[bookmark: _GoBack]Two Cconflicting  (?) Vviews ofn King João II'sthe Aabsolutist Ccoup of King João II in the early 1480s	Comment by Author: Given your analysis, they are not really conflicting. 
Also, consider deleting “in the early 1480s”. Perhaps write instead: of King Joao II’s 1481 Absolutist Coup.


Isaac Abravanel completed his’s Ccommentary on DeutorenomyDeuteronomy was completed in 1496 oin the island of Corfu in 1496, in the aftermath of both the 1492 expulsion of the Jews from Spain and the 1495 French foray of the Frenchdescent into the Kingdom of Naples. Abravanel’s complete commentary relied on an earlier partial version of the work, which Abravanel had written twenty or thirty years earlier in Portugal and which Abravanelhe miraculously rediscoveredfound again in Corfu in the hands of another Sephardic exile. In Abravanel’s Ccommentary on Deuteronomy includes an, one can read an emphaticimpressive antimonarchical discussion revolving aroundon verses Deut 17:14–-20 in the book that address, related to the appointment of a King and other and related injunctionscommandments. This comprehensivelong  discussion was based on an earlier antimonarchical text Abravanel had writtenwritten in Castille fromin the years 1483 through- 1484 (Commentary on 1 Sam 8). More than a mere copy and paste of thisan earlier Iberian text, of his, one finds in Abravanel’s later ccommentary on Deuteronomy 17 , and this is the topic of my lecture today, is actually a compellingan interesting echo of a great political debate and transformationchange which unfoldedoccurred at the Portuguese Royal Cortes, or assembly,  of 1481 through- 1482, which is the topic of my lecture today. At thisese famous Cortes in Evora, King João II of Portugal, also known as King John II, canceled the traditional oath of the new mMonarch beforein front of  the Cortes as part of the ceremony of his accession to power, and, instead, curtailed the powers of the aristocracy, demanding greater subservience of the nobles to his royal power. This bold act became part of his legendary persona and profile as a new Renaissance Principe perfeito —the Perfect Prince.	Comment by Author: I don’t know the context of this piece – should Abravanel be identified as renowned (towering?) Portuguese Jewish philosopher and statesman?	Comment by Author: Do you perhaps mean emphatic?	Comment by Author: Is it Castille or Castile? It is not consistent in the text.

Abravanel’s commentary on Deuteronomy 17, completed four years after João II’s radical consolidation of power explains in great detailat length  the political and theological reasons why afor which monarchy is an evil and dangerous regime for Israel as well as for the Gentiles. Abravanel The author closes this long discussion by askingraising the question whether the people have the right to “rebel against the King and to remove him from Kingship since the King is an enemy that mocks the Lord and harms his own soul.”[footnoteRef:1] Astonishingly, Abravanel’s answers in the is negative: “the people, in the ceremony of coronation, makes a covenant with the King to obey his orders and commandments. And this covenant and this oath are unconditional.”[footnoteRef:2] Surely, thisSuch an answer seems at odds with thehis entire antimonarchical thrust ofargumentation of the commentary. Indeed, Abravanel’s response in some ways echoes the position of the new king , yet it reminds in its broad contours the argument of King at the Cortes of 1481. This ostensibleapparent contradiction between Abravanel’s arguments against monarchism in his commentary and his apparent unambiguous support of allegiance to the monarch makes renders Abravanel’s  puzzlingastonishing conclusionfinale  all the more bafflingpuzzling. [1:  האמנם בהיות המלך רע ובעליל, צריך לחקור האם ראוי לעמו שימרדו בו ויסירוהו מהמלוכה, כיון שהוא אויב חרף ה' וחומס נפשו.]  [2:  שהעם בהמליכם מלך כורתים לו ברית לשמור ולעשות דברו ומצותו. והברית והשבועה הזאת איננה בתנאי, כי אם אמנה מוחלטת.] 

More Abravanel clearly recognized this dissonance, recounting an intriguing autobiographical experience  beforebefore proceeding to the defense of defend his counter-intuitive position:, Abravanels adds an interesting autobiographical side remark.

The Christian scholars explored and discussed abundantly this question and concluded that the people have the right to rebel against the king, following the example of the tribes of Israel and King Rehoboam. And I spoke on the matter in font of Kings together with their Christian scholars and I proved that it is not legitimate to rebel.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  חכמי הנצרים חקרו ונשאו ונתנו בדרוש הזה, וגזרו אומר שהוא ראוי לעם לעשותו, כמו שכשו השבטים לרחבעם (מלכים א יב). ואני דברתי בדרוש הזה לפני מלכים עם חכמיהם, והוכחתי שאינו מהראוי. שאין יכולת לעם מרוד במלכם ולהסיר ממשלתו ומלכותו, אף שירשיע על כל דבר פשע.] 


Abravanel frames this conservative position in sharp contrast with Christian positions he had heard or read and refuted. In this paper, I would like to shed some light oin the debate between Abravanel and the mentioned Christian scholars he referenced overconcerning the unconditional oath of the people to the King and the question of the right to rebel against the monarch.	Comment by Author: Since this is a lecture, consider writing “Today,” rather than in this paper.

The archives of the Kingdom of Portugal holdcontain a numberseries of documents on Abravanel and his Christian patrons, which tell a different story different than that found the one of Abravanel in Abravanel’shis Commentary on Deuteronomy. In fact,Indeed after igniting a conflict within the wake of the conflict between the new King João II and the nobility started at the Cortes of 1481–-1482, the new KingDom João II turned his attention to Isaac Abravanel, who had close ties with the prominent noble families of Bragança and Viseu, the leading foes of the king’s new policy.who were the main foes of the new policy of the King João II. On May 30, 1483, the day after Dom Fernando of Bragança was apprehended, and eventually to be executed, the king dispatched a messenger to arrest Abravanel as well. A verdict of death, issued in absentia, against Abravanel in 1485 describes the failed attempt to arrest Don Isaac and his flight to Castille, where he had penned – the place where he wrote his first known antimonarchical text,  (which had served as a frameworkbackground for the complete Commentary on Deuteronomy 17). In the verdict, , the judge explained the role played by Abravanel in his patrons’ alleged plot against the new king:

And since the criminal [Isaac Abravanel] was a great servant (muito grande servidor) and friend to Dom Fernando [the Duke of Bragança], Dom Joham [the Marquis de Montemor], and the entire house of Bragança, and since he was very rich, with many properties, and a man both exceedingly intelligent and industrious, and since he had the money that the conspirators needed to carry out their evil deeds and treasonous acts—they shared their conspiracy and treason with him…. . . . And they ordered him to inform them if he planned to attend the Royal Court and to write to them about what was said about and planned against [the conspirators]. The criminal [Isaac Abravanel] accepted the task.

Thus, the judge concluded thatAccording to the verdict, Abravanel had served as an accomplice and a spy for the noble rebels. It is difficult to ascertain the truth. Was Abravanel’s claim the truth behind either the autobiographical claim of Abravanel (that he rejected the right of the people to rebel in a discussion with Christian scholars in front of  the “ Kings” genuine, or did the court accurately find that Abravanel had become part of the opposition to the monarch?) or the narrative of the verdict. While we may never know the answer, there is no doubt that Yet, Abravanel was, without any doubt,  very much aware of the intellectual and political discord that arose between the camp of King João II and the Bragança clan at the Cortes of 1481–1482 revolving around changes Dom João II made – a dispute which revolved around the reform of to the oaths to be made by the three estates—the clergy, the nobles and the peasantry— to the King, and  especially the nobility’s oath of fealty to the crownmade by nobility. At the Cortes convened in 1481 and 1482, Dom João II made changes to the nobility’s oath of fealty to the crown. The previous version of the oath distinguishedmade the distinction between the properties received as gifts from the king—which in principle remained under the crown’s ownership—and the nobles’ inherited family lands, for over which they had traditionally enjoyed full ownership and protected rights. Dom João II imposed a new oath on his subjects that asserted the king’s supreme ownership of all the kingdom’s properties, gifts and family lands alike. On the first day of the Cortes, Dom Fernando, the Duke of Bragança, kneltgot down on his knees before the new king and took  the new oath on behalf of the entire nobility. 

At the same gathering, the king notablypointedly made no oaths himself of his own to the three estates, therebyus  asserting the unconditional preeminence of royal power. This new affirmation of near absolute royal power was undoubtedly a reactiondirected against the former policiesy of his father, King Affonso V, whowhich had used, indeed,  and abused of the strategy of awarding lawns or gifts to the nobility in order to secure his power and reign. Determined to put an end to the policies of his father, King João II wanted to put an end to the policy of his father. And to make things clear, he sent the Doctor the jurist Vasco Fernandez de Lucena to open the Cortes with a long and eloquentwell written speech abouton  the oath to be made to the King. The center of this oration was  in which the central part was devoted primarily to the question of whether the King also had an obligation has also to make an oath to the three estates at the Cortes.	Comment by Author: Do you mean lands here? I cannot find a meaning of lawns that is appropriate here.

The question then arises as to whetherDoes Abravanel’sthe earlier autobiographical testimony of Abravanel concerning his discussions with “Christian scholars” refers to an actual or imaginary debate with Vasco Fernandez de Lucena and other Christian scholars. Did Abravanel defend defending  the King’s policy or did he support the right to rebel of the humiliated nobles to rebel? It is very difficult make any conclusive determinationto ascertain anything abouton this matter. What is certainbeyond doubt is that both the Abravanels and the Lucenas were families of Jewish background (the Lucenas were conversos) who had migrated from Andalucía to Portugal in the first half of the 15th century and who came to playplayed an important roles at the court. Abravanel’s and his family became rapidly became financiers of the noble Bragança clan, whereas the Lucenas family became a prominent family of translators, ambassadors, and orators who served in Portugal and Bourgogne (especially when Isabel of Portugal was the Dduchess of Bourgogne and wife of Duke Philip the Good).

In the context of this background, I would now like time remaining to me, I would like to confront to compare Lucena’s speech in defense of defending João II’s new oath policy with Abravanel’s rejection of the right to rebel against an evil king, with the goal of showing how each of these. I hope to prove that these two texts can help elucidate the other.shed light on each other.

The text of Lucena has reached us in an incomplete defected version. Still,Yet, it is possible to reconstruct its main themesline.
1. The orator begins comparing the participants in the Cortes to the ancient subjects of the “Kingdom of Persia, who, whenever they had to visit their King, brought with [all sorts of] gifts as a way to declare their will, love and attachment [to] their […] King.” Developing the comparison, Lucena concludes: “as you imitates the ancient subjects of Persia, bringing services and gifts to their King, […] you are coming here to give homage to the King and obey him in all things as you should and are obliged to by law…”	Comment by Author: Perhaps emulate rather than imitate?

2. In the next exposition second development in the speech, Lucena sets forthlists different historical forms of obedience to different types of authority, concluding: “if subjects are obliged by law to obey their judges and magistrates […], all the more are we obliged to obey our King…” Referring toUsing Paul’s epistle to the Romans 13:1, “Let everyone be subject to the governing authorities, for there is no authority except that which God has established. The authorities that exist have been established by God.,” Lucena defines obedience as an intrinsic and non-reciprocal value, stating event that “our savior [Jesus], in order to redeem us, made himself obedient until death…”


3. In histhe third line of argumentdevelopment, Lucena transformsdeploys his non-reciprocal concept of non-reciprocal obedience into a full-fledged political affirmationnotion: “All the things that the vassal promises to his Lord in the allegiance, the Lord also has to promise them to his vassal. Yet there is a difference between the two: the vassal must promise under oath whereas the Lord promises to his vassal without submitting himself to the oath, since the obligation of the vassal to his Lord is greater to the one of the Lord to his vassal, because the obedience of the vassal to his Lord is ex debita fidelitate.” TMore in order to avoid the dangerous retaliationreciprocation of a Lord who would reject an oath and return itgive back an oath  to this vassal, and especially the hypothetical situation in which he would not respect his oath, and therefore be “no less a traitor vis-à-vis his vassal than a perjurer to God,” Lucena, like his fellow jurist Baldus, reaches the following conclusion: that,  following Jurist Baldus, “the prince does not give an oath nor can be a traitor to his vassal. A King cannot therefore be deprived of his Kingdom, because of his perjure, neither an Emperor from his Empire.”	Comment by Author: Does this correctly reflect your meaning?	Comment by Author: 	Comment by Author: The words he and his are not clear here – do you mean by he the vassal, who would not respect his own oath? Or do you mean the Lord would not respect the vassal’s oath? Or the prince? Please clarify.

These three themes build up todevelopments delineate a polemicalargumentative crescendo, whereinaccording to which Lucena transforms the duty included in the oath from a relational and reciprocal obligation between two persons into an obligation of all the subjects to their King arising fromdue to the sovereign’s his inherent transcendence and superiority overabove the three eEstates. Lucena’s justification forof João II’s abolition of the oath of the King beforein front of the Cortes transmutedtransformed  the reciprocal feudal oath of reciprocal relations into a unilateral transference of fidelity and obedience to a transcendent King, indebted of his position only to God and the State for his position.

Now examiningIf we now look at the Abravanel’s line of argumentation at the end of his antimonarchical commentary on Deuteronomyof Deut 17, we may find in the three reasonsarguments he advances for denyingagainst the right of the people to remove an evil kKing interesting similarities with points raised in Lucena’s orationspeech. Abravanel writes that:	Comment by Author: From where is this quotation? Or does this change accurately reflect your meaning?

“First, Abravanel writes, the people, in the ceremony of coronation, makes a covenant with the King to obey his orders and commandments. And this covenant and this oath is unconditional, the contract is there absolute. Therefore, the rebel deserves death, according to Sanhedrin 49a, the King being just or an evil doer. The people areis in no position to judge whether the justice or evilness of the King. In Joshua 1:18, it is said: “Whoever rebels against your word […] will be put to death.” In this sense, following their oath and convent that the people established with to the King, they are obliged and committed to his honor and majesty, since they have not the power to rebel against and harm the king.”[footnoteRef:4]	Comment by Author: Is this deletion correct? [4:  אחת. שהעם בהמליכם מלך כורתים לו ברית לשמור ולעשות דברו ומצותו. והברית והשבועה הזאת איננה בתנאי, כי אם אמנה מוחלטת. ולכן היה המורד במלך חייב מיתה (סנהדרין מט א) בין שיהיה המלך צדיק או שיהיה רשע. כי אין העם ממה שיבחין צדקתו או רשעתו. ולזה אמר יתעלה ליהושע (יהושע א יח): "כל איש אשר ימרה את פיך... יומת". ומזה הצד, מהשבועה והברית שהעם כורתים למלכים, הם מוייבים למלכים, הם מחוייבים בכבודו, ואין בהם יכולת ליסרו ולא למרוד בו.] 


In this first rationaleargument, the unilaterality of the oath and the convenentcovenant of the people with the King are the essence ofmake theits unconditional nature of the relationship between the King and the nationnality. It is in no way a reciprocal contract with a civil person who can be judged asconsidered just or evil (and therefore cancelled), but an unconditional obligation to the majesty of Kingship, a majesty which obliges absolutely, as is made clear with the wordsquotation fromof Joshua 1:18. Joshua, although being inferior to Moses, was invested with the majesty of divine commandments and therefore enjoyed absolute commanded absolutely  over all tribes.

“The second argument is that the King is on earth what God is in the universe. Therefore, he is endowed with the absolute power to administer justice, even beyond and against the Law for the needs of the hour. He may suspend the rule of Law in the way God may suspend for a moment and for a special purpose the rule of nature and perform alone great miracles. Therefore the king is unique in his Kingdom as God, may he be blessed, is in his universe. Therefore, our sages, blessed be they, said (Berakhot, 58a): “He who sees the kings of the nations says: blessed is he who has given from his majesty to flesh and blood” and he who sees the kings of Israel, says: “Blessed is he who has divided his has given from his majesty to those who fear him.” And since they say “‘majesty”’ they acknowledge that the Kings of the Gentiles, and all the more so the Kings of Israel, bear some of God’s majesty, blessed be He, in a metaphorical sense.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  הטענה השנייה היא כי המלך בארץ הוא במקום הקדוש ברוך הוא בעולם. ולכן היה מסור אליו היכולת המוחלט להעניש, גם שלא כדין צורך השעה, ולבטל הנמוס הכללי, כמו שהם יתעלה לצורך השעה מבטל הטבע ועושה נפלאות גדולות לבדו. לכן היה יחיד במלכות כיחוד הקדוש בורך הוא בעולמו. ומפני זה אמרו רבותינו (ברכות נח א): הרואה מלכי אומות העולם אומר: ברוך שחלק מכבודו הודו שמלכי האדמה וכל שכן מלכי ישראל יש אתם מכבוד השם יתעלה מעלתו, על דרך הדמוי וההעברה. ולכן אין ראוי להמון העם שישלחו יד במלכם להסירו ממלוכה, כי היה זה רב ידו לא כשולח ידו בכבוד אלהים. וכבר העיר על הז דוד המלך עליו השלום, שעם שהיה משוח מלחמה לא רצה לשוח ידו בשמואל, להיותו מלך ישראל. ואמר: " כי מי שלח ידו במשיח י"י ונקה" (שמואל א כו, ט).] 


Thise second argument makes clear that the royal majesty to which the people is absolutely committed and obliged does not restis not dependent on earlierformer social and legal regulations inherited from the past, but is transcendent and free from them, in the manner of God the creator who can suspend the rules of nature. This transcendence of a King’s power with regard tovis-à-vis former social agreements was at the heart of King João II’s new oath policy and his refusalrefuse to make a public oath in which he would limiting his power according to a set of inherited norms and privileges. And here, Abravanel essentially offers a perfect explanation ofexplains here perfectly the new ideology that stood behind King João II’sthe absolutist positioning of King João II. The majesty of the King is in its transcendentce;, it does not result from a reciprocal convenentcovenant or exchange, but from the theological-political relationshippositioning of the divine and the human sSovereign.

“The third argument concerns only Israel. Indeed, Israel has not authority to crown and chose their King, [but only God], therefore it does not possess the right to remove him from power. Since the choice of the King is not in the hands of the people of Israel, but in the hands of God, as is said in Deut 17: 15 (be sure to appoint over you a king the LORD your God chooses), therefore it is not right that those who did not gave the King his Kingship, could remove him, it is the Lord, blessed be He, who [deposes] and raises up Kings.”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  והטענה השלישית מיוחדת לישראל והיא כי מי שאין בידו יכלת להמליך לבחור מלך, אין ראוי שיהיה בידו להסירו ממלוכה. ובהיות שבחירת המלך אינה ביד העם כי אם ביד השם יתעלה, כמו שנאמר:  "שם תשים עליך מלך אשר יבחר י"י אלהיך בו", לכן לא היה ראוי שהם שלא נתו לו המלוכה יסורוה ממנו, כי אם השם יתעלה שהוא מהקים מלכין (דניאל ב כא).] 


The apparent tension between Abravanel’s well-knownthe famous antimonarchical views of Abravanel and this defense of the absolute right of the King can be easily resolved by understandingthe fact that for Abravanel, the demand by the elders in 1 Samuel 8 forof a mMonarch by the elders in 1 Samuel 8 representedwas  a terrible sin; and therefore the absolute right of the King must be understood not as a part of God’s majesty, as previously argued, but, in the context of Jewish history, as a divine punishment. This is made clear in the final lines of this passage from Abravanel’s Commentary:

Even when the King will be a man of strife and contention to the whole earth and a criminal from birth, and the people will cry out to the Lord, He will answer: “you will cry out for relief from the king you have chosen, but the LORD will not answer you in that day.” It is obvious that God did not give the right to rebel against a King and to remove him from power, even being he extremely evil. And for all they will cry out to the Lord, “the Most High rules in the kingdom of men, and gives it to whomever He chooses.”[footnoteRef:7] [7:  לכן תמצא שאמר שמואל הנביא לישראל כי בהיות המלך איש ריב ואיש מדון לכל הארץ ופושע מבטן, יצעקו אל השם יתעלה, והוא אמרו (שמואל א ח יח): וזערתם ביום ההוא מלפני מלככם אשר בחרתם לכם ולא יענה י"י אתכם ביום ההוא". הנה לא נתן להם השם רשות למרוד בו להסירו ממלוכה, עם היותו בגבול הרשעה. כי אם שיצעקו אל ה' "די שליט עלאה במלכות אנשא למאן די יצבא יתנינה" (דניאל ד יד).] 


In conclusion, I would like to stressmake clear the similarities and difference between the views of the two Portuguese cCourtier,s the converso Vasco de Lucena, and the scholars of Jewish AndulciaAndalusiann origins, the converso Vasco de Lucena and the Jew Isaac Abravanel, as they are expressed in Lucena’s inaugural orationspeech at the 1481 Cortes and in Abravanel’s 1496 ccommentary on Deuteronomy 17. Both of them articulated in their text a theory justifying a new transcendence of rRoyal power over the estates of the Kingdom and the overriding of previousformer social and political norms. For Lucena, this theory actually had some republican implications, in the sense that this new affirmation of King João II’s power over the high nobility implied a certain equalization of theall conditions of all the subjects or estates before the King. For Abravanel, the same theory (and, even more so, its dire consequences foron his life) ledbrought him to write two famous antimonarchic texts in 1483 and 1496 in which he defended Roman and Italian republics as well as the Biblical theocracy of the Judges against the mMonarchy. He also notably criticized, and especially against the new transcendence claimed by King João II. Lucena, in his’s service for King João II, brought him to elaborated a defense of the radical asymmetry between the King and his subjects. In appreciation of this service, King João II, satisfied often appointed Lucena hismade him often his ambassador. 	Comment by Author: Do these changes correctly reflect your meaning?

Perhaps because of his Abravanel’s close associations with the clan of the high nobility, Abravanel ultimately came tobrought him to oppose to this new conception of the transcendence of the King, instead supporting a republican and theocratic notion of the transcendence of the Law. But as a leader of the Jewish community, Jewish leader defeated first in Portugal and later exiled from Castile to where he had fled, Abravanel he ultimately chose finally to integrate this newly articulated association of God’s absolute sovereignty with the King’s sovereignty in his theological notion of Kingship as a divine punishment.	Comment by Author: Do you mean Castile or Castille? Should this be consistent?	Comment by Author: Consider adding a concluding sentence about the ambiguity inherent in both Lucena and Abravanel’s positions, and about how each, especially Abravanel, resolved these tensions.

