peace, retain what they have acquired.”
    


    
      l. I parties in the controversies. 7. l. I or he that is judge. Ita correxit B idemque habet C. Contra A E ut
      edd. l. 5 is a party. 8. l. 1 of deest. l. 7 may be often.
    


    
      9. l. 16 in this old.
    


    
      l. 12 of the mind.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 18.
    


    
      A Confirmation out of Holy Scripture of the principal points mentioned in the two last Chapters, concerning the
      Law of Nature.
    


    
      1. THE laws mentioned in the former chapters, as they are called the laws of nature, for that they
      are the dictates of natural reason; and also moral laws, because they concern men’s manners and conversation one
      towards another; so are they also divine laws in respect of the author thereof, God Almighty; and ought therefore
      to agree, or at least, not to be repugnant to the word of God revealed in Holy Scripture. In this chapter
      therefore I shall produce such places of Scripture as appear to be most consonant to the said laws.
    


    
      2. And first the word of God seemeth to place the divine law in reason; by all such texts as ascribe the same to
      the heart and understanding; as Psalm 40, 8: Thy law is in my heart. Heb. 8, 10: After those days,
      saith the Lord, I will put my laws in their mind; and Heb. 10, 16, the same. Psalm 37, 31, speaking of the
      righteous man, he saith, The law of God is in his heart. Psalm 19, 7, 8: The law of God is perfect,
      converting the soul. It giveth wisdom to the simple, and light unto the eyes. Jer. 31, 33: I will put
      my law in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts. And John 1, the lawgiver
      himself, God Almighty, is called by the name of [image: Image], which is also called: verse 4, The light of men: and verse 9, The light which lighteth
      every man, which cometh into the world: all which are descriptions of natural reason.
    


    
      3. And that the law divine, for so much as is moral, are those precepts that tend to peace, seemeth to be much
      confirmed by such places of Scripture as these: Rom. 3, 17, righteousness which is the fulfilling of the law, is
      called the way of peace. And Psalm 85, 10: Righteousness and peace shall kiss each other. And
      Matth. 5, 9: Blessed are the peace-makers. And Heb. 7, 2, Melchisedec king of Salem is interpreted
      king of righteousness, and king of peace. And, verse 21, our Saviour Christ is said to be a priest
      for ever after the order of Melchisedec; out of which may be inferred: that the doctrine of our Saviour
      Christ annexeth the fulfilling of the law to peace.
    


    
      4. That the law of nature is unalterable, is intimated by this, that the priesthood of Melchisedec is
      everlasting; and by the words of our Saviour, Matth. 5, 18: Heaven and earth shall pass away, but one jot or
      tittle of the law shall not pass till all things be fulfilled.
    


    
      5. That men ought to stand to their covenants, is taught Psalm 15, where the question being asked, verse 1,
      Lord who shall dwell in thy tabernacle, &c., it is answered, verse 4, He that sweareth to his own
      hindrance, and yet changeth not. And that men ought to be grateful, where no covenant passeth, Deut. 25, 4:
      Thou shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth out the corn, which St. Paul (1 Cor. 9, 9) interpreteth not of
      oxen, but of men.
    


    
      6. That men content themselves with equality, as it is the foundation of natural law, so also is it of the second
      table of the divine law, Matth. 22, 39, 40: Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. On these two laws depend
      the whole law and the prophets; which is not so to be understood, as that a man should
      study so much his neighbour’s profit as his own, or that he should divide his goods amongst his neighbours; but
      that he should esteem his neighbour worthy all rights and privileges that he himself enjoyeth; and attribute unto
      him, whatsoever he looketh should be attributed unto himself; which is no more but that he should be humble,
      meek, and contented with equality.
    


    
      7. And that in distributing of right amongst equals, that distribution is to be made according to the proportions
      of the numbers, which is the giving of æqualia æqualibus, and proportionalia proportionalibus; we
      have Numb. 26, 53, 54, the commandment of God to Moses: Thou shalt divide the land according to the number of
      names; to many thou shalt give more, to few thou shalt give less, to every one according to his number. That
      decision by lot is a means of peace, Prov. 18, 18: The lot causeth contention to cease, and maketh partition
      among the mighty.
    


    
      8. That the accommodation and forgiveness of one another, which have before been put for laws of nature, are also
      law divine, there is no question. For they are the essence of charity, which is the scope of the whole law. That
      we ought not to reproach, or reprehend each other, is the doctrine of our Saviour, Matth. 7, 1: Judge not,
      that ye be not judged: (verse 3): Why seest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye, and seest not the
      beam that is in thine own eye? Also the law that forbiddeth us to press our counsel upon others further than
      they admit, is a divine law. For after our charity and desire to rectify one another is rejected, to press it
      further, is to reprehend him, and condemn him, which is forbidden in the text last recited; as also Rom. 14, 12,
      13: Every one of us shall give account of himself to God. Let us not therefore judge one another any more, but
      use your judgment rather in this, that no man put an occasion to fall, or a stumbling block before his
      brother.
    


    
      9. Further, the rule of men concerning the law of nature, Quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris, is
      confirmed by the like, Matth. 7, 12: Whatsoever therefore you would have men do unto
      you, that do you unto them: for this is the law and the prophets. And Rom. 2, 1 : In that thou
      judgest another, thou condemnest thyself, &c.
    


    
      10. It is also manifest by the Scriptures, that these laws concern only the tribunal of our conscience; and that
      the actions contrary to them, shall be no farther punished by God Almighty, than as they proceed from negligence
      and contempt. And first, that these laws are made to the conscience, appeareth, Matth. 5, 20: For I say unto
      you, except your righteousness exceed the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees, ye shall not enter into the
      kingdom of heaven. Now the Pharisees were the most exact amongst the Jews in the external performance; they
      therefore must want the sincerity of conscience; else could not our Saviour have required a greater righteousness
      than theirs. For the same reason our Saviour Christ saith: The publican departed from the temple justified,
      rather than the Pharisee. And Christ saith: His yoke is easy, and his burthen light; which proceeded
      from this, that Christ required no more than our best endeavour. And Rom. 14, 23: He that doubteth, is
      condemned, if he eat. And in innumerable places both in the Old and New Testament, God Almighty declareth,
      that he taketh the will for the deed, both in good and evil actions. By all which it plainly appears, that the
      divine law is dictated to the conscience. On the other side it is no less plain: that how many and how heinous
      actions soever a man commit through infirmity, he shall nevertheless, whensoever he shall condemn the same in his
      own conscience, be freed from the punishments that to such actions otherwise belong. For, At what time soever
      a sinner doth repent him of his sins from the bottom of his heart, I will put all his iniquities out of my
      remembrance, saith the Lord,
    


    
      11. Concerning revenge which by the law of nature ought not to aim, as I have said chapter 16, section 10, at present delight, but at future profit, there is
      some difficulty made, as if the same accorded not with the law divine, by such as object the continuance of
      punishment after the day of judgment, when there shall be no place, neither for amendment, nor for example. This
      objection had been of some force, if such punishment had been ordained after all sins were past; but considering
      the punishment was instituted before sin, it serveth to the benefit of mankind, because it keepeth men in
      peaceable and virtuous conversation by the terror; and therefore such revenge was directed to the future only.
    


    
      12. Finally, there is no law of natural reason, that can be against the law divine; for God Almighty hath given
      reason to a man to be a light unto him. And I hope it is no impiety to think, that God Almighty will require a
      strict account thereof, at the day of judgment, as of the instructions which we were to follow in our
      peregrination here; notwithstanding the opposition and affronts of supernaturalists now-a-days, to rational and
      moral conversation.
    


    
      15. Haec sectio in H addita manu auct.
    


    
      l. 4 by way of.
    


    
      5. l. 5 to be gratified.
    


    
      l. 7 and content.
    


    
      10. l. 4 or contempt. l. 15 my yoke … my burthen. l. 16 proceedeth. l. 23 how ante heinous deest. 11.
      Haec sectio in H ad marg. posita est, sed manu vulgari.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 19.
    


    
      1. That men notwithstanding these laws are still in the state of war, till they have security one against
      another. 2. The law of nature in war, is nothing but honour. 3. No security without the concord of many. 4. That
      concord of many cannot be maintained without power to keep them all in awe. 5. The cause why concord remaineth in
      a multitude of some irrational creatures, and not of men. 6. That union is necessary for the maintaining of
      concord. 7. How union is made. 8. Body politic defined. 9. Corporation defined. 10. Sovereign and subject
      defined. 11. Two sorts of bodies politic, patrimonial and commonwealth.
    


    
      1. IN chapt. 12, sect. 16, it hath been shewed,
      that the opinions men have of the rewards and punishments which are to follow their actions,
      are the causes that make and govern the will to those actions. In this estate of man therefore, wherein all men
      are equal, and every man allowed to be his own judge, the fears they have one of another are equal, and every
      man’s hopes consist in his own sleight and strength; and consequently when any man by his natural passion, is
      provoked to break these laws of nature, there is no security in any other man of his own defence but
      anticipation. And for this cause, every man’s right (howsoever he be inclined to peace) of doing whatsoever
      seemeth good in his own eyes, remaineth with him still, as the necessary means of his preservation. And therefore
      till there be security amongst men for the keeping of the law of nature one towards another, men are still in the
      estate of war, and nothing is unlawful to any man that tendeth to his own safety or commodity; and this safety
      and commodity consisteth in the mutual aid and help of one another, whereby also followeth the mutual fear of one
      another.
    


    
      2. It is a proverbial saying, inter arma silent leges. There is little therefore to be said concerning the
      laws that men are to observe one towards another in time of war, wherein every man’s being and well-being is the
      rule of his actions. Yet thus much the law of nature commandeth in war: that men satiate not the cruelty of their
      present passions, whereby in their own conscience they foresee no benefit to come. For that betrayeth not a
      necessity, but a disposition of the mind to war, which is against the law of nature. And in old time we read that
      rapine was a trade of life, wherein nevertheless many of them that used it, did not only spare the lives of those
      they invaded, but left them also such things, as were necessary to preserve that life which they had given them;
      as namely their oxen and instruments for tillage, though they carried away all their other cattle and substance.
      And as the rapine itself was warranted in the law of nature, by the want of security otherwise to maintain
      themselves; so the exercise of cruelty was forbidden by the same law of nature, unless fear
      suggested anything to the contrary. For nothing but fear can justify the taking away of another’s life. And
      because fear can hardly be made manifest, but by some action dishonourable, that bewrayeth the conscience of
      one’s own weakness; all men in whom the passion of courage or magnanimity have been predominant, have abstained
      from cruelty; insomuch that though there be in war no law, the breach whereof is injury, yet there are those
      laws, the breach whereof is dishonour. In one word, therefore, the only law of actions in war is honour; and the
      right of war providence.
    


    
      3. And seeing mutual aid is necessary for defence, as mutual fear is necessary for peace; we are to consider how
      great aids are required for such defence, and for the causing of such mutual fear, as men may not easily
      adventure on one another. And first it is evident: that the mutual aid of two or three men is of very little
      security; for the odds on the other side, of a man or two, giveth sufficient encouragement to an assault. And
      therefore before men have sufficient security in the help of one another, their number must be so great, that the
      odds of a few which the enemy may have, be no certain and sensible advantage.
    


    
      4. And supposing how great a number soever of men assembled together for their mutual defence, yet shall not the
      effect follow, unless they all direct their actions to one and the same end; which direction to one and the same
      end is that which, chap. 12, sect. 7, is called consent. This
      consent (or concord) amongst so many men, though it may be made by the fear of a present invader, or by the hope
      of a present conquest, or booty; and endure as long as that action endureth; nevertheless, by the diversity of
      judgments and passions in so many men contending naturally for honour and advantage one above another: it is
      impossible, not only that their consent to aid each other against an enemy, but also that
      the peace should last between themselves, without some mutual and common fear to rule them.
    


    
      5. But contrary hereunto may be objected, the experience we have of certain living creatures irrational, that
      nevertheless continually live in such good order and government, for their common benefit, and are so free from
      sedition and war amongst themselves, that for peace, profit, and defence, nothing more can be imaginable. And the
      experience we have in this, is in that little creature the bee, which is therefore reckoned amongst animalia
      politica. Why therefore may not men, that foresee the benefit of concord, continually maintain the same
      without compulsion, as well as they? To which I answer, that amongst other living creatures, there is no question
      of precedence in their own species, nor strife about honour or acknowledgment of one another’s wisdom, as there
      is amongst men; from whence arise envy and hatred of one towards another, and from thence sedition and war.
      Secondly, those living creatures aim every one at peace and food common to them all; men aim at dominion,
      superiority, and private wealth, which are distinct in every man, and breed contention. Thirdly, those living
      creatures that are without reason, have not learning enough to espy, or to think they espy, any defect in the
      government; and therefore are contented therewith; but in a multitude of men, there are always some that think
      themselves wiser than the rest, and strive to alter what they think amiss; and divers of them strive to alter
      divers ways; and that causeth war. Fourthly, they want speech, and are therefore unable to instigate one another
      to faction, which men want not. Fifthly, they have no conception of right and wrong, but only of pleasure and
      pain, and therefore also no censure of one another, nor of their commander, as long as they are themselves at
      ease; whereas men that make themselves judges of right and wrong, are then least at quiet, when they are most at
      ease. Lastly. natural concord, such as is amongst those creatures, is the work of God by the way of nature; but
      concord amongst men is artificial, and by way of covenant. And therefore no wonder if such
      irrational creatures, as govern themselves in multitude, do it much more firmly than mankind, that do it by
      arbitrary institution.
    


    
      6. It remaineth therefore still that consent (by which I understand the concurrence of many men’s wills to one
      action) is not sufficient security for their common peace, without the erection of some common power, by the fear
      whereof they may be compelled both to keep the peace amongst themselves, and to join their strengths together,
      against a common enemy. And that this may be done, there is no way imaginable, but only union; which is defined
      chapt. 12, sect. 8 to be the involving or including the wills of
      many in the will of one man, or in the will of the greatest part of any one number of men, that is to say, in the
      will of one man, or of one COUNCIL; for a council is nothing else but an assembly of men
      deliberating concerning something common to them all.
    


    
      7. The making of union consisteth in this, that every man by covenant oblige himself to some one and the same
      man, or to some one and the same council, by them all named and determined, to do those actions, which the said
      man or council shall command them to do; and to do no action which he or they shall forbid, or command them not
      to do. And farther: in case it be a council whose commands they covenant to obey, that then also they covenant,
      that every man shall hold that for the command of the whole council, which is the command of the greater part of
      those men, whereof such council consisteth. And though the will of man, being not voluntary, but the beginning of
      voluntary actions, is not subject to deliberation and covenant; yet when a man covenanteth
      to subject his will to the command of another, he obligeth himself to this, that he resign his strength and means
      to him, whom he covenanteth to obey; and hereby, he that is to command may by the use of all their means and
      strength, be able by the terror thereof, to frame the will of them all to unity and concord amongst themselves.
    


    
      8. This union so made, is that which men call now-a-days a BODY POLITIC or civil society; and the
      Greeks call it [image: Image], that is to say, a
      city; which may be defined to be a multitude of men, united as one person by a common power, for their common
      peace, defence, and benefit.
    


    
      9. And as this union into a city or body politic, is instituted with common power over all the particular
      persons, or members thereof, to the common good of them all; so also may there be amongst a multitude of those
      members, instituted a subordinate union of certain men, for certain common actions to be done by those men for
      some common benefit of theirs, or of the whole city; as for subordinate government, for counsel, for trade, and
      the like. And these subordinate bodies politic are usually called CORPORATIONS; and their power
      such over the particulars of their own society, as the whole city whereof they are members have allowed them.
    


    
      10. In all cities or bodies politic not subordinate, but independent, that one man or one council, to whom the
      particular members have given that common power, is called their SOVEREIGN, and his power the
      sovereign power; which consisteth in the power and the strength that every of the members have transferred to him
      from themselves, by covenant. And because it is impossible for any man really to transfer his own strength to
      another, or for that other to receive it; it is to be understood: that to transfer a man’s power and strength, is
      no more but to lay by or relinquish his own right of resisting him to whom he so transferreth it. And every
      member of the body politic, is called a SUBJECT (viz.), to the sovereign.
    


    
      11. The cause in general which moveth a man to become subject to another, is (as I have said
      already) the fear of not otherwise preserving himself. And a man may subject himself to him that invadeth, or may
      invade him, for fear of him; or men may join amongst themselves to subject themselves to such as they shall agree
      upon for fear of others. And when many men subject themselves the former way, there ariseth thence a body
      politic, as it were naturally; from whence proceedeth dominion, paternal and despotic. And when they subject
      themselves the other way, by mutual agreement amongst many: the body politic they make, is for the most part
      called a commonwealth, in distinction from the former, though the name be the general name for them both. And I
      shall speak in the first place of commonwealths, and afterward of bodies politic patrimonial and despotical.
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      CHAPTER 1.
    


    
      1. Introduction. 2. A multitude before their union is not one person, nor doth any one act to which every
      particular man assenteth not expressly. 3. Express consent of every particular required at first to give right to
      the major part to involve the whole. Democracy, aristocracy, monarchy. 4. Democratical, aristocratical, and
      monarchical union may be instituted for ever, or for a limited time. 5. Without security no private right
      relinquished. 6. Covenants of government, without power of coercion, are no security. 7. Power coercive
      consisteth in not resisting him that hath it. 8. The sword of war is in the same hand, in which is the sword of
      justice. 9. Decision in all debates, both judicial and deliberative, annexed to the sword. 10. Laws civil
      defined, the making of them annexed to the sword. 11. Appointment of magistrates and public ministers annexed to
      the same. 12. Sovereign power includeth impunity. 13. A supposed commonwealth, where laws are made first, and the
      commonwealth after. 14. The same refelled. 15. Mixed forms of government supposed in sovereignty. 16. That
      refelled. 17. Mixed government hath place in the administration of the commonwealth, under the sovereign. 18.
      Reason and experience to prove absolute sovereignty somewhere in all commonwealths. 19. Some principal and most
      infallible marks of sovereignity.
    


    
      1. THAT part of this treatise which is already past, hath been wholly spent in the consideration
      of the natural power, and the natural estate of man; namely of his cognition and passions in the first eleven
      chapters; and how from thence proceed his actions in the twelfth; how men know one another’s
      minds in the thirteenth; in what estate men’s passions set them in the fourteenth; what estate they are directed
      unto by the dictates of reason, that is to say, what be the principal articles of the law of nature, in the 15,
      16, 17, 18. And lastly how a multitude of persons natural are united by covenants into one person civil, or body
      politic. In this part therefore shall be considered, the nature of a body politic, and the laws thereof,
      otherwise called civil laws. And whereas it hath been said in the last chapter, and last section of the former
      part, that there be two ways of erecting a body politic; one by arbitrary institution of many men assembled
      together, which is like a creation out of nothing by human wit; the other by compulsion, which is as it were a
      generation thereof out of natural force; I shall first speak of such erection of a body politic, as proceedeth
      from the assembly and consent of a multitude.
    


    
      2. Having in this place to consider a multitude of men, about to unite themselves into a body politic, for their
      security, both against one another, and against common enemies, and that by covenants; the knowledge of what
      covenants they must needs make, dependeth on the knowledge of the persons, and the knowledge of their end. First,
      for their persons they are many, and (as yet) not one; nor can any action done in a multitude of people met
      together, be attributed to the multitude, or truly called the action of the multitude, unless every man’s hand,
      and every man’s will, (not so much as one excepted) have concurred thereto. For multitude, though in their
      persons they run together, yet they concur not always in their designs. For even at that time when men are in
      tumult, though they agree a number of them to one mischief, and a number of them to another; yet, in the whole,
      they are amongst themselves in the state of hostility, and not of peace; like the seditious Jews besieged in Jerusalem, that could join against their enemies, and yet fight amongst themselves;
      whensoever therefore any man saith, that a number of men hath done any act: it is to be understood, that every
      particular man in that number hath consented thereunto, and not the greatest part only. Secondly, though thus
      assembled with intention to unite themselves, they are yet in that estate in which every man hath right to
      everything, and consequently, as hath been said, chapt. 14, sect.
      10, in an estate of enjoying nothing: and therefore meum and tuum hath no place amongst them.
    


    
      3. The first thing therefore they are to do, is expressly every man to consent to something by which they may
      come nearer to their ends; which can be nothing else imaginable but this: that they allow the wills of the major
      part of their whole number, or the wills of the major part of some certain number of men by them determined and
      named; or lastly the will of some one man, to involve and be taken for the wills of every man. And this done they
      are united, and a body politic. And if the major part of their whole number be supposed to involve the wills of
      all the particulars, then are they said to be a DEMOCRACY, that is to say a government wherein the
      whole number, or so many of them as please, being assembled together, are the sovereign, and every particular man
      a subject. If the major part of a certain number of men named or distinguished from the rest, be supposed to
      involve the wills of every one of the particulars, then are they said to be an OLIGARCHY, or
      ARISTOCRACY; which two words signify the same thing, together with the divers passions of those
      that use them; for when the men that be in that office please, they are called an aristocracy, otherwise an
      oligarchy; wherein those, the major part of which declare the wills of the whole multitude, being assembled, are
      the sovereign, and every man severally a subject. Lastly if their consent be such, that the will of one man, whom
      they name, shall stand for the wills of them all, then is their government or union called a
      MONARCHY; and that one man the sovereign, and every of the rest a subject.
    


    
      4. And those several sorts of unions, governments, and subjections of man’s will, may be understood to be made,
      either absolutely, that is to say, for all future time, or for a time limited only. But forasmuch as we speak
      here of a body politic, instituted for the perpetual benefit and defence of them that make it; which therefore
      men desire should last for ever, I will omit to speak of those that be temporary, and consider those that be for
      ever.
    


    
      5. The end for which one man giveth up, and relinquisheth to another, or others, the right of protecting and
      defending himself by his own power, is the security which he expecteth thereby, of protection and defence from
      those to whom he doth so relinquish it. And a man may then account himself in the estate of security, when he can
      forsee no violence to be done unto him, from which the doer may not be deterred by the power of that sovereign,
      to whom they have every one subjected themselves; and without that security there is no reason for a man to
      deprive himself of his own advantages, and make himself a prey to others. And therefore when there is not such a
      sovereign power erected, as may afford this security; it is to be understood that every man’s right of doing
      whatsoever seemeth good in his own eyes, remaineth still with him. And contrariwise, where any subject hath right
      by his own judgment and discretion, to make use of his force; it is to be understood that every man hath the
      like, and consequently that there is no commonwealth at all established. How far therefore in the making of a
      commonwealth, a man subjecteth his will to the power of others, must appear from the end, namely security. For
      whatsoever is necessary to be by covenant transferred for the attaining thereof, so much is transferred, or else
      every man is in his natural liberty to secure himself.
    


    
      6. Covenants agreed upon by every man assembled for the making of a commonwealth, and put in
      writing without erecting of a power of coercion, are no reasonable security for any of them that so covenant, nor
      are to be called laws; and leave men still in the estate of nature and hostility. For seeing the wills of most
      men are governed only by fear, and where there is no power of coercion, there is no fear; the wills of most men
      will follow their passions of covetousness, lust, anger, and the like, to the breaking of those covenants,
      whereby the rest, also, who otherwise would keep them, are set at liberty, and have no law but from themselves.
    


    
      7. This power of coercion, as hath been said chapt. 15, sect. 3,
      of the former part, consisteth in the transferring of every man’s right of resistance against him to whom he hath
      transferred the power of coercion. It followeth therefore, that no man in any commonwealth whatsoever hath right
      to resist him, or them, on whom they have conferred this power coercive, or (as men use to call it) the sword of
      justice; supposing the not-resistance possible. For (Part I.
      chapter 15, sect. 18) covenants bind but to the utmost of our
      endeavour.
    


    
      8. And forasmuch as they who are amongst themselves in security, by the means of this sword of justice that keeps
      them all in awe, are nevertheless in danger of enemies from without; if there be not some means found, to unite
      their strengths and natural forces in the resistance of such enemies, their peace amongst themselves is but in
      vain. And therefore it is to be understood as a covenant of every member to contribute their several forces for
      the defence of the whole; whereby to make one power as sufficient, as is possible, for their defence. Now seeing
      that every man hath already transferred the use of his strength to him or them, that have the sword of justice;
      it followeth that the power of defence, that is to say the sword of war, be in the same hands wherein is the
      sword of justice: and consequently those two swords are but one, and that inseparably and
      essentially annexed to the sovereign power.
    


    
      9. Moreover seeing to have the right of the sword, is nothing else but to have the use thereof depending only on
      the judgment and discretion of him or them that have it; it followeth that the power of judicature (in all
      controversies, wherein the sword of justice is to be used) and (in all deliberations concerning war, wherein the
      use of that sword is required), the right of resolving and determining what is to be done, belong to the same
      sovereign.
    


    
      10. Farther: considering it is no less, but much more necessary to prevent violence and rapine, than to punish
      the same when it is committed; and all violence proceedeth from controversies that arise between men concerning
      meum and tuum, right and wrong, good and bad, and the like, which men use every one to measure by
      their own judgments; it belongeth also to the judgment of the same sovereign power, to set forth and make known
      the common measure by which every man is to know what is his, and what another’s; what is good, and what bad; and
      what he ought to do, and what not; and to command the same to be observed. And these measures of the actions of
      the subjects are those which men call LAWS POLITIC, or civil. The making whereof must of right
      belong to him that hath the power of the sword, by which men are compelled to observe them; for otherwise they
      should be made in vain.
    


    
      11. Farthermore: seeing it is impossible that any one man that hath such sovereign power, can be able in person
      to hear and determine all controversies, to be present at all deliberations concerning common good, and to
      execute and perform all those common actions that belong thereunto, whereby there will be necessity of
      magistrates and ministers of public affairs; it is consequent, that the appointment, nomination, and limitation
      of the same, be understood as an inseparable part of the same sovereignty, to which the sum of all judicature and
      execution hath been already annexed.
    


    
      12. And: forasmuch as the right to use the forces of every particular member, is transferred
      from themselves, to their sovereign; a man will easily fall upon this conclusion of himself: that to sovereign
      power (whatsoever it doth) there belongeth impunity.
    


    
      13. The sum of these rights of sovereignty, namely the absolute use of the sword in peace and war, the making and
      abrogating of laws, supreme judicature and decision in all debates judicial and deliberative, the nomination of
      all magistrates and ministers, with other rights contained in the same, make the sovereign power no less absolute
      in the commonwealth, than before commonwealth every man was absolute in himself to do, or not to do, what he
      thought good; which men that have not had the experience of that miserable estate, to which men are reduced by
      long war, think so hard a condition that they cannot easily acknowledge, such covenants and subjection, on their
      parts, as are here set down, to have been ever necessary to their peace. And therefore some have imagined that a
      commonwealth may be constituted in such manner, as the sovereign power may be so limited, and moderated, as they
      shall think fit themselves. For example: they suppose a multitude of men to have agreed upon certain articles
      (which they presently call laws), declaring how they will be governed; and that done to agree farther upon some
      man, or number of men to see the same articles performed, and put in execution. And to enable him, or them
      thereunto, they allot unto them a provision limited, as of certain lands, taxes, penalties, and the like, than
      which (if mis-spent), they shall have no more, without a new consent of the same men that allowed the former. And
      thus they think they have made a commonwealth, in which it is unlawful for any private man to make use of his own
      sword for his security; wherein they deceive themselves.
    


    
      14. For first, if to the revenue, it did necessarily follow that there might be forces raised, and procured at
      the will of him that hath such revenue; yet since the revenue is limited, so must also be
      the forces; but limited forces, against the power of an enemy, which we cannot limit, are unsufficient.
      Whensoever therefore there happeneth an invasion greater than those forces are able to resist, and there be no
      other right to levy more, then is every man, by necessity of nature, allowed to make the best provision he can
      for himself; and thus is the private sword, and the estate of war again reduced. But seeing revenue, without the
      right of commanding men, is of no use, neither in peace, nor war; it is necessary to be supposed, that he that
      hath the administration of those articles, which are in the former section supposed, must have also right to make
      use of the strengths of particular men; and what reason soever giveth him that right over any one, giveth him the
      same over them all. And then is his right absolute; for he that hath right to all their forces, hath right to
      dispose of the same. Again: supposing those limited forces and revenue, either by the necessary, or negligent use
      of them, to fail; and that for a supply, the same multitude be again to be assembled, who shall have power to
      assemble them, that is to compel them to come together? If he that demandeth the supply hath that right (viz.)
      the right to compel them all; then is his sovereignty absolute: if not, then is every particular man at liberty
      to come or not; to frame a new commonwealth or not; and so the right of the private sword returneth. But suppose
      them willingly and of their own accord assembled, to consider of this supply; if now it be still in their choice,
      whether they shall give it or not, it is also in their choice whether the commonwealth shall stand or not. And
      therefore there lieth not upon any of them any civil obligation that may hinder them from using force, in case
      they think it tend to their defence. This device therefore of them that will make civil laws first, and then a
      civil body afterwards, (as if policy made a body politic, and not a body politic made policy) is of no effect.
    


    
      15. Others to avoid the hard condition, as they take it, of absolute subjection, (which in
      hatred thereto they also call slavery) have devised a government as they think mixed of the three sorts of
      sovereignty. As for example: they suppose the power of making laws given to some great assembly democratical; the
      power of judicature to some other assembly; and the administration of the laws to a third, or to some one man;
      and this policy they call mixed monarchy, or mixed aristocracy, or mixed democracy, according as any of these
      three sorts do most visibly predominate. And in this estate of government they think the use of the private sword
      excluded.
    


    
      16. And supposing it were so: how were this condition which they call slavery eased thereby? For in this estate
      they would have no man allowed, either to be his own judge, or own carver, or to make any laws unto himself; and
      as long as these three agree, they are as absolutely subject to them, as is a child to the father, or a slave to
      the master in the state of nature. The ease therefore of this subjection, must consist in the disagreement of
      those, amongst whom they have distributed the rights of sovereign power. But the same disagreement is war. The
      division therefore of the sovereignty, either worketh no effect, to the taking away of simple subjection, or
      introduceth war; wherein the private sword hath place again. But the truth is, as hath been already shewed in 7,
      8, 9, 10, 11, 12 precedent sections: the sovereignty is indivisible; and that seeming mixture of several kinds of
      government, not mixture of the things themselves, but confusion in our understandings, that cannot find out
      readily to whom we have subjected ourselves.
    


    
      17. But though the sovereignty be not mixed, but be always either simple democracy, or simple aristocracy, or
      pure monarchy; nevertheless in the administration thereof, all those sorts of government may have place
      subordinate. For suppose the sovereign power be democracy, as it was sometimes in Rome, yet at the same time they
      may have a council aristocratical, such as was the senate; and at the same time they may have a subordinate
      monarch, such as was their dictator, who had for a time the exercise of the whole
      sovereignty, and such as are all generals in war. So also in a monarchy there may be a council aristocratical of
      men chosen by the monarch; or democratical of men chosen by the consent (the monarch permitting) of all the
      particular men of the commonwealth. And this mixture is it that imposeth; as if it were the mixture of
      sovereignty. As if a man should think, because the great council of Venice doth nothing ordinarily but choose
      magistrates, ministers of state, captains, and governors of towns, ambassadors, counsellors, and the like; that
      therefore their part of the sovereignty is only choosing of magistrates; and that the making of war, and peace,
      and laws, were not theirs, but the part of such councillors as they appointed thereto; whereas it is the part of
      these to do it but subordinately, the supreme authority thereof being in the great council that choose them.
    


    
      18. And as reason teacheth us, that a man considered out of subjection to laws, and out of all covenants
      obligatory to others, is free to do, and undo, and deliberate as long as he listeth; every member being obedient
      to the will of the whole man; that liberty being nothing else but his natural power, without which he is no
      better than an inanimate creature, not able to help himself; so also it teacheth us: that a body politic of what
      kind soever, not subject to another, nor obliged by covenants, ought to be free, and in all actions to be
      assisted by the members, every one in their place, or at the least not resisted by them. For otherwise, the power
      of a body politic (the essence whereof is the not-resistance of the members) is none, nor a body politic of any
      benefit. And the same is confirmed by the use of all nations and commonwealths in the world. For what nation is
      there or commonwealth wherein that man or council, which is virtually the whole, hath not
      absolute power over every particular member? or what nation or commonwealth is there, that hath not power and
      right to constitute a general in their wars? But the power of a general is absolute; and consequently there was
      absolute power in the commonwealth, from whom it was derived. For no person, natural or civil, can transfer unto
      another more power than himself hath.
    


    
      19. In every commonwealth where particular men are deprived of their right to protect themselves, there resideth
      an absolute sovereignty, as I have already showed. But in what man or in what assembly of men the same is placed,
      is not so manifest, as not to need some marks whereby it may be discerned. And first it is an infallible mark of
      absolute sovereignty in a man, or in an assembly of men, if there be no right in any other person natural or
      civil to punish that man, or to dissolve that assembly. For he that cannot of right be punished, cannot of right
      be resisted; and he that cannot of right be resisted, hath coercive power over all the rest, and thereby can
      frame and govern their actions at his pleasure; which is absolute sovereignty. Contrariwise he that in a
      commonwealth is punishable by any, or that assembly that is dissolvable, is not sovereign. For a greater power is
      always required to punish and dissolve, than theirs who are punished or dissolved; and that power cannot be
      called sovereign, than which there is a greater. Secondly, that man or assembly, that by their own right not
      derived from the present right of any other, may make laws, or abrogate them, at his, or their pleasure, have the
      sovereignty absolute. For seeing the laws they make, are supposed to be made by right, the members of the
      commonwealth to whom they are made, are obliged to obey them; and consequently not to resist the execution of
      them; which not-resistance maketh the power absolute of him that ordaineth them. It is likewise a mark of this
      sovereignty, to have the right original of appointing magistrates, judges, counsellors, and ministers of state.
      For without that power no act of sovereignty, or government, can be performed. Lastly, and
      generally: whosoever by his own authority independent can do any act, which another of the same commonwealth may
      not, must needs be understood to have the sovereign power. For by nature men have equal right; this inequality
      therefore must proceed from the power of the commonwealth. He therefore that doth any act lawfully by his own
      authority, which another may not, doth it by the power of the commonwealth in himself; which is absolute
      sovereignty.
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      CHAPTER 2.
    


    
      1. Democracy precedeth all other institution of government. 2. The sovereign people covenanteth not with the
      subjects. 3. The sovereign people cannot properly be said to do injury to the subject. 4. The faults of the
      sovereign people are the faults of those private men by whose votes their decrees pass. 5. Democracy in effect an
      aristocracy of orators. 6. Aristocracy how made. 7. The body of the optimates not properly said to injure the
      subjects. 8. The election of the optimates belongeth to their own body. 9. An elective king not sovereign in
      property, but in use. 10. A conditional king not sovereign in property but in use. 11. The word people equivocal.
      12. Obedience discharged by release from the sovereign. 13. How such releases are to be understood. 14. Obedience
      discharged by exile: 15. By conquest: 16. By ignorance of the right of succession.
    


    
      1. HAVING spoken in general concerning instituted policy in the former chapter, I come in this to
      speak of the sorts thereof in special, how every one of them is instituted. The first in order of time of these
      three sorts is democracy, and it must be so of necessity, because an aristocracy and a monarchy, require
      nomination of persons agreed upon; which agreement in a great multitude of men must consist in the consent of the
      major part; and where the votes of the major part involve the votes of the rest, there is actually a democracy.
    


    
      2. In the making of a democracy, there passeth no covenant, between the sovereign and any
      subject. For while the democracy is a making, there is no sovereign with whom to contract. For it cannot be
      imagined, that the multitude should contract with itself, or with any one man, or number of men, parcel of
      itself, to make itself sovereign; nor that a multitude, considered as one aggregate, can give itself anything
      which before it had not. Seeing then that sovereignty democratical is not conferred by the covenant of any
      multitude (which supposeth union and sovereignty already made), it resteth, that the same be conferred by the
      particular covenants of every several man; that is to say, every man with every man, for and in consideration of
      the benefit of his own peace and defence, covenanteth to stand to and obey, whatsoever the major part of their
      whole number, or the major part of such a number of them, as shall be pleased to assemble at a certain time and
      place, shall determine and command. And this is that which giveth being to a democracy; wherein the sovereign
      assembly was called of the Greeks by the name of Demus (id est, the people), from whence cometh
      democracy. So that where, to the supreme and independent court, every man may come that will and give his vote,
      there the sovereign is called the people.
    


    
      3. Out of this that hath been already said, may readily be drawn: that whatsoever the people doth to any one
      particular member or subject of the commonwealth, the same by him ought not to be styled injury. For first,
      injury (by the definition, Part I. chap. 16, sect. 2) is breach of
      covenant; but covenants (as hath been said in the precedent section) there passed none from the people to any
      private man; and consequently it (viz. the people) can do him no injury. Secondly, how unjust soever the action
      be, that this sovereign demus shall do, is done by the will of every particular man subject to him, who
      are therefore guilty of the same. If therefore they style it injury, they but accuse
      themselves. And it is against reason for the same man, both to do and complain; implying this contradiction, that
      whereas he first ratified the people’s acts in general, he now disalloweth some of them in particular. It is
      therefore said truly, volenti non fit injuria. Nevertheless nothing doth hinder, but that divers actions
      done by the people, may be unjust before God Almighty, as breaches of some of the laws of nature.
    


    
      4. And when it happeneth, that the people by plurality of voices shall decree or command any thing contrary to
      the law of God or nature, though the decree and command be the act of every man, not only present in the
      assembly, but also absent from it; yet is not the injustice of the decree, the injustice of every particular man,
      but only of those men by whose express suffrages, the decree or command was passed. For a body politic, as it is
      a fictitious body, so are the faculties and will thereof fictitious also. But to make a particular man unjust,
      which consisteth of a body and soul natural, there is required a natural and very will.
    


    
      5. In all democracies, though the right of sovereignty be in the assembly, which is virtually the whole body; yet
      the use thereof is always in one, or a few particular men. For in such great assemblies as those must be,
      whereinto every man may enter at his pleasure, there is no means any ways to deliberate and give counsel what to
      do, but by long and set orations; whereby to every man there is more or less hope given, to incline and sway the
      assembly to their own ends. In a multitude of speakers therefore, where always, either one is eminent alone, or a
      few being equal amongst themselves, are eminent above the rest, that one or few must of necessity sway the whole;
      insomuch, that a democracy, in effect, is no more than an aristocracy of orators, interrupted sometimes with the temporary monarchy of one orator.
    


    
      6. And seeing a democracy is by institution the beginning both of aristocracy and monarchy, we are to consider
      next how aristocracy is derived from it. When the particular members of the commonwealth growing weary of
      attendance at public courts, as dwelling far off, or being attentive to their private businesses, and withal
      displeased with the government of the people, assemble themselves to make an aristocracy; there is no more
      required to the making thereof but putting to the question one by one, the names of such men as it shall consist
      of, and assenting to their election; and by plurality of vote, to transfer that power which before the people
      had, to the number of men so named and chosen.
    


    
      7. And from this manner of erecting an aristocracy it is manifest that the few or optimates, have entered into no
      covenant, with any of the particular members of the commonwealth whereof they are sovereign; and consequently
      cannot do any thing to any private man that can be called injury to him, howsoever their act be wicked before
      Almighty God, according to that which hath been said before, section 3. Farther it is impossible that the people,
      as one body politic should covenant with the aristocracy or optimates, on whom they intend to transfer their
      sovereignty; for no sooner is the aristocracy erected, but the democracy is annihilated, and the covenants made
      unto them void.
    


    
      8. In all aristocracies, the admission of such as are from time to time to have vote in the sovereign assembly,
      dependeth on the will and decree of the present optimates; for they being the sovereign, have the nomination (by
      the eleventh section of the former chapter) of all magistrates, ministers, and counsellors of state whatsoever,
      and may therefore choose either to make them elective, or hereditary, at their pleasure.
    


    
      9. Out of the same democracy, the institution of a political monarch proceedeth in the same
      manner, as did the institution of the aristocracy (viz.) by a decree of the sovereign people, to pass the
      sovereignty to one man named, and approved by plurality of suffrage. And if this sovereignty be truly and indeed
      transferred, the estate or commonwealth is an absolute monarchy, wherein the monarch is at liberty, to dispose as
      well of the succession, as of the possession; and not an elective kingdom. For suppose a decree be made, first in
      this manner: that such a one shall have the sovereignty for his life; and that afterward they will choose a new;
      in this case, the power of the people is dissolved, or not. If dissolved, then after the death of him that is
      chosen, there is no man bound to stand to the decrees of them that shall, as private men, run together to make a
      new election: and consequently, if there be any man, who by the advantage of the reign of him that is dead, hath
      strength enough to hold the multitude in peace and obedience, he may lawfully, or rather is by the law of nature
      obliged so to do. If this power of the people were not dissolved, at the choosing of their king for life; then is
      the people sovereign still, and the king a minister thereof only, but so, as to put the whole sovereignty in
      execution; a great minister, but no otherwise for his time, than a dictator was in Rome. In this case, at the
      death of him that was chosen, they that meet for a new election, have no new, but their old authority for the
      same. For they were the sovereign all the time, as appeareth by the acts of those elective kings, that have
      procured from the people, that their children might succeed them. For it is to be understood, when a man
      receiveth any thing from the authority of the people, he receiveth it not from the people his subjects, but from
      the people his sovereign. And farther, though in the election of a king for his life, the people grant him the
      exercise of their sovereignty for that time; yet if they see cause, they may recall the same before the time. As
      a prince that conferreth an office for life, may nevertheless, upon suspicion of abuse thereof, recall it at his
      pleasure; inasmuch as offices that require labour and care, are understood to pass from him
      that giveth them as onera, burthens, to them that have them; the recalling whereof are therefore not
      injury, but favour. Nevertheless, if in making an elective king, with intention to reserve the sovereignty, they
      reserve not a power at certain known and determined times and places to assemble themselves; the reservation of
      their sovereignty is of no effect, inasmuch as no man is bound to stand to the decrees and determinations of
      those that assemble themselves without the sovereign authority.
    


    
      10. In the former section is showed that elective kings, that exercise their sovereignty for a time, which
      determines with their life, either are subjects and not sovereigns; and that is, when the people in election of
      them reserve unto themselves the right of assembling at certain times and places limited and made known; or else
      absolute sovereigns, to dispose of the succession at their pleasure; and that is, when the people in their
      election hath declared no time nor place of their meeting, or have left it to the power of the elected king to
      assemble and dissolve them at such times, as he himself shall think good. There is another kind of limitation of
      time, to him that shall be elected to use the sovereign power (which whether it hath been practised anywhere or
      not, I know not, but it may be imagined, and hath been objected against the rigour of sovereign power), and it is
      this: that the people transfer their sovereignty upon condition. As for example: for so long as he shall observe
      such and such laws, as they then prescribe him. And here as before in elected kings, the question is to be made,
      whether in the electing of such a sovereign, they reserved to themselves a right of assembling at times and
      places limited and known, or not; if not, then is the sovereignty of the people dissolved, and they have neither
      power to judge of the breach of the conditions given him, nor to command any forces for the deposing of him, whom
      on that condition they had set up; but are in the estate of war amongst themselves, as they
      were before they made themselves a democracy; and consequently: if he that is elected, by the advantage of the
      possession he hath of the public means, be able to compel them to unity and obedience, he hath not only the right
      of nature to warrant him, but also the law of nature to oblige him thereunto. But if in electing him, they
      reserved to themselves a right of assembling, and appointed certain times and places to that purpose, then are
      they sovereign still, and may call their conditional king to account, at their pleasure, and deprive him of his
      government, if they judge he deserve it, either by breach of the condition set him, or otherwise. For the
      sovereign power can by no covenant with a subject, be bound to continue him in the charge he undergoeth by their
      command, as a burden imposed not particularly for his good, but for the good of the sovereign people.
    


    
      11. The controversies that arise concerning the right of the people, proceed from the equivocation of the word.
      For the word people hath a double signification. In one sense it signifieth only a number of men, distinguished
      by the place of their habitation; as the people of England, or the people of France; which is no more, but the
      multitude of those particular persons that inhabit those regions, without consideration of any contracts or
      covenants amongst them, by which any one of them is obliged to the rest. In another sense, it signifieth a person
      civil, that is to say, either one man, or one council, in the will whereof is included and involved the will of
      every one in particular; as for example: in this latter sense the lower house of parliament is all the commons,
      as long as they sit there with authority and right thereto; but after they be dissolved, though they remain, they
      be no more the people, nor the commons, but only the aggregate, or multitude of the particular men there sitting;
      how well soever they agree, or concur, in opinions amongst themselves; whereupon they that
      do not distinguish between these two significations, do usually attribute such rights to a dissolved multitude,
      as belong only to the people virtually contained in the body of the commonwealth or sovereignty. And when a great
      number of their own authority flock together in any nation, they usually give them the name of the whole nation.
      In which sense they say the people rebelleth, or the people demandeth, when it is no more than a dissolved
      multitude, of which though any one man may be said to demand or have right to something, yet the heap, or
      multitude, cannot be said to demand or have right to any thing. For where every man hath his right distinct,
      there is nothing left for the multitude to have right unto; and when the particulars say: this is mine, this
      is thine, and this is his, and have shared all amongst them, there can be nothing whereof the
      multitude can say: this is mine; nor are they one body, as behoveth them to be, that demand anything under
      the name of mine or his; and when they say ours, every man is understood to pretend in
      several, and not the multitude. On the other side, when the multitude is united into a body politic, and thereby
      are a people in the other signification, and their wills virtually in the sovereign, there the rights and demands
      of the particulars do cease; and he or they that have the sovereign power, doth for them all demand and vindicate
      under the name of his, that which before they called in the plural, theirs.
    


    
      12. We have seen how particular men enter into subjection, by tranferring their rights; it followeth to consider
      how such subjection may be discharged. And first, if he or they have the sovereign power, shall relinquish the
      same voluntarily, there is no doubt but every man is again at liberty, to obey or not; likewise if he or they
      retaining the sovereignty over the rest, do nevertheless exempt some one or more from their subjection, every man
      so exempted is discharged. For he or they to whom any man is obliged, hath the power to release him.
    


    
      13. And here it is to be understood: that when he or they that have the sovereign power, give such exemption or
      privilege to a subject, as is not separable from the sovereignty, and nevertheless directly
      retain the sovereign power, not knowing the consequence of the privilege they grant, the person or persons
      exempted or privileged are not thereby released. For in contradictory significations of the will (Part I. chapt. 13,
      sect. 9), that which is directly signified, is to be understood for the will, before that which is drawn from it
      by consequence.
    


    
      14. Also exile perpetual, is a release of subjection, forasmuch as being out of the protection of the sovereignty
      that expelled him, he hath no means of subsisting but from himself. Now every man may lawfully defend himself,
      that hath no other defence; else there had been no necessity that any man should enter into voluntary subjection,
      as they do in commonwealths.
    


    
      15. Likewise a man is released of his subjection by conquest; for when it cometh to pass, that the power of a
      commonwealth is overthrown, and any particular man thereby, lying under the sword of his enemy yieldeth himself
      captive, he is thereby bound to serve him that taketh him, and consequently discharged of his obligation to the
      former. For no man can serve two masters.
    


    
      16. Lastly, ignorance of the succession dischargeth obedience; for no man can be understood to be obliged to obey
      he knoweth not whom.
    


    
      Ch. 2 Argum. ut in cap. 1.
    


    
      3. l. 1 already deest.
    


    
      l. 4 disalloweth the same of them. Locus implying usque ad particular in marg. A. l. 8 as
      breaches of the laws of nature. 4. l. 2 shall deest; that decree, A E; that deletum in B;
      shall decree C.
    


    
      10. l. 3 are subjects, or not sovereigns; and that it is. l. 8 have declared. l. 17 conditions.
    


    
      l. 7 also deest.
    


    
      l. 2 retaineth.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 3.
    


    
      1, 2. Titles to dominion. Master and servant defined. 3. Chains and other material bonds a presumption of no bond
      by covenant. Slave defined. 4. Servants have no property against their lord, but may have one against another. 5.
      The master hath right to alienate his servant. 6. The servant of the servant is servant of the master. 7. How
      servitude is discharged. 8. The middle lord cannot discharge his servant of obedience to the supreme lord. 9. The
      title of man to his dominion over beasts.
    


    
      1. HAVING set forth, in the two preceding chapters, the nature of a commonwealth institutive, by
      the consent of many men together; I come now to speak of dominion, or a body politic by acquisition, which is
      commonly called a patrimonial kingdom. But before I enter thereinto: it is necessary to make known, upon what
      title one man may acquire right, that is to say, property or dominion, over the person of another. For when one
      man hath dominion over another, there is a little kingdom; and to be a king by acquisition, is nothing else, but
      to have acquired a right or dominion over many.
    


    
      2. Considering men therefore again in the state of nature, without covenants or subjection one to another, as if
      they were but even now all at once created male and female; there be three titles only, by which one man may have
      right and dominion over another; whereof two may take place presently, and those are: voluntary offer of
      subjection, and yielding by compulsion; the third is to take place, upon the supposition of children begotten
      amongst them. Concerning the first of these three titles, it is handled before in the two last chapters; for from
      thence cometh the right of sovereigns over their subjects in a commonwealth institutive. Concerning the second
      title (which is when a man, submitteth to an assailant for fear of death), thereby accrueth a right of dominion.
      For where every man (as it happeneth in this case) hath right to all things, there needs no
      more for the making of the said right effectual, but a covenant from him that is overcome, not to resist him that
      overcometh. And thus cometh the victor to have a right of absolute dominion over the conquered. By which there is
      presently constituted a little body politic, which consisteth of two persons, the one sovereign, which is called
      the MASTER, or lord; the other subject, which is called the SERVANT. And when a man
      hath acquired right over a number of servants so considerable, as they cannot by their neighbours be securely
      invaded, this body politic is a kingdom despotical.
    


    
      3. And it is to be understood: that when a servant taken in the wars, is kept bound in natural bonds, as chains,
      and the like, or in prison; there hath passed no covenant from the servant to his master; for those natural bonds
      have no need of strengthening by the verbal bonds of covenant; and they show the servant is not trusted. But
      covenant (Part I. chapt. 15, sect. 9) supposeth trust. There remaineth therefore in the servant thus kept bound, or in
      prison, a right of delivering himself, if he can, by what means soever. This kind of servant is that which
      ordinarily and without passion, is called a SLAVE. The Romans had no such distinct name, but
      comprehended all under the name of servus; whereof such as they loved and durst trust, were suffered to go
      at liberty, and admitted to places of office, both near to their persons, and in their affairs abroad; the rest
      were kept chained, or otherwise restrained with natural impediments to their resistance. And as it was amongst
      the Romans, so it was amongst other nations; the former sort having no other bond but a supposed covenant,
      without which the master had no reason to trust them; the latter being without covenant, and no otherwise tied to
      obedience, but by chains, or other like forcible custody.
    


    
      4. A master therefore is to be supposed to have no less right over those, whose bodies he leaveth at liberty,
      than over those he keepeth in bonds and imprisonment; and hath absolute dominion over both;
      and may say of his servant, that he is his, as he may of any other thing. And whatsoever the servant had,
      and might call his, is now the master’s; for he that disposeth of the person, disposeth of all the person
      could dispose of; insomuch as though there be meum and tuum amongst servants distinct from one
      another by the dispensation, and for the benefit of their master; yet there is no meum and tuum
      belonging to any of them against the master himself, whom they are not to resist, but to obey all his commands as
      law.
    


    
      5. And seeing both the servant and all that is committed to him, is the property of the master, and every man may
      dispose of his own, and transfer the same at his pleasure, the master may therefore alienate his dominion over
      them, or give the same, by his last will, to whom he list.
    


    
      6. And if it happen, that the master himself by captivity or voluntary subjection, become servant to another,
      then is that other master paramount; and those servants of him that becometh servant, are no further obliged,
      than their master paramount shall think good; forasmuch as he disposing of the master subordinate, disposeth of
      all he hath, and consequently of his servants; so that the restriction of absolute power in masters proceedeth
      not from the law of nature, but from the political law of him that is their master supreme or sovereign.
    


    
      7. Servants immediate to the supreme master, are discharged of their servitude or subjection in the same manner
      that subjects are released of their allegiance in a commonwealth institutive. As first, by release; for he that
      captiveth (which is done by accepting what the captive transferreth to him) setteth again at liberty, by
      transferring back the same. And this kind of release is called MANUMISSION. Secondly, by exile;
      for that is no more but manumission given to a servant, not in the way of benefit, but punishment. Thirdly, by
      new captivity, where the servant having done his endeavour to defend himself, hath thereby performed his covenant
      to his former master, and for the safety of his life, entering into new covenant with the
      conqueror, is bound to do his best endeavour to keep that likewise. Fourthly, ignorance of who is successor to
      his deceased master, dischargeth him of obedience; for no covenant holdeth longer than a man knoweth to whom he
      is to perform it. And lastly, that servant that is no longer trusted, but committed to his chains and custody, is
      thereby discharged of the obligation in foro interno, and therefore if he can get loose, may lawfully go
      his way.
    


    
      8. But servants subordinate, though manumitted by their immediate lord, are not thereby discharged of subjection
      to their lord paramount; for the immediate master hath no property in them, having transferred his right before
      to another, namely to his own and supreme master. Nor if the chief lord should manumit his immediate servant,
      doth he thereby release the servants of their obligation to him that is so manumitted. For by this manumission,
      he recovereth again the absolute dominion he had over them before. For after a release (which is the discharge of
      a covenant) the right standeth as it did before the covenant was made.
    


    
      9. This right of conquest, as it maketh one man master over another, so also maketh it a man to be master of the
      irrational creatures. For if a man in the state of nature, be in hostility with men, and thereby have lawful
      title to subdue or kill, according as his own conscience and discretion shall suggest unto him for his safety and
      benefit; much more may he do the same to beasts; that is to say, save and preserve for his own service, according
      to his discretion, such as are of nature apt to obey, and commodious for use; and to kill and destroy, with
      perpetual war, all other, as fierce, and noisome to him. And this dominion is therefore of the law of nature, and
      not of the divine law positive. For if there had been no such right before the revealing of God’s will in the
      Scripture, then should no man, to whom the Scripture hath not come, have right to make use
      of those creatures, either for his food or sustenance. And it were a hard condition of mankind, that a fierce and
      savage beast should with more right kill a man, than the man a beast.
    


    
      Ch. 3 Argum. ut supra.
    


    
      l. 4 a deest.
    


    
      7. l. 10 by a new.
    


    
      8. l. 7 his servants.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 4.
    


    
      1. The dominion over the child is originally the right of the mother. 2. Pre-eminence of sex giveth not the child
      to the father, rather than the mother. 3. The title of the father or mother to the person of the child, is not
      the generation but the preservation of it. 4. The child of a woman-servant is the dominion of her master. 5. The
      right to the child given from the mother sometimes by express covenant. 6. The child of the concubine not in the
      power of the father by that title. 7. The child of the husband and the wife in the power of the father. 8. The
      father, or he or she that bringeth up the child, have absolute power over him. 9. Freedom in subjects what it is.
      10. A great family is a patrimonial kingdom. 11. Succession of the sovereign power, absolute disposable by will.
      12. Though the successor be not declared, yet there is always one to be presumed. 13. The children preferred to
      the succession before all others. 14. The males before the females. 15. The eldest before the rest of the
      brothers. 16. The brother next to the children. 17. The succession of the possessor followeth the same rule with
      the succession of the predecessor.
    


    
      1. OF three ways by which a man becometh subject to another, mentioned section 2, chapt. ult.,
      namely voluntary offer, captivity and birth, the former two have been spoken of, under the name of subjects and
      servants. In the next place, we are to set down the third way of subjection, under the name of children; and by
      what title one man cometh to have propriety in a child, that proceedeth from the common generation of two, (viz.)
      of male and female. And considering men again dissolved from all covenants one with another, and that (Part I. chap. 17, sect.
      2) every man by the law of nature, hath right or propriety to his own body, the child ought rather to be the
      propriety of the mother (of whose body it is part, till the time of separation) than of the
      father. For the understanding therefore of the right that a man or woman hath to his or their child, two things
      are to be considered: first what title the mother or any other originally hath to a child new born; secondly, how
      the father, or any other man, pretendeth by the mother.
    


    
      2. For the first: they that have written of this subject have made generation to be a title of dominion over
      persons, as well as the consent of the persons themselves. And because generation giveth title to two, namely,
      father and mother, whereas dominion is indivisible, they therefore ascribe dominion over the child to the father
      only, ob præstantiam sexûs; but they show not, neither can I find out by what coherence, either generation
      inferreth dominion, or advantage of so much strength, which, for the most part, a man hath more than a woman,
      should generally and universally entitle the father to a propriety in the child, and take it away from the
      mother.
    


    
      3. The title to dominion over a child, proceedeth not from the generation, but from the preservation of it; and
      therefore in the estate of nature, the mother in whose power it is to save or destroy it, hath right thereto by
      that power, according to that which hath been said Part I.
      chapter 14, sect. 13. And if the mother shall think fit to
      abandon, or expose her child to death, whatsoever man or woman shall find the child so exposed, shall have the
      same right which the mother had before; and for the same reason, namely for the power not of generating, but
      preserving. And though the child thus preserved, do in time acquire strength, whereby he might pretend equality
      with him or her that hath preserved him, yet shall that pretence be thought unreasonable, both because his
      strength was the gift of him, against whom he pretendeth; and also because it is to be presumed, that he which
      giveth sustenance to another, whereby to strengthen him, hath received a promise of obedience in consideration
      thereof. For else it would be wisdom in men, rather to let their children perish, while they are infants, than to live in their danger or subjection, when they are grown.
    


    
      4. For the pretences which a man may have to dominion over a child by the right of the mother, they be of divers
      kinds. One by the absolute subjection of the mother; another, by some particular covenant from her, which is less
      than a covenant of such subjection. By absolute subjection, the master of the mother, hath right to her child,
      according to section 6, chapt. 3, whether he be the father
      thereof, or not. And thus the children of the servant are the goods of the master in perpetuum.
    


    
      5. Of covenants that amount not to subjection between a man and woman, there be some which are made for a time
      and some for life; and where they are for a time, they are covenants of cohabitation, or else of copulation only.
      And in this latter case, the children pass by covenants particular. And thus in the copulation of the Amazons
      with their neighbours, the fathers by covenant had the male children only, the mothers retaining the females.
    


    
      6. And covenants of cohabitation are either for society of bed, or for society of all things; if for society of
      bed only, then is the woman called a CONCUBINE. And here also the child shall be his or hers, as
      they shall agree particularly by covenant; for although for the most part a concubine is supposed to yield up the
      right of her children to the father, yet doth not concubinate enforce so much.
    


    
      7. But if the covenants of cohabitation be for society of all things, it is necessary that but one of them govern
      and dispose of all that is common to them both; without which (as hath been often said before) society cannot
      last. And therefore the man, to whom for the most part the woman yieldeth the government, hath for the most part
      also the sole right and dominion over the children. And the man is called the HUSBAND, and the
      woman the WIFE; but because sometimes the government may belong to the wife only, sometimes also the dominion over the children shall be in her only; as in the case of a
      sovereign queen, there is no reason that her marriage should take from her the dominion over her children.
    


    
      8. Children therefore, whether they be brought up and preserved by the father, or by the mother, or by
      whomsoever, are in most absolute subjection to him or her, that so bringeth them up, or preserveth them. And they
      may alienate them, that is, assign his or her dominion, by selling or giving them in adoption or servitude to
      others; or may pawn them for hostages, kill them for rebellion, or sacrifice them for peace, by the law of
      nature, when he or she, in his or her conscience, think it to be necessary.
    


    
      9. The subjection of them who institute a commonwealth amongst themselves, is no less absolute, than the
      subjection of servants. And therein they are in equal estate; but the hope of those is greater than the hope of
      these. For he that subjecteth himself uncompelled, thinketh there is reason he should be better used, than he
      that doth it upon compulsion; and coming in freely, calleth himself, though in subjection, a
      FREEMAN; whereby it appeareth, that liberty is not any exemption from subjection and obedience to
      the sovereign power, but a state of better hope than theirs, that have been subjected by force and conquest. And
      this was the reason, that the name that signifieth children, in the Latin tongue is liberi, which also
      signifieth freemen. And yet in Rome, nothing at that time was so obnoxious to the power of others, as children in
      the family of their fathers. For both the state had power over their life without consent of their fathers; and
      the father might kill his son by his own authority, without any warrant from the state. Freedom therefore in
      commonwealths is nothing but the honour of equality of favour with other subjects, and servitude the estate of
      the rest. A freeman therefore may expect employments of honour, rather than a servant. And this is all that can
      be understood by the liberty of the subject. For in all other senses, liberty is the state of him that is not
      subject.
    


    
      10. Now when a father that hath children, hath servants also, the children (not by the right
      of the child, but by the natural indulgence of the parents) are such freemen. And the whole consisting of the
      father or mother, or both, and of the children, and of the servants, is called a FAMILY; wherein
      the father or master of the family is sovereign of the same; and the rest (both children and servants equally)
      subjects. The same family if it grow by multiplication of children, either by generation or adoption; or of
      servants, either by generation, conquest, or voluntary submission, to be so great and numerous, as in probability
      it may protect itself, then is that family called a PATRIMONIAL KINGDOM, or monarchy by
      acquisition; wherein the sovereignty is in one man, as it is in a monarch made by political institution. So that
      whatsoever rights be in the one, the same also be in the other. And therefore I shall no more speak of them, as
      distinct, but as of monarchy in general.
    


    
      11. Having showed by what right the several sorts of commonwealths, democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy, are
      erected; it followeth to show by what right they are continued. The right by which they are continued, is called
      the right of succession to the sovereign power; whereof there is nothing to be said in a democracy, because the
      sovereign dieth not, as long as there be subjects alive; nor in an aristocracy, because it cannot easily fall
      out, that the optimates should every one fail at once; and if it should so fall out, there is no question, but
      the commonwealth is thereby dissolved. It is therefore in a monarchy only, that there can happen a question
      concerning the succession. And first: forasmuch as a monarch, which is absolute sovereign, hath the dominion in
      his own right, he may dispose thereof at his own will. If therefore, by his last will, he shall name his
      successor, the right passeth by that will.
    


    
      12. Nor if the monarch die without any will concerning the succession declared, is it
      therefore to be presumed that it was his will, his subjects which are to him as his children and servants, should
      return again to the state of anarchy, that is, to war and hostility; for that were expressly against the law of
      nature, which commandeth to procure peace, and to maintain the same. It is therefore to be conjectured with
      reason, that it was his intention to bequeath them peace, that is to say, a power coercive, whereby to keep them
      from sedition amongst themselves; and rather in the form of monarchy, than any other government; forasmuch as he,
      by the exercise thereof in his own person, hath declared that he approveth of the same.
    


    
      13. Further, it is to be supposed his intention was, that his own children should be preferred in the succession,
      (when nothing to the contrary is expressly declared) before any other. For men naturally seek their own honour,
      and that consisteth in the honour of their children after them.
    


    
      14. Again, seeing every monarch is supposed to desire to continue the government in his successors, as long as he
      may; and that generally men are endued with greater parts of wisdom and courage, by which all monarchies are kept
      from dissolution, than women are; it is to be presumed, where no express will is extant to the contrary, he
      preferreth his male children before the female. Not but that women may govern, and have in divers ages and places
      governed wisely, but are not so apt thereto in general as men.
    


    
      15. Because the sovereign power is indivisible, it cannot be supposed, that he intended the same should be
      divided, but that it should descend entirely upon one of them, which is to be presumed should be the eldest,
      assigned thereto by the lot of nature; because he appointed no other lot for the decision thereof. Besides, what
      difference of ability soever there may be amongst the brethren, the odds shall be adjudged to the elder, because
      no subject hath authority otherwise to judge thereof.
    


    
      16. And for want of issue in the possessor, the brother shall be the presumed successor. For
      by the judgment of nature, next in blood is next in love; and next in love is next to preferment.
    


    
      17. And as the succession followeth the first monarch, so also it followeth him or her that is in possession; and
      consequently, the children of him in possession shall be preferred before the children of his father or
      predecessor.
    


    
      l. 2 those his creatures. Ch. 4. Argum. ut in supp.
    


    
      5. l. 3 Verba: and some for life; and when they are for a time, desiderantur.
    


    
      10. l. 6 wherein the father or mother of the family. l. 17 but of monarchy in general. 12. l. 2 declared, it is
      not therefore to be presumed, it was.
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      CHAPTER 5.
    


    
      1. The utility of the commonwealth, and of the members is the same. 2. The loss of liberty, or the want of
      propriety in goods against the right of the sovereign, no real inconvenience. 3. Monarchy approved by the most
      ancient examples. 4. Monarchy less subject to passion than other governments. 5. Subjects in monarchy less
      obnoxious to enrich private men, than in other governments. 6. Subjects in monarchy less obnoxious to violence
      than in other governments. 7. Laws in monarchies, less changeable than in other governments. 8. Monarchies less
      subject to dissolution than other governments.
    


    
      1. HAVING set forth the nature of a person politic, and the three sorts thereof, democracy,
      aristocracy, and monarchy; in this chapter shall be declared, the conveniences, and inconveniences, that arise
      from the same, both in general, and of the said several sorts in particular. And first, seeing a body politic is
      erected only for the ruling and governing of particular men, the benefit and damage thereof consisteth in the
      benefit or damage of being ruled. The benefit is that for which a body politic was instituted, namely, the peace
      and preservation of every particular man, than which it is not possible there can be a greater, as hath been
      touched before, Part I. chapt. 14, sect. 12. And this benefit extendeth equally both to the sovereign, and to the subjects.
      For he or they that have the sovereign power, have but the defence of their persons, by the
      assistance of the particulars; and every particular man hath his defence by their union in the sovereign. As for
      other benefits which pertain not to their safety and sufficiency, but to their well and delightful being, such as
      are superfluous riches, they so belong to the sovereign, as they must also be in the subject; and so to the
      subject, as they must also be in the sovereign. For the riches and treasure of the sovereign, is the dominion he
      hath over the riches of his subjects. If therefore the sovereign provide not so as that particular men may have
      means, both to preserve themselves, and also to preserve the public; the common or sovereign treasure can be
      none. And on the other side, if it were not for a common and public treasure belonging to the sovereign power,
      men’s private riches would sooner serve to put them into confusion and war, than to secure or maintain them.
      Insomuch, as the profit of the sovereign and subject goeth always together. That distinction therefore of
      government, that there is one government for the good of him that governeth, and another for the good of them
      that be governed; whereof the former is despotical (that is lordly); the other, a government of
      freemen, is not right; no more is the opinion of them that hold it to be no city, which consisteth of a
      master and his servants. They might as well say, it were no city, that consisted in a father and his own issue,
      how numerous soever they were. For to a master that hath no children, the servants have in them all those
      respects, for which men love their children; for they are his strength and his honour; and his power is no
      greater over them, than over his children.
    


    
      2. The inconvenience arising from government in general to him that governeth, consisteth partly in the continual
      care and trouble about the business of other men, that are his subjects; and partly, in the danger of his person.
      For the head always is that part, not only where the care resideth, but also against which
      the stroke of an enemy most commonly is directed. To balance this incommodity, the sovereignty, together with the
      necessity of this care and danger, comprehendeth so much honour, riches, and means whereby to delight the mind,
      as no private man’s wealth can attain unto. The inconveniences of government in general to a subject are none at
      all, if well considered; but in appearance there be two things that may trouble his mind, or two general
      grievances. The one is loss of liberty; the other the uncertainty of meum and tuum. For the first,
      it consisteth in this, that a subject may no more govern his own actions according to his own discretion and
      judgment, or, (which is all one) conscience, as the present occasions from time to time shall dictate to him; but
      must be tied to do according to that will only, which once for all he had long ago laid up, and involved in the
      wills of the major part of an assembly, or in the will of some one man. But this is really no inconvenience. For,
      as it hath been showed before, it is the only means by which we have any possibility of preserving ourselves; for
      if every man were allowed this liberty of following his conscience, in such difference of consciences, they would
      not live together in peace an hour. But it appeareth a great inconvenience to every man in particular, to be
      debarred of this liberty, because every one apart considereth it as in himself, and not as in the rest; by which
      means, liberty appeareth in the likeness of rule and government over others; for where one man is at liberty, and
      the rest bound, there that one hath government. Which honour, he that understandeth not so much, demanding by the
      name simply of liberty, thinketh it a great grievance and injury to be denied it. For the second grievance
      concerning meum and tuum, it is also none, but in appearance only. It consisteth in this, that the
      sovereign power taketh from him that which he used to enjoy, knowing no other propriety, but use and custom. But
      without such sovereign power, the right of men is not propriety to any thing, but a
      community; no better than to have no right at all, as hath been showed Part I. chapt. 14, sect. 10. Propriety therefore being
      derived from the sovereign power, is not to be pretended against the same; especially when by it every subject
      hath his propriety against every other subject, which when sovereignty ceaseth, he hath not, because in that case
      they return to war amongst themselves. Those levies therefore which are made upon men’s estates, by the sovereign
      authority, are no more but the price of that peace and defence which the sovereignty maintaineth for them. If
      this were not so, no money nor forces for the wars or any other public occasion, could justly be levied in the
      world; for neither king, nor democracy, nor aristocracy, nor the estates of any land, could do it, if the
      sovereignty could not. For in all those cases, it is levied by virtue of the sovereignty; nay more, by the three
      estates here, the land of one man may be transferred to another, without crime of him from whom it was taken, and
      without pretence of public benefit; as hath been done. And this without injury, because done by the sovereign
      power; for the power whereby it is done, is no less than sovereign, and cannot be greater. Therefore this
      grievance for meum and tuum is not real; unless more be exacted than is necessary. But it seemeth a
      grievance, because to them that either know not the right of sovereignty, or to whom that right belongeth, it
      seemeth an injury; and injury, how light soever the damage, is always grievous, as putting us in mind of our
      disability to help ourselves; and into envy of the power to do us wrong.
    


    
      3. Having spoken of the inconveniences of the subject, by government in general, let us consider the same in the
      three several sorts thereof, namely, democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy; whereof the two former are in effect
      but one. For (as I have showed before) democracy is but the government of a few orators. The comparison therefore
      will be between monarchy and aristocracy; and to omit that the world, as it was created, so
      also it is governed by one God Almighty; and that all the ancients have preferred monarchy before other
      governments, both in opinion, because they feigned a monarchical government amongst their gods; and also by their
      custom, for that in the most ancient times all people were so governed; and that paternal government, which is
      monarchy, was instituted in the beginning from the creation; and that other governments have proceeded from the
      dissolution thereof, caused by the rebellious nature of mankind, and be but pieces of broken monarchies cemented
      by human wit; I will insist only in this comparison upon the inconveniences that may happen to the subjects, in
      consequence to each of these governments.
    


    
      4. And first it seemeth inconvenient, there should be committed so great a power to one man, as that it might be
      lawful to no other man or men to resist the same; and some think it inconvenient eo nomine, because he
      hath the power. But this reason we may not by any means admit, for it maketh it inconvenient to be ruled by
      Almighty God, who without question hath more power over every man, than can be conferred upon any monarch. This
      inconvenience therefore must be derived, not from the power, but from the affections and passions which reign in
      every one, as well monarch as subject; by which the monarch may be swayed to use that power amiss. And because an
      aristocracy consisteth of men, if the passions of many men be more violent when they are assembled together, than
      the passions of one man alone, it will follow, that the inconvenience arising from passion will be greater in an
      aristocracy, than a monarchy. But there is no doubt, when things are debated in great assemblies, but every man
      delivering his opinion at large, without interruption, endeavoureth to make whatsoever he is to set forth for
      good, better; and what he would have apprehended as evil, worse, as much as is possible; to the end his counsel
      may take place; which counsel also is never without aim at his own benefit, or honour: every
      man’s end being some good to himself. Now this cannot be done without working upon the passions of the rest. And
      thus the passions of those that are singly moderate, are altogether vehement; even as a great many coals, though
      but warm asunder, being put together inflame one another.
    


    
      5. Another inconvenience of monarchy is this: that the monarch, besides the riches necessary for the defence of
      the commonwealth, may take so much more from the subjects, as may enrich his children, kindred and favourites, to
      what degree he pleaseth; which though it be indeed an inconvenience, if he should so do; yet is the same both
      greater in an aristocracy, and also more likely to come to pass; for there not one only, but many have children,
      kindred, and friends to raise; and in that point they are as twenty monarchs for one, and likely to set forward
      one another’s designs mutually, to the oppression of all the rest. The same also happeneth in a democracy, if
      they all do agree; otherwise they bring in a worse inconvenience, (viz.) sedition.
    


    
      6. Another inconvenience of monarchy, is the power of dispensing with the execution of justice; whereby the
      family and friends of the monarch, may with impunity, commit outrages upon the people, or oppress them with
      extortion. But in aristocracies, not only one, but many have power of taking men out of the hands of justice; and
      no man is willing his kindred or friends should be punished according to their demerits. And therefore they
      understand amongst themselves without farther speaking, as a tacit covenant: Hodie mihi, cras tibi.
    


    
      7. Another inconvenience of monarchy, is the power of altering laws; concerning which, it is necessary that such
      a power be, that the laws may be altered, according as men’s manners change, or as the conjuncture of all
      circumstances within and without the commonwealth shall require; the change of law being
      then inconvenient, when it proceedeth from the change, not of the occasion, but of the minds of him or them, by
      whose authority the laws are made. Now it is manifest enough of itself, that the mind of one man is not so
      variable in that point, as are the decrees of an assembly. For not only they have all their natural changes, but
      the change of any one man be enough, with eloquence and reputation, or by solicitation and faction, to make that
      law to-day, which another by the very same means, shall abrogate to-morrow.
    


    
      8. Lastly, the greatest inconvenience that can happen to a commonwealth, is the aptitude to dissolve into civil
      war; and to this are monarchies much less subject, than any other governments. For where the union, or band of a
      commonwealth, is one man, there is no distraction; whereas in assemblies, those that are of different opinions,
      and give different counsel, are apt to fall out amongst themselves, and to cross the designs of commonwealth for
      one another’s sake: and when they cannot have the honour of making good their own devices, they yet seek the
      honour to make the counsels of their adversaries to prove vain. And in this contention, when the opposite
      factions happen to be anything equal in strength, they presently fall to war. Wherein necessity teacheth both
      sides, that an absolute monarch (viz.) a general, is necessary both for their defence against one another, and
      also for the peace of each faction within itself. But this aptitude to dissolution, is to be understood for an
      inconvenience in such aristocracies only where the affairs of state are debated in great and numerous assemblies,
      as they were anciently in Athens, and in Rome; and not in such as do nothing else in great assemblies, but choose
      magistrates and counsellors, and commit the handling of state affairs to a few; such as is the aristocracy of
      Venice at this day. For these are no more apt to dissolve from this occasion, than monarchies, the counsel of
      state being both in the one and the other alike.
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      CHAPTER 6.
    


    
      1. A difficulty concerning absolute subjection to man, arising from our absolute subjection to God Almighty,
      propounded. 2. That this difficulty is only amongst those Christians that deny the interpretation of the
      Scripture to depend upon the sovereign authority of the commonwealth. 3. That human laws are not made to govern
      the consciences of men, but their words and actions. 4. Places of Scripture to prove obedience due from
      Christians to their sovereign in all things. 5. A distinction propounded between a fundamental point of faith,
      and a superstruction. 6. An explication of the points of faith, that be fundamental. 7. That the belief of those
      fundamental points, is all that is required to salvation, as of faith. 8. That other points not fundamental, are
      not necessary to salvation as matter of faith; and that no more is required by way of faith to the salvation of
      one man, than to another. 9. That superstructions are not points of the faith necessary to a Christian. 10. How
      faith and justice concur to salvation. 11. That in Christian commonwealths, obedience to God and man stand well
      together. 12. This tenet, whatsoever is against the conscience, is sin, interpreted. 13. That all men do confess
      the necessity of submitting controversies to some human authority. 14. That Christians under an infidel are
      discharged of the injustice of disobeying him, in that which concerneth the faith necessary to salvation, by not
      resisting.
    


    
      1. HAVING showed that in all commonwealths whatsoever, the necessity of peace and government
      requireth, that there be existent some power, either in one man, or in one assembly of men, by the name of the
      power sovereign, to which it is not lawful for any member of the same commonwealth to disobey; there occurreth
      now a difficulty, which, if it be not removed, maketh it unlawful for any man to procure his own peace and
      preservation, because it maketh it unlawful for a man to put himself under the command of such absolute
      sovereignty as is required thereto. And the difficulty is this: we have amongst us the Word of God for the rule
      of our actions; now if we shall subject ourselves to men also, obliging ourselves to do such
      actions as shall be by them commanded; when the commands of God and man shall differ, we are to obey God, rather
      than man: and consequently the covenant of general obedience to man is unlawful.
    


    
      2. This difficulty hath not been of very great antiquity in the world. There was no such dilemma amongst the
      Jews; for their civil law, and divine law, was one and the same law of Moses: the interpreters whereof were the
      priests, whose power was subordinate to the power of the king; as was the power of Aaron to the power of Moses.
      Nor is it a controversy that was ever taken notice of amongst the Grecians, Romans, or other Gentiles; for
      amongst these their several civil laws were the rules whereby not only righteousness and virtue, but also
      religion and the external worship of God, was ordered and approved; that being esteemed the true worship of God,
      which was [image: Image](i.e.),
      according to the laws civil. Also those Christians that dwell under the temporal dominion of the bishop of Rome,
      are free from this question; for that they allow unto him (their sovereign) to interpret the Scriptures, which
      are the law of God, as he in his own judgment shall think right. This difficulty therefore remaineth amongst, and
      troubleth those Christians only, to whom it is allowed to take for the sense of the Scripture that which they
      make thereof, either by their own private interpretation, or by the interpretation of such as are not called
      thereunto by public authority: they that follow their own interpretation, continually demanding liberty of
      conscience; and those that follow the interpretation of others not ordained thereunto by the sovereign of the
      commonwealth, requiring a power in matters of religion either above the power civil, or at least not depending on
      it.
    


    
      3. To take away this scruple of conscience concerning obedience to human laws, amongst those that interpret to
      themselves the word of God in the Holy Scriptures; I propound to their consideration, first:
      that no human law is intended to oblige the conscience of a man, but the actions only. For seeing no man (but God
      alone) knoweth the heart or conscience of a man, unless it break out into action, either of the tongue, or other
      part of the body; the law made thereupon would be of none effect, because no man is able to discern, but by word
      or other action whether such law be kept or broken. Nor did the apostles themselves pretend dominion over men’s
      consciences concerning the faith they preached, but only persuasion and instruction. And therefore St. Paul saith
      2 Cor. 1, 24, writing to the Corinthians, concerning their controversies, that he and the rest of the apostles,
      had no dominion over their faith, but were helpers of their joy.
    


    
      4. And for the actions of men which proceed from their consciences, the regulating of which actions is the only
      means of peace; if they might not stand with justice, it were impossible that justice towards God, and peace
      amongst men should stand together in that religion that teacheth us, that justice and peace should kiss each
      other, and in which we have so many precepts of absolute obedience to human authority; as Matth. 23, 2, 3, we
      have this precept: The Scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat; all therefore whatsoever they bid you
      observe, that observe and do. And yet were the Scribes and Pharisees not priests, but men of temporal
      authority. Again Luke 11, 17: Every kingdom divided against itself shall be desolate; and is not that
      kingdom divided against itself, where the actions of every one shall be ruled by his private opinion, or
      conscience; and yet those actions such as give occasion of offence and breach of peace? Again Rom. 13, 5:
      Wherefore you must be subject, not because of wrath only, but also for conscience sake. Titus 3, 1: Put
      them in remembrance, that they be subject to principalities and powers. 1 Peter 2, 3, 13–14: Submit
      yourselves unto all manner of ordinance of man, for the Lord’s sake, whether it be
      unto the king, as unto the superior, or unto governors, as unto them that are sent of him for the punishment of
      evil-doers. Jude, verse 8: These dreamers also that defile the flesh, and despise government, and speak
      evil of them that are in authority. And forasmuch as all subjects in commonwealths are in the nature of
      children and servants, that which is a command to them, is a command to all subjects. But to these St. Paul
      saith, Colos. 3, 20, 22: Children, obey your parents in all things; servants, be obedient to your masters
      according to the flesh, in all things. And verse 23: Do it heartily as to the Lord. These places
      considered, it seemeth strange to me, that any man in a Christian commonwealth should have any occasion to deny
      his obedience to public authority, upon this ground, that it is better to obey God than man. For though
      St. Peter and the apostles did so answer the council of the Jews that forbad them to preach Christ, there
      appeareth no reason that Christians should allege the same against their Christian governors, that command to
      preach Christ. To reconcile this seeming contradiction of simple obedience to God and simple obedience to man, we
      are to consider a Christian subject, as under a Christian sovereign, or under an infidel.
    


    
      5. And under a Christian sovereign we are to consider, what actions we are forbidden by God Almighty to obey them
      in, and what not. The actions we are forbidden to obey them in, are such only as imply a denial of that faith
      which is necessary to our salvation; for otherwise there can be no pretence of disobedience. For why should a man
      incur the danger of a temporal death, by displeasing of his superior, if it were not for fear of eternal death
      hereafter? It must therefore be enquired, what those propositions and articles they be, the belief whereof our
      Saviour or his apostles have declared to be such, as without believing them a man cannot be saved; and then all
      other points that are now controverted, and make distinction of sects, Papists, Lutherans,
      Calvinists, Arminians, &c., as in old time the like made Paulists, Apollonians, and Cephasians, must needs be
      such, as a man needeth not for the holding thereof deny obedience to his superiors. And for the points of faith
      necessary to salvation, I shall call them FUNDAMENTAL, and every other point a
      SUPERSTRUCTION.
    


    
      6. And without all controversy, there is not any more necessary point to be believed for man’s salvation than
      this, that Jesus is the Messiah, that is, the Christ; which proposition is explicated in sundry sorts, but still
      the same in effect; as, that he is God’s anointed; for that is signified by the word Christ; that he
      was the true and lawful king of Israel; the son of David; the Saviour of the world, the redeemer of Israel; the
      salvation of God; he that should come into the world, the son of God, and (which I desire by the way to have
      noted, against the new sect of Arians), the begotten Son of God, Acts 3, 13; Heb. 1, 5; 5, 5: the only
      begotten Son of God, John 1, 14, 18; John 3, 16, 18; 1 John 4, 9: that he was God, John 1, 1; John 20,
      28: that the fulness of the Godhead dwelt in him bodily. Moreover, the Holy One, the Holy One of God,
      the forgiver of sins, that he is risen from the dead: these are explications, and parts of that general
      article, that Jesus is the Christ. This point therefore, and all the explications thereof are fundamental;
      as also all such as be evidently inferred from thence; as, belief in God the Father: John 12, 44: He that
      believeth in me, believeth not in me, but in him that sent me; 1 John 2, 23: He that denieth the Son, hath
      not the Father: Belief in God the Holy Ghost, of whom Christ saith, John 14, 26: But the Comforter, which
      is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name; and John 15, 26: But when the Comforter shall
      come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth: Belief of the Scriptures, by which
      we believe those points, and of the immortality of the soul, without which we cannot believe he is a Saviour.
    


    
      7. And as these are the fundamental points of faith, necessary to salvation; so also are
      they only necessary as matter of faith, and only essential to the calling of a Christian; as may appear by many
      evident places of Holy Scripture: John 5, 39: Search the Scriptures, for in them you think to have eternal
      life, and they are they which testify of me. Now, forasmuch as by the Scripture is meant there the Old
      Testament (the New being then not written), the belief of that which was written concerning our Saviour in the
      Old Testament, was sufficient belief for the obtaining of eternal life; but in the Old Testament, there is
      nothing revealed concerning Christ, but that he is the Messiah, and such things as belong to the fundamental
      points thereupon depending; and therefore those fundamental points are sufficient to salvation, as of faith. And
      John 6, 28, 29: Then said they unto him, What shall we do, that we might work the works of God? Jesus answered
      and said unto them, This is the work of God, that ye believe in him, whom he hath sent. So that the point to
      be believed is, That Jesus Christ came forth from God, and he which believeth it, worketh the works of
      God. John 11, 26, 27: Whosoever liveth arid believeth in me, shall never die. Believest thou this? She
      said unto him, Yea, Lord, I believe that thou art the Christ, the Son of God, which should come into the
      world. Hence followeth that he that believeth this shall never die. John 20, 31: But these things are
      written, that ye might believe, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing, ye might have life
      through his name. By which appeareth that this fundamental point is all that is required, as of faith to our
      salvation. 1 John 4, 2: Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, is of God: 1
      John 5, 1: Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is born of God; and verse 4: Who is it that
      overcometh the world, but he that believeth, that Jesus is the Son of God? and verse 13: These things have
      I written unto you that believe in the name of the Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life.
      Acts 8, 36, 37: The eunuch said, Here is water, what doth let me to be baptized?
      And Philip said unto him, If thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest. He answered and said, I believe that
      Jesus Christ is the Son of God. This point therefore was sufficient for the reception of a man to baptism,
      that is to say to Christianity. And Acts 16, 30: The keeper of the prison fell down before Paul and Silas, and
      said, Sirs, what shall I do to be saved? And they said, Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ. And the sermon of
      St. Peter, upon the day of Pentecost, was nothing else but an explication, that Jesus was the Christ. And when
      they that heard him, asked him, What shall we do? he said unto them, Acts, 2, 38: Amend your lives, and be
      baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins. Rom. 10, 9: If thou
      shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thy heart, that God raised him up from the
      dead, thou shalt be saved. To these places may be added: that wheresoever our Saviour Christ doth approve the
      faith of any man, the proposition believed (if the same be to be collected out of the text) is always some of
      these fundamental points before mentioned, or something equivalent; as the faith of the centurion, Matth. 8, 8:
      Speak the word only, and my servant shall be healed; believing he was omnipotent; the faith of the woman,
      which had an issue of blood, Matth. 9, 21: If I may but touch the hem of his garment; implying, he was the
      Messiah; the faith required of the blind men, Matth. 9, 28: Believe you that I am able to do this? the
      faith of the Canaanitish woman, Matth. 15, 22, that he was the Son of David, implying the same. And so it
      is in every one of those places (none excepted) where our Saviour commendeth any man’s faith; which because they
      are too many to insert here, I omit, and refer them to his inquisition that is not otherwise satisfied. And as
      there is no other faith required, so there was no other preaching; for the prophets of the Old Testament preached
      no other; and John the Baptist preached only the approach of the kingdom of heaven, that is
      to say, of the kingdom of Christ. The same was the commission of the apostles, Matt. 10, 7: Go preach, saying,
      The kingdom of heaven is at hand. And Paul preaching amongst the Jews, Acts, 18, 5, did but testify unto the
      Jews, that Jesus was the Christ. And the heathens took notice of Christians no otherwise, but by this name
      that they believed Jesus to be a king, crying out, Acts 17, 6: These are they that have subverted the
      state of the world, and here they are, whom Jason hath received. And these all do against the decrees of Cæsar,
      saying, that there is another king, one Jesus. And this was the sum of the predictions, the sum of the
      confessions of them that believed, as well men as devils. This was the title of his cross, Jesus of Nazareth,
      king of the Jews; this the occasion of the crown of thorns, sceptre of reed, and a man to carry his cross;
      this was the subject of the Hosannas; and this the title, by which our Saviour, commanding to take another
      man’s goods, bade them say, The Lord hath need; and by this title he purged the temple of the profane
      market kept there. Nor did the apostles themselves believe any more than that Jesus was the Messiah nor
      understand so much; for they understood the Messiah to be no more than a temporal king, till after our Saviour’s
      resurrection. Farthermore, this point that Christ is the Messiah, is particularly set forth for
      fundamental by that word, or some other equivalent thereunto in divers places. Upon the confession of Peter,
      Matth. 16, 16: Thou art the Christ, the son of the living God, our Saviour, verse 18, saith, Upon this
      rock will I build my church. This point therefore is the whole foundation of Christ’s church. Rom. 15, 20,
      St. Paul saith, So I enforced myself to preach the Gospel, not where Christ was named, lest I should have
      built upon another man’s foundation. 1 Cor. 3, 10, St. Paul when he had reprehended the Corinthians for their
      sects, and curious doctrines and questions, he distinguisheth between fundamental points, and superstruction; and
      saith, I have laid the foundation, another buildeth thereupon; but let every man take
      heed how he buildeth upon it. For other foundation can no man lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus the
      Christ. Colos. 2, 6: As you have received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk in him, rooted and builded in
      him, and stablished in the faith.
    


    
      8. Having showed this proposition, Jesus is the Christ, to be the only fundamental and necessary point of faith;
      I shall set down a few places more to show that other points, though they may be true, are not so necessary to be
      believed, as that a man may not be saved though he believe them not. And first, if a man could not be saved
      without assent of the heart to the truth of all controversies, which are now in agitation concerning religion, I
      cannot see how any man living can be saved; so full of subtilty, and curious knowledge it is, to be so great a
      divine. Why therefore should a man think that our Saviour, who Matth. 11, 30, saith, that his yoke is
      easy, should require a matter of that difficulty? or how are little children said to believe? Matth. 18, 6;
      or how could the good thief be thought sufficiently catechised upon the cross? or St. Paul so perfect a Christian
      presently upon his conversion? and though there may be more obedience required in him that hath the fundamental
      points explicated unto him, than in him, that hath received the same but implicitly; yet there is no more faith
      required for salvation in one man than in another. For if it be true, that whosoever shall confess with his
      mouth the Lord Jesus, and believe in his heart that God raised him from the dead, shall be saved; as it is,
      Rom. 10, 9; and that whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is born of God; the belief of that
      point is sufficient for the salvation of any man whosoever he be, forasmuch as concerneth faith. And seeing he
      that believeth not, that Jesus is the Christ, whatsoever he believe else, cannot be saved; it followeth
      that there is no more required to the salvation of one man, than of another, in matter of
      faith.
    


    
      9. About these points fundamental there is little controversy amongst Christians, though otherwise of different
      sects amongst themselves. And therefore the controversies of religion, are altogether about points unnecessary to
      salvation; whereof some are doctrines raised by human ratiocination, from the points fundamental. As for example:
      such doctrines as concern the manner of the real presence, wherein are mingled tenets of faith concerning the
      omnipotency and divinity of Christ, with the tenets of Aristotle and the Peripatetics concerning substance and
      accidents, species, hypostasis and the subsistence and migration of accidents from place to place; words some of
      them without meaning, and nothing but the canting of Grecian sophisters; and these doctrines are condemned
      expressly Col. 2, 8, where after St. Paul had exhorted them to be rooted and builded in Christ, he giveth
      them this further caveat: Beware lest there be any man that spoil you through philosophy and vain deceits,
      through the traditions of men, according to the rudiments of the world. And such are such doctrines, as are
      raised out of such places of the Scriptures, as concern not the foundation, by men’s natural reason; as about the
      concatenation of causes, and the manner of God’s predestination; which are also mingled with philosophy; as if it
      were possible for men that know not in what manner God seeth, heareth, or speaketh, to know nevertheless the
      manner how he intendeth, and predestinateth. A man therefore ought not to examine by reason and point, or draw
      any consequence out of Scripture by reason, concerning the nature of God Almighty, of which reason is not
      capable. And therefore St. Paul, Rom. 12, 3, giveth a good rule, That no man presume to understand above that
      which is meet to understand, but that he understand according to sobriety; which they do not who presume out
      of Scripture, by their own interpretation to raise any doctrine to the understanding, concerning those things
      which are incomprehensible. And this whole controversy concerning the predestination of God,
      and the free-will of man, is not peculiar to Christian men. For we have huge volumes of this subject, under the
      name of fate and contingency, disputed between the Epicureans and the Stoics, and consequently it is not matter
      of faith, but of philosophy; and so are also all the questions concerning any other point, but the foundation
      before named; and God receiveth a man, which part of the question soever he holdeth. It was a controversy in St.
      Paul’s time, whether a Christian Gentile might eat freely of any thing which the Christian Jews did not; and the
      Jew condemned the Gentile that he did eat; to whom St. Paul saith, Rom. 14, 3: Let not him that eateth not,
      judge him that eateth; for God hath received him. And verse 6, in the question concerning the observing of
      holy days, wherein the Gentiles and the Jews differed, he saith unto them, He that observeth the day,
      observeth it to the Lord; and he that observeth not the day, observeth it not, to the Lord. And they who
      strive concerning such questions, and divide themselves into sects, are not therefore to be accounted zealous of
      the faith, their strife being but carnal, which is confirmed by St. Paul, 1 Cor. 3, 4: When one saith, I am of
      Paul, and another, I am of Apollos, are ye not carnal? For they are not questions of faith, but of wit,
      wherein, carnally, men are inclined to seek the mastery one of another. For nothing is truly a point of faith,
      but that Jesus is the Christ; as St. Paul testifieth, 1 Cor. 2, 2: For I esteemed not the knowledge of
      any thing amongst you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified. And 1 Tim. 6, 20, 21: O Timotheus, keep that
      which is committed unto thee, and avoid profane and vain babblings, and opposition of science falsely so called,
      which while some profess, they have erred, concerning the faith. 2 Tim. 2, 16: Stay profane and vain
      babblings, &c. Verse 17: Of which sort is Hymenæus and Philetus, which as concerning the truth, have
      erred, saying that the resurrection is past already. Whereby St. Paul sheweth that the raising of questions
      by human ratiocination, though it be from the fundamental points themselves, is not only not
      necessary, but most dangerous to the faith of a Christian. Out of all these places I draw only this conclusion in
      general, that neither the points now in controversy amongst Christians of different sects, or in any point that
      ever shall be in controversy, excepting only those that are contained in this article, Jesus is the
      Christ, are necessary to salvation, as of faith; though as matter of obedience, a man may be bound not to
      oppose the same.
    


    
      10. Although to the obtaining of salvation, there be required no more, as hath been already declared out of the
      Holy Scriptures, as matter of faith, but the belief of those fundamental articles before set forth; nevertheless,
      there are required other things, as matter of obedience. For, as it is not enough in temporal kingdoms (to avoid
      the punishment which kings may inflict) to acknowledge the right and title of the king, without obedience also to
      his laws; so also it is not enough to acknowledge our Saviour Christ to be the king of heaven, in which
      consisteth Christian faith unless also we endeavour to obey his laws, which are the laws of the kingdom of
      heaven, in which consisteth Christian obedience. And forasmuch as the laws of the kingdom of heaven, are the laws
      of nature, as hath been showed Part I. chapt. 18, not only faith, but also the observation of the law of nature,
      which is that for which a man is called just or righteous (in that sense in which justice is taken not for the
      absence of all guilt, but for the endeavour, and constant will to do that which is just), not only faith, but
      this justice, which also from the effect thereof, is called repentance, and sometimes works, is necessary to
      salvation. So that faith and justice do both concur thereto; and in the several acceptation of this word
      justification, are properly said both of them to justify; and the want of either of them is properly said to
      condemn. For not only he that resisteth a king upon doubt of his title, but also he that doth it upon the inordinateness of his passions, deserveth punishment. And when faith and works are separated, not
      only the faith is called dead, without works, but also works are called dead works, without faith. And therefore
      St. James, chapt. 2, 17, saith, Even so the faith, if it have no works, is dead in itself; and verse 26: For as
      the body without the spirit is dead, even so faith without works is dead. And St. Paul, Heb. 6, I, calleth
      works without faith, dead works, where he saith, Not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead
      works. And by these dead works, is understood not the obedience and justice of the inward man, but the
      opus operatum, or external action, proceeding from fear of punishment, or from vain-glory, and desire to
      be honoured of men; and these may be separated from faith, and conduce no way to a man’s justification. And for
      that cause St. Paul, Rom. 4, excludeth the righteousness of the law, from having part in the justification of a
      sinner. For by the law of Moses, which is applied to men’s actions, and requireth the absence of guilt, all men
      living are liable to damnation; and therefore no man is justified by works, but by faith only. But if works be
      taken for the endeavour to do them, that is, if the will be taken for the deed, or internal for external
      righteousness, then do works contribute to salvation. And then taketh place that of St. James, chap. 2, 24: Ye see then, how that of works a man is justified, and not
      of faith only. And both of these are joined to salvation, as in St. Mark 1, 15: Repent and believe the
      gospel. And Luke 18, 18, when a certain ruler asked our Saviour, what he ought to do to inherit eternal life,
      he propounded to him the keeping of the commandments; which when the ruler said he had kept, he propounded to him
      the faith, Sell all that thou hast, and follow me. And John 3, 36: He that believeth in the Son, hath
      everlasting life. And He that obeyeth not the Son, shall not see life. Where he manifestly joineth
      obedience and faith together. And Rom. 1, 17: The just shall live by faith; not every one, but the just.
      For also the devils believe and tremble. But though both faith and justice (meaning still by justice, not absence of guilt, but the good intentions of the mind, which is called
      righteousness by God, that taketh the will for the deed) be both of them said to justify, yet are their parts in
      the act of justification to be distinguished. For justice is said to justify, not because it absolveth, but
      because it denominates him just, and setteth him in an estate or capacity of salvation, whensoever he shall have
      faith. But faith is said to justify, that is, to absolve; because by it a just man is absolved of, and forgiven
      his unjust actions. And thus are reconciled the places of St. Paul and St. James, that faith only
      justifieth, and a man is not justified by faith only; and showed how faith and repentance must concur
      to salvation.
    


    
      11. These things considered it will easily appear: that under the sovereign power of a Christian commonwealth,
      there is no danger of damnation from simple obedience to human laws; for in that the sovereign alloweth
      Christianity, no man is compelled to renounce that faith which is enough for his salvation; that is to say, the
      fundamental points. And for other points, seeing they are not necessary to salvation, if we conform our actions
      to the laws, we do not only what we are allowed, but also what we are commanded, by the law of nature, which is
      the moral law taught by our Saviour himself. And it is part of that obedience which must concur to our salvation.
    


    
      12. And though it be true, whatsoever a man doth contrary to his conscience, is sin; yet the obedience in these
      cases, is neither sin, nor against the conscience. For the conscience being nothing else but a man’s settled
      judgment and opinion, when he hath once transferred his right of judging to another, that which shall be
      commanded, is no less his judgment, than the judgment of that other; so that in obedience to laws, a man doth
      still according to his conscience, but not his private conscience. And whatsoever is done contrary to private
      conscience, is then a sin, when the laws have left him to his own liberty, and never else. And then whatsoever a man doth, not only believing it is ill done, but doubting whether it be ill or
      not, is done ill; in case he may lawfully omit the doing.
    


    
      13. And as it hath been proved, that a man must submit his opinions, in matters of controversy, to the authority
      of the commonwealth; so also is the same confessed by the practice of every one of them that otherwise deny it.
      For who is there differing in opinion from another, and thinking himself to be in the right, and the other in the
      wrong, that would not think it reasonable, if he be of the same opinion that the whole state alloweth, that the
      other should submit his opinion also thereunto? or that would not be content, if not that one or a few men, yet
      that all the divines of a whole nation, or at least an assembly of all those he liketh, should have the power to
      determine of all the controversies of religion? or, who is there that would not be content, to submit his
      opinions, either to the pope, or to a general council, or to a provincial council, or to a presbytery of his own
      nation? And yet in all these cases he submitteth himself to no greater than human authority. Nor can a man be
      said to submit himself to Holy Scripture, that doth not submit himself to some or other for the interpretation
      thereof; or why should there be any church government at all instituted, if the Scripture itself could do the
      office of a judge in controversies of faith? But the truth is apparent, by continual experience, that men seek
      not only liberty of conscience, but of their actions; nor that only, but a farther liberty of persuading others
      to their opinions; nor that only for every man desireth, that the sovereign authority should admit no other
      opinions to be maintained but such as he himself holdeth.
    


    
      14. The difficulty therefore of obeying both God and man, in a Christian commonwealth is none: all the difficulty
      resteth in this point, whether he that hath received the faith of Christ, having before subjected himself to the
      authority of an infidel, be discharged of his obedience thereby, or not, in matters of
      religion. In which case it seemeth reasonable to think, that since all covenants of obedience are entered into
      for the preservation of a man’s life, if a man be content, without resistance to lay down his life, rather than
      to obey the commands of an infidel; in so hard a case he hath sufficiently discharged himself thereof. For no
      covenant bindeth farther than to endeavour; and if a man cannot assure himself to perform a just duty, when
      thereby he is assured of present death, much less can it be expected that a man should perform that, for which he
      believeth in his heart he shall be damned eternally. And thus much concerning the scruple of conscience that may
      arise concerning obedience to human laws, in them that interpret the law of God to themselves. It remaineth, to
      remove the same scruple from them that submit their controversies to others, not ordained thereunto by the
      sovereign authority. And this I refer to the chapter following.
    


    
      Arg. 8 than to the salvation of another. 1. l. 7 for a man. Verba quae secuntur: to procure
      usque ad for a man desiderantur.
    


    
      2. l. 13 Verba that being usque ad laws civil in H ad marg.
    


    
      l. 2 Verba but the actions usque ad of a man, desiderantur. l. 5 body. The law made. 4. l. 6
      peace shall kiss.
    


    
      l. 19 command them to. 5. l. 10 they deest. l. 13 and made.
    


    
      6. l. 10 against the now sect. l. 11. i. 5 deest.
    


    
      l. 11 they had heard him, they asked.
    


    
      l. 10 Locus: And this was usque ad kept there in H ad marg. add.
    


    
      l. 20 than another. A: to the salvation … than to another. C: than of another.
    


    
      l. 8 though in matter of. l. 18 all deest.
    


    
      12. l. 1 doth against his. l. 8 to his own conscience.
    


    
      13. l. 10 yet all the. l. 12 of deest.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 7.
    


    
      1. The question propounded, who are the magistrates in the kingdom of Christ. 2. The question exemplified, in the
      controversies between Moses and Aaron, and between Moses and Corah. 3. Amongst the Jews, the power temporal and
      spiritual in the same hand. 4. Parallel of the twelve princes of Israel, and the twelve apostles. 5. Parallel of
      seventy elders, and seventy disciples. 6. The hierarchy of the church in our Saviour’s time, consisted in the
      twelve, and the seventy. 7. Why Christ ordained no priests for sacrifice, as Moses did. 8. The hierarchy of the
      church in the apostles’ time. Apostles, bishops, and priests. 9. The preaching of the gospel was not commanding,
      but persuasion. 10. Excommunication. Sovereigns immediate rulers ecclesiastical under Christ, 11. That no man
      hath any just pretence of religion, against obedience to commonwealth. God speaketh to man by his vicegerents.
    


    
      1. IN the former chapter have been removed those difficulties opposing our
      obedience to human authority, which arise from misunderstanding of our Saviour’s title and laws; in the former
      whereof, namely his title, consisteth our faith; and in the latter, our justice. Now they who differ not amongst
      themselves concerning his title and laws, may nevertheless have different opinions concerning his magistrates,
      and the authority he hath given them. And this is the cause why many Christians have denied obedience to their
      princes; pretending that our Saviour Christ hath not given this magistracy to them, but to others. As for
      example: some say, to the pope universally; some, to a synod aristocratical; some, to a synod democratical in
      every several commonwealth; and the magistrates of Christ being they by whom he speaketh: the question is,
      whether he speak unto us by the pope, or by convocations of bishops and ministers, or by them that have the
      sovereign power in every commonwealth.
    


    
      2. This controversy was the cause of those two mutinies that happened against Moses in the wilderness. The first
      by Aaron and his sister Miriam, who took upon them to censure Moses, for marrying an Ethiopian woman. And the
      state of the question between them and Moses they set forth Numbers 12, 2, in these words: What hath the Lord
      spoken but only by Moses? hath he not spoken also by us? And the Lord heard this, &c., and
      punished the same in Miriam, forgiving Aaron upon his repentance. And this is the case of all them that set up
      the priesthood against the sovereignty. The other was of Corah, Dathan, and Abiram, who with two hundred and
      fifty captains gathered themselves together against Moses, and against Aaron. The state of their controversy was
      this: Whether God were not with the multitude, as well as with Moses, and every man as holy as he. For,
      Numb, 16, 3, thus they say, You take too much upon you, seeing all the congregation is holy; every one of
      them, and the Lord is amongst them: wherefore then lift ye yourselves above the congregation of the Lord? And
      this is the case of them that set up their private consciences, and unite themselves to take
      the government of religion out of the hands of him or them, that have the sovereign power of the commonwealth;
      which how well it pleaseth God, may appear by the hideous punishment of Corah and his accomplices.
    


    
      3. In the government therefore of Moses, there was no power neither civil nor spiritual, that was not derived
      from him; nor in the state of Israel under kings, was there any earthly power, by which those kings were
      compellable to any thing, or any subject allowed to resist them, in any case whatsoever. For though the prophets
      by extraordinary calling, did often admonish and threaten them, yet had they no authority over them. And
      therefore amongst the Jews, the power spiritual and temporal, was always in the same hand.
    


    
      4. Our Saviour Christ, as he was the rightful king of the Jews in particular, as well as king of the kingdom of
      Heaven, in the ordaining of magistrates, revived that form of policy which was used by Moses. According to the
      number of the children of Jacob, Moses took unto him by the appointment of God, Numb. 1, 4, twelve men, every one
      of the chief of their tribe, which were to assist him in the muster of Israel. And these twelve, verse 24, are
      called the princes of Israel, twelve men, every one for the house of their fathers; which are said also
      Numb. 7, 2, to be heads over the houses of their fathers, and princes of the tribes, and over them that were
      numbered. And these were every one equal amongst themselves. In like manner our Saviour took unto him twelve
      apostles, to be next unto him in authority; of whom he saith Matth. 19, 28, When the Son of Man shall sit in
      the throne of his majesty, ye which follow me in the regeneration, shall sit also upon twelve thrones, and judge
      the twelve tribes of Israel. And concerning the equality of the twelve apostles amongst themselves our
      Saviour saith, Matth. 20, 25: Ye know that the Lords of the Gentiles have domination over them, &c.
      Verse 26: But it shall not be so amongst you; but whosoever will be greatest among you, let him be your
      servant. And Matth. 23, 11: He that is greatest among you, let him be your
      servant. And a little before, verse 8, Be not called Rabbi; for one is your doctor, Christ; and all ye are
      brethren. And Acts 1, in choosing of Matthias to be an apostle, though St. Peter used the part of a
      prolocutor, yet did no man take upon him the authority of election, but referred the same to lot.
    


    
      5. Again, Moses had the command of God, Numb. 11, 16: Gather to me seventy men of the elders of Israel, whom
      thou knowest that they are the elders of the people, and governors over them, and bring them into the
      tabernacle, &c. And Moses did accordingly, verse 24. And these were chosen to help Moses in bearing the
      burthen of the government, as appeareth verse 17 of the same chapter. And as the twelve princes of the tribes
      were according to the number of Jacob’s children; so were the seventy elders according to the number of the
      persons that went down with Jacob into Egypt. In like manner our Saviour in his kingdom of Heaven, the church,
      out of the whole number of those that believed in him, ordained seventy persons, which peculiarly were called the
      seventy disciples, to whom he gave power to preach the Gospel and baptize.
    


    
      6. In our Saviour’s time therefore, the hierarchy of the church consisted, besides himself that was the head, of
      twelve apostles, who were equal amongst themselves, but ordained over others, as were the twelve heads of the
      tribes; and seventy disciples, who had every one of them power to baptize and teach, and help to govern the whole
      flock.
    


    
      7. And whereas in the commonwealth instituted by Moses, there was not only a high-priest for the present, but
      also a succession and order of priests; it may be demanded why our Saviour Christ did not ordain the like? To
      which may be answered, that the high-priesthood, forasmuch as concerneth the authority thereof, was in the person
      of Christ, as he was Christ-King. So also was it in Moses, Aaron having the ministerial part only. For
      notwithstanding that Aaron was the high-priest, yet the consecration of him belonged to Moses, Exod. 29, 1. All
      the utensils of sacrifice, and other holy things, were ordered by Moses; and in sum: the
      whole Levitical law was delivered by God by the hand of Moses, who was to Aaron a God, and Aaron to him a mouth.
      And for the ministerial part, there could no high-priest be ordained but himself; for seeing our Saviour was
      himself the sacrifice, who but himself could offer him up? And for the celebration of that sacrifice for ever
      after, our Saviour annexed the priesthood to those whom he had appointed to govern in the church.
    


    
      8. After the ascension of our Saviour, the apostles dispersed themselves for the spreading of the Gospel; and
      continually as they converted any number of men, in any city or region, to the faith, they chose out such as they
      thought fittest, to direct them in matter of conversation and life, according to Christ’s law, and to explicate
      unto them that mystery of Christ come in the flesh; that is to say, to unfold unto them at large the office of
      the Messiah. And of those elders some were subordinate to others, according as the apostles, who ordained them,
      thought meet. So St. Paul gave power to Titus, to ordain elders in Crete, and to redress things that were amiss.
      So that Titus was both an elder, and ordained elders, Tit. 1. 5: For this cause I left thee in Crete, that
      thou shouldest continue to redress the things that remain, and ordain elders in every city; where the word is
      [image: Image], that is constitute; whereby it
      appeareth that in the apostles’ times, one elder had authority over another, to ordain and rule them. For 1 Tim.
      5, 19, Timothy an elder, is made judge of accusations against other elders. And Acts 14, 23, the disciples are
      said to ordain elders for all the congregations of the cities they had preached in; and though the word there be
      [image: Image], yet it signifieth not election
      by holding up of hands, but simply and absolutely ordination. For the ordinary choosing of magistrates amongst
      the Grecians, which were all either popularly governed, or else by oligarchy, being performed by holding
      up of hands, made that word be taken simply for an election or ordination howsoever made. And thus in the
      primitive church, the hierarchy of the church was: apostles; elders that governed other
      elders; and elders that ruled not, but their office was to preach, to administer the sacraments, to offer up
      prayers and thanksgiving in the name of the people. But at that time there appeared no distinction between the
      names of bishop and elder. But immediately after the apostles’ time, the word bishop was taken to signify such an
      elder as had the government of elders, and other elders were called by the name of priests, which signifieth the
      same that elder doth. And thus the government of bishops hath a divine pattern in the twelve rulers, and seventy
      elders of Israel, in the twelve apostles and seventy disciples of our Saviour; in the ruling elders, and not
      ruling elders, in the time of the apostles.
    


    
      9. And thus much of the magistrates over Christ’s flock in the primitive church; for the office of a minister, or
      ministress, was to be subject to the flock, and to serve them in those things which appertain to their temporal
      business. The next thing to be considered is the authority which our Saviour gave to them, either over those whom
      they had converted, or those whom they were about to convert. And for these latter, which as yet were without the
      church, the authority which our Saviour gave to his apostles was no more but this: to preach unto them that Jesus
      was the Christ, to explicate the same in all points that concern the kingdom of heaven, and to persuade men to
      embrace our Saviour’s doctrine, but by no means to compel any man to be subject to them. For seeing the laws of
      the kingdom of heaven, as hath been showed, Part I. chap. 18, sect. 10, are dictated to the conscience only, which is not
      subject to compulsion and constraint; it was not congruent to the style of the King of Heaven to constrain men to
      submit their actions to him, but to advise them only; nor for him that professeth the sum of his law to be love,
      to extort any duty from us with fear of temporal punishment. And therefore as the mighty men in the world, that
      hold others in subjection by force, are called in Scripture by the name of hunters; so our
      Saviour calleth those whom he appointed to draw the world unto him, by subduing their affections, fishers;
      and therefore he saith to Peter and Andrew, Matth. 4, 19: Follow me, and I will make ye fishers of men.
      And Luke 10, 3: Behold, saith Christ, I send ye forth as lambs amongst wolves. And it were to no
      end to give them the right of compelling, without strengthening the same with greater power than of lambs amongst
      wolves. Moreover, Matth. 10, where our Saviour giveth a commission to his twelve apostles to go forth and convert
      the nations to the faith, he giveth them no authority of coercion and punishment, but only saith, verse 14:
      Whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear your words, when ye depart out of that house, or that city, shake
      off the dust of your feet. Truly I say unto you, it shall be easier for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day
      of judgment, than for that city. Whereby it is manifest, that all that the apostles could do by their
      authority, was no more than to renounce communion with them, and leave their punishment to God Almighty, in the
      day of judgment. Likewise the comparisons of the kingdom of heaven to the seed, Matth. 13, 3, and to the leaven,
      Matth. 13, 33, doth intimate unto us that the increase thereof ought to proceed from internal operation of God’s
      word preached, and not from any law or compulsion of them that preach it. Moreover our Saviour himself saith,
      John 28, 36, that his kingdom is not of this world; and consequently his magistrates derive not from him
      any authority of punishing men in this world. And therefore also, Matth. 26, 52, after St. Peter had drawn his
      sword in his defence, our Saviour saith, Put up thy sword into his place. For all that take the sword, shall
      perish by the sword. And, verse 54, How then shall the Scriptures be fulfilled, which say, that it must be
      so? showing out of the Scriptures, that the kingdom of Christ was not to be defended by the sword.
    


    
      10. But concerning the authority of the apostles or bishops over those who were already
      converted and within the church, there be that think it greater than over them without. For some have said
      (Bellarmin. Lib. de Rom. Pont. cap. 29): Though the law of Christ deprive no prince of his dominion,
      and Paul did rightly appeal to Cæsar, whilst kings were infidels and out of the church; yet when they became
      Christians, and of their own accord underwent the laws of the gospel, presently as sheep to a shepherd, and as
      members to the head, they became subject to the prelate of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Which, whether it be
      true or not, is to be considered by that light which we have from the Holy Scripture, concerning the power of our
      Saviour and his apostles, over such as they had converted. But our Saviour, as he imitated the commonwealth of
      the Jews in his magistrates, the twelve and the seventy; so did he also in the censure of the church, which was
      excommunication; but amongst the Jews, the church did put the excommunicated persons from the congregation, which
      they might do by their power temporal; but our Saviour and his apostles, who took upon them no such power, could
      not forbid the excommunicated person to enter into any place and congregation, into which he was permitted to
      enter by the prince, or sovereign of the place; for that had been to deprive the sovereign of his authority; and
      therefore the excommunication of a person subject to an earthly power, was but a declaration of the church, which
      did excommunicate, that the person so excommunicated was to be reputed still as an infidel, but not to be driven
      by their authority out of any company he might otherwise lawfully come into. And this is it our Saviour saith,
      Matth. 18, 17: If he refuseth to hear the church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican.
      So that the whole effect of excommunicating a Christian prince, is no more than he or they that so excommunicate
      him, depart, and banish themselves out of his dominion. Nor can they thereupon discharge any of his subjects of
      their obedience to him; for that were to deprive him of his dominion, which they may not do;
      for being out of the church, it is confessed by them that make this objection, and proved in the former section,
      that our Saviour gave no authority to his apostles to be judges over them. And therefore in no case can the
      sovereign power of a commonwealth be subject to any authority ecclesiastical, besides that of Christ himself. And
      though he be informed concerning the kingdom of heaven, and subject himself thereto at the persuasions of persons
      ecclesiastical, yet is not he thereby subject to their government and rule. For if it were by their authority he
      took that yoke upon him, and not by their persuasion, then by the same authority he might cast it off; but this
      is unlawful. For if all the churches in the world should renounce the Christian faith, yet is not this sufficient
      authority for any of the members to do the same. It is manifest therefore that they who have sovereign power, are
      immediate rulers of the church under Christ, and all others but subordinate to them. If that were not, but kings
      should command one thing upon pain of death, and priests another upon pain of damnation, it would be impossible
      that peace and religion should stand together.
    


    
      11. And therefore there is no just cause for any man to withdraw his obedience from the sovereign state, upon
      pretence that Christ hath ordained any state ecclesiastical above it. And though kings take not upon them the
      ministerial priesthood (as they might if it pleased them) yet are they not so merely laic, as not to have
      sacerdotal jurisdiction. To conclude this chapter: since God speaketh not in these days to any man by his private
      interpretation of the Scriptures, nor by the interpretation of any power, above, or not depending on the
      sovereign power of every commonwealth; it remaineth that he speaketh by his vicegods, or lieutenants here on
      earth, that is to say, by sovereign kings, or such as have sovereign authority as well as they.
    


    
      l. 5 to deest.
    


    
      4. l. 3 received that.
    


    
      9. l. 6 to deest.
    


    
      l. 10 twelve deest. l. 15 Verba: Truly I say unto you, desunt.
    


    
      l. 1 do, for being out of the church. It is confessed. 11. l. 5 Verba as they might if it pleased them
      desiderantur.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 8.
    


    
      1. The things that dispose to rebellion. Discontent, pretence, and hope of success. 2. Discontent that disposeth
      to sedition, consisteth partly in fear of want or punishment. 3. Partly in ambition. 4. Six heads of pretences to
      rebellion. 5. The first of them: that men ought to do nothing against conscience, confuted. 6. The second: that
      sovereigns are subject to their own laws, confuted. 7. The third: that the sovereignty is divisible, confuted. 8.
      The fourth: that subjects have a propriety distinct from the dominion of the sovereign, confuted. 9. The fifth:
      that the people is a person distinct from the sovereign, confuted. 10. The sixth: that tyrannicide is lawful,
      confuted. 11. Four heads of hope of success in rebellion. 12. Two things necessary to an author of rebellion:
      much eloquence, and little wisdom. 13. That the authors of rebellion necessarily are to be men of little wisdom.
      14. That the same are necessarily eloquent. 15, In what manner they concur to their common effects.
    


    
      1. HITHERTO of the causes why, and the manner how, men have made commonwealths. In this chapter I
      shall show briefly, by what causes, and in what manner, they be again destroyed; not meaning to say anything
      concerning the dissolution of a commonwealth from foreign invasions, which is as it were the violent death
      thereof, I shall speak only of sedition, which is also the death of the commonwealth, but like to that which
      happeneth to a man from sickness and distemper. To dispose men to sedition three things concur. The first is
      discontent; for as long as a man thinketh himself well, and that the present government standeth not in his way
      to hinder his proceeding from well to better; it is impossible for him to desire the change thereof. The second
      is pretence of right; for though a man be discontent, yet if in his own opinion there be no just cause of
      stirring against, or resisting the government established, nor any pretence to justify his resistance, and to
      procure aid, he will never show it. The third is hope of success; for it were madness to attempt without hope,
      when to fail is to die the death of a traitor. Without these three: discontent, pretence,
      and hope, there can be no rebellion; and when the same are all together, there wanteth nothing thereto, but a man
      of credit to set up the standard, and to blow the trumpet.
    


    
      2. And as for discontent, it is of two sorts: for it consisteth either in bodily pain present or expected, or
      else in trouble of the mind (which is the general division of pleasure and pain, Part I. chap. 7, sect. 9). The presence of
      bodily pain disposeth not to sedition; the fear of it doth. As for example: when a great multitude, or heap of
      people, have concurred to a crime worthy of death, they join together, and take arms to defend themselves for
      fear thereof. So also the fear of want, or in present want the fear of arrests and imprisonment, dispose to
      sedition. And therefore great exactions, though the right thereof be acknowledged, have caused great seditions.
      As in the time of Henry VII. the seditions of the Cornish men that refused to pay a subsidy, and, under the
      conduct of the Lord Audley, gave the King battle upon Blackheath; and that of the northern people, who in the
      same king’s time, for demanding a subsidy granted in parliament, murdered the Earl of Northumberland in his
      house.
    


    
      3. Thirdly, the other sort of discontent which troubleth the mind of them who otherwise live at ease, without
      fear of want, or danger of violence, ariseth only from a sense of their want of that power, and that honour and
      testimony thereof, which they think is due unto them. For all joy and grief of mind consisting (as hath been
      said, Part I. chap.
      9, sect. 21) in a contention for precedence to them with whom they compare themselves; such men must needs
      take it ill, and be grieved with the state, as find themselves postponed to those in honour, whom they think they
      excel in virtue and ability to govern. And this is it for which they think themselves regarded but as slaves. Now
      seeing freedom cannot stand together with subjection, liberty in a commonwealth is nothing but government and
      rule, which because it cannot be divided, men must expect in common; and that can be no
      where but in the popular state, or democracy. And Aristotle saith well (lib. 6, cap 2 of his Politics),
      The ground or intention of a democracy, is liberty; which he confirmeth in these words: For men
      ordinarily say this: that no man can partake of liberty, but only in a popular commonwealth. Whosoever
      therefore in a monarchical estate, where the sovereign power is absolutely in one man, claimeth liberty, claimeth
      (if the hardest construction should be made thereof) either to have the sovereignty in his turn, or to be
      colleague with him that hath it, or to have the monarchy changed into a democracy. But if the same be construed
      (with pardon of that unskilful expression) according to the intention of him that claimeth, then doth he thereby
      claim no more but this, that the sovereign should take notice of his ability and deserving, and put him into
      employment and place of subordinate government, rather than others that deserve less. And as one claimeth, so
      doth another, every man esteeming his own desert greatest. Amongst all those that pretend to, or are ambitious of
      such honour, a few only can be served, unless it be in a democracy; the rest therefore must be discontent. And so
      much of the first thing that disposeth to rebellion, namely, discontent, consisting in fear and ambition.
    


    
      4. The second thing that disposeth to rebellion, is pretence of right. And that is when men have an opinion, or
      pretend to have an opinion: that in certain cases they may lawfully resist him or them that have the sovereign
      power, or deprive him or them of the means to execute the same. Of which pretences there be six special cases.
      One is, when the command is against their conscience, and they believe it is unlawful for a subject at the
      command of the sovereign power to do any action, which he thinketh in his own conscience not lawful for him to
      do, or to omit any action, which he thinketh not lawful for him to omit. Another is, when the command is against
      the laws, and they think the sovereign power in such sort obliged to his own laws, as the subject is; and that
      when he performeth not his duty, they may resist his power. A third is, when they receive
      commands from some man or men, and a supersedeas to the same from others, and think the authority is
      equal, as if the sovereign power were divided. A fourth is, when they are commanded to contribute their persons
      or money to the public service, and think they have a propriety in the same distinct from the dominion of the
      sovereign power; and that therefore they are not bound to contribute their goods and persons, no more than every
      man shall of himself think fit. A fifth, when the commands seem hurtful to the people; and they think, every one
      of them, that the opinion and sense of the people is the same with the opinion of himself, and those that consent
      with him; calling by the name of people, any multitude of his own faction. The sixth is, when the commands are
      grievous; and they account him that commandeth grievous things, a tyrant; and tyrannicide, that is, the killing
      of a tyrant, not only lawful, but also laudable.
    


    
      5. All these opinions are maintained in the books of the dogmatics, and divers of them taught in public chairs,
      and nevertheless are most incompatible with peace and government, and contradictory to the necessary and
      demonstrable rules of the same. And for the first, namely, that a man may lawfully do or omit any thing against
      his conscience, and from whence arise all seditions concerning religion and ecclesiastical government, it hath
      been plainly declared in the two last chapters, that such opinion is erroneous. For those two chapters have been
      wrholly spent, to prove, that Christian religion not only forbiddeth not, but also commandeth, that in every
      commonwealth, every subject should in all things to the uttermost of his power obey the commands of him or them
      that is the sovereign thereof; and that a man in so obeying, doth according to his conscience and judgment, as
      having deposited his judgment in all controversies in the hands of the sovereign power; and that this error
      proceedeth from the ignorance of what and by whom God Almighty speaketh.
    


    
      6. As for the second opinion which is: that the sovereign is in such sort obliged to his own
      laws, as the subject is; the contrary thereof hath been showed, Part II. chapter 1, sections 7–12, by which it
      appeareth that the sovereign power is not to be resisted; that it carrieth the sword both of war and justice;
      that it hath the right of deciding all controversies, both judicial and deliberative; that it hath the making of
      all the laws civil; that it appointeth magistrates and public ministers, and that it implieth a universal
      impunity. How can he or they be said to be subject to the laws which they may abrogate at their pleasure, or
      break without fear of punishment? And this error seemeth to proceed from this, that men ordinarily understand not
      aright, what is meant by this word law, confounding law and covenant, as if they signified the same thing. But
      law implieth a command; covenant is but a promise. And not every command is a law, but only (Part I., chap. 13,
      sect. 6) when the command is the reason we have of doing the action commanded. And then only is the reason of our
      actions in the command, when the omitting is therefore hurtful, because the action was commanded, not because it
      was hurtful of itself; and doing contrary to a command, were not at all hurtful, if there were not a right in him
      that commandeth to punish him that so doth. He or they that have all punishments in their own disposing, cannot
      be so commanded, as to receive hurt for disobeying, and consequently no command can be a law unto them. It is an
      error therefore to think: that the power which is virtually the whole power of the commonwealth, and which in
      whomsoever it resideth, is usually called supreme or sovereign, can be subject to any law but that of God
      Almighty.
    


    
      7. The third opinion: that the sovereign power may be divided, is no less an error than the former, as hath been
      proved, Part II. chapter 1, sect. 15. And if there were a commonwealth, wherein the rights of sovereignty were
      divided, we must confess with Bodin, Lib. II. chap. 1. De
      Republica, that they are not rightly to be called commonwealths, but the corruption of
      commonwealths. For if one part should have power to make the laws for all, they would by their laws, at their
      pleasure, forbid others to make peace or war, to levy taxes, or to yield fealty and homage without their leave;
      and they that had the right to make peace and war, and command the militia, would forbid the making of other
      laws, than what themselves liked. And though monarchies stand long, wherein the right of sovereignty hath seemed
      so divided, because monarchy of itself is a durable kind of government; yet monarchs have been thereby divers
      times thrust out of their possession. But the truth is, that the right of sovereignty is such, as he or they that
      have it, cannot, though they would, give away any part thereof, and retain the rest. As for example: if we should
      suppose the people of Rome to have had the absolute sovereignty of the Roman state, and to have chosen them a
      council by the name of the senate, and that to this senate they had given the supreme power of making laws,
      reserving nevertheless to themselves, in direct and express terms, the whole right and title of the sovereignty
      (which may easily happen amongst them that see not the inseparable connexion between the sovereign power and the
      power of making laws), I say, this grant of the people to the senate is of no effect, and the power of making
      laws is in the people still. For the senate understanding it to be the will and intention of the people, to
      retain the sovereignty, ought not to take that for granted, which was contradictory thereto, and passed by error.
      For, Part I. chap.
      13, sect. 9, in contradictory promises, that which is directly promised, is preferred before that which is
      opposite thereunto by consequence; because the consequence of a thing is not always observed, as is the thing
      itself. The error concerning mixed government hath proceeded from want of understanding of what is meant by this
      word body politic, and how it signifieth not the concord, but the union of many men. And though in the charters of subordinate corporations, a corporation be declared to be one person in
      law, yet the same hath not been taken notice of in the body of a commonwealth or city, nor have any of those
      innumerable writers of politics observed any such union.
    


    
      8. The fourth opinion (viz.): that subjects have their meum, tuum, and suum, in property, not only
      by virtue of the sovereign power over them all, distinct from one another, but also against the sovereign
      himself, by which they would pretend to contribute nothing to the public, but what they please, hath been already
      confuted, by proving the absoluteness of the sovereignty; and more particularly, Part II. chapter 5, sect. 2; and ariseth from
      this: that they understand not ordinarily, that before the institution of sovereign power meum and
      tuum implied no propriety, but a community, where every man had right to every thing, and was in state of
      war with every man.
    


    
      9. The fifth opinion: that the people is a distinct body from him or them that have the sovereignty over them, is
      an error already confuted, Part II. chap. 2, sect. 11, where it is showed, that when men say: the people
      rebelleth, it is to be understood of those particular persons only, and not of the whole nation. And when the
      people claimeth any thing otherwise than by the voice of the sovereign power, it is not the claim of the people,
      but only of those particular men, that claim in their own persons; and this error ariseth from the equivocation
      of the word people.
    


    
      10. Lastly, for the opinion, that tyrannicide is lawful, meaning by a tyrant any man in whom resideth the right
      of sovereignty, it is no less false and pernicious to human society, than frequent in the writings of those moral
      philosophers, Seneca and others, so greatly esteemed amongst us. For when a man hath the right of sovereignty, he
      cannot justly be punished, as hath been often showed already, and therefore much less deposed, or put to death.
      And howsoever he might deserve punishment, yet punishment is unjust without judgment
      preceding, and judgment unjust without power of judicature, which a subject hath not over his sovereign. But this
      doctrine proceedeth from the Schools of Greece, and from those that writ in the Roman state, in which not only
      the name of a tyrant, but of a king, was hateful.
    


    
      11. Besides discontent, to the disposing of a man to rebellion, and pretence, there is required, in the third
      place, hope of success, which consisteth in four points: 1. That the discontented have mutual intelligence; 2.
      that they have sufficient number; 3. that they have arms; 4. that they agree upon a head. For these four must
      concur to the making of one body of rebellion, in which intelligence is the life, number the limbs, arms the
      strength, and a head the unity, by which they are directed to one and the same action.
    


    
      12. The authors of rebellion, that is, the men that breed these dispositions to rebel in others, of necessity
      must have in them these three qualities: 1. To be discontented themselves; 2. to be men of mean judgment and
      capacity; and 3. to be eloquent men or good orators. And as for their discontent, from whence it may proceed,
      hath been already declared. And for the second and third, I am to show now, first, how they may stand together;
      for it seemeth a contradiction, to place small judgment and great eloquence, or, as they call it, powerful
      speaking, in the same man: and then in what manner they both concur to dispose other men to sedition.
    


    
      13. It was noted by Sallust, that in Catiline (who was author of the greatest sedition that ever was in Rome)
      there was Eloquentiæ satis, sapientiæ parum; eloquence sufficient, but little wisdom. And perhaps this was
      said of Catiline, as he was Catiline: but it was true of him as an author of sedition. For the conjunction of
      these two qualities made him not Catiline, but seditious. And that it may be understood, how want of wisdom, and
      store of eloquence, may stand together, we are to consider, what it is we call wisdom, and
      what eloquence. And therefore I shall here again remember some things that have been said already, Part I. chap. 5,
      6. It is manifest that wisdom consisteth in knowledge. Now of
      knowledge there are two kinds; whereof the one is the remembrance of such things, as we have conceived by our
      senses, and of the order in which they follow one another. And this knowledge is called experience; and the
      wisdom that proceedeth from it, is that ability to conjecture by the present, of what is past, and to come, which
      men call prudence. This being so, it is manifest presently, that the author of sedition, whosoever he be, must
      not be prudent. For if he consider and take his experiences aright, concerning the success which they have had,
      who have been the movers and authors of sedition, either in this or any other state, he shall find that for one
      man that hath thereby advanced himself to honour, twenty have come to a reproachful end. The other kind of
      knowledge is the remembrance of the names or appellations of things, and how every thing is called, which is, in
      matters of common conversation, a remembrance of pacts and covenants of men made amongst themselves, concerning
      how to be understood of one another. And this kind of knowledge is generally called science, and the conclusions
      thereof truth. But when men remember not how things are named, by general agreement, but either mistake and
      misname things, or name them aright by chance, they are not said to have science, but opinion; and the
      conclusions thence proceeding are uncertain, and for the most part erroneous. Now that science in particular from
      which proceed the true and evident conclusions of what is right and wrong, and what is good and hurtful to the
      being and wellbeing of mankind, the Latins call sapientia, and we by the general name of wisdom. For
      generally, not he that hath skill in geometry, or any other science speculative, but only he that understandeth
      what conduceth to the good and government of the people, is called a wise man. Now that no author of sedition can
      be wise in this acceptation of the word, is sufficiently proved, in that it hath been
      already demonstrated, that no pretence of sedition can be right or just; and therefore the authors of sedition
      must be ignorant of the right of state, that is to say, unwise. It remaineth therefore, that they be such, as
      name things not according to their true and generally agreed-upon names; but call right and wrong, good and bad,
      according to their passions, or according to the authorities of such as they admire, as Aristotle, Cicero,
      Seneca, and others of like authority, who have given the names of right and wrong, as their passions have
      dictated; or have followed the authority of other men, as we do theirs. It is required therefore in an author of
      sedition, that he think right, that which is wrong; and profitable, that which is pernicious; and consequently
      that there be in him sapientiæ parum, little wisdom.
    


    
      14. Eloquence is nothing else but the power of winning belief of what we say; and to that end we must have aid
      from the passions of the hearer. Now to demonstration and teaching of the truth, there are required long
      deductions, and great attention, which is unpleasant to the hearer; therefore they which seek not truth, but
      belief, must take another way, and not only derive what they would have to be believed, from somewhat believed
      already, but also by aggravations and extenuations make good and bad, right and wrong, appear great or less,
      according as it shall serve their turns. And such is the power of eloquence, as many times a man is made to
      believe thereby, that he sensibly feeleth smart and damage, when he feeleth none, and to enter into rage and
      indignation, without any other cause, than what is in the words and passion of the speaker. This considered,
      together with the business that he hath to do, who is the author of rebellion, (viz.) to make men believe that
      their rebellion is just, their discontents grounded upon great injuries, and their hopes great; there needeth no
      more to prove, there can be no author of rebellion, that is not an eloquent and powerful speaker, and withal (as
      hath been said before) a man of little wisdom. For the faculty of speaking powerfully,
      consisteth in a habit gotten of putting together passionate words, and applying them to the present passions of
      the hearer.
    


    
      15. Seeing then eloquence and want of discretion concur to the stirring of rebellion, it may be demanded, what
      part each of these acteth therein? The daughters of Pelias, king of Thessaly, desiring to restore their old
      decrepit father to the vigour of his youth, by the counsel of Medea chopped him in pieces, and set him a boiling
      with I know not what herbs in a cauldron, but could not make him revive again. So when eloquence and want of
      judgment go together, want of judgment, like the daughters of Pelias, consenteth, through eloquence, which is as
      the witchcraft of Medea, to cut the commonwealth in pieces, upon pretence or hope of reformation, which when
      things are in combustion, they are not able to effect.
    


    
      6. l. 1 is this that.
    


    
      l. 10 How then can.
    


    
      l. 15 they signify.
    


    
      l. 32 not always obscured edd. A; observed corr. B, recepit C.
    


    
      l. 1 in the chapters edd. A, corr. B. l. 2 corporation being edd. A, corr. B, recepit C.
    


    
      l. 3 over a sovereign.
    


    
      12. l. 11 both deest.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 9.
    


    
      1. The law over sovereigns, salus populi. 2. That sovereigns ought to establish the religion they hold for
      best. 3. That to forbid unnatural copulation, promiscuous use of women, one woman to have many husbands, marrying
      within degrees of consanguinity, is the law of nature. 4. That to leave man as much liberty as may be, without
      hurt of the public, and to ordain means for trade and labour, and to forbid superfluous expenses, is a duty of a
      sovereign by the law of nature. 5. Meum and tuum, to be set out to the subjects, distinct from one
      another, and the burdens of the commonwealth to be laid according to men’s expenses, a duty of sovereigns by the
      law of nature. 6. An extraordinary power for judging the abuses of magistrates necessary for the peace of the
      commonwealth. 7. The suppressing of popularity in such as find fault with the present government necessary for
      the avoiding of sedition. 8. The institution of youth in true morality and politics necessary for keeping the
      subjects in peace. 9. Avoiding of unnecessary war is a necessary duty of the sovereign for the defence of a
      commonwealth.
    


    
      1. HAVING hitherto set forth how a body politic is made, and how it may be
      destroyed, this place requireth to say something concerning the preservation of the same. Not purposing to enter
      into the particulars of the art of government, but to sum up the general heads, wherein such art is to be
      employed, and in which consisteth the duty of him or them that have the sovereign power. For the duty of a
      sovereign consisteth in the good government of the people; and although the acts of sovereign power be no
      injuries to the subjects who have consented to the same by their implicit wills, yet when they tend to the hurt
      of the people in general, they be breaches of the law of nature, and of the divine law; and consequently, the
      contrary acts are the duties of sovereigns, and required at their hands to the utmost of their endeavour, by God
      Almighty, under the pain of eternal death. And as the art and duty of sovereigns consist in the same acts, so
      also doth their profit. For the end of art is profit; and governing to the profit of the subjects, is governing
      to the profit of the sovereign, as hath been showed Part II.
      chapter 5, section 1. And these three: 1. the law over them that
      have sovereign power; 2. their duty; 3. their profit: are one and the same thing contained in this sentence,
      Salus populi suprema lex; by which must be understood, not the mere preservation of their lives, but
      generally their benefit and good. So that this is the general law for sovereigns: that they procure, to the
      uttermost of their endeavour, the good of the people.
    


    
      2. And forasmuch as eternal is better than temporal good, it is evident, that they who are in sovereign
      authority, are by the law of nature obliged to further the establishing of all such doctrines and rules, and the
      commanding of all such actions, as in their conscience they believe to be the true way thereunto. For unless they
      do so, it cannot be said truly, that they have done the uttermost of their endeavour.
    


    
      3. For the temporal good of people, it consisteth in four points: 1. Multitude. 2. Commodity of living. 3. Peace
      amongst ourselves. 4. Defence against foreign power. Concerning multitude, it is the duty of them that are in
      sovereign authority, to increase the people, in as much as they are governors of mankind
      under God Almighty, who having created but one man, and one woman, declared that it was his will they should be
      multiplied and increased afterwards. And seeing this is to be done by ordinances concerning copulation: they are
      by the law of nature bound to make such ordinances concerning the same, as may tend to the increase of mankind.
      And hence it cometh, that in them who have sovereign authority: not to forbid such copulations as are against the
      use of nature; not to forbid the promiscuous use of women; not to forbid one woman to have many husbands; not to
      forbid marriages within certain degrees of kindred and affinity: are against the law of nature. For though it be
      not evident, that a private man living under the law of natural reason only, doth break the same, by doing any of
      these things aforesaid; yet it is manifestly apparent, that being so prejudicial as they are to the improvement
      of mankind, that not to forbid the same, is against the law of natural reason, in him that hath taken into his
      hands any portion of mankind to improve.
    


    
      4. The commodity of living consisteth in liberty and wealth. By liberty I mean, that there be no prohibition
      without necessity of any thing to any man, which was lawful to him in the law of nature, that is to say, that
      there be no restraint of natural liberty, but what is necessary for the good of the commonwealth; and that
      well-meaning men may not fall into the danger of laws, as into snares, before they be aware. It appertaineth also
      to this liberty, that a man may have commodious passage from place to place, and not be imprisoned or confined
      with the difficulty of ways, and want of means for transportation of things necessary. And for the wealth of
      people, it consisteth in three things: the well ordering of trade, procuring of labour, and forbidding the
      superfluous consuming of food and apparel. All those therefore that are in sovereign authority, and have taken
      upon them the government of people, are bound by the law of nature to make ordinances
      consisting in the points aforenamed; as being contrary to the law of nature, unnecessarily, either for one’s own
      fancy, to enthral, or tie men so, as they cannot move without danger; or to suffer them whose maintenance is our
      benefit, to want anything necessary for them, by our negligence.
    


    
      5. For maintaining of peace at home, there be so many things necessarily to be considered, and taken order in, as
      there be several causes concurring to sedition. And first, it is necessary to set out to every subject his
      propriety, and distinct lands and goods, upon which he may exercise and have the benefit of his own industry, and
      without which men would fall out amongst themselves, as did the herdsmen of Abraham and Lot, every man
      encroaching and usurping as much of the common benefit as he can, which tendeth to quarrel and sedition.
      Secondly, to divide the burthens, and charge of the commonwealth proportionably. Now there is a proportionably to
      every man’s ability, and there is a proportionably to his benefit by commonwealth: and this latter is it, which
      is according to the law of nature. For the burdens of the commonwealth being the price that we pay for the
      benefit thereof, they ought to be measured thereby. And there is no reason, when two men equally enjoying, by the
      benefit of the commonwealth, their peace and liberty, to use their industry to get their livings, whereof one
      spareth, and layeth up somewhat, the other spendeth all he gets, why they should not equally contribute to the
      common charge. That seemeth therefore to be the most equal way of dividing the burden of public charge, when
      every man shall contribute according to what he spendeth, and not according to what he gets; and this is then
      done, when men pay the commonwealth’s part in the payments they make for their own provision. And this seemeth
      not only most equal, but also least sensible, and least to trouble the mind of them that pay it. For there is
      nothing so aggravateth the grief of parting with money, to the public, as to think they are
      over-rated, and that their neighbours whom they envy, do thereupon insult over them; and this disposeth them to
      resistance, and (after that such resistance hath produced a mischief) to rebellion.
    


    
      6. Another thing necessary for the maintaining of peace, is the due execution of justice; which consisteth
      principally in the right performance of their duties, on the parts of those, who are the magistrates ordained for
      the same by and under the authority of the sovereign power; which being private men in respect of the sovereign,
      and consequently such as may have private ends, whereby they may be corrupted by gifts, or intercession of
      friends, ought to be kept in awe, by a higher power, lest people, grieved by their injustice, should take upon
      them to make their own revenges, to the disturbance of the common peace; which can by no way be avoided in the
      principal and immediate magistrates, without the judicature of the sovereign himself, or some extraordinary power
      delegated by him. It is therefore necessary, that there be a power extraordinary, as there shall be occasion from
      time to time, for the syndication of judges and other magistrates, that shall abuse their authority, to the wrong
      and discontent of the people; and a free and open way for the presenting of grievances to him or them that have
      the sovereign authority.
    


    
      7. Besides those considerations by which are prevented the discontents that arise from oppression, there ought to
      be some means for the keeping under of those, that are disposed to rebellion by ambition; which consist
      principally in the constancy of him that hath the sovereign power, who ought therefore constantly to grace and
      encourage such, as being able to serve the commonwealth, do nevertheless contain themselves within the bounds of
      modesty, without repining at the authority of such as are employed, and without aggravating the errors, which (as
      men) they may commit; especially when they suffer not in their own particular; and
      constantly to show displeasure and dislike of the contrary. And not only so, but also to ordain severe
      punishments, for such as shall by reprehension of public actions, affect popularity and applause amongst the
      multitude, by which they may be enabled to have a faction in the commonwealth at their devotion.
    


    
      8. Another thing necessary, is the rooting out from the consciences of men all those opinions which seem to
      justify, and give pretence of right to rebellious actions; such as are: the opinion, that a man can do nothing
      lawfully against his private conscience; that they who have the sovereignty, are subject to the civil laws; that
      there is any authority of subjects, whose negative may hinder the affirmative of the sovereign power; that any
      subject hath a propriety distinct from the dominion of the commonwealth; that there is a body of the people
      without him or them that have the sovereign power; and that any lawful sovereign may be resisted under the name
      of a tyrant; which opinions are they, which, Part II. chap. 8, sect. 5–10, have been declared to dispose men to rebellion. And
      because opinions which are gotten by education, and in length of time are made habitual, cannot be taken away by
      force, and upon the sudden: they must therefore be taken away also, by time and education. And seeing the said
      opinions have proceeded from private and public teaching, and those teachers have received them from grounds and
      principles, which they have learned in the Universities, from the doctrine of Aristotle, and others (who have
      delivered nothing concerning morality and policy demonstratively; but being passionately addicted to popular
      government, have insinuated their opinions, by eloquent sophistry): there is no doubt, if the true doctrine
      concerning the law of nature, and the properties of a body politic, and the nature of law in general, were
      perspicuously set down, and taught in the Universities, but that young men, who come thither void of prejudice,
      and whose minds are yet as white paper, capable of any instruction, would more easily
      receive the same, and afterward teach it to the people, both in books and otherwise, than now they do the
      contrary.
    


    
      9. The last thing contained in that supreme law, salus populi, is their defence; and consisteth partly in
      the obedience and unity of the subjects, of which hath been already spoken, and in which consisteth the means of
      levying soldiers, and of having money, arms, ships, and fortified places in readiness for defence; and partly, in
      the avoiding of unnecessary wars. For such commonwealths, or such monarchs, as affect war for itself, that is to
      say, out of ambition, or of vain-glory, or that make account to revenge every little injury, or disgrace done by
      their neighbours, if they ruin not themselves, their fortune must be better than they have reason to expect.
    


    
      15. l. 7 could not revive him. Ch. 9. Argum, mutilatum ut
      supra.
    


    
      l. 16 any of the things.
    


    
      5. l. 5 lands or goods C
    


    
      l. 1 think they are onerated C, over-rated videtur esse correctum in A; idemque legitur in B. 6. l.
      3 their duties, which are the magistrates. 7. l. 1 besides these considerations.
    


    
      8. l. 1 out of the. l. 4 the opinions.
    

  


  
    
      CHAPTER 10.
    


    
      1. All expressions of the mind concerning future actions, are either covenant, counsel, or command. 2. The
      difference between a law and a covenant. 3. The command of him whose command is law in one thing, is law in every
      thing. 4. The difference between law and counsel. 5. The difference between jus and lex. 6. The
      division of laws into divine, natural, and civil; written and unwritten; simple and penal. 7. That the divine
      moral law, and the law of nature, is the same. 8. That the civil laws are the common measure of right and wrong,
      and all other things subject to controversy. 9. Martial law is civil law. 10. Written laws are the constitutions
      of the sovereign power; unwritten are nothing but reason. Customs and opinions have the force of law from the
      tacit consent of the sovereign.
    


    
      1. THUS far concerning the Nature of Man, and the constitution and properties of a Body Politic.
      There remaineth only for the last chapter, to speak of the nature and sorts of law. And first it is manifest,
      that all laws are declarations of the mind, concerning some action future to be done, or
      omitted. And all declarations and expressions of the mind concerning future actions and omissions, are either
      promissive, as I will do, or not do; or provisive, as for example, If this be done or not done, this will follow;
      or imperative, as Do this, or do it not. In the first sort of these expressions, consisteth the nature of a
      covenant; in the second, consisteth counsel; in the third, command.
    


    
      2. It is evident, when a man doth, or forbeareth to do any action, if he be moved thereto by this only
      consideration, that the same is good or evil in itself; and that there be no reason why the will or pleasure of
      another should be of any weight in his deliberation, that then neither to do nor omit the action deliberated, is
      any breach of law. And consequently, whatsoever is a law to a man, respecteth the will of another, and the
      declaration thereof. But a covenant is the declaration of a man’s own will. And therefore a law and a covenant
      differ; and though they be both obligatory, and a law obligeth no otherwise than by virtue of some covenant made
      by him who is subject thereunto, yet they oblige by several sorts of promises. For a covenant obligeth by promise
      of an action, or omission, especially named and limited; but a law bindeth by a promise of obedience in general,
      whereby the action to be done, or left undone, is referred to the determination of him, to whom the covenant is
      made. So that the difference between a covenant and a law, standeth thus: in simple covenants the action to be
      done, or not done, is first limited and made known, and then followeth the promise to do or not do; but in a law,
      the obligation to do or not to do, precedeth, and the declaration what is to be done, or not done, followeth
      after.
    


    
      3. And from this may be deduced, that which to some may seem a paradox: that the command of him, whose command is
      a law in one thing, is a law in every thing. For seeing a man is obliged to obedience before what he is to
      do be known, he is obliged to obey in general, that is to say, in every thing.
    


    
      4. That the counsel of a man is no law to him that is counselled, and that he who alloweth another to give him
      counsel, doth not thereby oblige himself to follow the same, is manifest enough; and yet men usually call
      counselling by the name of governing; not that they are not able to distinguish between them, but because they
      envy many times those men that are called to counsel, and are therefore angry with them that are counselled. But
      if to counsellors there should be given a right to have their counsel followed, then are they no more
      counsellors, but masters of them whom they counsel; and their counsels no more counsels, but laws. For the
      difference between a law and a counsel being no more but this, that in counsel the expression is, Do, because it
      is best; in a law, Do, because I have right to compel you; or Do, because I say, do: when counsel which should
      give the reason of the action it adviseth to, becometh the reason thereof itself, it is no more counsel, but a
      law.
    


    
      5. The names lex, and jus, that is to say, law and right, are often confounded; and yet scarce are
      there any two words of more contrary signification. For right is that liberty which law leaveth us; and laws
      those restraints by which we agree mutually to abridge one another’s liberty. Law and right therefore are no less
      different than restraint and liberty, which are contrary; and whatsoever a man doth that liveth in a
      commonwealth, jure, he doth it jure civili, jure naturæ, and jure divino. For whatsoever is
      against any of these laws, cannot be said to be jure. For the civil law cannot make that to be done
      jure, which is against the law divine, or of nature. And therefore whatsoever any subject doth, if it be
      not contrary to the civil law, and whatsoever a sovereign doth, if it be not against the law
      of nature, he doth it jure divino, by divine right. But to say, lege divinâ, by divine law, is
      another thing. For the laws of God and nature allowing greater liberty than is allowed by the law civil (for
      subordinate laws do still bind more than the superior laws, the essence of law being not to loose, but to bind):
      a man may be commanded that by a law civil, which is not commanded by the law of nature, nor by the law divine.
      So that of things done lege, that is to say, by command of the law, there is some place for a distinction
      between lege divinâ and lege civili. As when a man giveth an alms, or helpeth him that is in need,
      he doth it not lege civili, but lege divinâ, by the divine law, the precept whereof is charity. But
      of things that are done jure, nothing can be said done jure divino, that is not also jure
      civili, unless it be done by them that having sovereign power, are not subject to the civil law.
    


    
      6. The differences of laws are according to the differences, either of the authors and lawmakers, or of the
      promulgation, or of those that are subject to them. From the difference of the authors, or lawmakers, cometh the
      division of law into divine, natural, and civil. From the difference of promulgation, proceedeth the division of
      laws into written and unwritten. And from the difference of the persons to whom the law appertaineth, it
      proceedeth, that some laws are called simply laws, and some penal. As for example: thou shalt not steal, is
      simply a law; but this: he that stealeth an ox, shall restore four-fold, is a penal, or as others call it, a
      judicial law. Now in those laws, which are simply laws, the commandment is addressed to every man; but in penal
      laws the commandment is addressed to the magistrate, who is only guilty of the breach of it, when the penalties
      ordained are not inflicted; to the rest appertaineth nothing, but to take notice of their danger.
    


    
      7. As for the first division of law into divine, natural, and civil, the first two branches are one and the same
      law. For the law of nature, which is also the moral law, is the law of the author of nature,
      God Almighty; and the law of God, taught by our Saviour Christ, is the moral law. For the sum of God’s law is:
      Thou shalt love God above all, and thy neighbour as thyself; and the same is the sum of the law of nature, as
      hath been showed, Part I. chap. 18. And although the doctrine of our Saviour be of three parts, moral, theological, and
      ecclesiastical; the former part only, which is the moral, is of the nature of a law universal; the latter part is
      a branch of the law civil; and the theological which containeth those articles concerning the divinity and
      kingdom of our Saviour, without which there is no salvation, is not delivered in the nature of laws, but of
      counsel and direction, how to avoid the punishment, which by the violation of the moral law, men are subject to.
      For it is not infidelity that condemneth (though it be faith that saveth), but the breach of the law and
      commandments of God, written first in man’s heart, and afterwards in tables, and delivered to the Jews by the
      hands of Moses.
    


    
      8. In the state of nature, where every man is his own judge, and differeth from other concerning the names and
      appellations of things, and from those differences arise quarrels, and breach of peace; it was necessary there
      should be a common measure of all things that might fall in controversy; as for example: of what is to be called
      right, what good, what virtue, what much, what little, what meum and tuum, what a pound, what a
      quart, &c. For in these things private judgments may differ, and beget controversy. This common measure, some
      say, is right reason: with whom I should consent, if there were any such thing to be found or known in rerum
      naturâ. But commonly they that call for right reason to decide any controversy, do mean their own. But this
      is certain, seeing right reason is not existent, the reason of some man, or men, must supply the place thereof;
      and that man, or men, is he or they, that have the sovereign power, as hath been already proved; and consequently
      the civil laws are to all subjects the measures of their actions, whereby to determine,
      whether they be right or wrong, profitable or unprofitable, virtuous or vicious; and by them the use and
      definition of all names not agreed upon, and tending to controversy, shall be established. As for example, upon
      the occasion of some strange and deformed birth, it shall not be decided by Aristotle, or the philosophers,
      whether the same be a man or no, but by the laws. The civil law containeth in it the ecclesiastical, as a part
      thereof, proceeding from the power of ecclesiastical government, given by our Saviour to all Christian
      sovereigns, as his immediate vicars, as hath been said Part
      II. chap. 7, sect. 10.
    


    
      9. But seeing it hath been said, that all laws are either natural or civil; it may be demanded, to which of these
      shall be referred that law, which is called martial law, and by the Romans disciplina militaris? And it
      may seem to be the same with the law of nature; because the laws by which a multitude of soldiers are governed in
      an army, are not constant, but continually changing with the occasion; and that is still a law, which is reason
      for the present, and reason is the law of nature. It is nevertheless true that martial law is civil law; because
      an army is a body politic, the whole power whereof is in the General, and the laws thereof made by him; and
      though they still follow and change as reason requireth, yet it is not, as the reason of every private man (as in
      the law of nature), but as the reason of the General requireth.
    


    
      10. When he, or they in whom is the sovereign power of a commonwealth, are to ordain laws for the government and
      good order of the people; it is not possible they should comprehend all cases of controversy that may fall out,
      nor perhaps any considerable diversity of them; but as time shall instruct them by the rising of new occasions,
      so are also laws from time to time to be ordained: and in such cases where no special law is
      made, the law of nature keepeth its place, and the magistrates ought to give sentence according thereunto, that
      is to say, according to natural reason. The constitutions therefore of the sovereign power, by which the liberty
      of nature is abridged, are written, because there is no other way to take notice of them; whereas the laws of
      nature are supposed to be written in men’s hearts. Written laws therefore are the constitutions of a commonwealth
      expressed; and unwritten, are the laws of natural reason. Custom of itself maketh no law. Nevertheless when a
      sentence hath been once given, by them that judge by their natural reason; whether the same be right or wrong, it
      may attain to the vigour of a law; not because the like sentence hath of custom been given in the like case; but
      because the sovereign power is supposed tacitly to have approved such sentence for right; and thereby it cometh
      to be a law, and numbered amongst the written laws of the commonwealth. For if custom were sufficient to
      introduce a law, then it would be in the power of every one that is deputed to hear a cause, to make his errors
      laws. In like manner, those laws that go under the title of responsa prudentum, that is to say, the
      opinions of lawyers, are not therefore laws, because responsa prudentum, but because they are admitted by
      the sovereign. And from this may be collected, that when there is a case of private contract between the
      sovereign and the subject, a precedent against reason shall not prejudice the cause of the sovereign; no
      precedent being made a law, but upon supposition that the same was reasonable from the beginning.
    


    
      And thus much concerning the elements and general grounds of laws natural and politic. As for the law of nations,
      it is the same with the law of nature. For that which is the law of nature between man and man, before the
      constitution of commonwealth, is the law of nations between sovereign and sovereign, after.
    


    
      l. 1 yet deest. Ch. 10. Argum. mutilatum ut supra.
    


    
      2. l. 9 is a declaration.
    


    
      l. 19 simple covenant.
    


    
      4. l. 8 with them that they are counselled. C: and are angry with them that are Counsel; therefore in A
      intercal. Hobb. manu. l. 15 when counsel should give … adviseth to, because the reason thereof itself is no
      more.
    


    
      l. 14 but for things … can be said to be done.
    


    
      l. 4 as for example, when upon occasion. l. 7 the laws; the civil law containing in it. C: when …
      containeth. When in A deletum, deest in B. 9. l. 14 Verba uncis inclusa desiderantur. 10. l. 4 fall
      out, or perhaps.
    


    
      l. 10 no laws.
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      APPENDIX
      I.
    


    
      [A SHORT TRACT ON FIRST PRINCIPLES, Harl. 6796, fol. 297–308.]
    


    
      SECTION I.
    


    
      PRINCIPLES.
    


    
      1. That, whereto nothing is added, and from which nothing is taken, remaines in the same state it was.
    


    
      2. That which is no way touch’d by another, hath nothing added to nor taken from it.
    


    
      3. Agent is that which hath power to move.
    


    
      4. Patient is that which hath power to be moved.
    


    
      5. Equall Agents are such as have equall power.
    


    
      6. Equall Agents, equally distant from the Patient, move it equally.
    


    
      7. Equall Agents, unequally distant from the Patient, move it unequally.
    


    
      8. Unequall Agents, equally distant from the Patient, move it unequally.
    


    
      9. Whatsoever moveth another, moveth it either by active power inherent in it self, or by motion received from
      another.
    


    
      10. In Locall Motion, the Action of the Agent, is the Locall motion of the Patient.
    


    
      11. An Agent produceth nothing in the Patient, but Motion, or some inherent forme.
    


    
      12. Necessary is that which cannot be otherwise.
    


    
      13. A Necessary cause is that which cannot but produce the effect.
    


    
      14. A Sufficient cause is that which hath all things requisite to produce the effect.
    


    
      15. Substance is that which hath being not in another, so as it may be of it self, as Aire, or Gold.
    


    
      16. Accident is that which hath being in another, so as, without that other it could not be, as Colour cannot be,
      but in somewhat coloured.
    


    
      CONCLUSIONS.
    


    
      1. Every thing is eyther Substance or Accident.
    


    
      For, Every thing that hath a being in Nature, hath it eyther in another, or not in another: the one of these, is
      Substance (by 15 Prin.); the other, Accident (by 16 Prin.): therefore Every thing that hath a being is either
      Substance or Accident.
    


    
      2. No Accident can be without a Substance.
    


    
      For seeing every Accident hath being in another (by 16 Prin.), if that other, in which it is, be an Accident,
      then must that also be in another (by 16 Prin.), and so foreward, eyther in infinitum, which is absurd: or
      at last we must come to something that hath being not in another, which is Substance (by 15 Prin.).
    


    
      3. The uttmost Subject of Accident is Substance.
    


    
      Lett A be an Accident, and B the uttmost Subject of it. I say, that B is a Substance. For if B be not a
      Substance, then (by 1 Concl.) it must be Accident, and so (by 16 Prin.) is in another, which other suppose to be
      C. Now if A be in B, and B in C, then is A also in C, as in an utter subject, and so B is not the uttmost subject
      of A; which is against the Supposition.
    


    
      4. No Accident can be Locally moved out of his Subject.
    


    
      For seeing that which is moved must have being while it is moved; and no Accident can have being without that
      Subject in which it is (by 16 Prin.): it follows, that No Accident can be locally moved out of his owne subject.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence it followes, that No Accident can be locally moved, unless his
      subject be moved with it, and that all Accidents that inhere in the subject, are moved with that subject,
      otherwise Accidents might have being without their subject (contrary to the 16 Prin.).
    


    
      5. That which now resteth, cannot be moved, unless it be touched by some Agent.
    


    
      Suppose A to rest, I say it cannot be moved, unless some Agent touch it. For if A be no way touched by any agent,
      then is nothing added to, nor taken from it (by the 2 Prin.), and so A shall (by the 1 Prin.) remayne in the same
      state it was, which is at rest.
    


    
      6. Whatsoever is Agent or Patient, is Substance.
    


    
      For seing Active and passive power are inherent acci dents (by the 16 Prin.)—because they have no being without
      those things, whose powers they are—and the uttmost subject of those powers is the Agent and Patient: it followes
      (by the 3 Concl.) that the Agent and Patient are Substances.
    


    
      7. Every Agent working produceth Motion in the Patient.
    


    
      For (by the 3 Prin.) Agent is that which hath power to move. This power is eyther in Act, or not; if not, then
      the Agent is not working (contrary to the Supposition); if it be in Act, then the Patient is moved. For (by the
      10 Prin,) The Action of the Agent is the Motion of the Patient.
    


    
      8. The Agent that moveth by Active power originally in it self, applyed to the Patient, shall always move it.
    


    
      If A have power active of it self to move B, lett that power be C; supposing then that B have passive power to be
      moved by A, if A move not B, eyther A hath not C (which is against the supposition), or A suspendeth C; if so,
      then A hath power to suspend C, which power lett be D. Now if the power D be never suspended, then C is alwayes
      suspended, and so B can never be moved by A; and if the power D be somtimes suspended, then hath A another power
      to suspend D, and so in infinitum, which is absurd.
    


    
      9. Whatsoever once moveth another, and moveth it not still whensoever it toucheth it, when it moveth it, is it
      self also moved.
    


    
      If A move B now, I say if A do not at all times it toucheth B, move B; when A moveth B, then
      shall A it self be moved. For seeing A moveth B, it moveth it eyther by active power in it self, or by motion
      from another (by the 9 Prin.); if A move B by active power of it self, then whensoever A toucheth B it shall move
      B (by the 8 Concl.), which is contrary to the supposition; and if A move B by motion from another, then A it self
      is moved.
    


    
      10. Nothing can move it self.
    


    
      Suppose (if it be possible) that A can move it self. This must be by active power in it self (else it moves not
      it selr, but is moved by another); and seing it self is allways applyed to it self, it shall (by the 8 Concl.)
      move it self allways. Suppose then that A have power to be moved towards B [image: Image]then shall A move it self allways towards B. Likewise
      suppose (as we may) that A hath power to be moved towards C; then shall A move it self allways towards C; and so
      shall allwayes move it self contrary wayes, which is impossible. Or thus: Suppose A at rest, I say A, of it self,
      cannot move it self. For seeing nothing is added to nor taken from that which is it self, it shall (by the 1
      Prin.) remayne in the same state it was; and A being by supposition at rest, it shall rest alwayes, and never be
      moved by it self.
    


    
      11. A Sufficient Cause is a Necessary cause.
    


    
      That cause which cannot but produce the effect, is a Necessary cause (by the 13 Prin.), but a sufficient cause
      cannot but produce the effect, because it hath all things requisite to produce it (by the 14 Prin.). For if it
      produces it not, somewhat else is wanting to the production of it, and so the cause is not a sufficient cause,
      which is contrary to the supposition.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence appeares that the definition of a Free Agent, to be that, which, all things requisite to
      worke, being putt, may worke, or not worke, implyes a contradiction.
    


    
      12. Every effect produced hath had a Necessary Cause.
    


    
      For seing every effect produced hath had a sufficient Cause (else it had not bene produced),
      and every sufficient cause (by the 11 Concl.) is a Necessary cause; it follows that every effect produced hath
      had a Necessary cause.
    


    
      13. Every effect to be produced shall be produced by a Necessary Cause.
    


    
      For seing no effect can be produced without a sufficient Cause, and every sufficient cause (by the 11 Concl.) is
      a Necessary cause; it follows, that every effect hereafter to be produced, shall be produced by a Necessary
      cause.
    


    
      14. Necessity hath no degrees.
    


    
      For that which is necessary is impossible to be otherwise (by the 12 Prin.), and that which is impossible is
      Non-Ens; and one Non-Ens cannot be more Non-Ens than another; therefore one Necessary cannot be more Necessary
      than another.
    


    
      15. The Agent that hath active power inherent in it self, applyed to severall equall Patients, shall worke on
      them equally.
    


    
      Suppose A have active power inherent to move B, C, D. equall patients, I say A shall worke on them equally For
      (by the 10 Concl.) A, being applyed, cannot suspend his owne power; therefore A shall worke on B, C, D; and
      because the Agent is the same, and the Patients B, C, D equall, therefore (by the 6 Prin.) A shall worke on 4
      them equally.
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      SECTION 2.
    


    
      PRINCIPLES.
    


    
      1. Every Agent that worketh on a distant Patient, toucheth it, eyther by the Medium, or by somewhat issueing from
      it self, which thing so issueing lett be call’d Species.
    


    
      CONCLUSIONS.
    


    
      1. The Agent that worketh on a Patient at distance, worketh on it eyther by successive
      action on the parts of the corporall Medium, or by species.
    


    
      For seing the Agent cannot worke on the Patient unless it touch it some way; and touch it the Agent cannot but by
      the Medium, successively wrought on, or by species (by the 1 Prin. Sect. 2) it followes that the Agent must worke
      on the Patient distant, eyther successive, etc.
    


    
      2. Agents at distance worke not all on the Patient, by successive action on the parts of the Medium.
    


    
      Suppose A to be the sun, and the superficies of some opacous body to be CDEFGHJ, I say A shall not illuminate the
      superficies CD, or FG, by successive illumination of the aire, which is the corporeall medium. For if it doe,
      then every part of that aire, shall have power to illuminate the next part to it in succession from A to CD, and
      by the same reason to FG. Therefore the square B, being part of that medium, hath power to illuminate the next
      part to it, both towards CD and towards FG; and likewise these parts illuminated to illuminate their next part,
      in succession from B to CD and FG. Therefore B illuminateth these parts eyther by active power inherent in it
      self, or by motion received from another (by 9 Prin. Sect. 1); if by active power inherent, then shall B
      illuminate CD and FG, after the same manner, as if A were in the place of B (because B hath in it self the power
      of A), though not in the same measure; and seing the superficies FG is nearer to the Agent B than the superficies
      CD, FG shall be more strongly illuminated than CD (by the 7 Prin. Sect. 1), which is contrary to Experience. If
      by motion from another, then CD shall be illuminated by locall motion of the parts of the aire; and then, if a
      contrary Agen (as the winde) disturbe that motion of the parts; or if a solide perspicuous medium (as
      Crystall) which is not easily moved, be interposd betweene B and CD, CD shall not at all, or very weakly be
      illuminated; both which are contrary to Experience. Therefore A illuminates not CD by successive illumination
      of the aire, and therefore All Agents, at distance, worke not by successive action on the
      parts of the Medium.
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      The same may be demonstrated in the multiplication of heate; by the former figure and likewise by reflection of
      visible species, and refraction of light through a burning-glass. Further, from the Experience of Magneticall
      virtue, and of Influence from the Moone on humide bodyes, and generally from the starres on sublunary things, the
      same may be demonstrated in other species, besides heate, light, and other species visible.
    


    
      3. Some Agents, at distance, worke by Species.
    


    
      For seing all Agents at distance (by the 1 Concl. Sect. 2) worke eyther by successive action on the parts of the
      Medium, or by species, and it is provd (by the 2 Concl. Sect. 2) that all Agents at distance worke not by
      successive action on the parts of the Medium, it followes that some Agents worke by species.
    


    
      4. Species, the farther they goe from the body whence they issue, the weaker they are.
    


    
      Suppose the Agent A send out species to DE, I say the species in DE are weaker than the species in BC. For seing
      there are no more species in DE than in BC, and in DE they are more diffused, and in BC more united; it followes
      that the species in DE are weaker than those in BC. By the same reason the species in FG are weaker than the
      species in DE, and so forewards, the farther they goe, still the weaker.
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      5. Agents send out their species continually.
    


    
      For seing the Agent hath power in it self to produce such species, and is allwayes applyed to the patient, which
      is somewhat in it self, it shall (by the 8 Concl. Sect. 1) produce and send out species continually.
    


    
      6. Species proceede infinitely.
    


    
      Suppose the poynt A be a particle of sand; I say that A sendeth out species in infinitum. For if not, let
      the species of A be finite in B. Seing then the greater the object is, the farther it may be
      seene, if to A were added so many more particles of sand as would make an heape, represented by the circle AC,
      that heap would be seene farther off, as suppose in D. Visible species therefore proceede to D. But if no species
      come thither from A, no more shall there from any other particle of sand (because—by the 6 Prin. Sect. 1—Equall
      Agents worke equally at equall distance), and so no species should come from AC to D, and consequently AC should
      not be seene in D, contrary to supposition. Species therefore do come from A to D; and by the same reason do
      proceede infinitely.
    


    
      If it be sayd that the species of A alone would goe but to B, but being fortifyed by other species added, proceed
      farther: It appeares that the species of A are not stronger than they were; because neyther A nor any other
      particle is better discernd by addition, but only the whole heape is seene; which could not be, but by the beames
      of the parts, which if they existed not, could not move the sight; or if they were strengthened, would represent
      distinctly to the eye the several particles that send them out.
    


    
      7. Species that come in one and the same straight line from severall objects, are by the sense perceev’d as one.
    


    
      This is manifest by Experience. For Light passing through a Transparent colourd body (as through a glass of wine,
      or glass colourd) casteth upon the superficies beyond that medium, the colour of that wine or glasse.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence it appears that colour is Light diversified by the species of diverse bodyes; which
      Species, as the bodyes from which they come, are different.
    


    
      8. Species are moved locally.
    


    
      This is manifest, bycause the species proceede from the Agent to the Patient distant in Place (by Concl. 3, Sect.
      2).
    


    
      Against this some Arguments are brought, which seeme not to me to conclude that for which they are urged.
    


    
      First this. Species passe not from the Agent to the distant Patient, in Time, but in an Instant. Therefore they
      are not moved locally. For suppose (say they) the sun in A send a beame to C; if that beame
      pass from A to C in time, then it shall pass a part of that line (to witt AB) in part of time; and the least part
      of that line in the least part of time. Likewise suppose some starre of less force, to cast his beame from A to
      C; because that beame moves the whole line AC in Time, it shall move part of that line (to witt AB) in part of
      time, and the least part of that line in the least part of time; and so two Agents of unequall force shall move
      equall space, in equall time, which is absurd. Therefore the beames of the sun move not in time but in an
      Instant.
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      But by this reason (if it were right) a Snaple might be demonstrated to move any space in an Instant. For if a
      snaple in A, move AC in time, it shall move AB in part of time, and the least part of AB in the least part of
      time. And Achilles shall doe no more. Therefore a Snaple shall move as fast as Achilles.
    


    
      The fault of this Argument lyes in this, that it supposeth a least part in line and time, when there is no
      Minimum in eyther. Besides if it be absurd for two Agents of unequall force to move equall space in equall time
      (as indeed it is), it shall be much more absurd for two most unequall Agents to move the same space in an
      Instant, as will necessarily follow, if Light, etc., passe in an Instant; and all Instants are equall. Therefore
      the Species move not in an Instant.
    


    
      Secondly this. If bodyes continually send out so many substantiall species, how can they subsist without supply?
      This indeed is hard to determine: but we may with probability imagine, that as Fyery bodyes, which send out most
      Species, are manifestly and sensiblely supplyed with fuell: so other bodyes, sending out fewer, may have a supply
      of Nutriment, by converting other bodyes or Species adjacent, into themselves; though the way how this is done,
      as allmost all the wayes of Nature, be to us not so perceptible.
    


    
      Thirdly this. Suppose a starre in D, moveing towards E, F. Lett the eye be in A, and some
      opacous body, BC; it is manifest that the starre D shall not be seene, till it be ascended to the poynt E, and
      seing it touches that poynt E in an instant, and so moves continually towards F, if it send not out species from
      E to A in that instant, it cannot be seene that instant in E, but in some poynt higher towards F, and so shall
      not be seene in a straight line ABE, and in his right place, E, which seemes agaynst Experience. Therefore the
      beame comes from E to A in an instant.
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      But neyther doth this argument necessarily prove that which it seemes to conclude. For seing the starre yet in D
      hath a beame passing by B to G, as D riseth towards E, by the same degrees shall G fall towards A, and so it
      shall touch A in an instant, as D toucheth E, though it move to A in time, as D in time moves to E. And though
      the beame DG continue not the same, and come to be the same in number with the beame EBA, yet by continuall
      diffusion of the parts of that beame, as they ascend about D, a beame shall be maintayned equivalent to it.
    


    
      Besides, I know no reason to assure me, that visible objects in motion, are just in the same straight line, in
      which they appear to be. For when the species affects the eye, wherever the object be, it will seeme to be in a
      straight line before the eye, though indeed it be not so, as in a looking glasse, the object that is behinde,
      seemes to be before.
    


    
      Wherefore, notwithstanding these, and the like objections, since motion from place to place, is locall motion;
      and the Species have bene demonstrated to proceed from the Agent to the Patient, distant in place, the former
      Conclusion remaynes still true, that Species are moved locally.
    


    
      9. There is betweene Species Conveniency, and disconveniency, by which the Agents whence they issue, attrude and
      repell one the other.
    


    
      This is manifest by Experience in things that attract or repeal one the other by Sympathy
      and Antipathy. For seeing they touch not one another, and motion of the Attraction or Repulsion is not wrought by
      alteration of the Medium (by the 2. Concl. Sect. 2.) it must be by Species; and seing all Agents and Patients do
      not so move one the other, it followes that those which doe so worke, must worke by somewhat proper to their
      Species, which is that we call Conveniency, or Disconveniency and the Greekes, Sympathy and Antipathy.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence may be collected the manner how the Loadestone attracts Steale. For the Species of the
      Loadestone meeting with the Species of the Steale in the medium, do so fortify their motion by Conveniency with
      them, that they issue out of the steale, with more speede and abundance than otherwise they would; and the body
      of that steele admitting but a determinate affluxe, is drawen to follow after the Species, and so is moved to the
      Loadestone.
    


    
      Proportionably to this the Motion of Repulsion is to be understood, in bodyes that worke by Antipathy; where the
      species of the one being weakend by the species of the other, as disconvenient with them, cannot issue out so
      fast, or in such measure, as the Nature of that body requires, and so that body is moved to retire back from the
      other.
    


    
      Likewise it may be conceaved, how one string of an Instrument being moved, and the Species of that string moved
      with it, working with the species of another stringe (that is eyther an unison or an eighth with it) by
      conveniency moveth the species of that other string, and consequently the string it self, whence they come.
    


    
      10. Species are substances.
    


    
      Primitive light and colour etc. are Accidents; much more Derivative (by Primitive light is understood Lux,
      by derivative, Lumen), and seing derivative light and colour are not inherent in the Medium (by the 2
      Concl. Sect. 2) their uttmost subject must be the species; and consequently those species must be substance (by
      the 3 Concl. Sect. 1).
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence it appeares, that as Primitive light and colour is to the lucid or
      coloured body: so is derivative light and colour to the species, and as the species are to the lucid or colourd
      body: so is derivative light and colour to primitive.
    


    
      SECTION 3.
    


    
      PRINCIPLES.
    


    
      1. Animal Spirits are those spirits which are the Instruments of Sense and Motion.
    


    
      2. By a Phantasma we understand the similitude or image of some externall obiect, appearing to us after the
      externall obiect is removed from the Sensorium; as in Dreames.
    


    
      3. One Agent begetteth not the similitude of another Agent on the animal spirits, unless it be qualifyed with
      like power, by the other Agent.
    


    
      4. One simply, as A′, or Horse.
    


    
      5. One by union of more Natures[image: Image],
      as A, Horse; B white; by union are C, one white horse.
    


    
      6. One by comprehension of parts [image: Image], as A, head; B, body; are one Man by Comprehension.
    


    
      7. One partly by Union, partly by Comprehension is: First, when one is part of the other [image: Image], as AB and AC are one, partly by union, partly by
      Comprehension; because AB is one by union with part of AC, namely with AB; and one with part of AC by
      Comprehension, namely, with BC: as if AB be Homo, and AC, Animal, Homo and Animal are one by
      union from A to B, and one but by Comprehension only with BC. Secondly, when they have one common part[image: Image]as AC and BD; where part of AC and part of
      BD are one by Union in BC and part of AC, that is AB; and part of BD, that is, CD, are one only by Comprehension.
    


    
      8. Things that are one by union are one.
    


    
      9. Parts of one by Comprehension are not one.
    


    
      10. As objects are one by Union, or Comprehension, so are the Phantasmata that represent
      them: seing these are but their similitudes.
    


    
      CONCLUSIONS.
    


    
      1. The Animal Spirits are moved Locally.
    


    
      Seing the Animal Spirits move the body (by Prin. 1, Sect. 3) they must move it, eyther by power inherent in
      themselves, or by Motion received from another (by Prin. 9, Sect. 1). Not by power inherent in themselves, for
      then (by Concl. 8, Sect. 1) they should allwayes move it, which is contrary to Experience. Therefore they move it
      by Motion receivd from another; and consequently they themselves are moved Locally.
    


    
      2. The Animal Spirits are moved by the species of Externall objects, immediately or mediately.
    


    
      Seing the Animal Spirits are moved locally, by another (by Concl. 1, Sect. 3), and nothing can move them unless
      it touch them (by the 2 Prin. Sect. 1), and that which moveth them must be a Substance (by Prin. 6, Sect. 1), it
      followes that they cannot be moved by the will and Appetite; for these being facultyes, are but Accidents. Of
      Substances nothing is present to touch them but the Species of obiects, or the brayne qualified by these Species
      with active power to produce the similitude of those obiects whence they issue, or the soul. If the Species move
      the Spirits immediately, then is the Conclusion proved. If somewhat else move them immediately, that must be
      eyther the brayne or the soul. If the brayne, then the Species move the Spirits mediately by the brayne, and so
      also the Conclusion is proved. If neyther the Species nor the brayne move the Spirits immediately, then must they
      be moved immediately by the Soul. If soe, then the soul moveth them eyther by active power inherent in it self,
      or by motion receiv’d from another (by Prin. 9, Sect. 1). Not by active power in it self, for then, seing it is
      allwayes applyed to them, it should allwayes move them (by Concl. 8, Sect. 1), which is contrary to Experience,
      and if it move them by motion receivd from another, then is the soul locally moved it self,
      and that eyther by the mediation of the brayne, or immediately by the Species, and consequently the Species move
      the Spirits mediately by the Soul. Therefore the Spirits are locally moved by the Species immediately or
      mediately.
    


    
      3. Light, Colour, Heat, and other proper obiects of sense, when they are perceiv’d by sense, are nothing but the
      severall Actions of Externall things upon the Animal Spirits, by severall Organs, and when they are not actually
      perceiv’d then they be power of the Agents to produce such actions.
    


    
      For if Light and heate were qualityes actually inherent in the Species, and not severall manners of action, seing
      the species enter, by all the organs to the spirits, heat should be seene and light felt, contrary to Experience.
    


    
      4. A Phantasma is an Action of the brayne on the Animal spirits by the power it receiveth from externall sensible
      things.
    


    
      A Phantasma must be produced by some Agent; but no Agent can produce the similitude of another, unless it be
      qualifyed by that other (by Prin. 3, Sect. 3), therefore it must be produced originally by the Species of that
      obiect, and that eyther immediately or mediately by the brayne qualifyed with like power from the Species (by
      Concl. 2, Sect. 3). The Agent then being the Externall obiect, the Patient must be that, in the body, by which we
      have Sense; but the Animal Spirits are that by which we have Sense (by Prin. 1, Sect. 3), the Animal Spirits
      therefore are the Patient. And because the Phantasma is an effect of this Agent on that Patient, it must be
      eyther the Action of the Agent, or some quality inherent in the Patient (by Prin. 11, Sect. 1). Not a quality
      inherent, for seing Colour, Light, Heate, etc.; proper obiects of sense are not qualityes inherent, but Actions
      (by Concl. 3, Sect. 3); much less can a Phantasma, which is but an image of these obiects, be a quality inherent.
      A Phantasma therefore is the Action of the obiect. Not the Action of the Obiect it self immediately on the
      Spirits, for that is called Colour, Light, heate, figure, etc., or by the name of their
      subiects, not a Phantasma; as when I see a man, I call it a man; and when the eyes are shutt, or averted, a
      Phantasma. It must therefore be the Action of the brayne on the animal spirits, etc.
    


    
      Though it may be doubted how the brayne can receive such power from the externall obiect; yet it is no more, nor
      otherwise, than when steele, touchd by the Loadstone, receiveth from it a Magneticall virtue, to worke the same
      effects the Loadstone it self doeth.
    


    
      5. The Act of Sense is Motion of the Animal Spirits, by the Species of the externall obiect, suppos’d to be
      present.
    


    
      The Species are Confess’d to be Agents in the Act of Sense, and the Animal Spirits the patient (as in the
      Conclusion of Phantasma, Concl. 4, Sect. 3), and seing the Agent produceth nothing in the Patient, but Motion, or
      some inherent quality (by Prin. 11, Sect. 1), and the Act of Sense is an Accident belonging to the Patient that
      useth sense; it followeth that the Act of sense is eyther an inherent quality, or motion, or else the bare
      presence of the Agent. Not the bare presence of the Agent; for then, wherever the Species were present, there
      should be the Act of Sense (which is absurd). Nay, though the species be present in the very organ of sense (as
      the species of a friend in the eye), yet if the minde be otherwise bent, there shall not be actuall sense of that
      friend, as is proved by Experience.
    


    
      Agayne, actuall sense cannot be an inherent quality; for that quality shall eyther remayne after the Agent is
      removed, and so there may be actuall sense, the obiect being not present (which is absurd), or if it vanish with
      the removall of the obiect, it cannot be removed without new Action. If it be removed, then eyther by the Action
      of the same obiect, or by the action of the brayne formerly touch’d by that object. If by the brayne, then, this
      quality being suppos’d to be actuall sense, there shall be actuall sense, though the obiect be absent (which is
      absurd), if it be not restored, but by new Action of the obiect, then all the while the obiect is absent,
      the Species not being present, and consequently no motion, and that quality, by supposition,
      now not existing, there will be no alteration in the patient, and then there can be no phantasma of the obiect
      till it come agayne to the sense, which is contrary to Experience. Therefore actuall sense is a motion, etc.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence it appears that Sense (sensus) is a passive power of the Animal Spirits, to be
      moved by the species of an externall obiect suppos’d to be present.
    


    
      6. The Act of Understanding is a Motion of the Animal Spirits, by the Action of the brayne, qualifyed with the
      active-power of the externall obiect.
    


    
      We are sayd to understand a thing when we have the Phantasma or Apparition of it; but a Phantasma is the action
      of the brayne qualifyed on the Animal Spirits (by Concl. 4, Sect. 3), and seeing the Action of the Agent is the
      Motion of the Patient (by Prin. 10, Sect. 1), the Act of understanding must be the motion of the Animal Spirits,
      etc.
    


    
      Corollary.—Understanding (as a power) is a passive power in the Animal Spirits to be moved by the action
      of the brayne qualifyed, etc.
    


    
      7. Good is to every thing, that which hath active power to attract it locally.
    


    
      Whatsoever is Good is desirable; and whatsoever is desirable is Good; and whatsoever is actually desir’d,
      supposeth actuall sense or actuall understanding; but actuall sense and Understanding are locall motions of the
      Animal Spirits (by Concls. 5 and 6, Sect. 3). Therefore whatsoever is actually desir’d, supposeth motion in the
      Animal Spirits, by the obiects, immediately or mediately.
    


    
      In this motion, that which is desired is eyther Agent or Patient (by the 5 and 6 Concl. Sect. 3). Therefore it is
      Agent; and because that which is desired is Bonum, therefore Bonum is the Agent; and because
      Bonum is desirable, therefore every Bonum may be Agent in this motion. Every Bonum therefore
      (by Prin. 3, Sect. 1) hath power to move; and because all motion is eyther to the Agent or from it, and that which is Good cannot be imagined to repell that, to which it is good, therefore
      Good hath power to attract, and because that which is desirable or good to one, may not be so to another, and so
      what attracts one, may not attract another; Good is to every thing that, which hath power to attract it.
    


    
      This definition agrees well with Aristotle, who defines Good to be that, to which all things are moved; which
      hath bene metaphorically taken, but is properly true; as if we draw the obiect to us, whereas the obiect rather
      drawes us to it by locall motion.
    


    
      Corollary.—Malum, therefore to every thing is that which hath active power to repell it.
    


    
      Goodness is the power of Bonum.
    


    
      Badness is the power of Malum.
    


    
      Corollary.—Hence also it appears that Pulchrum is the species of Good. For whatsoever is
      Bonum is Pulchrum, and whatsoever is Pulchrum is Bonum; but it is called
      Bonum, as it attracteth, and Pulchrum, as it pleaseth. Bonum supposeth absence of that which
      it attracteth, Pulchrum supposeth the Presence of that which it pleaseth. Bonum is the obiect of
      Desire, or Appetite; and Pulchrum is the obiect of Love.
    


    
      Turpe is the Species of Malum.
    


    
      Turpitudo and Pulchritudo are the powers of Turpe and Pulchrum.
    


    
      8. The Act of Appetite is a Motion of the Animal Spirits towards the obiect that moveth them.
    


    
      The obiect is the Efficient cause, or Agent, of desire (by Concl. 7, Sect. 3), and the Animal Spirits the Patient
      (by Concls. 5 and 6, Sect. 3). Appetite therefore is the Effect of the Agent, and because the Agent is desird as
      Good, Desire shall be the effect of Good. Good as Good pro duceth no effect but by the power Goodness, and
      consequently by the power attractive (Concl. 7, Sect. 3). But the effect of power attractive, as it is
      attractive, is Motion towards the Agent indued with that power: Therefore Appetite is a
      Motion of the Animal Spirits towards the obiect that moveth them.
    


    
      Corollary.—Appetite, as a power, is a passive power in the Animal Spirits, to be moved towards the obiect
      that moveth them.
    


    
      The Act, contrary to the Act of Appetite, with his power, are (by the same reason) a motion, or passive power in
      the Animal Spirits, to be moved from the obiect.
    


    
      9. Whatsoever is perceiv’d by Sense or Understanding, is perceiv’d as one in number.
    


    
      Suppose an Obiect BC were perceived by Sense (or Understanding), that is by the Animal Spirits, moved, in A, and
      lett B be Good, and C evill, and first of equall powers; I say they shall be perceived as one. For if they be
      perceiv’d as two, then shall B, because perceiv’d, move A; and because Good, move it directly towards B (by
      Concls. 5 and 7, Sect. 3). Likewise because C is perceiv’d, it shall move A; and because evill, it shall move A
      directly from C; so shall A be moved directly to B, and directly from C, at once, which is impossible.
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      But if B be of greater force than C, then C shall not move A; because A is moved allready by B, the stronger
      Agent; and consequently C shall not be perceiv’d.
    


    
      Corollary.—By the same reason it may be demonstrated, that whatsoever is desired, is desired as one. Seing
      Appetite is also (by Concl. 8, Sect. 3) a Motion of the Animal Spirits, which in the former figure, are supposed
      to be A.
    


    
      10. There are but two discerning facultyes, in generall, of the Soul; sense and understanding.
    


    
      The Animal Spirits are not moved but by the Species, or by the brayne qualifyed; The former of those motions is
      the Act of Sense (by Concl. 5, Sect. 3), the later, the Act of understanding (by Concl. 6, Sect. 3). Seing then
      there are but two Acts, in generall, belonging to the Soul, as it is discerning, there are also but two facultyes
      whence they proceede.
    

  


  
    
      APPENDIX
      II.
    


    
      [EXCERPTA DE TRACTATU OPTICO, Harl. 6796, fol.
      193–266.]
    


    
      CAPVT PRIMVM.
    


    
      DE LUCE, ILLUMINATIONE ET DIAPHANO.
    


    
      1. Rerum naturalium tractatio a caeterarum scientiarum tractatione plurimum differt. In caeteris enim fundamenta
      siue principia prima demonstrandi alia neque requiruntur, neque admittuntur, quam definitiones vocabulorum,
      quibus excludatur Amphibologia. Eae primae veritates sunt, est enim definitio omnis, vera propositio; &
      prima; propterea quod definiendo, id est consentiendo circa vocabulorum vsum, ipsi inter nos veram esse facimus.
      Siquidem enim nobis inter nos libuerit figuram hanc Δ Triangulum appellare, verum erit, figura illa Δ est
      Triangulum. Sed in explicatione Consarum naturalium, aliud genus principiorum necessario adhibendum est, quod
      vocatur Hypothesis sive suppositio. Cum enim quaestio instituta sit, de alicuius euentus sensibus manifesti (quod
      Phaenomenon appellari solet) causâ efficiente, quae consistit plerumque in designatione seu descriptione alicuius
      motus, quem tale Phaenomenon necessario consequatur; cumque dissimilibus motibus produci Phaenomena similia non
      sit impossibile; potest fieri vt ex motu supposito, effectus recte demonstretur, vt tamen ipsa suppositio non sit
      vera. Amplius igitur a Physico non exigitur, quam vt quos supponit vel fingit motus, sint imaginabiles, et per
      eos concessos necessitas demonstretur Phaenomeni; et denique vt nihil inde falsi deriuari possit. Neque vero hoc
      parum est. Siquidem enim per tales hypotheses ratio euentuum reddi possit, etsi alias
      habeant causas, effici tamen poterunt etiam per has; ita vt non minus humano usui inseruiant, quam si essent
      cognitae et demonstratae.
    


    
      2. Loquuturus igitur de natura Lucis et Coloris, supponemus primo loco, Causam eorum esse in obiecto lucido, et
      colorato; hoc est in Corpore aliquo externo quod agat in oculum. Quae quidem suppositio valde veritati similis
      est; sunt tamen qui putant visionem fieri per actionem oculorum in obiectum, et disputatur adhuc, an per radiorum
      intromissionem, extramissionem fiat visio, et potest fieri per vtrumque; nam est apud Platonem qui contendit
      visionem effici concurrentibus radiis, et ab oculo et ab obiecto in medium inter vtrumque. Quem ad modum autem
      Phaenomena plurima in Coelis demonstrantur triplici hypothesi Ptolemaica, Copernicana, et Tichonica, sic forte
      plurima circa visionem Phaenomena explicari possunt aequè per intromissionem, extramissionem et vtramque, vt idem
      semper erit vulnus, siue quis gladium in pectus adigat, siue pectore in gladium incumbat, siue simul faciat
      vtrumque. Quoniam autem verisimilior est hypothesis de actione obiecti in oculum, quam reliquae duae, ipsam nunc
      sumamus; et prout respondebunt euentus, retineamus.
    


    
      3. Certum per experientiam est, corpora lucida, et colorata videri simul, vel momento imperceptibili, vndiquaque.
      Quoniam igitur, ex supposito, visio fit per actionem obiecti, necessarium est, obiectum agere simul undiquaque,
      id est versus omnes partes. Et quia demonstratum est in sectione antecedente omnem actionem, esse motum localem
      in agente, siue is motus sit totius Agentis quo totum Locum suum relinquit, vel partium, quo (stante toto) ipsae
      locum mutant inter se, sequitur, motum esse in lucido vel in omnes partes simul, vel temporis distantia
      insensibili. Id quomodo fieri possit consideremus.
    


    
      4. Ponamus objectum aliquod lucidum (puta solem) cuius semidiameter A B ita tumescere simul in omnes partes
      intelligatur ut tota superficies sphaerica quae terminabatur ad B, terminetur per tumorem ad
      C (id quod neque fieri potest neque concipi, nisi concedatur posse dari vacuum, saltem per vim; dari autem vacuum
      facile est imaginari neque non posse dari hucusque a quoquam demonstratum est) Quoniam ergo quod erat corporis in
      sphaera B, extenditur ad C; necesse est ut quicquid ante erat in orbe contento superficiebus sphaericis B et C
      (quem orbem ponimus non modo sphaerae B aequalem, sed etiam orbibus singulis seorsim contentis inter C et D, et
      inter D et E) a suo loco propellatur, in locum sibi aequalem, nempe orbem contentum superficiebus D et E; atque
      interea dum ita propellitur propelli etiam quicquid erat corporis inter D et E ulterius, et ita in infinitum
      ubicunque erit oculus, a recedente medio ferietur. Porro quoniam omnis etiam levissimus motus corporis in aliud
      corpus impingentis (ut demonstratum est sectione prima) partem in quam impingit facit recedere, continuabitur et
      propagabitur motus ille usque ad fundum oculi, et inde in cerebrum, et per continuitatem partium corporis in alia
      corporis membra. Eadem ratio locum habet in aliis lucidis cuiuscunque sint figurae, non enim, innititur figurae
      sphaericae, sed tumescentiae, quae in quacunque figura conceptibilis est.
    


    
      5. His suppositis necessarium est propagari actionem sive motum lucidi ad distantiam quamlibet in instanti. Eodem
      enim instanti quo progreditur quodlibet punctum lucidi, ut B, eodem promovebitur et punctum C, et quo instanti
      promovetur C propellitur D, et per eandem rationem quo instanti procedit D, eodem progredietur etiam E, et sic in
      infinitum.
    


    
      6. Necessarium quoque est velocitatem motus propagati hoc modo tardiorem esse quo longius ab objecto disceditur.
      Sequitur demonstratio.
    


    
      7. Non est autem putandum quod velocitas huius motus diminuatur eadem proportione qua augetur distantia; nimirum
      cet. Seq. dem.
    


    
      8. Contra hypothesim hanc objicere aliquis potest solem vel lucidum quodcunque tumescens eo quem diximus modo,
      necessario tandem diffluend operditum iri; ita vt inter ipsum & oculum Lucidum nullum
      omnino existat, cum enim corpus A B dilatatum fuerit vsque ad C, erit vacuus locus A B, obiecto toto existente in
      orbe B C, et cum dilatatum idem fuerit vsque ad E, vacuus erit totus locus contentus superficie sphaerica D.
      Supponendum ergo vlterius est Lucidum omne non modo se dilatare sed etiam contrahere, nimirum alternis vicibus;
      quem ad modum Cor humanum alternâ illâ contractione et dilatatione quae vocatur systole et
      diastole, pellit continuo et protrudit sanguinem per arterias
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Motum autem talem in Corporibus suâ natura lucidis non supponimus nos, et fingimus, Libertate illa quam quilibet
      habet quidlibet fingendi; sed necessaria demonstratione deducimus ab hypothesibus quas pauci mihi negauerint,
      supra assumptis, Causam efficientem visionis esse in obiecto et videri obiectum simul vndiquaque, modo nihil
      interpositum sit quod actionem impediat. Neque enim imaginabile est visionem fieri siue actione neque
      actionem sine motu, neque vndiquaque simul, siue motu in omnes partes simul; (talis vero motus tumescentia [siue
      dilatatio] dicitur.) neque dilatari [quicquam] semper potest sine alternâ receptione, et tamen videri semper in
      eodem loco.
    


    
      9. Quod si statuamus a circumpositis undique oculis videri posse solem vel aliud obiectum lucidum, non quidem ut
      obiectum agat in omnes partes simul, sed successione, ita tamen ut semper videatur, id quoque quomodo et quatenus
      fieri possit, supposito motu quem iam descripturi sumus, ostendamus. Seq. dem.
    


    
      10. Sed ut minus miremur huiusmodi in Lucidis systoles et diastoles suppositionem, consideremus hypothesim quam
      omnes recipiunt, a Cartesio propositam, tractatu primo Dioptricorum (sunt enim Aristotelicorum de volucribus
      quibusdam imaginibus incorporeis quas appellant species visibiles nihil nisi verba).
      Affirmat is materiae subtilis qua repletum est omne spatium quod a nobis usque ad astra extenditur, eam partem
      quae tangit solem, conari versus partes simul omnes per lineas rectas. Huc usque ergo non discedo ab illo neque
      magis paradoxon est quod ego suppono, quam quod ille; Adicit autem (pag. 7) observandum esse hoc loco,
      distingui motum ab actione siue inclinatione ad motum. Et mox (pag. 8) Existimantes itaque pro Lumine
      accipiendum esse, nou tam motum quam actionem Lucidorum debetis, &c. Hic iam dissentimus; nam quod ille
      conari, ego moueri voco, et actionem, quam ille a motu distinguit, ego (ex demonstratis sectione prima) motum
      esse volo. Facilius recipitur a vulgo posse esse conatum sine motu, quia corporum gravium in sublimi
      sustentatorum conatum ex descensu, quando aufertur impedimentum, oculis ag noscunt, motum vero dum sustentatur,
      non obseruant; minus ergo vulgo paradoxon est conatum esse quam motum esse qui a sole usque ad oculum
      continuatur. A Philosophantes autem hoc est quaerentibus apud se talis conatus idaeam aliquam, hoc est imaginem
      siue descriptionem modi, quo a Sole ad oculum vel a quolibet loco ad alium locum, actio possit deriuari, non modo
      difficilius recipitur hypothesis ea, quae separat motum a conatu, quam quae eos coniungit, sed etiam omnino
      incogitabilis est. Mea igitur hypothesi hypotheseos Cartesianae rationem reddo, vt ad quam ratiocinando perveni,
      hoc modo: Visio fit actione deriuata ab obiecto, actio autem omnis motus est, propagatur ergo motus a sole ad
      oculum, sed visio fit in omnes partes simul, ergo et motus in omnes partes simul fit, talis autem motus dicitur
      dilatatio; rursus dilatatio perpetua sine contractione esse non potest manente obiecto. Sol autem videtur in
      eadem semper distantia, vel igitur est in sole systole et diastole vel visio solis non afficitur per solis
      actionem Ipse Cartesius ad actionem luminis explicandam, semper vtitur vocabulis significantibus motum actualem,
      eamque (pag. 20) dicit (in refractione) leges motûs pilae: et hypothesim suam (quae non methodo sed tentando et
      forte fortunâ in mentem ei incidit) forte emendasset si diutius suppressisset. Hunc ergo in
      Dioptricis eius errorem primum animadverto.
    


    
      11. Revertor ad alium motum articulo nono descriptum qui quidem quamquam visionis efficiens non sit, habet tamen
      proprietates ad alia naturae phaenomena, praesertim ad explicationem Diaphani dignas observatu. Primo …Quinto
      …Postremo ut planius intelligatur qualis hic motus sit, idem est cum motu manus, circulum sine alio instrumento
      describentis, vel rotam aliquam aut veru per manubrium versantis; idemque cum motu cribri quod ambabus manibus
      inter cribrandum circumagitur. Hunc itaque motum libenter appellauerim motum cribrationis, sicut illum alterum
      appellaui motum dilatationis et contractionis. Atque in his duobus motibus magna ex parte consistere videtur
      naturae artificium.
    


    
      Sequuntur numeri 13 de lumine primario et secundario, de corporibus duris et mollibus, de natura
      diaphani (hypothesi Cartesiana controversa); quae concluduntur hac sententia:
    


    
      Diaphaneitas ergo nihil aliud est quam motus partium similitudo, opacitas nihil aliud quam dissimilitudo.
    


    
      Praetermitto caput secundum de natura reflectionis et refractionis (fols. 204–215) et tertium de
      varietate reflexarum a figuris convexis et concavis sphaericis (fols. 216–239); quorum substantia
      cum libris Hobbesii opticis qui impressi sunt contenta esse videatur, admixta est quaedam in Cartesii dioptricam
      disputatio, quae referenda est ad Epistolas quas uterque ad Mersennum scripsit, apud Molesw. Opp. lat. vol. v.
      pp. 277–306.
    


    
      Quaedam autem addenda esse existimavi de capite quarto, foll. 240–266 descripto.
    


    
      CAPUT 4TUM DE VISIONE PER MEDIUM SIMPLEX ET DIRECTUM.
    


    
      1. Visionis organum, integrum quidem non oculus tantum est, sed totum illud (in corpore videndi facultate
      praedito) cuius mutatam dispositionem sequitur necessario mutata visorum apparentia. Nam
      instrumenti loco habendum esse puto ad actionem quamcunque illud omne agenti externum, sine quo idem existens
      quod prius, idem tamen non possit efficere. Quare oculus, cerebrum, spiritus, tam vitalis quam animalis,
      atque etiam ipsum cor organi visorii integri partes sunt, quae nisi bene omnia affecta sint, visio impedietur.
      Quod autem in omni visione non modo oculus et cerebrum, sed etiam cor afficiatur, ex eo satis constat quod quae
      videntur, vel sensu ullo percipiuntur, voluptatem, tristitiam, appetitum, fugam, vel affectum ex his mixtum et
      perturbatum aliquem semper producunt; huiusmodi autem affectus non in cerebro sed in corde sentiuntur. Pars autem
      organi huius extima, et in quam irradiatione primum agitur, oculus est. Huius fabrica et motus quia sunt
      ad ea quae hic dicturus sum intelligenda, cognitu necessarii, iam hic declarandi sunt. Caeterarum partium, ut
      cerebri et cordis descriptiones sine iactura omitti possunt.
    


    
      2. Oculi fabrica et substantia.
    


    
      3. Oculi motus.
    


    
      4. Irradiatio in oculum.
    


    
      5. Desideratur.
    


    
      6. Vt consideremus iam a priore id est a causis efficientibus conorum radiosorum ab obiecto ad oculum
      deriuationem, oportet scire non modo quales sint partium oculi figurae, sed etiam quanta est in vnoquoque humorum
      refractio. Id quia (sinon impossibile) saltem ita difficile est vt sperandum non sit, procedemus a posteriore id
      est ab effectibus experientia comprobatis. Sit ergo obiectum cett.
    


    
      7. Animadvertendum autem est punctum consideratum sine quantitate qualiter consideratur a Geometris, non posse
      radiare, assignanda ergo est minimo radianti aliqua quantitas, neque illa tam parva ut non sit statuenda minor
      ipsa in fundo oculi. Siquidem ergo, cett.
    


    
      8. Notandum praeterea est quod etiamsi in fundo oculi animalis mortui distantia in qua imago distincte objectum
      repraesentat, certa determinata et unica est, non tamen ita est in oculo viventis et recte videntis, quia pupilla
      quandoque amplior quandoque angustior fit, ut supra numero primo huius capitis monuimus.
      Contractio autem distinctam reddit imaginem in distantia objecti minore, dilatatio in maiore.
    


    
      9. Radiatio ab objecto versus fundum oculi semper refringitur versus axem opticum propter suppositam resistentiam
      humorum et propter figuram oculi. Seq. dem.
    


    
      10. Dem continuatur.
    


    
      11. Atque ita quidem se habet irradiatio in oculi fundum sive tunicam retiformem, per pupillam. Iam quoniam
      irradiatio ista nihil aliud est (ut ostensum est supra capite primo, art. 4) praeter propagationem motus a lucido
      vel illuminato obiecto per continuam protrusionem partium medii, non est quod putemus motum illum cum pervenerit
      ad fundum oculi, statim extingui; sed necesse esse ut tunicae illius retiformis partes motae illas quoque moveant
      quae a tergo proximae astant, et illae rursus moveant alias continuo sibi proximas, praesertim cum tunica illa
      non modo eiusdem sit substantiae cum nervo optico, sed etiam cum ipso continuata, et nervus opticus
      consubstantialis sit et continuatus cum medulla cerebri; ex quo fit ut cessante irradiatione ubi desinit organi
      diaphaneitas, non tamen cessat motus per nervum opticum usque ad cerebrum atque inde ad cor et ad omnes partes
      corporis quae cum cerebro et corde, mediante spiritu animali communicant, licet quo debilior sit motus ab obiecto
      radiante impressus in fundum oculi, eo quoque debilior perveniat ad partes corporis interiores.
    


    
      12. Et quoniam nulla actio, hoc est, nullus motus, ab Agente in Patiente produci potest quin vicissim nascatur
      reactio (id est, motus in contrarium a Patiente in Agens) siue Patientis resistentia, necesse est vt per eandem
      viam qua propagatur motus a tunica Retiformi per neruum opticum ad cerebrum et ad cor, eadem via reciproce
      propagetur resistentia a corde per cerebrum et neruum opticum ad superficiem concauam tunicae Retiformis in cuius
      crassitie resistentia illa propagatur per lineam rectam, cett.
    


    
      13. In hac ergo reactione siue resistentia siue motu extrorsum (vel erga externa) cordis
      cerebrique vsque ad vltimam superficiem Retinae siue, ut aliâs vocatur, tunicae Retiformis, consistit natura siue
      actus Visionis; eousque enim spiritus vitales progrediuntur, neque vlterius; humores enim siue liquores qui in
      oculo inueniuntur, spiritum a corde aut a cerebro deriuatum non habent. Vt itaque Visionis definitionem
      exhibeamus dico eam esse reactionem a Corde per Cerebrum & neruum opticum et Retinae crassitiem versus
      externa procreatum ab actione corporis Lucidi siue illuminati propagata per medium diaphanum ad oculum et per
      oculum, Retinam, neruum opticum, cerebrumque vsque ad Cor. Visio ergo quae reuera motus est extrorsum in
      sentiente apparenter est imago obiecti irradiantis constans ex luce vel colore figurato extra sentiens. Rerum
      visarum imaginem hanc vocant in Scholis speciem visibilem; rem apparentem non ipsam apparentiam esse
      existimantes, sequuti ut putant Aristotelem; et quoniam obiecta innumera ab innumeris oculis vndiquaque positis
      simul conspiciebantur, coacti sunt affirmare, imaginibus huiusmodi plenum esse aerem, aquam et omne diaphanum
      & in omni puncto omnes omnium rerum visibilium imagines simul aggregari; colores (autem) et caetera
      [image: Image]sentientium, siue ut loquuntur,
      sensibiles qualitates inhaerere obiectis, tanquam ita inesset rubor in purpura vt sanguis purpurae in veste,
      multaque alia a ratione aliena; atque haec inde nata sunt quod nescierunt distinguere inter rem apparentem et
      ipsam apparentiam. In Apparitione nihil est reale praeter motum siue reactionem spirituum in sentiente. At res
      apparens est ipsum obiectum. Quare species, imago, color, lumen, et quaecunque sunt imaginis partes, non
      sunt, si accurate loqui velimus, res visae, aut obiecta visus, sed ipse actus visionis, qui consistit realiter in
      sola reactione siue motu partium internarum videntis propagato extrorsum, ex quo efficitur vt mouentis imago
      appareat extra. Eodem modo loquendum est de cognitione per visionem, est enim imago res visae proprie
      loquendo non res cognita sed ipsa cognitio; non enim proprietates obiectorum quae aspicimus, aliter nobis
      innotescunt, nisi per operationem id est per motum ipsorum in partes corporis nostri
      internas per oculum; effectus itaque talis operationis est modus et reactio illarum partium, illa vero reactio
      est cognitio siue imago obiecti operantis. Non enim putandum est aliquid ex obiecto euolans intrare in cerebrum
      atque narrare ipsi cuius coloris et figurae sit corpus vnde euolat. Neque de visione aliter censuere Plato et
      Aristoteles quam ut esset motus, vt manifestum est ex libro Aristotelis de somno et vigilia, cap. 3. Et ex libro
      Platonis qui inscribitur Theaetetus. Quod autem Renatus des Cartes neget huiusmodi actionem esse vere et proprie
      motum, eds inclinationem tantum, concedi posset, si per vocem illam inclinationis concipi aliquid
      posset praeter ipsum motum. Quanquam enim ille dicat Dioptricorum, pag. 7 Posse facile concipi partes vini in
      vase uuarum semicalcatarum pleno tendere a C. versus B et versus A, in linea recta quamquam impossibile sit
      actualiter aut moueri eas versus vtrumque simul, aut in linea recta propter intermistos racemos, si quis
      tamen id concipere conetur inueniet esse inconceptibile; siquidem enim per inclinationem intelligat
      potentiam ad motum simpliciter; confiteor inclinationem non esse motum sed neque conatum aut principium motus,
      neque ergo actionem. Sin intelligat Potentiam ad motum hac vel illa via hoc est determinatam vt potentia in vino
      ad motum deorsum, erit sane inclinatio conatus quidem et actio, sed eadem vere et proprie loquendo motus
      est, quamquam exiguus, nam est principium motûs siue prima eius pars, motus autem pars omnis motus est. Et ipse
      in sequentibus non dubitat, vbique actionem illam in qua consistere ait naturam luminis semper appellare motum,
      neque enim aliter filamenta illa quae attribuit neruo optico ab ea actione moueri possent; sed inclinari tantum.
    


    
      14. Cum autem visio formaliter et realiter nihil aliud sit praeter motum, sequitur etiam videns formaliter et
      accurate loquendo aliud non esse praeter id quod mouetur, nempe corpus aliquod; nihil enim praeter corpus, nempe
      materiatum, dimensionibus praeditum et loco circumscriptibile, moueri potest. Siquidem ergo
      animalia videre possunt, id quod in ipsis proprie et adaequate Videns dici potest corpus est—aut ergo non
      est anima id quod videt in, brutis aut anima mouetur, et proinde est corpus; non ergo recte dicit Renatus des
      Cartes in Dioptricis pag. 29. Jam dudum satis scimus animam esse quae sentit, non autem corpus, neque
      recte arguit, adiiciens Videmus enim tum cum anima extasi vel forti aliqua contemplatione diuertitur totum
      corpus sine sensu remanere quamquam plurima sint obiecta quae ipsum tangant. Non enim necesse est vt stupor
      ille contemplantium, vel aegrotantium, vel Phreneticorum consistat in diuersione animae, sed in motu spirituum
      vel cerebri vel cordis aliunde producto, propter quem partes illae redduntur minus mobiles ab obiectis externis;
      neque enim si animae brutorum, cum ipsis pereant, id quod omnes credunt, possibile est ipsas aliud esse praeter
      ipsas partes ita dispositas et motas prout animal requirit ut sit animal; qua dispositione et motu sublatis anima
      sensibilis non amplius existit. Si ergo bestiae anima sentit, corpus eius sentit. Eadem autem ratione sentit homo
      qua sentit bestia, si ergo anima hominis sentit, corpus eius sentit, neque ergo oportuit cum dixisset Animam
      esse quae sentit, adiicere illa verba non autem corpus; haec enim illis (velit nolit ille)
      contradictoria sunt. Et siquidem verum esset quod corpus non videat sed anima mediantibus neruorum filamentis,
      quorum motu, inquit, cognoscit quem situm et distantiam habeat obiectum, quaeri rursus potest, quo modo anima
      videat vel quo sensu cognoscat et mediantibus quibus aliis neruis motum illum a filamentis nerui optici in
      cerebro suscitatum, nisi ipsa sit anima quae mouetur; et si hoc concedatur, etiam anima corpus est. Praeterea si
      supponere velimus animam cognoscere ipsam imaginem in cerebro effectam, qua ratione is negat pag. 51 id fieri
      posse, nisi sint rursus alii oculi in cerebro, eadem negari potest motum cerebri sentiri ab anima, nisi
      anima habeat alios oculos quibus cerebrum intueatur, vel ipsa sit res per irradiationem mota, et ille ipse motus
      sit visio. Non est ergo dubitandum quin videns sit corpus aliquod. Iam quamquam ipsum animal
      totum videre dicatur, tamen quia non omnis eius pars videat, id quod proprie est videns, est pars illa quae a
      corde per cerebrum et neruum opticum, motu illo irradiationis afficitur et resistit siue illud sit continuus
      spiritus, siue partes crassiores vt substantia nerui cerebri, et sanguinis, spiritibus mista et turgida. Vtcunque
      se res habet, videns proprie et adaequate est substantia interna a fundo oculi per cerebrum vsque ad ipsum cor
      continuati, commota.
    


    
      15. Ex eo autem quod visio sit motus; et videns Corpus motum, sequitur rem visam, siue, ut vocari solet,
      Obiectum esse mouens, ideoque etiam moueri-quicquid enim mouet aliud, id mouetur et ipsum (excepto primo
      motore Deo inconceptibili)—cum ergo obiectum visionis corpus sit, non recte loquuntur qui dicunt colorem aut
      lumen esse obiectum, color enim et lumen accidentia sunt, nimirum quorum subiectum est substantia interna
      videntis, tota enim imago constans ex colore vel lumine et figura realiter motus est, isque non obiecti sed
      videntis. Cum enim lucem solis intuemur per reflexionem in aquam, absurdum est putare illam imaginem ipsi soli
      inhaerere. Id quod inhaeret in obiecto ex quo huiusmodi Phantasmata efficiuntur, motus est, ille scilicet motus
      irradiationis quem primo capite descripsimus, adeo vt ablato omni vidente lumen non amplius existat, sed potentia
      sola ad generandum lumen in vidente, quando extiterit eaque consistens in solo motu. Quod autem quandoque lumen
      oboritur animalibus sine obiecto, vt quando oculus percutitur, vel premitur magna vi, vel quando fit
      quomodocunque magna cerebri concussio, non tamen est ea visio, neque ergo ibi vllum visionis obiectum requirendum
      est. Visum enim siue obiectum visionis est id quod sua irradiatione visionem efficit.
    


    
      16. Cum autem id quod propter apparentiam externam appellatur Color, aliud non sit realiter praeter motum
      internum in partibus a fundo oculi ad Cor (in quo origo est omnis sensionis) propagatum, sequitur diuersitatem
      colorum apparentium aliud non esse praeter diuersitatem illorum motuum; diuersitatem autem
      dictorum motuum in partibus videntium internis oriri ex diversitate motuum per irradiationem ab obiectis
      externis. Irradiatio autem variatur multifariam provt motus procedens a pure lucido corpore corrumpitur et
      miscetur a motu qui est in partibus corporum per quae propagatur, vel a quibus reflectitur, aut refringitur.
      Motus enim perueniens sine mistione ad oculum sanum, candidissimum phantasma excitat quam vocamus albedinem, idem
      motus propagatus per corpuscula ex quibus constant nubes atque inde reflexus et refractus varie producit alias
      species veluti Rubrum, pallidum, caeruleum, flauum, et colores alios; similiter incidens in corpora reflectentia,
      mutatusque prout requirit motus partium corporibus illis essentialis, seu per quem sunt id quod sunt (nam est
      motus in partibus auri, lapidis, folii, floris, et uniuscuiusque corporis propter quem, hoc aurum, illud lapidem,
      aliud florem, aliud folium et alia aliter nominamus) diuersos motus generat in partibus videntis, vnde obiecta
      ipsa ab inuicem diuerse imaginatur et distinguit. Scire autem quibus motibus vnumquodque Corpus interne cietur,
      Lumenque variat, cum partes ipsorum motae inuisibiles sint, id sane impossibile esse arbitror.
    


    
      17. Hoc tamen secure affirmari potest quanto corpus fortius illustratur a lucido, tanto corporis colorem proprium
      accedere propius ad naturam luminis, neque apparere qualis est (propter nimiam rationem motus a lucido, ad motum
      a corpore illustrato). sed splendidiorem. Item quanto debilior est illustratio tanto obscuriorem reddi totum
      colorem mixtum, ita vt nulla existente irradiatione non omnino videatur, cum motus a corpore nullus sit nisi per
      resistentiam aduersus motum radiationis; nulla ergo facta radiatione in obiectum nullus oritur motus quo obiectum
      possit in oculum operari.
    


    
      18. Item de obiectorum magnitudine apparente propter quam ipsum tantum esse dicimus, censendum est sicut de
      colore et lumine quod non inhaereat siue accidat ipsi obiecto sed nobis videntibus. Cum enim tota imago seu
      phantasma sit motus in partibus internis videntis, constetque magnitudinem non minus quam
      colorem constituere illam imaginem, necessario sequitur magnitudinem siue spacium visione conceptum, phantasticum
      esse et realiter aliud non esse praeter motum in vidente, ideoque accidens non obiecti sed videntis. Praeterea
      cum impossibile sit idem corpus eodem tempore habere diuersas magnitudines, sintque magnitudines apparentes
      simul, diversis spectantibus, diuersae, maiores scilicet prope, minores longe spectantibus, et minores nudo
      oculo, maiores per Telescopium intuentibus, non potest fieri, vt eae apparentes magnitudines inhaereant ipsis
      obiectis, visus enim noster non mutat quantitatem visi. Idem censendum est de figura, quae varie apparet nobis,
      in obiecto existens eadem.
    


    
      19. Cum iam dictum sit imagines in visione quid sint, proximo loco comparandae sunt inter se, ut sciamus quibus
      rebus inter se differant, et quae sint earum varietatis causae. Comparantur autem multifariam, primo quidem situ
      siue linea visuali qua apparet respectu videntis alia versus unam partem, alia versus aliam partem sphaerae
      mundanae; secundo differunt splendore et languore sive obscuritate; aliae enim magis, aliae minus accedunt ad
      naturam lucis purae et fortis; differunt tertio ordine partium, aliae enim partes habent ordinatas magis secundum
      ordinem partium ipsius obiecti, i.e., distinctiores, aliae partium suarum positione ordinem partium obiecti
      referunt minus, et sunt magis confusae; differunt quarto eiusdem obiecti imagines inter se magnitudine, distantia
      et figura; idem enim obiectum modo maius modo minus apparet, modo prope modo procul, modo quadratum, modo
      rotundum; differunt quinto motu et quiete, aliae enim moveri, aliae quiescere videntur; sexto differunt eiusdem
      obiecti imagines colore. Postremo differunt in eo quod aliae cum videntis dolore, aliae cum voluptate coniunctae
      sint. Harum ergo differentiarum causae ordine inuestigandae sunt. [Huc spectat omnis reliqua tractatus portio.
      Ed.]
    


    
      20, 21. De linea visuali demonstr. [qua Cartesii de attentione sententia impugnatur.]
    


    
      22–29. De imaginum splendore.
    


    
      30–32. De ordine partium in imagine.
    


    
      33–35. De loco imaginis.
    


    
      50. Notandum est hoc loco quod quamquam magnitudo imaginis idem sit quod cognitio magnitudinis obiecti quam a
      sensu accepimus, non tamen est ea cognitio magnitudinis realis, eius nimirum quam ratione tenemus. Nam pedalis
      illa magnitudo solis quae visione percipitur, non obstat quin sol non cognoscatur esse tantus quantus ab
      Astronomis esse et dicitur et ratione colligitur. Neque ergo est eadem inquisitio, sol quantus est, et sol
      quantus apparet. Nam inquisitio illa prior non pertinet ad tractationem de natura visionis sed posterior tantum.
      Æstimatio enim solis quantitatis realis pendet a ratiocinatione secundum mensuras quas habemus prope nos et in
      manibus nostris, quarum magnitudines reales non differunt sensibiliter ab imaginariis. Imaginum autem mensura
      nulla est, quibus aut ipsae imagines aut earum distantiae argui possint. Ex quo sequitur impossibile esse
      animalibus ratione carentibus de magnitudine reali omnino iudicare, sed eam putare realem esse quae tantum est
      imaginaria, ideoque putant solem tantum esse, quantus apparet, et tantum abesse ab oculis quantum abesse videtur.
      Quod ergo dicit Renatus des Cartes Dioptricorum pag. 59, nimirum ex cognitione angulorum visualium tanquam per
      Geometriam quandam naturalem cognosci loci obiectum, non est verum. Nam ne Philosophi quidem ex cognitione anguli
      sub quo sol videtur, locum solis determinare possunt, imaginem tamen solis aeque cognoscunt ubi est, brutum atque
      homo, uterque tamen sine cognitione anguli sub quo videtur.
    


    
      55–60. De motu imaginum.
    


    
      61. De colore imaginis.
    


    
      [Concluditur hac §.]
    


    
      62. Differentiam Imaginum inter se, vltimo looo posui illam quae percipitur in Corde, nimirum, quod aliae aliis
      ipso visu magis delectant. Plerumque enim iucundaior intuitu sunt ea quae accedunt ad lucem puram quam quae ad
      turbatam. Sed quoniam voluptas et dolor dependet maxima ex parte ab individua singulorum
      videntium constitutione, nihil habeo vniuersale quod de hac re statuere tuto possim.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      [Ad. cap. i. 8.
    


    
      Eadem figura extat in Mersenni Phaenomenis Ballisticis, pag. 74, ipsa Hobbesii sententia laudata, ut
      sequitur:
    


    
      Propos. xxiv. Jaculorum solarium robur, velocitatem, et longitudinem dimetiri; ubi fundamenta reflexionis ac
      refractionis explicantur.
    


    
      Sit Apollo [image: Image]vel sol radians A,
      quibus poetae [image: Image]tribuunt
      [image: Image]quod radios suos ut totidem
      iacula vel sagitas circa se in orbem magnum conjiciat; habeatque circa se concentricos orbes A B, B C, C D, et
      quotuis alios, quos intumescendo dilatet: sunt enim nobiles Philosophi qui credant solem esse cordis instar, qui
      sua diastole et systole magnum orbem califaciat et illuminet; quos inter subtilis Hobs putat, aut
      supponit, in diastole sphaeram totam, cuius semidiameter A B, intumescere, atque adeo medii partem, quae fuerat
      in orbe B C, exire in locum sibi aequalem proximum, nempe in orbem C D, idque eodem tempore, quod eo instante quo
      motus incipit a B versus C, necesse sit ut incipiat motus a C versus D, et a D versus E, et ab E prorsus adeo ut
      oculus in qualibet a sole distantia positus, verbi gratia in E, eodem instanti feriatur in E, quo solis incipit
      dilatatio in B, eodemque instante motus ille in E, perveniat ad retinam & cerebrum, quod reagat per nervum
      opticum, retinam et alias oculi membranulas, per easdem lineas versus solem, quibus sol ipse prius egerat, ut in
      omnibus passis aliqua reactio intelligatur.]
    


    [image: Image]
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