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The Mosaic Republic in Augustan Politics: 
John Toland’s ‘Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews’

Abstract: Historians generally depict John Toland’s 1714 ‘Reasons for Naturalizing the 
Jews in Great Britain and Ireland’ as a harbinger of the later movement to emancipate 
European Jews. Toland’s plea that Jews should be naturalized as subjects and better intt
tegrated into British economic life is remarkable for its time. Nevertheless, his pamphlet 
is best understood when situated in the political and intellectual context of Augustan 
England rather than hailed as political prophecy. Two specific contexts are relevant: first, 
the tumultuous party politics of the era of Queen Anne; and second, Toland’s preoccupatt
tion with the Bible as a bowdlerized but valuable constitutional guide. Toland published 
his ‘Reasons’ in the autumn of 1714, a moment when he and his fellow Whigs waxed 
euphoric over the recent succession to the British Crown of the Protestant Hanoverians, 
offering a unique opportunity for expanded religious freedom. But in Toland’s mind, this 
liberal aim was linked with a revival of antique republican models. The ancient Mosaic rett
public, whose true greatness the biblical account merely hinted at, offered a blueprint for a 
tolerant polity whose consummation required a restored Jewish presence. Contra scholars 
who treat these two areas as distinct, this article insists that Toland’s Mosaic republic is 
fully explained only when linked to his naturalization program for contemporary Jews.

Historians have long contended that John Toland’s 1714 pamphlet, Reasons 
for Naturalizing the Jews in Great Britain and Ireland on the Same Foot 
with All Other Nations, presents arguments that anticipate later liberal 
rationales for Jewish emancipation.1 These are expressed in such proposs
sitions as the following: (i) Jews should be naturalized as British subjects 

 1 Heinrich Graetz described Reasons as “…the first word spoken on behalf of [Jews’] 
emancipation.” See Graetz, History of the Jews, vol. 5 (Philadelphia, 1895), pp. 197–198. 
According to Salo W. Baron, Toland “was the first to advocate full emancipation.” See 
Baron, “The Modern Age,” in Leo W. Schwarz, ed., Great Ages and Ideas of the Jewish 
People (New York: Random House, 1956), p. 319. In Jacob Katz’s estimation, Toland “anss
ticipated a social trend that was to emerge at a later date.” See Katz, Out of the Ghetto: 
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rather than merely tolerated; they should be granted many of the conss
stitutional privileges of nativesborn englishmen, including the right to 
purchase estates and to be eligible for all but a few state offices; (ii) Jews 
should become more fully integrated into the general division of labor 
and need not be confined eternally to performing commercial tasks; and 
(iii) the faults attributed to Jews collectively are either exaggerated (in 
the sense that the vices of the few are attributed to the many) or, where 
accurate, merely reflect the scars of persecution; consequently, they will 
disappear once Jews are accorded better treatment.

At face value these arguments appear ahead of their time. Yet how 
they fit into Toland’s own biography and milieu remains elusive. Toland 
was born a catholic in Londonderry in 1670, converted to Protestantism 
at the age of sixteen, produced a classic of deist literature (Christianity 
not Mysterious [London, 1696]) at twentyssix, and, until his death in 
1722, pursued a career that balanced abstruse philosophical investigass
tion with paid political propagandizing. This balancing act was rendered 
the more precarious by Toland’s practice of disguising his radicalism bess
hind a veneer of conventionality. Rejecting theism for pantheism (a term 
he coined but which differed little from atheism), Toland’s realistic asss
sessment of the contemporary mood led him publicly to champion a 
moderate Protestantism. In a similar vein, although he was a proponent 
of radical republicanism, he devoted considerable energy to preserving 
limited monarchy in an effort to fend off absolutism. These stratagems 
can easily mislead biographers into strained attempts to weave Toland’s 
eclectic literary scraps into whole cloth. Yet the larger problem lies not in 

The Social Background of Jewish Emancipation, 1770–1870 (New York: Schocken, 1978), 
pp. 39–40. In the opinion of Shmuel ettinger, “there is hardly an argument that appeared 
afterwards in Jewish apologia in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries which was not 
mentioned by Toland.” See ettinger, “The Beginnings of the change in the Attitude of 
european Society towards the Jews,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 7 (1961), pp. 218–219; 
ettinger, “Jews and Judaism in the eyes of the english deists of the eighteenth century,” 
Tzion 29 (1964), p. 257. [Hebrew] At the same time, Isaac e. Barzilay sees it as “puzzling 
in the context of its times,” “in many ways a curious work,” whose author’s motives are 
“in themselves unclear.” See Barzilay, “John Toland’s Borrowings from Simone Luzzatto,” 
Jewish Social Studies 31:2 (1969), p. 75. In Herbert Mainusch’s estimation, the pamphlet 
exists out of time, for it cannot be “connected with any definite [political] happenss
ings.” See Mainusch, “einleitung,” in John Toland, Gründe für die Einbürgerung der 
Juden in Grossbritanien und Irland, ed. and trans. Mainusch (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 
1965), p. 21. And Todd endelman regards Toland’s own ideological intentions as irrelss
evant, since the author wrote merely as “a literary hack in the pay of various political 
figures.” See endelman, The Jews of Georgian England (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication 
Society, 1979), pp. 26–27. Justin champion similarly formulates this interpretive diss
vergence in his “Toleration and citizenship in enlightenment england: John Toland 
and the Naturalization of the Jews, 1714–1753,” in ole Peter Grell and Roy Porter, eds., 
Toleration in Enlightenment Europe (cambridge: cambridge university Press, 2000),  
p. 133.
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asserting Toland’s basic ideological consistency but in overstating his moss
dernity. The effort to make Toland into a secular prophet and liberal saint 
ignores or downplays such characteristics as his severe antiscatholicism, 
his intermittent resort to literary fraud, his occasional primitivism and 
antiquarianism, as well as his essentially static view of human nature. 

Ironically, it is often precisely these features, ones that do not easss
ily fit the preferred image of a hero of progressive enlightenment, that 
helped shape Toland’s extremely positive attitude toward Jews.2 Hence, 
this essay seeks to do what previous scholarship has generally ignored: 
relate Toland’s Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews to his own intellectual 
idiosyncrasy, which owed as much to the preceding era of Puritan milss
lenarianism as to the later one of secular enlightenment. Toland was 
immersed in seventeenthscentury political literature, particularly the 
works of James Harrington, an influential edition of which he edited and 
published in 1700.3 He was also deeply impressed by the 1638 Jewish 
apologetic work of the Venetian rabbi Simone Luzzatto, the Discorso 
circa il stato de gl’ hebrei et in particolar dimoranti nell’inclita città di 
Venetia (Discourse on the Condition of the Jews).4 It was through the inss
fluence of Harrington and Luzzatto, among others, that Toland pursued 
his research into the Respublica Mosaica, his designation for the origiss
nal polity of biblical Israel. Historians have tended to treat Toland’s call 
for Jewish naturalization separately from his interest in the Respublica 
Mosaica, but in fact they are intimately related.5 In what follows, I will 

 2 See Justin champion, John Toland and the Crisis of Christian Culture, 1696–1722 
(Manchester: Manchester university Press, 2003); Robert Reese evans, Pantheisticon: 
The Career of John Toland (New York: Peter Lang, 1991); Stephen H. daniel, John Toland: 
His Methods, Manners, and Mind (Kingston, ontario: McGillsQueens university Press, 
1984); Robert e. Sullivan, John Toland and the Deist Controversy (cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard university Press, 1982).
 3 The Oceana of James Harrington and His Other Works (London, 1700).
 4  Luzzatto’s influence on Toland was explored but not exhausted in Isaac e. Barzilay’s 
pioneering article, “John Toland’s Borrowings.”
 5 An exception is Silvia Berti, who has endeavored, albeit in brief remarks, to situss
ate Reasons in the framework of his various other writings about Jews. See Berti, “At 
the Roots of unbelief,” Journal of the History of Ideas 56:4 (1995), pp. 555–575. S.B. 
Liljegren’s pamphlet Harrington and the Jews (Lund, Sweden, 1932) provides the biblioss
graphical backdrop but none of the intellectual context linking the “restoration” of the 
Jews to the “restoration” of the ideal commonwealth. Robert Reese evans’ somewhat 
neglected Pantheisticon, though it barely mentions Reasons, offers a highly stimulatss
ing discussion of the intersection of politics and religion in Toland’s thought, which 
has strongly influenced my own account. See also the brief but significant remarks in 
Hans Liebeschütz, Das Judentum in deutschem Geschichtsbild von Hegel bis Max Weber 
(Tübingen: J.c. Mohr, 1967), pp. 3–4. Finally, Shmuel ettinger hinted at such an apss
proach in his classic article on eighteenthscentury europe’s changing attitudes toward 
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argue that Toland used the Respublica Mosaica as a device to break free 
of more nativist forms of english antiquarianism as well as to redefine 
the republican model he had inherited from Harrington in broader, more 
inclusive terms.6 At the same time this enterprise reflected a discernible 
yearning in secular political form for a millenarian restoration, one that 
renders problematic facile efforts to depict him as simply a forerunner 
of Jewish emancipation. 

Toland’s Jewish writings also reflect the contemporary politics in which 
he was immersed. He published Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews at a dess
cisive moment in British political history; the years 1714–1715 marked a 
shift from the intense partyspolitical warfare of the age of Queen Anne 
to the Whig supremacy of the Hanoverian era. While Toland had no way 
of knowing how long the Whigs would remain in power, when he pubss
lished Reasons it was abundantly clear that the Tories had been decisively 
routed. Present circumstances offered the opportunity for a radical shift 
in domestic and foreign policy of a kind not glimpsed since the mids
seventeenth century. Toland’s call for a widespread naturalization of Jews 
was thus part of his broader program to create a modified Harringtonian 
republic and even to lay the groundwork for a restoration of the ideal 
Mosaic one. Though such aims may appear (and certainly were) granss
diose, Toland characteristically sought to achieve them through intense 
daystosday struggle with the mundane political issues of his day, starting 
with immigration and Irish colonization.

Immigrants and colonists

In his History of the Jews of England, cecil Roth drew attention to the fact 
that John Toland’s 1714 pamphlet formed part of a larger contemporary 

the Jews, when he noted that Reasons “appears to be an amplified continuation of the 
Hebraistsjudicial strand which admired Jewish law as a model for a political constituss
tion, which respected the Jewish past and appreciated the social ability of the Jewish 
people.” ettinger, “The Beginnings of the change,” p. 219.
 6 By antiquarianism I mean the deployment of historical erudition, focused on the 
realia and institutions of the remote past, as evidentiary weaponry in contemporary 
debate over political, theological, or ideological matters. For the currently predomiss
nant view of the topic, see Arnaldo Momigliano, “The Rise of Antiquarian Research,” in 
Momigliano, The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography (Berkeley: university 
of california Press, 1990). An overview and criticism of Momigliano’s approach is ofss
fered in Mark Salber, “Reconsiderations on History and Antiquarianism: Arnaldo 
Momigliano and the Historiography of eighteenthscentury Britain,” Journal of the 
History of Ideas 57:2 (1996), pp. 297–316. on antiquarianism and biblical scholarship, 
see Peter N. Miller, “The ‘Antiquarianization’ of Biblical Scholarship and the London 
Polyglot Bible (1653–1657),” Journal of the History of Ideas 62:3 (2001), pp. 463–482.
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debate over naturalizing foreign Protestants.7 Toland’s Reasons itself 
stresses this connection, its author recalling that he had “more than 
once or twice (as opportunity offer’d) enforced the necessity of a gentt
eral naturalization.”8 The point in question was the passage in 1709 by a 
Whigsdominated Parliament of an Act of General Naturalization aimed 
at attracting foreign Protestants, as Toland put it, “likely to add much 
strength and wealth to this country.”9 It is estimated that as a result of its 
passage, over ten thousand mostly destitute immigrants from the Palatine 
entered england in 1709 alone. This flood of “poor Palatines,” whom 
Whigs claimed were religious but Tories claimed were political refugees, 
created a political as well as a social welfare crisis.10 In Toland’s account, 
the 1712 repeal of the act underscored the moral blindness and “inhuman 
disposition” of the Tories—in power from 1710 to 1714.11 By the autumn 
of 1714, with the Protestant Hanoverian succession assured and with the 
Whigs exultant over their coming election prospects, Toland clearly felt 
the time was ripe to revisit the topic of naturalization, only this time in 
relation to the Jews rather than the Palatines.12 

It is interesting to see how closely some of Toland’s arguments in 1714 
follow those earlier advanced by other Whig writers on behalf of the 
Palatines.13 The assertion that the wealth of a country is a direct function 
of the growth of its population, with the corollary that the immigration 

 7 cecil Roth, A History of the Jews in England, 3rd ed. (oxford: oxford university 
Press, 1978), p. 213.
 8  John Toland, Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews in Great Britain and Ireland 
(London, 1714). Republished as “Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews in Great Britain 
and Ireland,” in Paul Radin, ed., Pamphlets Relating to Jews in England During the 
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries (San Francisco: california State Library, 1939),  
p. 44. All citations refer to the Radin edition.
 9  John Toland, StatetAnatomy of Great Britain (London, 1717), pp. 55–56.
 10 H.T. dickinson, “The Poor Palatines and the Parties,” English Historical Review 
82 (1967), pp. 464–485.
 11 Toland, StatetAnatomy, p. 56.
 12  Giancarlo carabelli dates the publication of Reasons to between october 1 and 
december 1, 1714. See carabelli, Tolandiana: materiali bibliographici per lo studio 
dell’opera e della fortuna di John Toland (Florence: La Nuova Italia, 1975), pp. 188–189. 
The effort to support the Palatines was only the latest in a series of bills proposing the 
naturalization of foreign Protestants. earlier efforts were made in 1667, 1672, 1680, 
and 1694. See Thomas W. Perry, Public Opinion, Propaganda, and Politics in Eighteentht
Century England: A Study of the Jew Bill of 1753 (cambridge, Mass.: Harvard university 
Press, 1962), p. 31, n. 22.
 13  This is emphasized by Barzilay, “John Toland’s Borrowings,” p. 78, who calls atss
tention to Toland’s “mercantilist” thinking. In contrast, endelman, in his The Jews of 
Georgian England, p. 213, sees him as one of the earliest exponents of “liberal capitalist 
thought” on the Jewish question.
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of skilled foreigners was inevitably an economic boon that state policy 
must promote, was already standard in Whig literature by 1714.14 daniel 
defoe, writing in 1709, averred that “the opening of the nation’s doors to 
foreigners has been the most direct and immediate reason of our wealth 
and increase, and has brought us from a nation of slaves and mere solss
diers to a rich, opulent, free, and mighty people, as it is this day.”15 This 
Toland echoed in his Reasons, quoting his onestime patron John Locke 
to the effect that “numbers are to be preferred to largeness of dominions,” 
and formulating as a general law of statecraft the proposition that the inss
flux of foreigners is “the true cause of the land’s felicity.”16 The argument 
was invariably weighted toward the goal of maximizing foreign trade. 
competition at home would decrease wages, enhance productivity, and 
allow for the sale of lowerscost goods abroad. As Toland put it, “This one 
Rule of More, and Better, and cheaper, will ever carry the day against all 
expedients and devises.”17 

Yet what matters more than this echoing of the preceding century’s 
“populationist” doctrines is Toland’s specific political rationale for advoss
cating immigration and naturalization. uncovering this rationale requires 
us to take a moment to analyze Toland’s relationship to the themes of 
Jewish apologetics with which he was familiar. First and foremost was the 
Discorso of Luzzatto, which he had read well before 1714.18 

 14  on early “populationist” doctrines, see Terence Hutchison, Before Adam Smith: 
The Emergence of Political Economy, 1662–1776 (oxford: oxford university Press, 1988), 
pp. 38, 249–250; Joseph A. Schumpeter, History of Economic Analysis, ed. elizabeth 
Boody Schumpeter (New York: oxford university Press, 1954), p. 251, notes that from 
about the sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth centuries, economists “were as nearly 
unanimous in this ‘populationist’ attitude as they have ever been in anything.”
 15 Quoted in dickinson, “Poor Palatines,” p. 474.
 16 Toland, Reasons, p. 58.
 17 Ibid.
 18  As Barzilay noted, Toland refers in his Reasons to Luzzatto’s Discorso as a work 
“written above sixty years ago.” Barzilay conjectures that Toland’s error (the Discorso 
was published in 1638, that is, seventyssix years before Reasons) was due to the fact that 
“Toland, while writing this, did not have the Discourse in front of him, or that some 
years separate its actual writing and publication.” Barzilay, “John Toland’s Borrowings,” 
p. 76, n. 9. evans states that an early and partial formulation of the Mosaic republic 
appeared in Toland’s 1701 work, Limitations for the Next Foreign Successor, thus pubss
lished some sixtysthree years after the Discourse. evans, Pantheisticon, p. 169. Toland 
first expressed his great admiration for Moses as a political legislator in an anonymously 
published pamphlet from 1695. See champion, John Toland, p. 175. That same year he 
had translated the Italian economist Bernardo davanzati’s A Discourse on Trade (on bess
half of John Locke and in light of contemporary debates over the issue of recoinage). It 
is thus possible that Toland had come across Luzzatto’s Discourse when he was researchss
ing Italian commercial treatises and that his dating of Luzzatto as it appears in Reasons 
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The Discorso has been identified as a major influence on Reasons,19 
yet it would be more accurate to describe it as a springboard. From each 
significant premise he shared with the Venetian, Toland derived a set of 
radically divergent conclusions. The differences pertained to both funcss
tion and circumstance. Luzzatto had composed the Discourse in an effort 
to secure continued toleration for the Jews of Venice.20 His argument was 
that Jews helped to sustain the commercial foundations of the Venetian 
republic without in any way threatening its political ends. What made a 
republic unique was that its selfsrule required a leisured and independent 
class of landed men free of the demeaning obligations of manual labor 
and the ethical taints of commercial endeavor.21 Luzzatto was thoroughss
ly versed in the republican or “civic humanist” literature of Renaissance 
Italy, including Machiavelli. His Discorso was designed to demonstrate 
the Jews’ fitness to serve republican political ends, but in a particularly 
ironic way. According to Luzzatto, the presence of Jews was vital to a 
republic’s more perfect functioning because Jews, while acting as the ress
public’s principal merchants, lacked the capability or even ambition to 
convert their resultant liquid wealth into political capital.22 Their more or 
less permanent exilic condition, and the prohibitions employed against 
their ownership of land or admission to guilds, marked their status as 
unique, for they were neither true citizens nor genuine foreigners.23 The 
Jews’ rightly touted commercial skills made them ideal facilitators of the 
economic bases of a citizenship that they themselves could not hope to 
enjoy.24 Moreover, according to Luzzatto, the Jews themselves recognized 
the value of republican institutions (as discussed below, Luzzatto viewed 
the Jews’ own biblical polity as an ideal example) while fully acknowlss
edging that they themselves must forgo its direct benefits so as to make 
these available to others. 

As befits an apologia so selfsconsciously tailored to republican rationss
ales, Luzzatto’s account of the Jews’ condition is entirely naturalistic. He 

was culled from an initial set of notes he had taken on the Discorso sometime between 
1699 and 1701.
 19 Barzilay, “John Toland’s Borrowings.”
 20 See Benjamin c.I. Ravid, Economics and Toleration in SeventeenthtCentury 
Venice: The Background and Context of the ‘Discorso’ of Simone Luzzatto (Jerusalem: 
Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1978), pp. 7–18.
 21 Simone Luzzatto, Discourse on the Jews of Venice, trans. dan Lattes (Jerusalem: 
Mosad Bialik, 1954), pp. 82–83. [Hebrew]
 22 or, of course, to remove it to their native lands; see ibid., pp. 89–92.
 23 Ibid., pp. 93–94.
 24 Ibid., pp. 78–79, 97.
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is at pains to emphasize that their commercial virtuosity was acquired 
and not—as their opponents had alleged—innate.25 The Jews are unique 
in their circumstances, he insists, but in their natures no different from 
other men. 

Like Luzzatto, Toland asserts in his Reasons that the Jews’ characters 
necessarily conform to those of the environment. Thus, “…they have no 
common or peculiar inclination distinguishing ’em from others; but visss
ibly partake of the Nature of those nations among which they live, and 
where they were bred.” However, from this same starting point he draws 
a critical inference that Luzzatto seems to have taken pains to avoid. 
According to Toland, it is political rather than economic mechanisms 
that account for why the Jews “do now almost entirely betake themselves 
to the business of exchange, Insurances, and improving of money upon 
Security.” Toland’s point here is that political mechanisms, reflecting ecoss
nomic ones, can be changed.26 The argument also implies that economic 
power, such as that which Jews might possess through land ownership, 
affords political rights. This doctrine Toland adapted not from Luzzatto 
but from another of his important influences, James Harrington, whose 
classic Oceana (1656) had been among the first political texts to align the 
acquisition of political freedom with the distribution of land ownership. 
In Oceana, Harrington had claimed that england’s stillsfeudal political 
institutions were out of sync with the great expansion of freesholding 
that had taken place since the sixteenth century. Building on this inss
sight, Toland, whose selfsidentification as a “commonwealthman Whig” 
underscores his sense of allegiance to the Anglosrepublican tradition of 
Harrington,27 insisted that the Jews’ exclusion from landownership held 
the key to their historically marginal status in european society: 

for it may be easily demonstrated, that the want of immovable 
property is the true Reason, and not any pretended curse or 
other ridiculous fancy, why none of the vast estates they so fress
quently acquire seldom or ever descends to the third generation; 
but are always floating and unfixed, which hinders their families 
from growing considerable, and consequently deprives them of the 
credit and authority, whereof all men of worth may be laudably 
ambitious.28 

 25 Ibid., pp. 89–90, 93–94, 105–106.
 26 Toland, Reasons, p. 48.
 27 on the term, see champion, John Toland, p. 64.
 28 Toland, Reasons, p. 60.
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Toland here employed Harringtonian rationales to overcome Luzzatto’s 
Jewish political quietism. Whereas for Luzzatto the Jews’ historical 
exclusion was precisely what recommended them as commercially benss
eficial and politically tolerable, for Toland their restored access to land, 
as Harrington might have predicted, would supplement their economic 
utility with the “authority” that demanded and reflected true memberss
ship in the British polity.29 

It may be tempting to see Toland as an exemplar of Lockean principles 
who viewed Jews as fully corrigible in the shaping hands of benevolent 
institutions and, like all other men, the beneficiaries of natural rights. 
Yet Toland’s emphasis on the Jewish past calls into question such an 
interpretation. In seeking to free the Jews from the bonds that had trass
ditionally enchained them to commerce, Toland did not aim to detach 
them from their own historical inheritance. on the contrary, in demonss
strating their capacities for landownership, Toland stressed the need to 
reconnect Jews with their own ancient heritage. For they had once been 
“Shepherds in Mesopotamia, Builders in egypt, and Husbandmen in their 
own country.”30 Toland insisted that these same ancient skills could now 
be reactivated—in the interests of both Jews and Britain—if through natss
uralization their capacity to acquire land were at last restored. In making 
this argument, moreover, Toland was not simply supporting his earlier 
contention that, as demonstrated by the variety of their historical expess
rience, “they have no common or peculiar inclination distinguishing ’em 
from others.” Rather, he believed that Jews’ historical legacy as republiss
cans was what rendered them especially valuable to Britain. 

In point of fact, Toland was not an exponent of religious equality or 
of a fully liberal and neutral state, at least not in the short run. He went 
far beyond Locke in his antiquarianism, not to mention his antiscatholic 
rhetoric. Indeed, his rationale for naturalizing the Jews had as much to 
do with aiding the cause of British Protestants against catholics as it did 
with assisting the Jews in their rehabilitation or their acquisition of abss
stract equality. This is especially evident from Toland’s proposal to grant 
Jews land as colonizers of Ireland. 

Whigs had supported the granting of estates and titles in Ireland to 
worthy foreigners from the early days of William III. Following the latter’s 
conquest of Ireland in 1688–1689 from the catholic supporters of James 
II, William had sold large tracts of arable land to his dutch and Huguenot 

 29  In citing the similarities between Luzzatto and Toland, Barzilay neglects to disss
tinguish the intentions; see Barzilay, “John Toland’s Borrowings,” p. 81.
 30 Toland, Reasons, p. 48.
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lieutenants and granted peerages to several, practices bitterly denounced 
by the Whigs’ Tory and country Party opponents. Xenophobia as well as 
accusations of corruption resulting from the centralization of court powss
er through land grants was what fed this opposition. Yet such accusations 
placed Toland in a difficult position. Since the late 1690s his principal 
patron had been Robert Harley, leader of the country Party, a politiss
cal faction that brought together radical commonwealthmen (the broad 
term that contemporaries applied to republicans and Harringtonians like 
Toland) with disaffected Tories. This odd political marriage had been 
founded on common antipathy to the centralized state power and imss
puted “corruption” of the court Whigs surrounding King William.31 
Toland himself had expended a great deal of ink championing some of 
the country Party’s pet causes, such as the elimination of the standing 
army and its replacement by a militia as well as advocacy of annual parss
liamentary elections, policies he identified with the full restoration of 
england’s “Ancient constitution.”32 Yet this same country Party had also 
supported causes that Toland found unpalatable, such as the prohibition 
written into the 1701 Act of Settlement on “any grant of lands, teness
ments, or hereditaments from the crown” to foreignsborn subjects.33 A 
year prior to the Act of Settlement it had likewise engineered an Act 
of Resumption, which forced some of William’s grantees to forfeit their 
Irish lands. In part this reflected Tories’ sympathy for the displaced Irish 
catholic landholders, in part it epitomized their hostility to foreign—for 
example, dutch, Huguenot, and German—Protestants. The two were dyss
namically related. Between 1641 and 1665, the percentage of Irish land 
in catholic hands had fallen from threesfifths to onesfifth.34 Subsequently, 
Ireland had been the scene of repeated Jacobite uprisings, usually with 

 31 david Hayton, “The ‘country’ Interest and the Party System, 1689–1720,” in 
clyve Jones, ed., Party and Management in Parliament, 1660–1784 (New York: Leicester 
university Press, 1984), pp. 37–85.
 32 John Toland, The Militia Reform’d: Or, an Easy Scheme of Furnishing England with 
a Constant LandtForce (London, 1699). That Toland personally believed in these causes 
is clear from the fact that he reiterated his call for them as late as 1720, long after he 
had broken with the country Party. See champion, John Toland, p. 152.
 33 The act states that “no person born out of the kingdoms of england, Scotland, or 
Ireland, or the dominions thereunto belonging (although he be naturalized or made a 
denizen), except such as are born of english parents, shall be capable to be of the Privy 
council, or a member of either House of Parliament, or enjoy any office or place of trust, 
either civil or military, or to have any grant of lands, tenements, or hereditaments from 
the crown to himself, or to any other or others in trust for him.” The full text is found 
at http://www.australianpolitics.com/democracy/documents/actsofssettlement.shtml.
 34 david McNally, Political Economy and the Rise of Capitalism: A Reinterpretation 
(Berkeley: university of california Press, 1988), p. 46. Between 1641 and 1703 the 
amount of Irish land in catholic hands had fallen from 59 percent to 14 percent.  
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French backing, in 1689, 1697, and 1708. Whigs reacted in 1697 and 
1703 with legislation aimed at prohibiting the sale of “Protestant” land 
to catholics. And in 1709, Lord Wharton, the Whig lord lieutenant of 
Ireland, proposed that the “poor Palatines” be settled there to dilute or 
displace rebellious catholics, a proposal subsequently put into effect.35 In 
his Reasons, Toland, who by the time of its writing had fully broken with 
the country Party, added the Jews to these same colonization schemes.

As Toland insisted in Reasons, Protestant colonization of Ireland still 
remained woefully incomplete. Ireland must be not only repressed as a 
seat of Jacobite rebellion, but exploited economically as well. The catholic 
population lacked industry; its priests (“half the population,” in Toland’s 
characterization) were incapable of “exercising honest callings, to the 
great detriment of Trade, as well as the manifest depopulation of the 
country,” while the rest of the catholic inhabitants remained enervated 
through the inactivity induced by countless holidays and pilgrimages, 
“idly neglect[ing] the business of the publick and of their families….” 36 
Instead of colonizing Ireland with Protestants alone, Toland wondered, 
why not do so with Jews as well? The Jews “encrease the number of 
hands for labor and defence, of bellies and backs for consumption of 
food and raiment, and of brains for invention and contrivance.” 37 They 
might therefore become effective participants in the colonization of the 
“Heaths, Moors, Bogs, Fens, and commons,” of which “there is still but 
too great a quantity in Scotland and Ireland (and even in england itss
self)….”38 While Toland fully appreciated the value of replacing Jacobite 
agriculturalists with Jewish commercial colonists, he believed Jews could 
be far more than middlemen. Their former military prowess, for instance, 
suggested a capacity for the kinds of martial qualities essential to such a 
colonizing mission. Jews had been valiant soldiers in the service of the 

J.G. Simms, The Williamite Confiscation in Ireland, 1690–1703 (London: Faber and 
Faber, 1956), p. 195.
 35 Simms, The Williamite Confiscation, p. 195.
 36 Toland, StatetAnatomy, p. 19. The idea of a mercantile colonization of Ireland 
by Jews was first broached in 1607 by the adventurer Thomas Shirley in a proposss
al to James I. See edgar R. Samuel, “Sir Thomas Shirley’s Project for the Jews: The 
earliest Known Proposal for the Resettlement,” in Transactions of the Jewish Historical 
Society of England 24 (1975), pp. 195–197. Sir William Temple had recommended colss
onizing catholic lands with productive and loyal Protestants as early as 1673. Istvan 
Hont, “Free Trade and the economic Limits to National Politics: NeosMachiavellian 
Political economy Revisited,” in John dunn, ed., The Economic Limits to Modern Politics 
(cambridge: cambridge university Press, 1990), pp. 52–55.
 37 Toland, Reasons, p. 6.
 38 Ibid., pp. 6–7.
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Assyrian, egyptian, Greek, and Roman powers. He concluded: “Now I ask 
man, why they may not as well do the same (if lawfully made capable) in 
Great Britain and Ireland?”39

Toland penned his Reasons shortly after he had severed all ties with his 
longtime patron Harley (since 1711 earl of oxford), for whom, as noted, 
he had frequently produced political propaganda. of course, Toland’s 
devotion to Harley and the country Party agenda had always been meress
ly provisional, subordinate to both his immediate financial needs and 
his enduring constitution ideal—what he called his “unalterable prinss
ciples” of civil liberty, religious toleration, and Protestant succession.40 
In the years 1710–1714 those principles appeared to be in mortal danss
ger. Harley had gone over decisively to the Tories, becoming the leader 
of a ministry that in Toland’s eyes had signed a traitorous peace treaty 
with Louis XIV. In relinquishing Spain to the House of Bourbon, Toland 
believed, the 1713 Treaty of utrecht had squandered twelve years of 
British military sacrifice in return for only the territorial concessions 
of Gibraltar and Minorca in europe, along with the morally dubious 
asiento, or slavestrade monopoly. Although in truth the treaty required 
Louis XIV to recognize the Hanoverian succession, negotiators Harley 
and his governmental colleague and rival, Henry St. John (Viscount 
Bolingbroke), had corresponded directly with the Pretender, whose resss
toration St. John at least definitely favored.41 This, combined with Harley’s 
and St. John’s sponsorship of the 1714 Schism Act, which threatened to 
outlaw dissenters’ schools and academies, convinced Toland that Harley 
had placed Toland’s “unalterable principles” in mortal danger. In The 
Art of Restoring, which Toland composed shortly before Reasons for 
Naturalizing the Jews, he chose to portray his former mentor as George 
Monk, the cromwellian general who in 1659–1660 had engineered the 
restoration of charles II, then ensconced at Versailles. In likening Harley 
to Monk, Toland was insinuating that through “secret provisions” in the 
treaty, Harley had similarly plotted with France to restore the Pretender 
to the British throne.42 This potent analogy underscores Toland’s deep 

 39 Toland, Reasons, p. 49.
 40 evans, Pantheisticon, p. 128; John Toland, A Collection of Several Pieces of Mr. 
John Toland, ed. Pierre des Maizeaux, vol. 2 (London, 1726), p. 223.
 41 Toland believed the treaty’s “secret provisions” included the restoration of 
the “old Pretender,” James Francis edward Stuart. J.G. Simms, “John Toland (1670–
1722), a donegal Heretic,” in Simms, War and Politics in Ireland 1649–1730 (London: 
Hambledon, 1986), p. 42.
 42 See previous note. In actuality, Bolingbroke wanted the Pretender to succeed 
Queen Anne, but only if he converted to Anglicanism, something James refused to 
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commitment to the commonwealthman tradition, which, in his view, 
Harley had now betrayed. The art of restoring was tantamount to the 
wickedness of destroying the old commonwealthman dream of a future 
genuine republic, a true republic without a king, though one for which 
Protestant succession in the person of George I would be paradoxically 
a precondition. Toland’s republican ideal, the proverbial “good old cause” 
of parliamentary rule following the execution of charles I, remained 
very much intact when he wrote his Reasons in the late summer or early 
autumn of 1714. Indeed, the role he assigned to Jews in Reasons was 
precisely to resurrect their republican capacities—their ancient agrarian 
and military skills—at a moment when Britain’s chances for republican 
restoration seemed to revive. 

Harrington’s ‘oceana’ and Toland’s ‘Respublica Mosaica’

Toland’s proposal to employ Jews for Irish colonization recalls an earss
lier project, his editing of James Harrington’s Oceana and Other Works 
(1700), to which he had appended a long biographical introduction, for 
in 1656 Harrington himself had proposed colonizing Ireland with Jews.43 
That he did so in a work, Oceana, which possessed an explicitly republiss
can orientation suggests that at least in an indirect way Harrington had 
himself linked Jewish readmission to Britain with the ideal of a reviviss
fied English republic. Toland’s own decision to revisit Harrington’s Jewish 
colonization proposal in the autumn of 1714 attests to his own continued 
commitment to the republican ideal. Yet Toland’s republicanism was no 
slavish recapitulation of Harrington’s. on the contrary, his disagreement 
with Harrington over the place of the Jews demonstrates his distance 
from the master’s teachings. To explicate the contrast, it will first be necss
essary to examine Harrington’s original proposal and show how it fit into 
the broader aims of Oceana. 

Harrington’s scheme entailed colonizing Ireland with Jewish merchants 
as well as farmers. His opening of an avenue for Jews to pursue agriculss
ture was significant given the privileged position he accorded to farming. 
For Harrington, the political superiority of an agrarian over an urban orss
der was that it afforded citizens independency and the state stability. “A 
people not educated or led by the soul of government is a living thing in 

do. See J.H. Plumb, Sir Robert Walpole: The Making of a Statesman (cambridge, Mass.: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1956), pp. 188–189.
 43 The Oceana and Other Works of James Harrington, with an Account of His Life by 
John Toland (London, 1700).
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pain and misery,” wrote Harrington in Oceana.44 The republican ideal is 
that of selfsrule, and among the many obstacles to it none is more cripss
pling than dependence upon another more powerful. Machiavelli saw the 
antidote to dependency as arising only from the capacity for ruthlessness 
expressed by an armed popolo. For Harrington, however, the armed urban 
popolo would necessarily prove unstable because it lacked a grounding in 
an enduring material foundation: “otherwise, a commonwealth consistss
ing but of one city would doubtless be stormy, in regard that ambition 
would be every man’s trade: but where it consisteth of a country, the 
plough in the hands of the owner findeth him a better calling, and pross
duceth the most innocent and steady genius of a commonwealth, such as 
is that of oceana.”45 To ancients like Aristotle and cicero, landed estates 
worked by slaves provided their proprietors with the leisure conducive to 
participation in the forum. To republicans of all ages, land provided the 
freedom from dependency on others that was a prerequisite for virtuous 
selfsrule. But Harrington’s point—while not excluding these others—was 
that landownership inculcates psychological virtues of honesty, simplicss
ity, and rootedness in “tillage,” which would prove most resistant to the 
dandified corruption of king and court. “Ambition, loving to be gay and 
to fawn, hath been a gallantry looked upon as having something of the 
livery, and husbandry or the country way of life, though of a grosser 
spinning, as the best stuff of a commonwealth….”46 It is in the context of 
subordinating the city and its mercantile interests to the political virtues 
of the countryside that Harrington’s discussion of Jews should therefore 
be understood. 

Harrington did not wish to banish merchants from his utopia or dess
prive them of citizenship—far from it. But he did believe that the size and 
economic diversity of a large territorial state would help dilute the interss
nally destabilizing struggle between political forces and factions which 
had brought earlier republics like Athens and Rome to ruin. Merchants 
would occupy a limited position, one far outweighed by the middling 
landowners. Moreover, overseas colonization would function to counss
terbalance economic faction within. It helped that oceana was an island 
fortress commanding the seas around it and that it had “anciently subss
jected” the neighboring lands of Marpesia, “being the northern part of 
the same island” (Scotland), and Panopea, a nearby island (Ireland). In 

 44  James Harrington, The Political Works of James Harrington, ed. J.G.A. Pocock 
(cambridge: cambridge university Press, 1977), p. 14.
 45 Ibid., pp. 158–159.
 46 Ibid., p. 158.
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gratitude for liberating it from the feudal yoke, Panopea now served 
oceana “as an inexhaustible magazine of auxiliaries.” Panopea, “the soft 
mother of a slothful and pusillanimous people,” nearly depopulated for 
rebelling against its powerful neighbor, was “at length replanted with a 
new race.” Alas, however, the new race degenerated like the old, deprivss
ing oceana of an industrious subject people to till the rich soil and man 
the “commodious ports of trade” for oceana’s enrichment.47 It was at this 
juncture that Harrington broached his proposal for Jewish resettlement. 
Writing in 1655–1656 (shortly after the dutch rabbi Menasseh ben Israel, 
had proposed Jewish readmission to Britain as a whole), Harrington sugss
gests that the exploitation of Panopea’s natural wealth might have been 
better accomplished 

[I]f it had been thought upon in time, by planting it with Jews, alss
lowing them their own rites and laws, for that would have brought 
them suddenly from all parts of the world, and in sufficient numss
bers; and though the Jews be now altogether for merchandise, yet 
in the land of canaan (since their exile from whence they have 
not been landlords) they were altogether for agriculture; and there 
is no cause why a man should doubt but, having a fruitful counss
try and good ports too, they would be good at both. Panopea well 
peopled would be worth a matter of four millions dry rents, that is 
besides the advantage of the agriculture and trade, which with a nass
tion of that industry comes at least unto as much more. Wherefore 
Panopea, being farmed out unto the Jews and their heirs forever, 
for the pay of a provincial army to protect them during the term 
of seven years, and for two millions annual revenue from that time 
forward—besides the customs, which would pay the provincial 
army—would have been a bargain of such advantage, both unto 
them and this commonwealth, as is not to be found otherwise by 
either.48 

Like Toland in 1714, Harrington presumed that the Jews’ ancient press
occupation with agriculture meant that, while “now altogether for 
merchandise,” they could “be good at both.” Nevertheless, what separates 
Harrington’s proposal from Toland’s is that the former wished to circumss
scribe the commercial in general and the Jewish element in particular by 
confining the Jews to Ireland alone. Polis (or commonwealth) and port 
(or colony) would be kept as distinct from one another as christian and 
Jew. Harrington therefore denied Jews true membership in the polity. 

 47 Ibid., p. 159.
 48 Ibid.
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on the contrary, he insisted that to do so would be to sabotage the ress
public itself: 

To receive the Jews after any other manner into a commonwealth 
were to maim it; for they of all nations never incorporate but, takss
ing up the room of a limb, are of no use or office unto the body, 
while they suck the nourishment which would sustain a natural and 
useful member.49

This attitude, reminiscent of the xenophobic harangues of Puritan opss
ponents of Jewish readmission such as William Prynne, expressed 
Harrington’s view of both Jews and trade as necessary evils.50 The same 
view permeated the country Party ideology of the late seventeenth censs
tury. Toland’s Reasons fully supported Jewish colonization, not just of 
Ireland but of Scotland and england as well, including the Jews’ eligibilss
ity to own land in england proper. And while Harrington had suggested 
that the Jews would require the armed protection of oceana’s provincial 
army, Toland exhibited confidence in their capacity for selfsdefense once 
they were granted arms. The institution of landownership and arms bearss
ing were core to the republican ideal of citizenship; Toland’s readiness 
to accord both to Jews exemplifies his inclusive approach to a revivified 
english—or better yet, British—polity.51 

The question remains, why did Toland believe the Jews could be virss
tuous and useful members of a British commonwealth, and why did 
he apparently discount the warning issued by his commonwealthman 
master, Harrington? 52 The answer lies partly in the two men’s different asss
sessments of the original political character of the Jews. Both viewed Jews 

 49 Harrington, Political Works, p. 114.
 50 William Prynne, A Short Demurrer to the Jews (London, 1656). on Prynne and 
the background to this text, see W.M. Lamont, Marginal Prynne (London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1963); Avrom Saltman, The Jewish Question in 1655: Studies in Prynne’s 
‘Demurrer’ (Ramat Gan: BarsIlan university Press, 1995); david S. Katz, PhilotSemitism 
and the Readmission of the Jews to England, 1603–1655 (oxford: oxford university 
Press, 1982).
 51 Toland was prepared even to allow Jews to occupy fiscal offices, such as those 
of the exchequer, customs, excise, city of London, and east India company directorss
ships, and cited the long tradition of Jewish courtiers as precedent; see Toland, Reasons, 
p. 60.
 52 In this light, Pocock’s thesis that Harrington contravened Machiavelli’s fatalisss
tic view of corruption by locating its source in sociological circumstances, namely, the 
opportunity for land ownership, rather than exclusively in human nature, seems to fit 
Toland’s approach to Jewish regeneration. See J.G.A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution 
and the Feudal Law: A Study of English Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century 
(New York: Humanities Press, 1967), pp. 146–147. Toland may be said to have applied 
Harrington’s precepts more consistently to the Jews than had Harrington himself.
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as inheritors of an ancient political legacy. Indeed, Harrington’s views on 
the political character of biblical Hebrews were no less decisive for his atss
titude toward contemporary Jews than Toland’s own antiquarianism was 
to his rationales for Jewish naturalization. It follows that the two men 
must have differently construed both the original character of the Mosaic 
republic and its legacy to Jewry in the present day. 

Large portions of Oceana as well as Harrington’s 1659 work The Art of 
Lawgiving are taken up with the politics of biblical Israel.53 By the time 
Harrington wrote his works, the use of the old Testament as a political 
primer was fairly commonplace; prior to Harrington, the Italian writss
er carlo Sigonio (1524?–1584), the Swiss Protestant cornelius Bertram 
(1531–1594), and the dutchman Petrus cunaeus (1586–1638) had all 
produced lengthy, and in the latter case, widely read analyses of the poss
litical character of De republica Hebraeorum.54 Machiavelli himself had 
frequently cited Moses’ actions as an exemplary lawgiver, politician, and 
military leader.55 The popularity of the Bible as a political proofstext 
was due to its inimitable combination of unimpeachable authority and 
doctrinal malleability, since the scriptural narrative could be as readss
ily employed to support divinesright monarchy as theocracy or popular 
sovereignty. Harrington’s own agenda in describing the “Mosaical comss
monwealth” was complex. As with the preceding authors, he sought the 
authority of Scripture to support his political prescriptions for his own 

 53 For Harrington the Mosaic commonwealth was “a true classical republic,” one 
governed by laws and one in which the people elected the clergy. A theocracy, then, is a 
republic in which citizens are sovereign under God. See J.G.A. Pocock, The Machiavellian 
Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republican Tradition (Princeton: 
Princeton university Press, 2003), p. 398; Pocock, introduction, in Harrington, Political 
Works, pp. 80–81.
 54 cornelius Bonaventure Bertram, De Politia Judaeorum, tam Civilis quam 
Ecclesiastica iam inde a suis primordiis, hoc est ab Orbe Condito (Geneva, 1574); 
carlo Sigonio, De republica Hebraeorum (Bologna, 1582); Petrus cunaeus, De repubtt
lica Hebraeorum (Leiden, 1617). See Kalman Neuman, The Literature of the Respublica 
Judaica: Depictions of the Ancient Hebrew State in the Antiquarian Writings of the 
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (Ph.d. diss., Hebrew university, 2002) [Hebrew]; 
Neuman, “Political Hebraism and the early Modern ‘Respublica Hebraeorum’: on 
defining the Field,” Hebraic Political Studies 1:1 (2005), pp. 57–70; Lea campos Boralevi,  
“classical Foundational Myths of european Republicanism: The Jewish commonwealth,” 
in Republicanism, A Shared European Heritage, vol. 1, Martin Van Gelderen and Quentin 
Skinner, eds. (cambridge: cambridge university Press, 2002), pp. 247–262; Jonathan 
R. Ziskind, “cornelius Bertram and carlo Sigonio: christian Hebraism’s First Political 
Scientists,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 37:3–4 (2000), pp. 321–332; Frank Manuel, 
The Broken Staff: Judaism through Christian Eyes (cambridge, Mass.: Harvard university 
Press, 1992), pp. 121–127. 
 55 See Abraham Melamed, The PhilosophertKing in Medieval and Renaissance Jewish 
Political Thought (Albany: SuNY Press, 2003), pp. 141–166.
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nation, particularly apposite in the context of the Puritansdominated 
english commonwealth of Harrington’s day. But Harrington also wished 
to demote biblical Israel from its sui generis status as a divinely instituted 
polity. He was at pains to demonstrate that many of its institutions—for 
example, its Sanhedrin, or “senate”—were borrowed from republican 
neighbors, such as the Midianite nation.56 The point was intended less 
to demonstrate the derivative character of the Mosaic commonwealth 
than to illustrate its foundation in human reason and action. Men, not 
God, made the Israelite constitution, just as men today, employing their 
“prudence” or reason, could make a commonwealth in Britain. In fact, 
Harrington suggested, contemporaries have the advantage of being able 
to learn from Israel’s mistakes and improve upon the biblical model. 
In particular, its admirable agrarian law, exemplified by the Jubilee, 
which sought to protect the “balance” of landownership from the enss
grossment of a small minority, failed to achieve perfection, according to 
Harrington, because the Hebrews had neglected to carry out the divine 
command to root out the canaanite population. As a consequence, inss
sufficient land existed to allow for a wide distribution to citizens, a fatal 
flaw in the execution of the constitution, resulting in its inevitable if 
protracted demise.57 

This indictment of the Hebrews’ excess toleration, leading to their 
fraternization with the canaanites, loss of rustic militancy, and consess
quent “effeminizing” by luxury, appears ironic in light of the criticism 
we have seen Harrington make of contemporary Jews, namely, that they 
are too xenophobic to “incorporate” into england and must be confined 
to the Irish periphery. In nevertheless recommending them as Irish colss
onizers, Harrington must have concluded that Jews—if given a second 
chance—would not make the same mistake twice, especially if backed by 
Protestant arms in their expropriation of canaanite (or rather, catholic) 
land. But there is another reason Harrington distinguished biblical from 
modern Jews. In book 2 of The Art of Lawgiving, Harrington actually 
described two different Semitic polities, the Mosaic and the Jewish, the 
former based on Scripture, the latter on rabbinic oral law, or Kabbala. 
This second polity, Harrington observes, crystallized around the time of 
Hadrian’s expulsions; it thus possessed a diasporic character that renss
dered its law appropriate for a landless people. devoid of an institutional 
basis in landholding, the rabbinic Jewish polity, in contrast to the Mosaic, 
was nondemocratic and oligarchic; its system of granting authority, 

 56 Harrington, Political Works, pp. 616–617.
 57 Ibid., p. 632.
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namely, ordaining judges through the laying on of hands, failed to acss
cord lawmaking powers to the people at large. Instead, it replaced the 
popular component of the Mosaic “mixed constitution,” the twentysfours
thousandsperson assembly, or “congregation of the Lord,” with a “junta 
of fifty presbyters,” Pharisees who were “not elected by the people” and 
who contemptuously regarded the masses as the “populus terrae, the rasss
cal rabble.”58 This underlying motif of a Jewish fall resembles traditional 
christian denigration of postbiblical Judaism. No doubt this (perhaps 
unconscious) christian prejudice partly accounts for why Harrington 
believed that modern “kabbalistic” Jews would be unfit as citizens of 
oceana proper. 

Toland had once described Harrington as “the greatest commonwealths
man in the world.”59 But in his Nazarenus (1718), he accused Harrington 
of having misunderstood the nature of the ancient Mosaic commonss
wealth. In that same work, Toland promised he would soon issue a work 
to set the record straight.60 This was to be his Respublica Mosaica or The 
Commonwealth of the Jews, a work that Toland apparently never completss
ed and for which no drafts have yet been found.61 Although his Respublica 
Mosaica eludes us, we may still be able to piece together some of its eless
ments from scattered remarks found in Toland’s other writings. Indeed, 
though scholars have generally sought out adumbrations of the Mosaic 
republic in his other works, some of the best evidence of its character 
comes from Toland’s Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews. Scholars have 
tended to separate Toland’s views on contemporary Judaism (assuming 
these views to be tolerant but hardly complimentary) from his celebrass
tion of the ancient Mosaic legislation (which in any case was enacted for 
only a brief time and grossly distorted in the Pentateuch’s account). Yet 
Toland did not always rigorously distinguish them. For instance, in his 

 58 Ibid., pp. 648–649.
 59 Quoted in Simms, “John Toland,” p. 39.
 60 John Toland, appendix to Toland, Nazarenus or Jewish, Gentile, and Mohametan 
Christianity (London, 1718), pp. 7–8; the appendix took the form of a letter written 
in French by Toland in The Hague on october 16, 1709. This text, “deux problems 
historiques, theologiques & politiques,” circulated in a private collection of Toland’s 
writings, Dissertations diverses, which circulated among friends in the following sevss
eral years until translated into english and published in Nazarenus. See ettinger, “The 
Beginnings of the change,” p. 216. on the background to and theology of Nazarenus, 
see Gesine Palmer, Ein Freispruch für Paulus: John Tolands Theorie des Judenchristentums 
(Berlin: Institut Kirche und Judentum, 1996); champion, John Toland, pp. 174–178.
 61 champion suggests Toland may not even have started it, but here, as on other 
occasions, was “merely circulating the idea of a text.” Yet clearly Toland had done much 
of the preparatory work for such an undertaking and was intellectually committed to it. 
See champion, John Toland, pp. 49–50.
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Reasons, Toland insists that the Mosaic legislation was essentially politiss
cal, not religious. It was a law designed for a theocratic polity wherein 
ritual observance became reducible to the aim of instilling obedience to 
the established governmental order. Turning to Judaism as it is presently 
practiced and citing Simone Luzzatto as his source, Toland dichotomizes 
Judaism into, first, a legal system designed to imbue devotion to the ress
public and, second, a value system corresponding to doctrines of natural 
religion:

Luzzatto expressly maintains, that as their religion, consider’d as it 
is Jewish, or distinct from the Law of Nature, was solely calculated 
for their own Nation and Republic; so they were never commanded 
to instruct others in the peculiar rites and ceremonies, tho they are 
every where enjoin’d to magnify to all the world the divine goodss
ness, wisdom, and power, with those duties of man, and other 
attributes of God, which constitute Natural Religion.62 

Here Toland read back into the Bible a complementarity of universalss
istic and particularistic elements that actually reflected a more recent 
Sephardic tradition, one rooted in the Iberian Jewish elite’s exposure to 
Greek philosophy and european “feudal” jurisprudence. The tradition 
can be traced to the fifteenthscentury Spanish Jewish philosopher and 
courtier don Isaac Abravanel, who formulated a Jewish version of the 
medieval christian distinction between temporal and spiritual, or human 
and divine, realms of government. For Abravanel a part of the Mosaic 
code was civil in function, if also perfect and divine in nature. In his 
presentation of the Bible’s “mixed constitution,” Abravanel (like many 
christian Hebraists after him) projected back into the Mosaic era the 
existence of a Sanhedrin or secular judicial court. As scholars have notss
ed, Abravanel’s depiction of a Mosaic hierarchy of elected and appointed 
secular and ecclesiastic courts reflected his keen knowledge of contemposs
rary governmental structures, such as those prevailing in Venice, where 
he lived out his later years, as much as it did the biblical text itself.63 
Following Abravanel, it was the Venetian rabbi Simone Luzzatto who 
elaborated upon this image of Moses as both the founder of an exclusivss
ist Jewish polity and the legislator of a code of universal law, comprised 
of or at least compatible with natural law. In his apologetics, Luzzatto 

 62 Toland, Reasons, p. 62
 63 This seems to me to go well beyond Maimonides’ classic distinction between the 
welfare of the [social] body (tikun haguf )and of the soul (tikun hanefesh). See Benzion 
Netanyahu, Don Isaac Abravanel (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1982),  
pp. 158–194.
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gave considerable emphasis to soscalled Noahide commandments, a set 
of precepts akin to but not identical with the Ten commandments, that 
had been exegetically derived from Hebrew Scripture by the rabbis of 
late antiquity.64 According to rabbinic tradition, these laws represent the 
minimal legal obligations imposed on mankind as a whole—though they 
are truly valid only if derived directly from Jewish Scripture rather than 
from reason alone.65 For Luzzatto (whose apologetic purposes encourss
aged him to downplay the above qualification), the dual codes—one for 
Jews, the other for gentiles—demonstrated that Moses was a superior 
legislator to Solon, Lycurgus, Romulus, and the others. Whereas these 
others had devised codes possessing a dual system of morality for citiss
zens and foreigners, “the law of God, promulgated by Moses, provided 
and cared for the good of the entire species.” 66 Aligning Judaism with 
ciceronian principles of cosmopolitanism to fend off Tacitean accusass
tions of misanthropy, Luzzatto insisted the Mosaic credo prescribes that 
“every man must consider himself as a citizen of a single republic.”67 
Jewish “particularism” is not at odds with but rather fully complementary 
to an ethic of universal brotherhood. Jews are commanded to desist from 
proselytizing, obey gentile authority, and behave with pure benevolence 
toward nonsJews.68 

Toland’s eclectic use of sources has led to some confusion about 
the key influences informing his views on the Mosaic republic, with 
many scholars identifying the philosopher Baruch Spinoza or the legal 

 64 A trace of this idea is already found in the prerabbinic Jubilees 7:20–21. The 
earliest appearance in a rabbinic work is Tosefta to Avoda Zara 8:4; the laws are later 
elaborated in the Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 56b. See david Novak, The Image of the 
NontJew in Judaism: An Historical and Constructive Study of the Noahide Laws (Toronto: 
edward Mellon Press, 1983), pp. 6–35 and passim.
 65 Medieval rabbis differed on various constructions of this position, but all shared 
it in essence (with the partial exception of Maimonides, once thought to be its most 
dogmatic exponent). See Jacob Katz, Halacha Vekabbala (Jerusalem: Hebrew university 
Press, 1984), pp. 270–274 [Hebrew]; Novak, The Image of the NontJew, pp. 355–356. 
cf.  Steven S. Schwarzschild, “do Noachites Have to Believe in Revelation?” The Jewish 
Quarterly Review 52 (1961–1962), pp. 296–306 and 53 (1962–1963), pp. 30–65.
 66 on similar ideas held by the dutch Sephardic rabbi elijah Morteira, see Adam 
Sutcliffe, Judaism and Enlightenment (cambridge: cambridge university Press, 2003), 
p. 109 and the references there.
 67 Luzzatto, Discourse, p. 113. This passage, section 13 of Luzzatto’s work, is also 
discussed in Bernard Septimus, “Biblical Religion and Political Rationality in Simone 
Luzzatto, Maimonides, and Spinoza,” in Isadore Twersky and Bernard Septimus, eds., 
Jewish Thought in the Seventeenth Century (cambridge, Mass.: cambridge university 
Press, 1987), p. 428.
 68 Moses Mendelssohn’s classic defense of Jewish “revealed legislation,” like that of 
Toland, was clearly influenced as much by Luzzatto’s positive interpretation as by the far 
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scholar John Selden as paramount. Yet Luzzatto was clearly his most sigss
nificant informant. While Selden too had generously praised the Mosaic 
constitution—and, like Toland, had highly esteemed the Noahide comss
mandments—it was the Bible’s integration of sacred and profane rather 
than its inherent toleration that Selden admired most.69 As for Spinoza, 
whose philosophical radicalism and pantheism make him seem an obviss
ous precursor, he held a far less laudatory view of Moses than had Toland. 
Spinoza, for instance, would have laughed at the notion that Moses could 
have been a source of his own (Spinoza’s) pantheism. In contrast, in his 
Origines Judicae of 1709, Toland had approvingly cited the Hellenistic 
geographer Strabo of Amaseia to the effect that Moses, whom Strabo 
claimed had originated as an egyptian priest, regarded God as synonyss
mous with nature.70 Strabo has Moses declare that “[G]od is the one thing 
alone that encompasses us all and encompasses land and sea—the thing 
which we call heaven, or universe, or the nature of all that exists.” 71 In 
his work Adeisidaemon, which accompanied Origines Judicae, Toland had 
identified ancient egypt with the origins of superstition and idolatry.72 
Such were only the most degraded expressions of a widespread deficient 
conception of divinity as a force existing outside of nature and possessss
ing will and intelligence. Though Toland did not label Moses an “atheist” 
(but identified him instead as a “Spinozist”!), he did portray him as a panss
theist who rejected all conceptions of God as existing above and beyond 
nature.73 Toland depicted Mosaic ceremony as the essence of simplicity, 
combining merely devotion to the Sabbath with respect for natural law, 

more hostile one of Spinoza, despite almost exclusive scholarly emphasis on the latter. 
See Mendelssohn, Jerusalem, or, on Religious Power in Judaism, ed. Alexander Altmann, 
trans. Allan Arkush (Hanover, N.H.: university Press of New england, 1983), pp. 89–95, 
127–133. of course Mendelssohn diverged from all his predecessors in insisting on the 
nonscoercive nature of Judaism with regard to the policing of its members’ praxis.
 69 Reid Barbour, John Selden: Measures of the Holy Commonwealth in Seventeentht
Century England (Toronto: university of Toronto Press, 2003), pp. 50–51.
 70 John Toland, Dissertationes Duae, Adeisidaemon et Origines Judicae (The Hague: 
Thomam Johnson, 1709; reprint, 1970); Sutcliffe, Judaism and Enlightenment, pp. 199–
200; champion, John Toland, pp. 174–177.
 71 Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism (Jerusalem: Israel 
Academy of Science, 1974), pp. 299–300.
 72 Michael Palmer, Adeisidaemon, Vernunft zwischen Atheism und Aberglauben: 
Materialismus und Commonwealth bei John Toland (Ph.d. diss., university of Berlin, 
2002), p. 108.
 73 Jan Assmann, Moses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western Monotheism 
(cambridge, Mass.: Harvard university Press, 1997), pp. 93–97.
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at least until corruption and degeneration led to its unnecessary elaborass
tion, albeit not to the point of invalidating later Judaism.74 

Though Toland’s account traced the broad trajectory of Spinoza’s narss
rative of Israel’s decline, there is thus little resemblance between the two. 
To the extent that Spinoza spoke favorably of any biblical polity, it was 
the shortslived “theocracy” of the period between the Hebrews’ initial 
Sinaitic acceptance of divine lordship and their subsequent agreement to 
move from the direct rule of God (that is, of themselves democratically) 
to that of an intermediary, interpreter, and cleric—namely, Moses.75 of 
course, it was Spinoza—on this point following Machiavelli—who had 
presented the most powerful portrait of the Mosaic religion as a brilliantss
ly effective fig leaf for political domination. As a number of scholars have 
noted, Toland’s own emphasis on the political benefit which classical legss
islators like Moses and Numa derived from instituting a state religion 
had not only ancient sources in critias and cicero but also contemposs
rary parallels in such works as the anonymous Traité des trois imposteurs 
(1719), a scandalous portrayal of Moses, christ, and Mohammad as 
mere political manipulators.76 Yet while Toland fully shared the religious 
skepticism of the Traité, he offered a far more positive interpretation 
of Mosaic legislation, not just in its original “pantheistic” incarnation 
but even in its later theistic and rabbinic expressions.77 According to 
Toland, the Bible’s “peculiar rites and ceremonies”—its particularist 
rather than universal element—correspond to the internal laws of the 
Jewish republic. Although provincial, these laws are nevertheless repubss
lican in the sense that they are selfsimposed. For that reason they mark 
the Jews as political beings capable of selfsrule in the Aristotelian sense. 
Not only does Toland disagree with Spinoza in regarding Mosaic Israel 
as genuinely republican and democratic, he differs from both Spinoza 
and Harrington in insisting that rabbinic Judaism possesses sufficient 
continuity with the biblical past to render it an adequate vehicle for 
contemporary Jewry’s recovery of its republican capacities.78 Again, 

 74  Toland, Dissertationes Duae, pp. 157–158.
 75 Benedictus de Spinoza, TheologicaltPolitical Treatise, trans. Samuel Shirley 
(Indianapolis: Hacket, 1998), pp. 189–190.
 76 See champion, John Toland, pp. 170–185; Palmer, Adeisidaemon.
 77 on Toland’s equation of theism and superstition, see his Adeisidaemon and its 
skillful exposition in Palmer, Adeisidaemon, pp. 94–105.
  78  Spinoza attempted to explain the Jews’ preservation entirely through naturalistic 
means. His ambiguous statement that “They are preserved largely through the hatred 
of other nations…” refers to both the enmity of nonsJews and Jewish misanthropy and 
selfsisolation, the latter enforced through customs like kashrut and circumcision. This 
contrasts sharply with Toland’s praise of the Jews’ timeless constitution.
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Luzzatto’s apologetic likely exerted a decisive influence on Toland in 
this regard. In contrast to Harrington (but consistent with Luzzatto), 
Toland makes no absolute distinction between the original Mosaic ress
public and the rabbinic Kabbala. And while Spinoza viewed the Jews’ 
retention of their ancient constitution under diaspora conditions as pass
thetically anachronistic, Toland insisted that such longevity attested to 
the matchless potency of their doctrine and ceremonies.79 Their creed is 
republican without being xenophobic. It exercises the capacity for selfs
government precisely by requiring that it never be imposed on others. 
The Mosaic law is compatible with the english ancient constitution and 
the common law because it is legislation for Jews alone and not, it must 
be emphasized, a system of arbitrary powers to be foisted upon other 
nations in rank violation of their own capacities for selfsgovernment. In 
other words—and here Toland demonstrates his distance as well from 
other deists like Anthony collins—Judaism is neither the source nor the 
equivalent of papism.

Jacobites and Jews

Toland’s championing of the Jews, so often presented as the epitome of 
liberal precepts, was premised not only on antiquarian concepts like the 
Mosaic republic but equally on a rampant hatred of catholicism. “We 
Britons,” says Toland, “further perceive that the governing Principle of 
Rome is worldly, earthly, tyrannical; and that the Papal Hierarchy is 
a mere Political Faction, erecting a splendid, pompous, and universal 
empire over Mankind….”80 It is the alternative of empire versus republic 
that Toland’s “Britons” must now choose, and Protestantism, though in 
its present form a deeply imperfect substitute for Mosaic toleration, has 
at least the advantage of being in close enough genetic proximity to it to 
serve as a provisional bulwark against imperial papal tyranny. It must be 
remembered that one of the legacies of Stuart rule had been to so grossly 
magnify the popular association between catholicism and royal absoss
lutism as to render the two practically synonymous. Andrew Marvell’s 
Account of the Growth of Popery and Arbitrary Government (1678), along 
with countless other tracts, underscored this same psychologically potent 
connection between catholicism and absolutist tyranny, which politiss
cal events both at home and abroad appeared vividly to confirm.81 The 

 79 Ibid., p. 63.
 80 Toland, StatetAnatomy, pp. 21–22.
 81 J.R. Jones, Country and Court: England 1658–1714 (cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
university Press, 1979), pp. 171–209.
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revocation of the edict of Nantes in 1685 weighed heavily on the minds 
of those descendants of Whig politicians who had tried since 1679—in 
the face of new and startling revelations of a “popish plot”—to exclude 
the catholic James II from the succession. In James’ tooslate effort at ress
sistance to William, his stirring of Irish catholics to rebellion seemed 
to confirm the danger he had represented all along.82 In facing periodic 
rebellion at home, seemingly abetted by an implacable enemy abroad, 
england continued to view itself as an embattled Protestant island, a basss
tion and holdout against a catholicism on the march. It had good reason 
to feel defensive. As diarmaid Macculloch points out, by 1690 Protestant 
territory in europe had contracted to about onesfifth of what it had been 
a century earlier. The massacre of Huguenot refugees in Savoy, the rootss
ing out of calvinism from countersReformation Poland, the destruction 
of numerous German Protestant cities, the isolation of Protestant Geneva, 
and France’s near defeat of Holland in the 1670s all contributed to a 
sense of Whig foreboding.83 In 1689, at the start of William III’s Nine 
Years War, england too appeared poised for a nearstotal military defeat at 
French hands, the implications of which seemed too devastating to conss
template.84 These were formative years politically and psychologically for 
Toland, and it is tempting to read into his own Irishscatholic origins, as 
well as his conversion to Protestantism at the age of sixteen, a personal 
dimension to his construction of the papist leviathan. “I was born in the 
bosom of a church that has surfeited me with ’em, and made me hate ’em 
ever since,” he once wrote.85 

The truth is that Toland saw religion almost entirely in political terms. 
Protestantism was desirable because it at least left room for reason, auss
tonomy, and liberty to breathe. To this degree, Toland felt it imperative 
that Protestant europe be protected and if possible expanded. This 
entailed, among other things, the incorporation of Jews into a Protestant 
polity whose fundamental principles derived, in Toland’s mind, from the 

 82 Jim Smyth, The Making of the United Kingdom, 1660–1800 (New York: Longman, 
2001), p. 69. 
 83 diarmaid Macculloch, The Reformation (New York: Viking, 2003), pp. 646–647.
 84 Jones, Country and Court, pp. 258–259.
 85 Quoted in evans, Pantheisticon, p. 91; none of this is to deny, of course, that 
Toland’s antiscatholic rhetoric was equally or perhaps primarily directed at High 
church Tories of the Sacheverell variety. Toland supported membership in the 
Anglican church because he recognized the utility of a prevailing civic religion, while 
at the same time striving to make Anglicanism as much a “big tent” as possible. See  
J.A.I. champion, The Pillars of Priestcraft Shaken (cambridge: cambridge university 
Press, 1992), pp. 194–195.
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Mosaic republic.86 The connection, in fact, reached back to christian 
Britain’s earliest beginnings, for Toland’s genealogical researches had 
suggested that both Jews and Judaism had been organic to the original 
British Protestant polity. The ironical dedication of Reasons “to the most 
Reverend the ArchsBishops, and the Right Reverend the Bishops, of both 
Provinces” was intended as a jab not just at the High church’s virtual pass
pism but also at the Laudian assertion that Anglicanism was the pristine 
form of english christianity.87 If, as Laud had claimed, original Anglos
christianity had been conveyed directly from Palestine to the British Isles 
(bypassing Rome), then its first apostles, Toland concluded, must also 
have been Jews: “as by your Learning you further know how considerable 
a part of the British inhabitants are the undoubted offspring of the Jews 
(to which the [papist] Irish can lay no claim).”88 

It was precisely this conflation of religious and political spheres that 
allowed Toland to trace a continuity between ancient and modern. In 
Nazarenus, published in 1718 though partly based on manuscripts written 
nine years before, Toland set out to prove that the original christianity of 
the firstscentury apostles was essentially Jewish (a point, as noted, misss
chievously hinted at in Reasons’ dedication) as well as republican before it 
became intolerant and tyrannical through the infusion of pagan mystery 
rites and priestcraft.89 Toland’s thesis was that firstscentury Palestinian 
christians (Nazarenes and ebionites) felt obliged to continue observing 
the ceremonial law while at the same time fully exempting from it pagan 
converts to the Gospel.90 According to Toland, these Jewishschristians 
fully maintained Luzzatto’s dichotomy between a national ceremonial legss
islation and the universal religion of reason that Toland assumed to be 
the hallmark of authentic Judaism. But original christianity, which modss
ern Protestantism imperfectly sought to replicate, was in turn merely a 
semblance of the Mosaic republic that had never itself been erected in 

 86 In StatetAnatomy, Toland defined as “Protestant” any group opposing catholicism, 
including Jews; see evans, Pantheisticon, pp. 183–184.
 87 champion, The Pillars of Priestcraft, pp. 53–98.
 88 Toland, Reasons, sig. A4. on supposed Jewish connections to the history of 
Scotland, see Arthur H. Williamson, “‘A Pil for Porkseaters’: ethnic Identity, Apocalyptic 
Promises, and the Strange creation of the JudeosScots,” in Raymond B. Waddington and 
A.H. Williamson, eds., The Expulsion of the Jews: 1492 and After (New York: Taylor and 
Francis, 1994), pp. 237–258.
 89 Toland, Nazarenus, p. 77.
 90 According to Toland, it is evident from canonical and noncanonical gospels  
“…that all the Jews which became christians were still zealous for the Levitical Law. 
This Law they looked upon to be no less national and political, than religious and sass
cred: that is to say, expressive of the history of their peculiar nation, essential to the 
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full conformity with its own pristine design, “for everything diminishes 
the further it proceeds from its original.”91 Had the authentic Respublica 
Mosaica been even once accomplished, it could never have been destroyed, 
even though a republic is “to be reckon’d one of the things in nature the 
most subject to revolutions.” A perfect republic, Toland remarks, citing 
cicero, must by definition be “a government immortal.”92 And a people 
once connected with even the blueprint of the perfect commonwealth 
must still carry with it a trace of its immortality: “…for notwithstandss
ing the Mosaic plan was never wholly executed, and that the imperfect 
imitation of it, under various denominations, is long since destroy’d; yet 
the Jews continue still a distinct people from all others, both as to their 
race and religion.”93

This “distinct people,” inheritors and protectors of the Mosaic conss
stitution, could prove indispensable to the new Great Britain. But why 
limit Britain to oceana, Marpesia, and Panopea? In picking up on the 
Jews where Harrington had left them off, Toland evoked the dream of 
commonwealthmen like Marchmont Nedham to establish a great North 
european Protestant alliance, including a British republic allied or even 
unified with the dutch.94 In 1709, the Whigs saw the naturalization 
of dissenting foreign Protestants as helping to increase their political 
base at home as well as fulfill a “national mission” abroad to defend 
the interests of persecuted Protestants everywhere. Toland turned his 
attention to the Jews in 1714 because it was precisely in that year that 
Whig fortunes had seemed to come full circle and that prospects for 
the expansive Protestant commonwealth had risen phoenixslike from 
the ashes. The initial descent into despair had added high drama to the 
eventual Whig triumph. In the face of Queen Anne’s decrepitude, St. 
John’s ascendancy, Harley’s dickering with the Pretender, and the Act 
of Schism, that spring had brought perhaps the most intense period of 
Whig panic since the 1680s.95 Yet by autumn, exuberance filled the air. 

being of their Theocracy or Republic, and aptly commemorating whatever befell their 
ancestors or their State; which, not regarding other people, they did not think then 
bound by the same, however indispensably subject to the Law of Nature.” Ibid., p. 38.
 91 Ibid., p. 16.
 92 Toland, appendix, p. 2.
 93 Ibid.
 94 See Blair Worden, “James Harrington,” in david Wootton, ed., Republicanism, 
Liberty, and Commercial Society, 1649–1776 (Palo Alto: Stanford university Press, 1994), 
p. 102; J.P. Kenyon, Stuart England, 2nd ed. (London: Penguin, 1990), pp. 185–187.
 95 In The Grand Mystery Laid Open, published only half a year before Reasons, 
Toland openly expressed his sense of panic and despair. See J.P. Kenyon, Revolution 
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With Hanover dynastically aligned to (and Scotland since 1707 united 
with) england, the goal of a Whigsdominated Protestant europe seemed 
closer to consummation than ever before.96 Surely, the papist onslaught 
could be checked and perhaps even reversed. Reality now seemed in 
the process of conforming to Toland’s ideal: a Whiggism that would 
be British, even european and “Jewish,” rather than merely english.97 
The ideal future republic would be outwardslooking rather than insuss
lar, cosmopolitan rather than nationalistic, embracing tolerance instead 
of xenophobia (in part, through the vanquishing of catholic power). In 
short, it would be a revivification of that Respublica Mosaica that Toland 
claimed to admire “infinitely, above all the forms of Government that 
ever yet existed,” both actual and imagined.98 

By now it should be clear that Toland accorded the Jews, or rather the 
image he had concocted of them, a key role within his grand scheme. 
The restoration of the ancient though esoteric Mosaic commonwealth 
entailed a descent into sometimes ruthless partyspolitical struggle as well 
as the abandonment of principles once regarded as sacred to the civss
ic republican and country Party traditions. defending the innovative 
Whig program in 1717, which embodied such formerly heretical instiss
tutions as the standing army and septennial elections, Toland claimed 
to know no reason “…why the Legislature… might not, as well as six 
or seven ages ago, make new laws, limitations and precedents; which 
will be the Ancient constitution (if there be any charm in this expresss
sion) to our posterity, six or seven ages hence.”99 of course, this flexible 
and seemingly modern outlook masked an impulse toward restoration, 
which was of a far more radical character than anything conceived of 
in the antiquarian minds of an edward coke or William Prynne. But 
it did suggest that the path of return could be pursued only by advancss
ing, and in 1714–1722, this meant defending all the new political and 
financial arrangements that were seen to be upholding the Whig regime, 
even if these may have violated the privileges of freeborn country english 

Principles: The Politics of Party, 1689–1720 (cambridge: cambridge university Press, 
1977), pp. 156–168.
 96 In 1711, at a low point in Whig political fortunes, Toland’s old fellow comss
monwealthman Robert Molesworth demanded an extension of Whiggism not just to 
Scotland and Ireland but, “were it in our power,” to France itself; see Kenyon, Revolution 
Principles, pp. 156–158.
 97 The same association between “Whig” and “Jew” would resurface, on both sides 
of the Jew Bill debate, in 1753–1754. See Perry, Public Opinion, p. 74.
 98 Toland, appendix, p. 1.
 99 Toland, StatetAnatomy, p. 10.
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squires. The naturalization of the Jews, a nation of traders, would, Toland 
believed, lend additional economic weight to this regime. But the diass
lectic of a future past also entailed the restoration of the Jews’ own civic 
republican capacities, first as landed freeholders and soldiers in Britain, 
and eventually in a reconstituted commonwealth of their own. “Now if 
you’ll suppose with me (till my proofs appear) this preseminence and imss
mortality of the Mosaic Republic in its original purity,” pleaded Toland 
in the conclusion of his “Appendix” to Nazarenus:

it will follow; that as the Jews known at this day, and who are 
dispers’d over europe, Asia, and Africa, with some in America, are 
found by good calculation to be more numerous than either the 
Spaniards (for example) or the French: so if they ever happen to 
be resettled in Palestine upon their original foundation, which is 
not at all impossible; they will then, by reason of their excellent 
constitution, be much more populous, rich, and powerful than any 
other nation now in the world. I would have you consider whether 
it might be not both the interest and duty of christians to assist 
them in regaining their country.100

It would be interesting to know what “good calculation” Toland had at 
his disposal, since it might help account more generally for the gross 
overvaluation in his writings of the Jews’ political relevance. This passs
sage certainly evokes the medieval legends of Prester John, described by 
fabulists like Sir John Mandeville, including the hoary tail of the capss
tive Ten Tribes poised to battle Antichrist in the coming Armageddon, 
though Toland had reworked this old motif into a modern parable that 
combined tolerant religious irenicism with a call for holy war.101 In terms 

 100 Toland, appendix, p. 8.
 101 on the seventeenthscentury background, see Nabil Matar, “The Idea of the 
Restoration of the Jews in english Protestant Thought: Between the Reformation and 
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of the latter, Toland’s comparison between the Jewish masses and the 
populations of Spain and France was hardly insignificant, these being the 
two most powerful catholic nations (at war with england when he wrote 
the 1709 draft of Nazarenus), which would become dynastically aligned 
through the Torysnegotiated Treaty of utrecht in 1713. 

It is precisely this quality of realpolitik combined with political messs
sianism that marks Toland’s peculiar “moment.” His importance to 
republican political and economic theory on Jews lies precisely in the fact 
that he looks both forward and backward; that is, he enunciates concepts 
in a secular form that curiously evoke the millenarian philosSemitism of 
seventeenthscentury england.102 By emphasizing the Jews’ civic and poss
litical capacities, inherited directly from their own ancient constitution, 
Toland had directly challenged the indigenous model of english political 
antiquarianism as well as the quietist premises of earlier apologists for 
Jews. Without dismissing the issue of the Jews’ economic utility entirely, 
he had shifted the emphasis to those spheres that his predecessors most 
categorically renounced: Jews’ military and civic benefit to the independss
ent commonwealth. In so doing, he had also employed the Jews and their 
constitution as a means to invigorate the timeless spirit of republican 
traditions by freeing it from the hoary letter of ancient english law. Yet 
if Toland had challenged some of the presuppositions of his civic repubss
lican inheritance, he had not entirely transcended them. Historians must 
therefore be careful not to confuse a Whig with a whiggish interpretation 
of Toland and the Jews. As we have seen, Toland still operated within the 
framework of the millenarian and antiquarian, however idiosyncratically. 
It was this that separated him decisively from the Jewish emancipation 
debates to come. Those debates would focus on the question of the Jew’s 
individual corrigibility, theoretically freed from all historic and corporate 
associations.103 despite distinct echoes of some of Toland’s arguments 

 102 Though he rejects the term “philosSemitism,” Matar provides a generally exss
cellent analysis of english millenarian protosZionism. See Matar, “The Idea of the 
Restoration,” pp. 23–36.
 103 I do not mean to suggest that the views of dohm, Gregoire, clermontsTonnerre 
and others associated with the later drive for Jewish emancipation were entirely free of 
“millenarian” or biblicist political notions. After all, the demand for the Jews’ regénératt
tion seems to suggest the kind of restoration Toland had in mind. But regénération was 
conceived of as a liberation of nature from history and was applied not just to the Jews 
but to French society as a whole. At any rate, the question of the Jews’ capacity for alless
giance and service to the state was what overwhelmingly concerned the participants in 
the emancipation debates. In this light, Judaism as a religious and political regime was 
viewed as a key obstacle. Though Jews were not asked to renounce their creed, which 
would have been a violation of Article 10 of the declaration of the Rights of Man and of 
the citizen, it was expected that the political component of their religion be negated. 
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within the later emancipation pleas, the new emphasis would be on the 
Jews’ claims to citizenship in spite of, rather than because of, their alss
legiance to a Mosaic constitution. of course, the implications of this 
fact transcend the Jewish question itself. For scholars who view political 
Hebraism as instrumental to the emergence of the modern liberal state, 
the case of Toland will therefore both inspire and confound. 
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