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Mankind being originally equals in the order of creation, the equality could

only be destroyed by some subsequent circumstance; the distinctions of rich, and

poor, may in a great measure be accounted for, and that without having recourse to

the harsh, ill-sounding names of oppression and avarice. Oppression is often the

consequence, but seldom or never the means of riches; and though avarice will

preserve a man from being of necessity poor, it generally makes him too timorous

to be wealthy. But there is another and greater distinction for which no truly

natural or religious reason can be assigned, and that is, the distinction of

men into Kings and Subjects. Male and female are the distinctions of nature,

good and bad the distinctions of heaven; but how a race of men came into the

world so exalted above the rest, and distinguished like some new species, is

worth enquiring into, and whether they are the means of happiness or of misery to

mankind.

In the early ages of the world, there were no kings; the consequence of

which was there were no wars; it is the pride of kings which throw mankind into

confusion. Holland without a king hath enjoyed more peace for this last century

than any of the monarchial governments in Europe. Antiquity favors the same

remark.

Government by kings was first introduced into the world by the Heathens,

from whom the children of Israel copied the custom. It was the most prosperous

invention the Devil ever set on foot for the promotion of idolatry. The Heathens paid

divine honors to their deceased kings, and the Christian world hath improved on

the plan by doing the same to their living ones. How impious is the title of sacred

majesty applied to a worm, who in the midst of his splendor is crumbling into dust!

One of the strongest natural proofs of the folly of hereditary right in kings, is,

that nature disapproves it, otherwise she would not so frequently turn it into

ridicule by giving mankind an ass for a lion. Secondly, as no man at first could

possess any other public honors than were bestowed upon him, so the givers of

those honors could have no power to give away the right of posterity, and though

they might say, "We choose you for our head," they could not, without manifest

injustice to their children, say, "that your children and your children's children shall

reign over ours for ever." Because such an unwise, unjust, unnatural compact

might (perhaps) in the next succession put them under the government of a rogue

or a fool. Most wise men, in their private sentiments, have ever treated hereditary

right with contempt; yet it is one of those evils, which when once established is not

easily removed; many submit from fear, others from superstition, and the more

powerful part shares with the king the plunder of the rest. 

Lesson #27

Translate it into your own

words . . . 

How did we end up with exalted

Kings . . . with us as their sub-

jects?

Kings cause wars.

It is stupid to have a hereditary

king. The man who inherits the

throne is often a dope, unfit to

rule. 
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This is supposing the present race of kings in the world to have had

an honorable origin; whereas it is more than probable, that could we take off

the dark covering of antiquity, and trace them to their first rise, that we

should find the first of them nothing better than the principal ruffian of some

restless gang, whose savage manners of preeminence in subtlety obtained him

the title of chief among plunderers; and who by increasing in power, and extending

his depredations, overawed the quiet and defenseless to purchase their safety by

frequent contributions. Yet his electors could have no idea of giving hereditary right

to his descendants, because such a perpetual exclusion of themselves was incom-

patible with the free and unrestrained principles they professed to live by.

Wherefore, hereditary succession in the early ages of monarchy could not take

place as a matter of claim, but as something casual or complementary; but as few

or no records were extant in those days, and traditional history stuffed with fables, it

was very easy, after the lapse of a few generations, to trump up some superstitious

tale, conveniently timed, Mahomet like, to cram hereditary right down the throats of

the vulgar. Perhaps the disorders which threatened, or seemed to threaten on the

decease of a leader and the choice of a new one (for elections among ruffians

could not be very orderly) induced many at first to favor hereditary pretensions; by

which means it happened, as it hath happened since, that what at first was submit-

ted to as a convenience, was afterwards claimed as a right. 

England, since the conquest, hath known some few good monarchs,

but groaned beneath a much larger number of bad ones, yet no man in his

senses can say that their claim under William the Conqueror is a very honorable

one. A French bastard landing with an armed banditti, and establishing himself king

of England against the consent of the natives, is in plain terms a very paltry rascally

original. It certainly hath no divinity in it. However, it is needless to spend much

time in exposing the folly of hereditary right, if there are any so weak as to believe

it, let them promiscuously worship the ass and lion, and welcome. I shall neither

copy their humility, nor disturb their devotion. 

But it is not so much the absurdity as the evil of hereditary succession

which concerns mankind. Did it ensure a race of good and wise men it would have

the seal of divine authority, but as it opens a door to the foolish, the wicked; and

the improper, it hath in it the nature of oppression. Men who look upon them-

selves born to reign, and others to obey, soon grow insolent; selected from the

rest of mankind their minds are early poisoned by importance; and the world they

act in differs so materially from the world at large, that they have but little opportuni-

ty of knowing its true interests, and when they succeed to the government are fre-

quently the most ignorant and unfit of any throughout the dominions. 

Another evil which attends hereditary succession is, that the throne is sub-

ject to be possessed by a minor at any age; all which time the regency, acting

under the cover of a king, have every opportunity and inducement to betray their

trust. The same national misfortune happens, when a king worn out with age and

infirmity, enters the last stage of human weakness. In both these cases the public

becomes a prey to every miscreant, who can tamper successfully with the follies

either of age or infancy. 

The King of England descends

from a long line of rascals and

ruffians. 

Since William the Conqueror,

we have had more bad kings

than good kings. 

Even William the Conqueror

was a rascal. 

How can you speak of the

“divine right of kings,” when

kings came to power by force

and violence?

When a man believes he is

born to rule, he becomes 

arrogant and ignorant. 

When the King is too young or

too old to rule, this opens the

door for crooks to rule in their

place. 



page 48

In short, monarchy and succession have laid (not this or that kingdom only)

but the world in blood and ashes. 'Tis a form of government which the word of God

bears testimony against, and blood will attend it. If we inquire into the business of a

king, we shall find that (in some countries they have none) and after sauntering

away their lives without pleasure to themselves or advantage to the nation, with-

draw from the scene, and leave their successors to tread the same idle round. In

absolute monarchies the whole weight of business civil and military, lies on the

king; the children of Israel in their request for a king, urged this plea "that he may

judge us, and go out before us and fight our battles." But in countries where he is

neither a judge nor a general, as in England, a man would be puzzled to know

what is his business. 

The nearer any government approaches to a republic, the less business

there is for a king. It is somewhat difficult to find a proper name for the government

of England. Sir William Meredith calls it a republic; but in its present state it is

unworthy of the name, because the corrupt influence If the crown, by having all the

places in its disposal, hath so effectually swallowed up the power, and eaten out

the virtue of the house of commons (the republican part in the constitution) that the

government of England is nearly as monarchical as that of France or Spain. Men

fall out with names without understanding them. For it is the republican and not the

monarchical part of the constitution of England which Englishmen glory in, viz., the

liberty of choosing a house of commons from out of their own body--and it is easy

to see that when the republican virtue fails, slavery ensues. Is the constitution of

England sickly, but because monarchy hath poisoned the republic, the crown hath

engrossed the commons? In England a king hath little more to do than to make war

and give away places; which in plain terms, is to impoverish the nation and set it

together by the ears. A pretty business indeed for a man to be allowed eight hun-

dred thousand sterling a year for, and worshipped into the bargain! Of more worth

is one honest man to society, and in the sight of God, than all the crowned ruffians

that ever lived.

The Bible is against monarchy.

England is a constitutional

monarchy. The king cannot lead

the nation in war. The king can-

not serve as chief judge.

So what in the heck does the

King actually do?

Tom Paine is in favor of a

republic - a government with

no king.

In 1775, republicanism was 

revolutionary. 

He wants the Americans to:

1.  declare independence

2.  establish a republic

Today, the U.S. is a republic.

We have no king. 


