NOTES TO INTRODUCTION 1

EXTENDED NOTES FOR TOWARD DEMOCRACY

Note to Readers

The following notes, prepared with the help of Abigail Modaff of Harvard University, contain
fuller documentation for James T. Kloppenberg, Toward Democracy: The Struggle for Self-Rule
in European and American Thought, published by Oxford University Press in June, 2016. Page
references within these notes refer to the print version of the book. As is indicated on p. 711 of
that edition, many of the notes in this document contain a greater range of references and
commentary than are available in the book. Readers will, however, find that a few of the notes
that are followed by an asterisk in the print version do not differ from the notes in this document;
those asterisks will be removed, and typographical errors corrected, in later printings of Toward

Democracy.

Introduction

1. See the UNESCO report edited by Richard McKeon, Democracy in a World of Tensions
(Chicago, 1951), 522. Influential assessments of the universality of democracy at the turn
of the twenty-first century include Amartya Sen, “Democracy as a Universal Value,”
Journal of Democracy 10 (1999): 3-17; and the widely circulated report by Freedom
House, Democracy’s Century: A Survey of Political Change in the Twentieth Century
(New York, 1999), which reported that the number of democratic nations had
mushroomed from a mere handful in 1900 to over 60 percent by the end of the century.
Although those nations contained less than 40 percent of the world’s population, the

report confidently predicted that the further expansion of democracy, now praised if not
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yet practiced everywhere, was only a matter of time. In Sen’s formulation, the intrinsic,
instrumental, and constructive value of democracy transcends cultural differences, which
renders it the standard worldwide.

2. The revolution in historical scholarship in the 1960s was actually a return to an earlier
historical practice, as Ellen Fitzpatrick made clear in History’s Memory: Writing
America’s Past, 1880-1980 (Cambridge, MA, 2002). For illustrations of the ways in
which social history has transformed historical scholarship, see Eric Foner and Lisa
McGirr, eds., American History Now (Philadelphia, 2011); and for the developments in
social theory that have returned social historians’ interest to questions of meaning and
value, see William H. Sewell, Jr., Logics of History: Social Theory and Social
Transformation (Chicago, 2005).

3. Whenever possible | have cited widely available editions of these thinkers” writings. For
American writers, | have usually cited volumes in the series published by the Library of
America. When those editions are unavailable, | have usually cited standard scholarly
editions of writers’ complete works. When | quote from texts with multiple English
translations, such as the writings of Montaigne, Rousseau, and Tocqueville, the notes
indicate the rendering that | prefer. Readers should note that | have sometimes slightly
altered translations when 1 think different word choices more accurately convey the
author’s meaning.

4. See Joel lIsaac, James T. Kloppenberg, Michael O’Brien, and Jennifer Ratner-
Rosenhagen, eds., The Worlds of American Intellectual History (New York, 2016).

5. The same features of contemporary scholarship that make this book necessary have made

it difficult to write. There is simply too much to know. Scholarship is proliferating too
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fast for anyone to keep up, and the waves of resources becoming available electronically
mean that the materials available to anyone connected to the internet will soon be almost
unlimited. Of course, earlier scholars felt that they faced a similar challenge, but the scale
of the problem has grown in the twenty-first century with the digitization of texts. That is
why we need books of the sort that professional historians are understandably reluctant to
write, books that encompass multiple cultures and multiple centuries. This awareness too
is hardly new. In 1867 John Stuart Mill, one of the central figures in this study, said in an
address at the University of St. Andrews that “every department of knowledge” has
become “so laden with details” that anyone “who endeavors to know it with minute
accuracy” is forced to “confine himself to a smaller and smaller portion of the whole
extent.” Things had gotten even worse by 1918, when Max Weber observed that
scholarship “has entered a stage of specialization unknown in the past” and predicted that
it will “remain forever so.” If Mill and Weber were right a century and a century and a
half ago, the situation has become even more serious now. John Stuart Mill, “Inaugural
Address at the University of St. Andrews,” in Mill, Essays on Literature and Society, ed.
Jerome B. Schneewind (New York, 1965), 361. Max Weber, “Science as a Vocation,”
originally delivered as a lecture at the University of Munich in 1918, is reprinted in Max
Weber, Gesammelte Aufsatze zur Soziologie und Sozialpolitik (TUbingen, 1958); the
essay is most easily accessible to English readers in From Max Weber: Essays in
Sociology, ed. and trans. C. Wright Mills and Hans Gerth (New York, 1946), 129-56. See
also Daniel Lord Smail, “History and the Telescoping of Time: A Disciplinary Forum,”
French Historical Studies 34, no. 1 (2011): 1-5. Smail observes that historians in the

twenty-first century, as a result of the “inflationary spiral of research overproduction,” are
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in danger of being confined to the study of smaller and smaller topics because of the
demands of expertise. That pressure also militates against trying to connect the past to the
present, a danger threatening all historians concerned with the relation between the topics
they study and their own day. See also Jo Guldi and David Armitage, The History
Manifesto (Cambridge, 2014); and Brad Gregory, The Unintended Reformation: How a
Religious Revolution Secularized Society (Cambridge, MA, 2012). For the ways in which
earlier generations of scholars coped with their version of this problem, see Ann Blair,
Too Much to Know: Managing Scholarly Information before the Modern Age (New
Haven, 2010).

6. See for example these excellent recent studies: Bernard Manin, The Principles of
Representative Government (Cambridge, 1997); Pierre Rosanvallon, La démocratié
inachevée: histoire de la sourveraineté du peuple en France (Paris, 2000); John Dunn,
Democracy: A History (New York, 2005); Nadia Urbinati, Representative Democracy:
Principles and Genealogy (Chicago, 2006); Pierre Rosanvallon, Democratic Legitimacy:
Impartiality, Reflexivity, Proximity, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (Princeton, 2011); and
Alan Ryan, On Politics: A History of Political Thought from Herodotus to the Present
(New York, 2012). On the differences between such scholarship and the discipline of
intellectual history, see James T. Kloppenberg, “A Well-Tempered Liberalism: Modern
Intellectual History and Political Theory,” Modern Intellectual History 10 (2013): 655-
82; and for the method of historical analysis practiced in this book, James T.
Kloppenberg, “Thinking Historically: A Manifesto of Pragmatic Hermeneutics,” Modern

Intellectual History 9 (2012): 201-16.
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10.

On this point see lan Hampshire Monk, “The Historical Study of ‘Democracy,’” in
Democratic Theory and Practice, ed. Gram Duncan (Cambridge, 1983), 25-36; and
George Reid Andrews and Herrick Chapman, eds., The Social Construction of
Democracy, 1870-1990 (New York, 1995), 1-30. Recent studies surveying the rise of
democracy over the long term include John Markoff, “Where and When was Democracy
Invented?”, Comparative Studies in Society and History 41 (1999): 660-90; John Dunn,
Democracy: A History (New York, 2005); Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, 2007);
and John Keane, The Life and Death of Democracy (New York, 2009).

Thomas Jefferson to Charles Jarvis, September 28, 1820, in The Works of Thomas
Jefferson, ed. Paul L. Ford, 12 vols. (New York, 1905), 12:161-64.

The distinction between positive and negative freedom is attributable to the influential
essay by Isaiah Berlin, “Two Concepts of Liberty,” originally delivered as a lecture at the
University of Oxford in 1958 and included in Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty (Oxford,
1969), 118-72. On autonomy see Richard Lindley, Autonomy (London, 1986); Lawrence
Haworth, Autonomy: An Essay in Philosophical Psychology and Ethics (New Haven,
1986); Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity
(Cambridge, MA, 1989); Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom (Oxford, 1986); and Stein
Ringen, What Democracy Is For: On Freedom and Moral Government (Princeton, 2007).
Finding ways to bridge that gap has been a major objective for champions of democracy
precisely because both the ideal of deliberation and the awareness that language is
slippery have always played a central role in democratic discourse. Recent additions to
the voluminous literature on deliberative democracy include Jane Mansbridge et al., “The

Place of Self-Interest and the Role of Power in Deliberative Democracy,” Journal of
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11.

12.

Political Philosophy 18, no. 1 (March 2010): 64-100; and Charles Girard, “La
démocratie doit-elle étre délibérative?” Archives de Philosophie 74 (2011-12): 223-40.
The vocabularies of contemporary Anglo-American philosophy, behaviorist social
science, and evolutionary psychology have made it difficult for us to understand the
meanings that our ancestors imputed to words such as autonomy and equality, liberty and
justice. Many scholars since the late twentieth century have assumed that such concepts,
as well as notions of ethical duty and salvation, are smokescreens obscuring the real
motive of all human actions: self-interest. That assumption has led to the increasingly
cynical unmasking of all claims to virtue, and it has prevented us from understanding or
taking seriously the very different cultures that preceded our own. Historians need to
recover the richness and complexity of eras incomprehensible in terms of our own
flattened cultural lexicon, a world in which individuals took seriously not only their own
personal aspirations but also the obligations that bound them to other people and, perhaps
most importantly, to their God. See, for example, Carles Boix, Democracy and
Redistribution (Cambridge, 2003); and Daron Acemoglu and James C. Robinson,
Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Cambridge, 2006). For a fine
overview of social scientists’ attempts to discover universal laws governing
democratization, which ranges from the pioneering work of Barrington Moore and
Charles Tilly to more recent efforts, see Daniel Ziblatt, “How Did Europe Democratize?”
World Politics 58 (January 2006): 311-38.

Our own standard analytical distinctions are unhelpful: the concept of a unitary liberal
tradition in America is too flat and too static; the concept of statist traditions in Europe is

similarly unnuanced. Likewise, concerns with individual rights on the one hand and
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social justice on the other, often counterposed as American and European obsessions
respectively, are simplifications that distort historical reality. On both sides of the
Atlantic such concepts were seldom considered mutually exclusive or incommensurable,
but instead were seen as inextricably linked. See James T. Kloppenberg, “Requiescat in
Pacem: The Liberal Tradition of Louis Hartz,” in The American Liberal Tradition
Reconsidered: The Contested Legacy of Louis Hartz, ed. Mark Hulliung (Lawrence, KS,
2010), 90-124.

In addition to avoiding familiar scholarly categories, this analysis rejects the assumptions
beneath the Whig and the anti-Whig views common in much contemporary historical
writing. The Whig interpretation of history treats change as a progressive process
culminating in our current success. By contrast, | see the history of democracy less as a
story of triumph or progress toward a definite telos than as a story of struggles with
persistent obstacles, a story of some successes along with repeated failures. A hundred
years ago—and more than a century after the American and French Revolutions—fewer
than a third of the populations of the United States, Great Britain, France, and Germany
could vote for their representatives in national legislatures. Women in these nations did
not earn the vote until after World War I. Blacks and foreign workers in the North
Atlantic world were routinely denied the privileges of citizenship until very recently.
Even winning the formal right to participate in public life has rarely given socially
disadvantaged groups effective leverage. Although the principle of popular sovereignty
and practices of democratic government were formally established in the United States
and much of Western Europe by the end of the nineteenth century, the struggle to realize

the ideals of autonomy and equality continues today. Yet the opposite of Whiggish
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14.

15.

16.

smugness about progress is no better. Anti-Whig perspectives descending from Marx,
Freud, Foucault, or Jeremiah can only offer visions of stasis, or of devolution from
historical or imagined Edenic conditions located in primitive, pre-industrial, or otherwise
non-modern-western utopias, that likewise skew our understanding.

One of the merits of recent poststructuralist criticism is the emphasis placed on the
unstable meanings and the strategic significance of language and the often surprising
twists texts take as they are disseminated to readers in multiple forms. But those insights
can be carried too far: the awareness of instability need not make historical interpretation
impossible, nor must it culminate in the cynical belief that ulterior motives render all
statements of principle suspect and make “unmasking” our paramount objective. See
Kloppenberg, “Thinking Historically: A Manifesto of Pragmatic Hermeneutics”; and
James T. Kloppenberg, “Objectivity and Historicism: A Century of American Historical
Writing,” American Historical Review 94 (1989): 1011-30.

Historians should be increasingly self—conscious about our own unexamined assumptions
and subject them to critical scrutiny, and we should be cautious about imputing our own
values to the historical process itself. See James T. Kloppenberg, “The Canvas and the
Color: Tocqueville’s “Philosophical History’ and Why It Matters Now,” Modern
Intellectual History 3 (2006): 495-521; Giovanni Capoccia and Daniel Ziblatt, “The
Historical Turn in Democratization Studies,” Comparative Political Studies 43 (2010):
931-68; and Daniel Ziblatt, “How Did Europe Democratize?” World Politics 58 (2006):
311-38.

W. E. B. Du Bois, The Souls of Black Folk (1903), in Writings, ed. Nathan Huggins (New

York, 1986). For an astute analysis of the ways in which Du Bois drew upon and
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17.

18.

19.

transformed Hegel’s phenomenology, see Stephanie J. Shaw, W. E. B. Du Bois and “The
Souls of Black Folk™ (Chapel Hill, 2013); and on the issues of racial solidarity and
transracial civic trust, see Tommie Shelby, We Who Are Dark: The Philosophical
Foundations of Black Solidarity (Cambridge, MA, 2005); and Danielle S. Allen, Talking
to Strangers: Anxieties of Citizenship since “Brown v. Board of Education” (Chicago,
2004).

It is both ahistorical and inaccurate to assume that the power of religion has always been
arrayed against or with the power of the people. In the eighteenth century, perhaps only
the Anglo-American radical Thomas Paine and the French revolutionary Maximilien
Robespierre spoke with as much enthusiasm for democracy as did the future Pope Pius
VII, who preached in 1797 that democratic government is consistent with the message of
the Christian Gospel. See R. R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic Revolution: A
Political History of Europe and America, vol. 1, The Challenge (Princeton, 1959), 13-20.
See Charles Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA, 2007); Jurgen Habermas et al., An
Awareness of What Is Missing: Faith and Reason in a Post-secular Age (Cambridge,
2010); and Peter Gordon, “Religion within the Bounds of Democracy Alone: Habermas,
Rawls, and the Trans-Atlantic Debate over Public Reason,” in lIsaac, Kloppenberg,
O’Brien, and Ratner-Rosenhagen, The Worlds of American Intellectual History.

The traditions of democratic discourse examined in this book are among the most
complex and important parts of our cultural inheritance. Though I do not presume to offer
a definitive judgment of their significance, | hope my interpretation of them enlivens
discussion about the meanings of democracy and thereby helps to sharpen our

understanding, not only of how the present has developed from the past, but of what
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democracy should be in the future. Just as the ideals examined here emerged over time
from conflicts among those with different convictions and different objectives, so our
own ideals will continue to change in accordance with our own experience. If history
provides valuable evidence with which to inform our ethical and political deliberations in
an era marked by diversity and instability, as many contemporary philosophers contend,
then it will remain one of the most important resources for democratic cultures.
| share the view of contemporary philosophers and cultural critics that we can no
longer hope to find in reason or truth a bedrock on which to build a stable body of
knowledge. In the natural sciences as in the human sciences, everything we know is
provisional and subject to revision in light of new evidence. If all we have in the twenty-
first century are the traditions we have inherited, we should at least try our best to
understand them as well as we can. On this phenomenological approach to ideas, which
originated with thinkers such as Wilhelm Dilthey, Max Weber, William James, and John
Dewey, see James T. Kloppenberg, Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and
Progressivism in European and American Thought, 1870-1920 (New York, 1986); James
T. Kloppenberg, “Democracy and Disenchantment: From Weber and Dewey to Habermas
and Rorty,” in James T. Kloppenberg, The Virtues of Liberalism (New York, 1998), 82—
99; William H. Sewell, Jr., Logics of History: Social Theory and Social Transformation
(Chicago, 2005); Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and
Historical Difference, 2" ed. (2000; Princeton, 2008); Rogers M. Smith, “Ideas and the
Spiral of Politics: The Place of American Political Thought in American Political
Development,” American Political Thought 3 (Spring 2014): 126-36; and Samuel Moyn,

“Imaginary Intellectual History,” in Rethinking Modern European Intellectual History, ed.
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Darrin M. McMahon and Samuel Moyn (New York, 2014), 112-30. For variations on this
argument concerning the importance of history for ethics, which indicate its appeal to
thinkers of strikingly different persuasions, compare the following: Charles Taylor,
Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity (Cambridge, MA, 1989); Richard
Rorty, “On Ethnocentrism,” in Philosophical Papers, vol. 1, Objectivity, Relativism, and
Truth (Cambridge, 1991), 203-10; and Jeffrey Stout, Ethics After Babel: The Languages of

Morals and Their Discontents (Boston, 1988).
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Chapter 1

1. It was not uncommon, Montaigne observed, to see soldiers “hack and cut off other men’s
limbs” and “sharpen their wits for the invention of unusual tortures and new forms of
death” without any particular hatred or hope of gain. Instead innocent victims were
slaughtered “for the sole purpose of enjoying the pleasing spectacle afforded by the
pitiful gestures and motions, the lamentable groans and cries, of a man dying in anguish.”
Surely, Montaigne concluded, such behavior represented “the extreme limit to which
cruelty can attain.” Michel de Montaigne, “On Cruelty,” in Essays, trans. J. M. Cohen
(London, 1958), 186; also in Montaigne, The Complete Works, ed. and trans. Donald M.
Frame (New York, 1943), 383; hereafter cited as CW. On Montaigne see Felicity Green,
Montaigne and the Life of Freedom (Cambridge, 2012). The standard biography in
English is Donald M. Frame, Montaigne: A Biography (New York, 1965). See also David
Lewis Schaefer, The Political Philosophy of Montaigne (Ithaca, 1990); David Quint,
Montaigne and the Quality of Mercy: Ethical and Political Themes in the *“Essais™
(Princeton, 1998); and the still-rewarding essay by Ralph Waldo Emerson, “Montaigne;
or, the Skeptic,” in the series Representative Men, in Emerson, Essays and Lectures, ed.
Joel Porte (New York, 1983), 690-709.

2. Montaigne, “On Physiognomy,” in Essays, 339-43; CW, 988-92.

3. Montaigne, “By Diverse Means We Arrive at the Same End,” in CW, 3-6.

4. Because of Montaigne’s scandalous judgments, his books were confiscated by a papal
censor on a trip to Rome in 1581. Even though he was known to oppose Protestantism
and repeatedly urged obedience to Catholic authorities, Montaigne was forced to

apologize for his errors in an audience at the Vatican. A century after his medal was
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10.

struck, the Catholic Church finally placed his Essays on the index of banned books.
Schaefer, The Political Philosophy of Montaigne, 13n28.

After listing various exotic practices said to be common in the new world, Montaigne
concluded that there is evidently no behavior so strange “that custom has not planted and
established it by law in the regions where she saw fit to do so.” Montaigne, “Of
Cannibals,” in Essays, 105-19, and CW, 182-93; Montaigne, “Of Custom,” in CW, 93—
108.

In Montaigne’s words, “assertion and dogmatism are positive signs of stupidity.”
Montaigne, “On Experience,” in Essays, 352; CW, 999.

Montaigne, Essays, 355; CW, 1002. There is a fine discussion of this point in Schaefer,
The Political Philosophy of Montaigne, 115-50, although I disagree with the conclusions
he draws.

Montaigne, “On the Art of Conversation,” in Essays, 285-93; CW, 854-60.

I am indebted to the brilliant analysis of these themes in Quint, Montaigne and the
Quality of Mercy, 102-44; for Montaigne’s letter to Henry, see CW, 1332-4.

Many of Montaigne’s fellow aristocrats relished the turmoil of religious warfare. Chaos
afforded the opportunity to consolidate their power in their own domains, whatever their
size, at the expense of a weakened monarch. Many of them built walls to protect their
towns; some based their choice of religion on calculations of power rather than
conviction. Montaigne reasoned that submission motivated by fear—such as that shown
by the earlier Mayor of Bordeaux—indicated weakness, whereas freely chosen obedience
confirmed independence. As he put it when explaining his own response to the soldiers’

mutiny and the reasons why it succeeded, “to submit and entrust oneself to others is an
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

excellent way to win their heart and will.” But the submission must be done, Montaigne
insisted, “freely and without the constraints of any necessity,” and the situation must “be
such that we bring to it a pure and clean trust,” the outward sign of which would be “a
countenance free of any misgiving.” Montaigne, “By Diverse Means We Arrive at the
Same End,” in CW, 3-6.

Montaigne, “Apology for Raymond Sebond,” in CW, 436; cf. Quint, Montaigne and the
Quality of Mercy, 103.

Montaigne, “On the Art of Conversation,” in Essays, 301; CW, 867.

Montaigne, “On Physiognomy,” in Essays, 318, 322; CW, 971, 974.

Leviticus 19:18; see also Exodus 22:21; Jeffrey Wattles, The Golden Rule (New York,
1996); and Jacob Neusner and Bruce Chilton, eds., The Golden Rule: The Ethics of
Reciprocity in World Religions (London and New York, 2008).

Paul R. Mendes-Flor, Love, Accusative and Dative: Reflections on Leviticus 19:18, B. G.
Rudolph Lectures in Judaic Studies (Syracuse, 2007).

Herodotus, Histories, trans. Robin Waterfield (Oxford, 1998), 5.62-78; and see R. K.
Sinclair, Democracy and Participation in Athens (Cambridge, 1988), 11-18; and
Christian Meier, The Greek Discovery of Politics, trans. David McLintock (1970;
Cambridge, MA, 1990).

Aristotle, Politics 1273b, trans. T. A. Sinclair, rev. Trevor J. Saunders (New York, 1981).
On the importance of establishing a “middling” ideal in Athenian culture as a
precondition for the emergence of democracy, see lan Morris, “The Strong Principle of
Equality and the Archaic Origins of Greek Democracy,” in Demokratia: A Conversation

on Democracies, Ancient and Modern, ed. Josiah Ober and Charles Hedrick (Princeton,
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18.

19.

20.

1996), 19-48. On Solon’s role, cf. Robert W. Wallace, “Revolutions and a New Order in
Solonian Athens and Archaic Greece,” in Kurt A. Raaflaub, Josiah Ober, and Robert W.
Wallace, Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 2007), 49-82; Kurt Raaflaub, “Homer to Solon: The Rise of the Polis: The Written
Sources,” in The Ancient Greek City-State, ed. Mogens H. Hansen (Copenhagen, 1993),
41-105; and Meier, The Greek Discovery of Politics.

Josiah Ober, “The Original Meaning of ‘Democracy’: Capacity to Do Things, Not
Majority Rule,” Constellations 15 (2008): 3-9.

All scholars of Greek democracy rely on the pathbreaking work of J. W. Headlam,
Election by Lot at Athens, 2nd ed., rev. D. C. Macgregor (1891; Cambridge, 1933); and
Mogens H. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (Cambridge,
1991). Recent collections that provide insight into the swirling controversies concerning
Greek democracy include Ancient Greek Democracy, ed. Eric W. Robinson (Oxford,
2004); and Kurt A. Raaflaub, Josiah Ober, and Robert W. Wallace, Origins of
Democracy in Ancient Greece (Berkeley, 2007). For a wider view, see Eric W. Robinson,
Democracy beyond Athens: Popular Government in the Greek Classical Age
(Cambridge, 2011).

As was true of self-designated democracies from the ancient world through the end of the
nineteenth century, the exclusion of women and the presence of slaves seemed to male
Athenians so unproblematic as to be unremarkable. As a result, estimating their numbers
is impossible, but every Athenian citizen probably owned at least one slave. Athenians
took for granted both the legitimacy of imperial conquest and its fruits. Citizens were free

to participate in the assembly and the law courts only because of the income generated by
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21.

empire and the work rendered by women and slaves. Yet the conditions that made
popular government possible elicited no critical commentary from the men who
celebrated democracy. See Moses Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology
(London, 1980); Kurt A. Raaflaub, “Democracy, Oligarchy, and the Concept of the "Free
Citizen’ in Late Fifth-Century Athens,” Political Theory 11 (1983): 517-44; Robin
Osborne, “The Economics and Politics of Slavery at Athens,” in The Greek World, ed.
Anton Powell (London, 1995), 27-43; David Cohen, Law, Sexuality, and Society: The
Enforcement of Morals in Classical Athens (Cambridge, 1991); Roger Just, Women in
Athenian Law and Life (London, 1989); and Marilyn Katz, “Women and Democracy in
Ancient Greece,” in Contextualizing Classics: ldeology, Performance, Dialogue, ed.
Thomas M. Falker, Nancy Felson, and David Konstan (Lanham, 1999), 41-68.

For particularly spirited arguments concerning the decisive role played by institutions or
by the people of Athens in establishing democracy in the time of Cleisthenes, see Hansen,
The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes; Josiah Ober, Mass and Elite in
Democratic Athens: Rhetoric, Ideology, and the Power of the People (Princeton, 1989);
Josiah Ober, “‘I Besieged That Man’: Democracy’s Revolutionary Start,” in Raaflaub et
al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 83-104; and, for a critique of Ober’s
argument, Loren J. Samons, “Mass, Elite, and Hoplite—Farmer in Greek History,” Arion,
3rd ser., no. 5 (1998): 99-123. On the later consolidation of democracy, see Kurt A.
Raaflaub, “The Breakthrough of Demokratia in Mid-Fifth Century Athens,” in Raaflaub
et al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 105-54; and for a sharp contrast between
ancient Greek and modern democracies, see Cynthia Farrar, “Power to the People,” in

Raaflaub et al., Origins of Democracy in Ancient Greece, 170-95.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 1 17

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War 2.37, trans. Rex Warner (London, 1954), 145. For
the idea of sharing equally in public life and the problem with “rights,” see R. K. Sinclair,
Democracy and Participation in Athens; Martin Ostwald, Nomos and the Beginnings of
the Athenian Democracy (Oxford, 1969); Martin Ostwald, “Shares and Rights:
‘Citizenship’ Greek Style and American Style,” in Demokratia: A Conversation on
Democracies, Ancient and Modern, ed. Josiah Ober and Charles Hedrick, 49-61; Paul
Cartledge and Matt Edge, “*Rights,” Individuals, and Communities in Ancient Greece,”
and Robert W. Wallace, “Personal Freedom in Greek Democracies, Republican Rome,
and Modern Liberal States,” in A Companion to Greek and Roman Political Thought, ed.
Ryan Balot (Oxford, 2009), 149-16, 164-77; and especially Kurt Raaflaub, The
Discovery of Freedom in Ancient Greece, rev. ed., trans. Renate Franciscono (1985;
Chicago, 2004).

See Josiah Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens; and Josiah Ober, The Athenian
Revolution: Essays on Ancient Greek Democracy and Political Theory (Princeton, 1996).
Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.2.9.

Plato, The Apology 31e—32a, in The Last Days of Socrates, trans. Hugh Tredennick (New
York, 2003).

Plato, The Republic 558c, in The Republic of Plato, trans. Francis MacDonald Cornford
(Oxford, 1941). See also Jennifer T. Roberts, Athens on Trial: The Anti-Democratic
Tradition in Western Thought (Princeton, 1994).

See Jonathan Barnes, “Aristotle and Political Liberty,” in Aristotle’s Politics: Critical
Essays, ed. Richard Kraut and Steven Skultety (Lanham, MD, 2005), 185-202.

Aristotle, Politics 1253a25.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

“Among all men, then, there is a natural impulse towards this kind of association; and the
first man to construct a state deserves credit for conferring very great benefits. For as man
is the best of all animals when he has reached his full development, so he is worst of all
when divorced from law and justice.” Unfortunately, Aristotle concluded glumly, his
ideal “middle constitution has never occurred anywhere, or only seldom and
sporadically,” precisely because the conditions had never been right for it, and he gave no
guidance about how it could be instituted. Aristotle, Politics 1296a7; see also Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics 10.8-9. Maria Mavroudi of the University of California pointed out
to me that all of our understandings of Aristotle are shaped by the sources available to us.
Our sense of the meaning of “democracy,” for example, varies according to whether the
translation of Politics comes from an Arabic or a Greek text.

Aristotle, Politics 1317a40, 1318b6.

Aristotle, Politics 1317a40, 1317b17.

Aristotle, Politics 1725b, 1279a.

Aristotle, Politics 1317a40.

Aristotle, Politics 1317b17.

In short, “the inevitable result is this most valuable of principles in a constitution: ruling
by respectable men of blameless conduct, and without detriment to the populace at
large.” Aristotle, Politics 1318b6.

Aristotle rejected most of Plato’s ideas, just as his own student Alexander the Great
seems to have ignored most of Aristotle’s teachings about moderation, yet Aristotle did
agree with Socrates and Plato that philosophers should aim to discern universal norms

from the particularities of experience. Although a wide range of political systems exists,
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37.

38.

Avistotle observed in the Nicomachean Ethics, and customs vary even more widely, “only
one system is by nature the best everywhere.” That ideal combination of aristocracy and
democracy, the mixed polity, appealed to Aristotle because it filtered out of public life
the narrow ambitions, petty jealousies, and self-interest that cause people to place their
own advantage ahead of the public interest. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 5.6, 11354, in
The Pocket Aristotle, trans. W. D. Ross (New York, 1942). On the adequacy and
accuracy of Aristotle’s characterization of classical Athenian democracy, see Hansen,
The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes; Peter J. Rhodes, A Commentary on
the Aristotelian “Athenaion Politeia”, rev. ed. (Oxford, 1993); and Ober, Mass and Elite
in Democratic Athens.

Aristotle’s aspiration toward moderation, however, stood in dynamic tension with the
spirit of open-ended inquiry and public argumentation that emerged in Greek democracy,
the spirit apparent in the historical writing of Thucydides. From that dynamic relation
emerged the pathbreaking achievements of Greek culture in mathematics, science, logic,
and literature, all of which manifested a commitment to public discourse, critical
analysis, and reasoned debate rather than the blind observance of inherited traditions or
customs. Demosthenes, Against Boeotus 1.39.10-11; Thucydides, History of the
Peloponnesian War 2.65.1-11, trans. Rex Warner (New York, 1972); and on Isocrates,
Antidosis, see Yun Lee Too and David C. Mirhady, trans., Isocrates | (Austin, 2000); and
Darius W. Weil, “Cultured Nobility and the Ideal of the Stately EIm: The Debate on
Classical Education in 19™-Century America” (unpub. senior thesis, Harvard University,
Fall 2009).

Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War 5.89.
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39.

40.

41.

42.

On these issues see Cynthia Farrar, The Origins of Democratic Thinking: The Invention
of Politics in Classical Athens (Cambridge, 1988), 126-91; G. E. R. Lloyd, Demystifying
Mentalities (Cambridge, 1990); and their contributions to Democracy: The Unfinished
Journey, 508 BC to AD 1993, ed. John Dunn (Cambridge, 1992).

Polybius, The Histories 6.3.5-8, 6.6.1-5, 6.10.1-14, trans. Robin Waterfield (Oxford,
2010). See Arthur M. Eckstein, Moral Vision in the Histories of Polybius (Berkeley,
1995).

By his own reckoning, Cicero aimed primarily to translate classical Greek ideas into
Latin. He addressed a range of issues in his many speeches and in his writings on
political and philosophical subjects, notably in De re publica (On the Republic); De
legibus (On the Laws), which he left unfinished; and the ethical treatise he addressed to
his son, De officis (On Duties).

In contrast to Polybius, who argued for balancing aristocracy and democracy in the ideal
constitution, Cicero’s model followed the practice of Rome’s republic: he advocated
limiting the people’s role to electing public-spirited individuals to the assembly. Whereas
agrarian reformers following the lead of the Gracchi persuaded many in Cicero’s day of
the need for economic redistribution, Cicero resisted. Such measures, he reasoned,
advanced the particular interests of some Romans—the poor—rather than the general
interest of the public as a whole. Whereas the Greek city-states relied on sortition to
ensure widespread popular participation in civic affairs, the limited role of the people in
Rome’s republic ensured government by its elite. Cicero believed the people deserved,
and enjoyed, the liberty to choose their representatives and approve wars and laws.

Cicero, On Laws 1.15.43; On Duties 1.10.31; On the Republic 1.53-54.
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Cicero, On Duties 2.17. Recent studies of Cicero’s thought include Yelena Barz, A
Written Republic: Cicero’s Philosophical Politics (Princeton, 2012); J. G. F. Powell, ed.,
Cicero the Philosopher (Oxford, 1995); and Walter Nicgorski, ed., Cicero’s Practical
Philosophy (Notre Dame, 2012).

A recent introduction to the life and writings of Hillel is Joseph Telushkin, Hillel: If Not
Now, When? (New York, 2010).

Matthew 22:34-40.

Galatians 5:13-15.

Colossians 3:18-4:1.

Philemon 1:15-20. On the broader context, see Kyle Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman
World, AD 275-425 (Cambridge, 2011).

Acts of the Apostles 4:32-35.

Thessalonians 5:19-21.

See Wayne Meeks, The Origins of Christian Morality (New Haven, 1993). My
interpretation of early Christian communities is indebted to Hans Kiing, The Catholic
Church: A Short History (New York, 2001).

Following that fateful step, the communities that had originally embraced outsiders,
included women, slaves, and foreigners, and experimented with diverse forms of ritual
and organization began to focus on doctrine more than practice, and on hierarchy rather
than the equality of all believers. When the Emperor Constantine declared religious
freedom in 313, Christians rejoiced. When Christianity became the official state religion
of the empire under his sons, the faith had changed in less than a century from a

persecuted cult of oppressed outsiders to a state dogma. In that success lay failure. When
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Christianity became an accessory to the authority of the emperor, wealthy Romans began
to share their wealth, but through a newly ambitious Catholic hierarchy and its
institutions. Although some of that wealth made its way to the needy, much of it enriched
and empowered the church. Many Christians abandoned the ideal of equality and began
marching down the same path that Roman culture was taking toward corruption and
dissolution. See Peter Brown, Through the Eye of a Needle: Wealth, the Fall of Rome,
and the Making of Christianity in the West (Princeton, 2012).

Cicero’s vision of the good life, Augustine wrote, lifted his eyes from “evil without
purpose” to a lifetime devoted to the study, clarification, and preaching of God’s word.
Augustine, Confessions, trans. John K. Ryan (Garden City, NY, 1960), 70, 81. Still
standard is Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo: A Biography (London, 1967).

Augustine, City of God, trans. Gerald G. Walsh et al. (Garden City, NY, 1958), 72-75,
321

Augustine, City of God, 425.

Acts of the Apostles 4:32-35; Augustine, City of God, 463—-66.

Joachim Whaley, Germany and the Holy Roman Empire, vol. 1, Maximilian | to the
Peace of Westphalia, 1493-1648 (Oxford, 2012).

On this particular dynamic, see William Huse Dunham, Jr., and Charles T. Wood, “The
Right to Rule in England: Depositions and the Kingdom’s Authority,” American
Historical Review 81 (October 1976): 738-61; and the sweeping account, along with a
provocative case for “English exceptionalism,” in J. R. Madicott, The Origins of the

English Parliament, 924-1327 (Oxford, 2010).
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

See Richard Tuck, Natural Rights Theories: Their Origin and Development (Cambridge,
1979); Anthony Black, “The Individual and Society,” in The Cambridge History of
Medieval Political Thought, c. 350-1450 (hereafter CHMT), ed. J. H. Burns (Cambridge,
1988), 588-606.

Leo IX quoted in I. S. Robinson, “Church and Papacy,” in CHMT, 281. On the murky
origins and later uses of the Donation of Constantine, see Janet Nelson, “Kingship and
Empire,” in CHMT, 230-31.

On William of Moerbeke’s translation of Aristotle, see David Knowles, The Evolution of
Medieval Thought (New York, 1962), 191-92; Jennine Quillet, “Community, Counsel
and Representation,” in CHMT, 526-27; and Walter Ullmann, A History of Political
Thought: The Middle Ages (Baltimore, 1965), 171.

Aquinas, De regimine principum, in Aquinas: Selected Political Writings, ed. A. P.
D’Entreves, trans. J. G. Dawson (Oxford, 1959), 6.

Gregory the Great quoted in Kiing, The Catholic Church, 65. The distinction between
“descending” and *“ascending” models is usually associated with the scholarship of
Walter Ullman. Although often challenged as overly schematic, it remains useful if seen
as an ideal type and understood in terms of an ongoing struggle rather than as a hinge
between early and late medieval thought. For a classic statement of the distinction, see
Walter Ullman, A History of Political Thought (Baltimore, 1965).

Henry of Ghent quoted in Anthony Black, “The Individual and Society,” in CHMT, 597.
See also Matthew Kempshall, The Common Good in Late Medieval Political Thought

(Oxford, 1999); James M. Blythe, Ideal Government and the Mixed Constitution in the
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65.

Middle Ages (1992; Princeton, 2014); and Ptolemy of Lucca, On the Government of
Rulers, ed. James M. Blythe (Philadelphia, 1997).

Even more fundamentally, and more controversially, Marsilius challenged the authority
of the pope, and of religious leaders more generally, in the secular sphere. The apostles of
Jesus, he argued, had reached decisions through the “method of common deliberation.”
The later claims of popes to “universal coercive jurisdiction over the whole world”
represented an illegitimate arrogation of power which now threatened the peace. Only by
returning to the original emphasis that Jesus placed on rendering to Caesar the things that
are Caesar’s could the church escape corruption and reclaim its legitimate spiritual
authority. The ideal community for Marsilius remained Christian and hierarchical. In his
vision of a fulfilling civic life, as in those of other late medieval proponents of mixed
government, individual believers would devote themselves to an ideal of benevolence
patterned after the original apostolic community. Even though Marsilius drew on
Aristotle’s Politics to challenge papal claims to temporal power, his ideal, like that of
even the most radical scholastics such as Ptolemy of Lucca, remained a Christian polity.
Marsilius of Padua, The Defender of Peace, ed. and trans. Alan Gewirth (New York,
1956), 32-33, 45. The most thorough analysis is Jeannine Quillet, La philosophie
politique de Marsile de Padoue (Paris, 1970). See also J. A. Watt, “Spiritual and
Temporal Powers,” CHMT, 421, 417. On the renegade Catholic writers who followed
Marsilius in challenging papal authority between the Council of Constance in 1414-18
and the Council of Basel in 1431-47, see Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern

Political Thought, vol. 2, The Age of Reformation (Cambridge, 1978), 39-42.
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67.

See the discussion in Bernard Manin, The Principles of Representative Government
(Cambridge, 1997), 51-67; the quotation from Bruni appears on 43. For more detailed
accounts, see John Najemy, A History of Florence, 1200-1575 (Oxford, 2008); Daniel
Waley, The Italian City Republics, 3rd ed. (1969; London, 1988); J. G. A. Pocock, The
Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republican
Tradition (1975; Princeton, 2003); John P. McCormick, Machiavellian Democracy
(Cambridge, 2011); and, on the uses Bruni and other Italian humanists made of Aristotle
when developing their own concepts of republican government, James Hankins,
“Exclusivist Republicanism and the Non-Monarchical Republic,” Political Theory 38
(2010): 452-82.

Dante lectured the soul of Pope Nicholas I1l—"thou hast deserved thy doom”—for the
sin of simony and condemned his corrupt and scheming successor Boniface VIII for
raping the Church, the bride of Christ. Critics continued to level similar charges against
the practices of the Church, which was ruled by a series of popes of monumental venality
and incompetence. As rival popes excommunicated each other, married off their bastard
children in regal pomp, and maneuvered like the crafty and amoral Prince of
Machiavelli’s imaginings, unrest among believers simmered. Dante, The Divine Comedy,
vol. 1, Hell, canto 19, trans. Dorothy Sayers (Harmondsworth, 1949), 188-91. On the
roots of the Reformation in late medieval Europe, see Steven Ozment, The Age of
Reform, 1250-1550: An Intellectual and Religious History of Late Medieval and
Reformation Europe (New Haven, 1980). Recent overviews of the Protestant
Reformation and the Catholic response are Ulinka Rublack, Reformation Europe

(Cambridge, 2007); and Ronnie Po-Chia Hsia, The World of Catholic Renewal, 2nd ed.
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68.

69.

70.

71.

(1998; Cambridge, 2002). A more detailed account is Diarmaid MacCulloch, The
Reformation (New York, 2004).

Thomas More, Utopia, ed. and trans. H. V. S. Ogden (Arlington Heights, IL, 1949), 33,
47-49, 83. See also Brendan Bradshaw, “More on Utopia,” Historical Journal 24 (1981):
1-27; Bradshaw, “The Controversial Sir Thomas More,” Journal of Ecclesiastical
History 36 (1985): 535-69; Bradshaw, “The Christian Humanism of Erasmus,” Journal
of Theological Studies, n.s. 33 (1982): 411-47; and Bradshaw, “Transalpine Humanism,”
in The Cambridge History of Political Thought, 1450-1700 (hereafter CHPT, 1450-
1700), ed. J. H. Burns with Mark Goldie (Cambridge, 1988), 95-131.

More, Utopia, 32-33, 75, 82.

Ulinka Rublack, Reformation Europe (Cambridge, 2007).

The peasants called for wider access to game and fish, wood and water, meadows and
fields, the use of which, often denied by feudal law, was being further restricted by the
movement to enclose open lands that was spreading across Europe. They protested
against new fees, rents, laws, and services imposed by their lords. In short, they called for
liberation from feudal bonds. Because “Christ has redeemed and purchased us without
exception, by the shedding of His precious blood, the lowly as well as the great,” they
declared, so “it is consistent with Scripture that we should be free and we wish to be so.”
The peasants denied the charge of lawless anarchy leveled against them by priests and
princes. “Not that we want to be absolutely free and under no authority. God does not
teach us that we should lead a disorderly life according to the lusts of the flesh, but that
we should live by the commandments, love the Lord our God and our neighbor.” The

Twelve Articles concluded by adopting the logic of Luther’s own reply to those whom
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72,

Charles V had ordered to discipline him: “we will willingly recede from [any] article
when it is proved to be against the word of God.” Twelve Articles, in The Protestant
Reformation, ed. Hans Hillerbrand (New York, 1968), 63-66.

In Luther’s words, “the fact that the rulers are wicked and unjust does not excuse tumult
and rebellion, for to punish wickedness does not belong to everybody, but to the worldly
rulers who bear the sword.” Luther concurred with the peasants that “rulers do wrong
when they suppress the gospel and oppress you in temporal things,” but he cautioned that
it is the Christian’s responsibility to yield, to suffer as Jesus suffered, not to rebel.
Denying that he was taking the side of the nobles, Luther nevertheless insisted that not
one of the Twelve Articles “teaches a single point of the gospel, but everything is directed
to one purpose; namely that your bodies and your properties may be free.” Because all
the peasants’ demands concerned “worldly and temporal matters,” they had nothing to do
with the Christian faith the peasants invoked to justify their cause. If they would be
Christians, Luther concluded, they must abandon their demands and accept their
condition: “For a slave can be a Christian, and have Christian liberty, in the same way
that a prisoner or a sick man is a Christian, and yet not free.” The peasants’ insistence on
freedom from all feudal constraints, by contrast, “would make all men equal, and turn the
spiritual kingdom of Christ into a worldly, external kingdom; and that is impossible. For
a worldly kingdom cannot stand unless there is in it an inequality of persons.” When
Luther took his defense of hierarchy to the people, speaking in villages scattered through
the German states, he found that his audience had turned hostile. He responded in kind in
Against the Robbing and Murdering Hordes of Peasants (1525). There, Luther confirmed

that he saw no connection between his own invocation of conscience in repudiating
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73.
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75.

Church authority and the peasants’ claims. He likened the rebels to mad dogs and urged
their slaughter. Luther, Friendly Admonition to Peace concerning the Twelve Articles of
the Swabian Peasants, in Hillerbrant, The Protestant Reformation, 67-87; quotations
from 73, 80, 83, 70.

Zwingli, Jeremiah-Erklarungen (1905-59), 14:424, quoted in Francis Oakley, “Christian
Obedience and Authority,” in CHPT, 1450-1700, 184.

Goodman wrote, “For though it was profitable to all men that Christ without any
resistance should be crucified, being the sacrifice appointed of God the Father to
salvation,” things had changed. God’s chosen people should no longer permit “the
blasphemy and oppression of their superiors to overflow their whole country and nation,
when both power and means is given unto them lawfully to withstand it.” God wills the
preservation of his people, so Christians must oppose the ungodly rule of papists who
defile God’s law. Christopher Goodman, How Superiors Ought to Be Obeyed by Their
Subjects: And Wherein They May Be Lawfully Disobeyed and Resisted, ed. Charles H.
Mcllwain (1558; New York, 1931), chap. 9. See also Patrick Collison, The Elizabethan
Puritan Movement (Oxford, 1982).

The most recent English edition of the most notorious of these monarchomach tracts is
available as Vindiciae, contra tyrannos: Or, Concerning the Legitimate Power of a
Prince over the People, and of the People over a Prince, ed. and trans. George Garnett
(Cambridge, 1994). See also Francois Hotman, Francogallia, ed. R. E. Giesey, trans. J.
H. M. Salmon (1573; Cambridge, 1972); Theodore Beza, Du droit des magistrats, ed. R.
M. Kingdon (Geneva, 1971); and Philippe Duplessis-Mornay, Vindiciae, contra tyrannos,

ed. H. Weber et al. (Geneva, 1979), 210, quoted in Robert N. Kingdon, “Calvinism and
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77.

Resistance Theory,” in CHPT, 1450-1700, 213. Quentin Skinner discusses this literature
in The Foundations of Modern Political Thought, vol. 2, The Age of Reformation, 302—
48; and in “Humanism, scholasticism and popular sovereignty,” Visions of Politics, vol.
2, Renaissance Virtues (Cambridge, 2002), 245-63. For a fascinating analysis of the
strange career of Vindiciae, contra tryrannos in later centuries, when its meanings shifted
as it was pressed into service, for multiple purposes, against a wide range of “tyrants,”
see Kirstie McClure, “Reflections on Political Literature: History, Theory, and the
Printed Book,” in British Political Thought in History, Literature and Theory, 1500—
1800, ed. David Armitage (Cambridge, 2006), 235-53.

Jean Bodin, De republica libri sex (Paris, 1586), 2.1.176, trans. Julian H. Franklin, in
CHPT, 1450-1700, 303.

Even for those Renaissance humanists drawn to the ideals that might make democracy
possible, a group that included not only Montaigne but like-minded thinkers such as
Justus Lipsius and Henrik Niklaus in the Netherlands, well-grounded fears of the popular
frenzies that fed religious warfare made stable authority a necessity. On the French wars
of religion, see Mack Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629, 2nd ed. (1995;
Cambridge, 2005); and Denis Crouzet, Les guerriers de Dieu: La violence au temps des
troubles de religion (Paris, 1990). Historians who pay attention to the meaning imputed
to their own experiences by those they study are now less inclined than they once were to
treat religious conflict as a surface manifestation of supposedly “deeper” economic or
post-feudal conflicts. See Brad S. Gregory, Salvation at Stake: Christian Martyrdom in

Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, 1999). On Lipsius and Niklaus in relation to
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Montaigne, see Richard Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 1571-1651 (Cambridge,
1993), 1-119.

78. On the nature and long-term consequences of the Protestant Reformation, and how
historians should understand it, see Charles Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA,
2007); Jerome Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy: A History of Modern Moral
Philosophy (Cambridge, 1998), 15-57; Brad S. Gregory, The Unintended Reformation:
How a Religious Revolution Secularized Society (Cambridge, MA, 2012); Alister
Chapman, John Coffey, and Brad S. Gregory, eds., Seeing Things Their Way: Intellectual
History and the Return of Religion (Notre Dame, 2009); and Benjamin Kaplan, Divided
by Faith: Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe

(Cambridge, MA, 2007).
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Chapter 2

1.

The document establishing the government of Rhode Island, March 16-19, 1641, is in
Records of the Colony of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations in New England,
1636 to 1792, 10 vols., ed. J. R. Bartlett (Providence, 1856-65), 1:111-13.

The Journal of John Winthrop, 1630-1649, ed. Richard S. Dunn and Laetitia Yeandle
(Cambridge, MA, 1996), 142-43. See also David D. Hall, Worlds of Wonder, Days of
Judgment: Popular Religious Belief in Early New England (Cambridge, MA, 1990); and
Carla Pestana, Quakers and Baptists in Colonial Massachusetts (Cambridge, 1991).
Roger Williams to Anne Sadleir, ca. April 1652, in The Complete Writings of Roger
Williams (hereafter CWRW), 7 vols. (New York, 1963), 239.

Winthrop’s complicated relations with Williams are evident in Winthrop, Journal. The
quotation from January 1636 is on 87.

Although the tone of Winthrop’s discussion of Williams in his journal entries in January
of 1636 suggests he shared other officials’ contempt for Williams, Williams later
claimed, in a letter written to John Mason on June 22, 1670, that the “ever honored
Governor, Mr. Winthrop, privately wrote to me to steer my course to Narragansett Bay
and Indians.” The best evidence for Williams’s version comes from the decision of the
magistrates and clergy to criticize Winthrop for lax enforcement of the colony’s laws
immediately after Williams escaped from Salem. See Winthrop, Journal, 82-89; and cf.
Williams’s letter in Perry Miller, Roger Williams: His Contribution to the American
Tradition (1953; New York, 1974), 227-35.

Roger Williams to John Winthrop, November 7, 1648, in CWRW 6:158-59.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Roger Williams, Mr. Cottons Letter Lately Printed, Examined and Answered, in CWRW
1:313.

The Correspondence of Roger Williams, ed. Glenn W. Lafantasie, 2 vols. (Providence,
1988), 1:750.

Roger Williams, A Key into the Language of America, ed. Howard M. Chapin, 5th ed.
(1643; Providence, 1936), 9-10.

Roger Williams to John Winthrop, Jr., December 18, 1675, in CWRW 6:377-78.
Williams, A Key into the Language of America, 53.

Williams counseled the following policy, which guided his own interactions with the
Narragansett: first, “kiss truth where you evidently, upon your soul, see it”; second,
“advance justice”; third, “seek and make peace, if possible, with all men”; finally,
“secure your own life from a revengeful, malicious arrow or hatchet.” Roger Williams to
John Winthrop, May 28, 1647, in CWRW 6:146-47.

Testimony of Roger Williams relative to the deed of Rhode Island, dated Providence 25, 6
(August 25), 1658, in CWRW 6:305.

Williams, A Key into the Language of America, 138.

Williams, A Key into the Language of America, 16.

Williams, A Key into the Language of America, 143.

Williams, A Key into the Language of America, 7-8.

Williams, The Bloudy Tenent of Persecution for Cause of Conscience Discussed and Mr.
Cotton’s Letter Examined and Answered, ed. Edward Bean Underhill (1644; London,
1848), 215. Williams remained sympathetic with Indians and critical of white settlers

until the end of his life. Even though his own home in Providence was destroyed when
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the Narragansett burned down the town after being drawn into King Philip’s War,
Williams acceded to the request that he meet with Narragansett leaders, whom he tried to
convince not to embark on the planned attack on Plymouth. As Williams had warned, that
attack ended in the almost total destruction of the Narragansett.

This common assumption has its roots in Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, a book
that became one of the standard sources for American historians and political scientists in
the middle decades of the twentieth century. According to Tocqueville, Puritanism *“was
almost as much a political theory as a religious doctrine,” and the New England Puritans
“made it their first care to organize themselves as a society” as soon as they landed in the
new world. As a result of their efforts, in Tocqueville’s words, a “democracy more
perfect than any of which antiquity had dared to dream sprang full-grown and fully armed
from the midst of the old feudal society.” See Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in
America, trans. George Lawrence, ed. J. P. Mayer (New York, 1969), 38-39. | will have
much more to say about Tocqueville’s understanding of American democracy in chapters
14 and 15. On the shifting status of Tocqueville’s larger argument concerning America,
and the ways in which it has been deployed for multiple purposes since its mid-twentieth-
century resurgence, see James T. Kloppenberg, “Life Everlasting: Tocqueville in
America,” in Kloppenberg, The Virtues of Liberalism (New York, 1998), chap. 5. Among
the earlier influential studies that stressed the central place of democracy in American
history, see especially Ralph Henry Gabriel, The Course of American Democratic
Thought (New York, 1940); and Merle Curti, The Growth of American Thought (New

York, 1943).
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20.

21.

For striking contrasts with the work of earlier twentieth-century historians, see Jon
Butler, Becoming America: The Revolution before 1776 (Cambridge, 2000), who writes
flatly, “Colonial politics was not democratic” (90); and Alan Taylor, American Colonies
(New York, 2001), who contrasts the hierarchy of the mainland to the democracy on
board pirate ships (294-97). Like so much else in modern America, the tide began to turn
in the mid-1960s, when scholars returned to the early twentieth-century progressive
historians Frederick Jackson Turner and Charles Beard and emphasized the presence and
persistence of deference, hierarchy, inequality, and oligarchy in American history. For a
fine analysis of those dynamics, see the warning against understanding seventeenth-
century developments in terms of democracy in John M. Murrin, “Political
Development,” in Colonial British America: Essays in the New History of the Early
Modern Era, ed. Jack P. Greene and J. R. Pole (Baltimore, 1984), 408-56. Valuable as
such cautionary reminders are, one can concede that no one set out to establish
democracy in America and yet contend that the institutions that developed in England’s
seventeenth-century North American colonies nevertheless incorporated more popular
participation in government than prevailed anywhere else at the time. For a vigorous and
influential argument that democracy has constituted no more than an example of the
“make believe” on which all government rests, see Edmund S. Morgan, Inventing the
People: The Rise of Popular Sovereignty in England and America (New York, 1988), in
which he traces the process whereby the “old fiction, the divine right of kings” (15) gave
way to the newer fiction of democracy.

Winthrop, “A Model of Christian Charity,” written in the spring of 1630, is reprinted in

Journal, 1-11. These Puritans were looking backward, envisioning the fraternal
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22,

23.

24,

communities of early Christian saints, not forward toward the fractious—and eventually
prosperous—world they would end up creating. On the powerful lure of a backward-
looking sensibility in early seventeenth-century English Puritanism, see Theodore Dwight
Bozeman, To Live Ancient Lives: The Primitivist Dimension in Puritanism (Chapel Hill,
1988). On the use of covenants, see David A. Weir, Early New England: A Covenanted
Society (Grand Rapids, 2005); and for their roots in English Protestantism, see Patrick
Collinson, The Religion of Protestants: The Church in English Society, 1559-1625
(Oxford, 1982); and Collinson, Godly People: Essays on English Protestantism and
Puritanism (London, 1983).

The Publications of the Colonial Society of Massachusetts, vol. 40 (Boston, 1961), 12.
According to Darrett B. Rutman, Winthrop’s Boston: A Portrait of a Colonial Town
(New York, 1965), the date in the manuscripts, August 27, 1630, is erroneous and was
corrected in Fuller’s letters to Bradford. Rutman gives July 30, 1630, as the correct date.
The Dedham Covenant is reprinted in The Early Records of Dedham, Massachusetts, ed.
Don Gleason Hill, 7 vols. (Dedham, 1892), 3:2-3. For detailed analysis, see Kenneth A.
Lockridge, A New England Town: The First Hundred Years (New York, 1970), 4-22.
The Dedham Covenant, now available online, plays a large part in Lockridge’s
interpretation of Dedham’s early incarnation as a “Christian Utopian Closed Corporate
Community.” It is worth noting that Lockridge emphatically denies the presence of
democracy in Dedham.

From the Puritans’ perspective, Anglicans preserved too many remnants of Roman
Catholic ritual, theology, and hierarchy. Presbyterians, although they shunned the pomp

of Anglican liturgy and embraced the austerity of Calvinism, nevertheless envisioned
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28.

each congregation as part of a larger whole and opened their doors to all comers. See
Stephen Foster, The Long Argument: English Puritanism and the Shaping of New
England Culture, 1570-1700 (Chapel Hill, 1991).

On the first and second meetings of the General Court, see Winthrop’s Journal, 31-39,
and the editors’ note 73 on 31. A classic discussion of the implications of the covenant is
the chapter entitled “The Social Covenant” in Perry Miller, The New England Mind: The
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2 38

31.

32.

33.

“most peculiar democracy” because the goal was consensus, not the balancing of
competing powers that emerged from eighteenth-century constitutionalism. See The New
England Town, 37-55. In the interim we have become much more aware of both the
degree to which New England writers, such John Adams in the 1770s, depended on
seventeenth-century writers, such as Nathaniel Ward, and the degree to which mid-
twentieth-century understandings of democracy diverge from those of eighteenth-century
writers ranging from Jean-Jacques Rousseau and Thomas Paine to John Adams, James
Wilson, and James Madison. See chapters 6 through 10 below.

William Perkins, Epieikeia, or a Treatise on Christian Equity, in The Work of William
Perkins, ed. lan Breward (Abington, 1970). A selection from Perkins’s Treatise is in
Puritan Political Ideas, 1558-1794, ed. Edmund S. Morgan (Indianapolis, 1965), 59-73;
the quoted passage appears on 71. On arbitration, mutuality, and equity, see also Hall, A
Reforming People, 55-70, 89-95, 127-58; and Mark Fortier, The Culture of Equity in
Early Modern England (Aldershot, 2005).

See Morgan, Inventing the People, 42; and Derek Hirst, The Representative of the
People? Voters and Voting in England under the Early Stuarts (Cambridge, 1975), for a
thorough analysis of prevailing practices in seventeenth-century England.

See Robert J. Dinkin, Voting in Provincial America: A Study of Elections in the Thirteen
Colonies, 1689-1776 (Westport, 1977); B. Katherine Brown, “The Controversy over the
Franchise in Puritan Massachusetts, 1954 to 1974,” William and Mary Quarterly, 3" ser.,
33 (1976): 212-41; John Frederick Martin, Profits in the Wilderness: Entrepreneurship

and the Founding of New England Towns in the Seventeenth Century (Chapel Hill, 1991),



NOTES TO CHAPTER 2 39

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

167-75; Alexander Keyssar, The Right to Vote: The Contested History of Democracy in
the United States (New York, 2000), 5-7; and Hall, A Reforming People, 92-95.

See John Demos, A Little Commonwealth: Family Life in Plymouth Colony (New York,
1970); Lockridge, A New England Town; and John Demos, Circles and Lines: The Shape
of Life in Early America (Cambridge, MA, 2004).

Winthrop, Journal, 90. On the disputes between Dedham’s town meeting and its
selectmen, see Lockridge, New England Town, 38-50.

On the stifling of dissent, see Jane Kamensky, Governing the Tongue: The Politics of
Speech in Early New England (New York, 1997).

Winthrop, “A Declaration in Defense of an Order of Court Made in May, 1637,” in
Morgan, Puritan Political Ideas, 144-49.

Winthrop, Journal, 268-69, 280-84.

Winthrop, Journal, 284.

Winthrop, “Model of Christian Charity,” in Journal, 1-11.

Winthrop, Journal, 278.

Winthrop, Journal, 165. On the one hand New England Puritans were tireless in
regulating economic activity, as illustrated in the case of Robert Keayne and in their
efforts to fix wages and prices, in their zeal to limit conspicuous consumption through
sumptuary laws, and especially in the relentless criticism of wealth and ease that
thundered from their ministers’ pulpits. On the other hand, though, they did work hard,
perhaps twice as many hours as most other workers at the time, and their labors bore
fruit. They extracted enough from the rocky soil, the forests, and the icy waters of New
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provisionally, or at least “till his excellent Majestie shall give other orders concerning
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Constitution: An Essay on Constitutional and Political Thought in England, 1603-1645

(New Brunswick, 1949); and Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law, 296.
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The Petition of Right is reprinted in Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 168-71. For
a vivid account of the controversies and power struggles that provoked and followed it,
see Kishlansky, A Monarchy Transformed, 90-133.

The Protestation is reprinted in The Constitutional Documents of the Puritan Revolution,
1625-1660, ed. Samuel Rawson Gardiner (Oxford, 1889), 84-85.

Samuel Brooke quoted in Nicholas Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists: The Rise of English
Arminianism, c. 1590-1640 (Oxford, 1987), 57. On the persistence of royalism, see Jason
McElligott and David L. Smith, eds., Royalists and Royalism during the English Civil
Wars (Cambridge, 2007).

Winthrop’s Journal: History of New England, 1630-1649, ed. James K. Hosmer, 2 vols.
(New York, 1908), 2:186, 301; and “Fundamentalls of the Massachusetts [sic],” in The
Hutchinson Papers, ed. William H. Whitmore and William S. Appleton, 2 vols. (Albany,
1865), 1:231.

Charles 1, His Majesties Answer to the Nineteen Propositions of Both Houses of
Parliament (1642), in Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 171-74.

Henry Parker, Observations upon some of His Majesties late answers and expresses
(London, 1642), 8, 15. See also Judson, The Crisis of the Constitution, chap. 10; and
Michael Mendle, Henry Parker and the English Civil War: The Political Thought of the
Public’s “Privado” (Cambridge, 1995). On Parker’s use of Greek and Roman ideas of
liberty, see Quentin Skinner, “Classical Liberty, Renaissance Translation and the English
Civil War,” in Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. 2, Renaissance Virtues (Cambridge,

2002), 334-37.



NOTES TO CHAPTER 3 54

25.

26.

27.

28.

Henry Parker, Jus Populi; or, A discourse wherein clear satisfaction is given as well
concerning the right of subjects as the right of princes shewing how both are consistent
and where they border one upon the other: as also, what there is divine and what there is
humane in both and whether is of more value and extent (London, 1644), 61. See also the
discussion of Jus Populi in Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 231-32.

Hunton conceded that cultures ruled by absolute monarchs might never challenge the
king’s authority. But James’s and Charles’s claims to absolute sovereignty Hunton
dismissed out of hand. Since the time of the German tribes chronicled by the Roman
historian Tacitus, English traditions circumscribed monarchs within the boundaries of
law, a practice Magna Carta only confirmed. England was both a limited and a mixed
monarchy, with authority divided between the King, the aristocracy as represented in the
House of Lords, and the people as a whole in the Commons. Given that framework,
Charles’s champions had no case: Parliament had a positive duty to resist the King’s
violations of law. The Crown, by countering that resistance with arms, forced Parliament
to respond in kind. If possible, Hunton concluded, conflicts should be resolved through
negotiation. But if violence made deliberation impossible, then “every person must aid
that part which, in his best reason and judgment, stands for public good against the
destructive. And the laws and government which he stands for, and is sworn to, justify”
such resistance. Philip Hunton, A Treatise of Monarchy... (1643), in Wootton, Divine
Right and Democracy, 175-211.

Hunton, A Treatise of Monarchy, 195, 203, 204.

Michael Hudson, The Divine Right of Government: 1. Naturall, and 2. Politique...

(London, 1647), 91; and for a fuller discussion of polyarchy, see 89-99.
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John Lilburne, Regall Tyrannie discovered (London, 1647), is discussed in Leveller
Manifestoes of the Puritan Revolution, ed. Don M. Wolfe (New York, 1944), 7-18, 154.
A good recent collection of Leveller writings is The English Levellers, ed. Andrew Sharp
(Cambridge, 1998), which contains a fine introduction and bibliography, an excellent
selection of texts, and short biographical portraits of the leading Levellers.

In his denunciation of Lilburne, A Letter of Due Censure..., dated June 21, 1650, Parker
ridiculed Lilburne’s defense. “The Judges because they understand Law, are to be
degraded and made servants to the Jurors; but the Jurors, because they understand no
Law, are to be mounted aloft...The Judges because they are commonly Gentlemen by
birth, and have had honorable education, are to be exposed to scorn; but the Jurors,
because they be commonly Mechanicks, bred up illiterately to handy crafts, are to be
placed at the helme.” Parker quoted in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 5n6. The most recent
comprehensive study of the Levellers is Rachel Foxley, The Levellers: Radical Political
Thought in the English Revolution (Manchester, 2013). Historians disagree concerning
the appropriateness of using the term “democracy” with reference to the Levellers. David
Wootton, in “Leveller Democracy and the Puritan Revolution,” CHPT, 1450-1700, 412—
42, warns against anachronism; Andrew Sharp, in his introduction to The English
Levellers, vii—xxii, defends the use of the term “Leveller democrats” and considers it fair
to characterize the Levellers as “liberal democrats” under “impossible circumstances.”
Parliament, Lilburne argued, had done well to challenge the king’s pretensions to
absolute sovereign power, because “there is no reason why any man shou’d be bound
expressly to any one forme” of government “farther than his Judgement and conscience

doe agree thereunto.” But invoking precedents was no longer enough: just as individuals
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can change their minds, “so ought the whole Nation to be free therein even to alter and
change the publique forme, as may best stand with the safety and freedome of the
people.” That call for a fresh start, a reorientation based not on historical experience but
on reason and justice, carried Lilburne beyond Montaigne’s circumspection toward the
discourse of autonomy and equality, a language Levellers frequently employed to justify
their demands for religious toleration and popular government. Lilburne, The Free-mans
Freedom Vindicated (London, 1646), 11.

A Remonstrance of Many Thousand Citizens, July 7, 1646, is reprinted in Wolfe, Leveller
Manifestoes, 112-30; and see Overton, A Pearle in a Dounghill, quoted in Wolfe,
Leveller Manifestoes, 8-9.

Richard Overton, An Arrow Against All Tyrants and Tryany [sic] (London, 1646), 3—4;
John Lilburne, Londons Liberty In Chains... (London, 1646), 4; Lilburne, The Charters
of London (London, 1646); and see Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 11-14.

Against the claims of many prominent historians who have sought to minimize the
significance of the Levellers’ ideas or their grounding in ancient republican thought, S. D.
Glover presents convincing evidence to the contrary in “The Putney Debates: Popular
versus Elitist Republicanism,” Past and Present 164 (August 1999): 47-80. Glover
demonstrates the existence of a popular strain of classical republicanism that sought to
empower the poor instead of merely the propertied. He shows that Leveller leaders such
as Lilburne, Overton, Waldwyn, and Wildman explicitly invoked classical and
Renaissance texts from that tradition in their writings, from Vox Plebis (November 1646)
through the 1650s. See also Jason Peacey, Politicians and Pamphleteers: Propaganda

during the English Civil Wars and Interregnum (Burlington, 2004).
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Lilburne, Regall Tyrannie discovered..., 99.

Anonymous (Overton?), A New Found Strategem... (London?, 1647), 9.

A Declaration of the Engagements, Remonstrances, Representations...from Fairfax, and
the Generall Councel of the Army (London, 1647), 8.

John Lilburne, Rash Oaths unwarrantable, May 31, 1647, in The Clarke Papers:
Selections from the Papers of William Clarke, ed. C. H. Firth, 2 vols. (London, 1992),
1:6-7, 38. See also Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 28-29, 133-34.

Cromwell in Firth, The Clarke Papers 1: 209.

The full title of this celebrated pamphlet expresses the thrust of Overton’s argument: An
Appeale, From the degenerate Representative Body the Commons of England assembled
at Westminster: To the Body Representing The free people in general of the several
Counties, Cities, Townes, Burroughs, and places within this Kingdome of England, and
Dominion of Wales (London, 1647); it is reprinted in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 156—
88.

Overton, An Appeale, 163-65.

Overton denied that he or his friend Lilburne were disloyal. Instead it was their accusers,
those in Parliament who had burned petitions and ignored Magna Carta, who were guilty
of “High Treason.” Parliament had justified its war against the king by invoking the
rights and duties of Englishmen to oppose arbitrary rule. Now the army must do the
same: “it was not the end of our undertaking to pull downe one kinde of oppressors to set
up others more desperate and dangerous,” to remove “a wicked Counsell from the King,
and then to set up and tollerate [sic]” an even “more traiterous [sic] and wicked”

Parliament. The army must “amputate” the “corrupt putrified Members from the Body
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Representative.” Parliament’s “reall Apostacy” from its “true representative capacity”
meant that the people, “this naturall Body, by vertue of its instincted [sic], inherent
naturall Soveraignity [sic], may create, or depute any person or persons for their Deputy
or Deputies” to achieve “the suppression of injustice and tyranny” and the “recovery of
liberty and freedom.” Parliament having betrayed the people, England now swarmed
“with such Monsters in nature and humanity, overspreading the whole Land with these
tyrannies and oppressions.” Unless the army took immediate action, “nothing but
bondage, tyranny, and opression remaineth for the inheritance of us, and our children
after us.” Overton, An Appeale,158-63, 176-83.

Overton, An Appeale, 182.

Overton, An Appeale, 173.

Among the reforms Overton endorsed, prohibiting compulsory adherence to the
Presbyterian covenant held pride of place: no secular authority should impose a particular
religious belief. But Overton wanted more than freedom of conscience for all
Englishmen. All trials should be fair and “speedy,” all courts bound by standing laws
translated from Latin into English, and all “Mayors, Sheriffes, Justices of peace, &c. may
be left to the free Election of the people, in their respective places, and not otherwise to
bee chosen.” Overton, An Appeale, 189-190, 194.

Overton, An Appeale, 188.

Overton’s political arguments rested on a more sturdy philosophical foundation than did
those of many Leveller writers. His conceptions of popular sovereignty and reciprocity
flowed from the idea of individual autonomy that he shared with some but hardly all

dissenting Protestants. For a more detailed discussion of the relation between Overton’s
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politics and his metaphysics, as laid out in his anti-dualist Mans Mortalitie (1643), and an
instructive comparison of his ideas with Milton’s, see Nicholas McDowell, “Ideas of
Creation in the Writings of Richard Overton the Leveller and Paradise Lost,” Journal of
the History of Ideas 66 (January 2005): 59-78. McDowell provides a much broader
analysis of the backgrounds and arguments of those engaged in the battle of ideas that
raged during these years in The English Radical Imagination: Culture, Religion, and
Revolution, 1630-1669 (Oxford, 2003).

Although disagreements persist, most historians of seventeenth-century England agree
that it was the innovations of the Stuart monarchy that prompted the traditionally-minded
English to the protests that led to civil war, revolution, and republic. Wrenching as the
conflicts were, the Restoration came so easily because the vast majority of the people of
England had never abandoned their loyalties to the monarchy and the Church of England.
So many aspects of English history and culture were tangled together in the clashes of
these years that neither class interpretations nor interpretations emphasizing
contingencies and/or the personal choices by central figures can stand without taking the
other factors into account. For incisive discussions of the competing lines of
interpretation of these issues, see Robert Ashton, “Tradition and Innovation and the Great
Rebellion,” 208-23; Conrad Russell, The Causes of the English Civil War (Oxford,
1992); and Austin Woolrych, Britain in Revolution (Oxford, 2003).

Other pamphlets laid out the radical goals of many ordinary soldiers and expressed their
misgivings about their officers” commitment to their cause. The soldiers had reason to be
wary. Despite Cromwell’s effort to alter the balance of power in the House of Commons

through a show of the army’s force, Presbyterians continued to dominate Parliament.
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Convinced that only a small fraction of soldiers shared the Levellers’ views, Cromwell
considered a Presbyterian-dominated Parliament a greater threat to his fellow
Independents than the King, with whom he recommended beginning negotiations. The
Case of the Army, October 15, 1647, in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 198-224.

An Agreement of the People, November 3, 1647, is in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 225-
34; the quotations are from 228.

Cromwell in Firth, The Clarke Papers 1:236-37.

Cromwell in Firth, The Clarke Papers 1:277-78.

Thomas Rainsborough in Firth, The Clarke Papers 1:271. It is worth noting that the
Putney debates were unknown until they were published in this collection in 1891. To
locate the Putney debates in the wider context of the transformation of English politics
from consensus to conflict, see Mark Kishlansky, “Consensus Politics and the Structure
of Debate at Putney,” and David Underdown, “Commentary,” in The Origins of Anglo-
American Radicalism, ed. Margaret Jacob and James Jacob (Boston, 1984), 70-85, 127-
129, respectively. For a clear analysis of the army’s ideology, centering on the ideas of
individual liberty, the integrity of Parliament as the authentic voice of the people, and a
commitment to the common good over private interests, see Mark Kishlansky, “lIdeology
and Politics in the Parliamentary Armies,” in Morrill, Reactions to the English Civil War,
163-83.

The Putney debates of October 29, 1647, are reprinted in Wootton, Divine Right and
Democracy, 285-317. Rainsborough’s celebrated opening speech is on 285. See also A.
S. P. Woodhouse, ed., Puritanism and Liberty: Being the Army Debates (1647-1649)

from the Clarke Manuscripts with Supplementary Documents (1938; Chicago, 1951).
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Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 291-92.

Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 292-93.

Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 296-97.

Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 294.

Wootton, Divine Right and Democracy, 198-99.

John Lawmind (the pseudonym chosen by John Wildman), Putney Projects, December
30, 1647, 44, British Library, E. 421 (19).

Thomas Edwards, Gangraena (London, 1646), pt. 3, preface.

Anonymous (attributed to Winstanley), More Light Shining in Buckingham-shire
(London, 1649), 16.

See the preface to Firth, The Clarke Papers, li, where these phrases appear in “a letter
from the Agents to the regiments which they represented, dated November 11.” There has
been some disagreement about the meaning of the category “servants.” If it included
apprentices and wage workers, then only the self-employed would be enfranchised if
“servants and paupers” were ruled out. In response to the claims of some of the Levellers’
later radical critics, Wootton cogently argues in “Leveller Democracy and the Puritan
Revolution,” in CHPT, 1450-1700, 432-433, that such a modest aim would hardly have
been worth the effort. But if the Levellers did want more than that, it remains hard to say
what they wanted because different individuals expressed different goals at different
times, and for that reason it is crucial to attend to specific texts.

On the Declaration By Congregationall Societies, November 22, 1647, see Wolfe,

Leveller Manifestoes, 58n11.
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69.
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As if the Levellers’ situation wasn’t awkward enough at the time, historians of the
seventeenth century have tended ever since to reproduce those judgments. See the fine
discussion of these issues in Wootton, “Leveller Democracy and the Puritan Revolution,”
in CHPT, 1450-1700, 430-34.

On Corkbush, see G. E. Aylmer, Rebellion or Revolution: England from Civil War to
Restoration (Oxford, 1986), 86-90.

John Lilburne, An impeachment of high treason against Oliver Cromwell... (London,
1649), 23.

Ireton in Firth, The Clarke Papers 2:98.

Agreement of the People (1647), in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 227.

Richard Overton in The Leveller Tracts, 1647-1653, ed. William Haller and Godfrey
Davies (Gloucester, MA, 1964), 231. On Walwyn and Montaigne, see CHPT, 1450-
1700, 440-41.

An Agreement of the People (January 15, 1649), in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 333-50.
Jason Peacey, ed., The Regicides and the Execution of Charles | (New York, 2001).

See the incisive discussion of private interest and the common good in the Declaration of
June 14, 1647; the Remonstrance of June 23, 1647; the Declaration of August 2, 1647,
the Remonstrance of November, 1648; and the Declaration of December 6, 1648 in Mark
Kishlansky, “Ideology and Politics in the Parliamentary Armies,” in Morrill, Reactions to
the English Civil War, 163-83, esp. 179-81.

John Cook, A compleate collection of the lives speeches private passages, letters and

prayers of those persons lately executed... (London, 1661), quoted in J.C. Davis,
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76.

77,

78.

79.

80.

“Religion and the Struggle for Freedom in the English Revolution,” Historical Journal
35, no. 3 (1992): 507-30. The quotation appears on 521.

The four Leveller leaders proposed that Cromwell and Ireton should choose two
associates who would join them to deliberate on their objections to the officers’
Agreement. If that group failed to reach consensus (as they must by then have known they
would), the Levellers proposed submitting the matter to arbitration by four members of
the House of Commons, two chosen by Cromwell and Ireton and two by the imprisoned
Levellers. Although nothing came of their suggestion, it is striking how clearly it mirrors
the proposal enacted in Rhode Island in 1640. Like their fellow dissidents in New
England, the Leveller leaders had confidence that deliberation would generate agreement
on their own democratic principles.

The third Agreement of the People, April 14, 1649, in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 400—
10.

William Walwyn, Manifestation, April 14, 1649, in Wolfe, Leveller Manifestoes, 388—96.
William Walwyn, Walwins Wiles (1649), in Haller and Davies, The Leveller Tracts,
1647-1653, 302.

Walwyn, Manifestation.

William Walwyn, The Power of Love (London, 1643), 43. The other Leveller leaders
shared Walwyn’s Puritan convictions. In June of 1649, reflecting from his cell in the
Tower on his career as a firebrand, Lilburne noted that he had labored for “Divine Laws”
rather than liberation from them. To that end “I should not be the servant of men (to serve
their lusts and wills) but entirely and solely the servant of God.” He sought to glorify God

“with my body, in righteous and just actions among the sons of men, as well as in my
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81.

82.
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soul, in speculation, imagination or adoration.” John Lilburne, The Legall Fundamentall
Liberties of the People of England (1649), in Haller and Davies, The Leveller Tracts, 403.
See also Davis, “Religion and the Struggle for Freedom in the English Revolution”;
Davis, “The Levellers and Christianity,” in Politics, Religion and the English Civil War,
ed. Brian Manning (London, 1973), 225-50; William M. Lamont, Godly Rule: Politics
and Religion 1603-1660 (London, 1969); and the sources collected in Tracts on Liberty
in the Puritan Revolution, 1638-1647, ed. William Haller, 3 vols. (New York, 1965).
John Lilburne, Strength out of Weaknesse... (London, 1649), in Haller and Davies, The
Leveller Tracts, 21-22. The question of the role of religion in the English Civil War has
been the subject of much scholarly debate. Without contending that everything turned on
religion at a time of widespread religious faith, an analytical night in which all cows are
black, it is nevertheless worth emphasizing that because the Church of England was “by
law established” after 1604, all arguments concerning law in England were inevitably
arguments about the legitimacy, or lack thereof, of the church as well as the monarchy.
For a judicious discussion of these issues, which takes as its point of departure John S.
Morrill, “The Religious Context of the English Civil War,” in Morrill, The Nature of the
English Revolution (London, 1993), see Glen Burgess, “Was the English Civil War a War
of Religion? The Evidence of Political Propaganda,” Huntington Library Quarterly 61
(1998): 173-201.

Walwyn, Manifestation.

On Katherine Chidley, who championed women’s rights against the authority of their

husbands but conceded that women must nevertheless remain subservient, like men, to
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God’s will, see lan Gentles, “London Levellers in the English Revolution: The Chidleys
and their Circle,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 29 (1978): 281-309.

Oliver Cromwell has obviously attracted enormous attention. J. S. Morrill, ed., Oliver
Cromwell and the English Revolution (London, 1990), contains useful essays. Overviews
include Aylmer, Rebellion or Revolution?; and Kishlansky, A Monarchy Transformed.
Harrington’s writings are available in many editions, including The Political Works of
James Harrington, ed. J. G. A. Pocock (Cambridge, 1977); see 332-33 on the importance
of liberty of conscience in Oceana. Twentieth-century interest in Harrington was piqued
by Zera Fink, The Classical Republicans (Evanston, 1945); intensified as a result of J. G.
A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment (Princeton, 1975); and has continued to increase
ever since. Recent discussions include Mark Goldie, “The Civil Religion of James
Harrington,” in The Languages of Political Theory in Early-Modern Europe, ed. Anthony
Pagden (Cambridge, 1987); and Jonathan Scott, England’s Troubles: Seventeenth-
Century English Political Instability in European Context (Cambridge, 2000). On
Harrington’s contributions to republican thinking about imperial expansion, ideas that
would prove influential in later American debates about these issues, see David
Armitage, The Ideological Origins of the British Empire (Cambridge, 2000), 125-39.
Harrington and his close associate Marchamont Nedham also figure prominently in
Quentin Skinner, Liberty before Liberalism (Cambridge, 1998), in which these “neo-
Roman” republicans are depicted as prizing “negative liberty” and rejecting the
Aristotelian notion that human fulfillment requires participation in the public realm. For a
contrasting argument that emphasizes the role of Aristotle and particularly Plato in

Harrington’s ideas, see Eric Nelson, The Greek Tradition in Republican Thought
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(Cambridge, 2004), 87-126. Work on the anti-democrat Hobbes, now often characterized
as the founder of our own disenchanted, secular conceptions of the scope and purpose of
liberal political theory, is vast. Works notable for their effort to contextualize Hobbes’s
writings include Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 1572-1651; and the essays collected
in Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. 3, Hobbes and Civil Science (Cambridge,
2002).

The Journal of John Winthrop, 1630-1649, ed. Richard S. Dunn and Laetitia Yeandle
(Cambridge, MA, 1996), 84-85, 94, 109-13, 118-22. On Vane’s ideas, see David
Parnham, Sir Henry Vane, Theologian: A Study in Seventeenth-Century Religious and
Political Discourse (Madison, NJ, 1997); Michael P. Winship, Making Heretics: Militant
Protestantism and Free Grace in Massachusetts, 1636-1641 (Princeton, 2002); and
Andrew Delbanco, The Puritan Ordeal (Cambridge, MA, 1989). On Vane’s life after his
return to England, see Violet A. Rowe, Sir Henry Vane the Younger: A Study of Political
and Administrative History (London, 1970), which includes, as Appendix F, “The
Character of Sir Henry Vane by Algernon Sidney,” 275-83.

On Hugh Peter, the standard biography remains Raymond P. Stearns, The Strenuous
Puritan: Hugh Peter, 1598-1660 (Cambridge, MA, 1954). For Peter’s role in creating
and enforcing the New England Way, see David Hall, ed., The Antinomian Controversy,
1636-1638: A Documentary History (1968; Middletown, CT, 1990); and Philip Gura, A
Glimpse of Zion’s Glory: Puritan Radicalism in New England, 1620-1660 (Middletown,
CT, 1984). More generally, on the shaping of the New England Way in relation to
English Puritanism, see Stephen Foster, The Long Argument: English Puritanism and the

Shaping of New England Culture, 1570-1700 (Chapel Hill, 1991); and Darren Staloff,
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The Making of an American Thinking Class: Intellectuals and Intelligentsia in Puritan
Massachusetts (New York, 1998).

For Milton’s writings on all these subjects, see The Complete Prose Works of John
Milton, ed. Don M. Wolfe et al., 8 vols. (New Haven, 1953-82). Two of Milton’s texts,
The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates, published two weeks after Charles | was put to
death in 1649, and A Defense of the People of England (1651), are available in Milton,
Political Writings, ed. Martin Dzelzainis (Cambridge, 1991); a third, The Readie and
Easie Way to Establish a Free Commonwealth (1660), is reprinted in The Struggle for
Sovereignty: Seventeenth-Century English Political Tracts, ed. Joyce Lee Malcolm, 2
vols. (Indianapolis, 1999) 1:505-25. A fine collection of recent essays on Milton’s
political ideas is David Armitage, Armand Himy, and Quentin Skinner, eds., Milton and
Republicanism (Cambridge, 1995).

Milton, An Apology against a Pamphlet... (London, 1642). See also Davis, “Religion and
the Struggle for Freedom in the English Revolution.”

Milton, Areopagitica, in Milton, Prose Writings, ed. K. M. Burton (New York, 1958),
149-50.

Milton, The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates, in Dzelzainis, Political Writings, 3—48.
See especially 8-13, 16-17, 207. In the words of Martin Dzelzainis, Milton’s “assertions
of the right of self-determination are about as categorical as can be imagined.” See
Martin Dzelzainis, “Milton’s Classical Republicanism,” in Armitage et al., Milton and
Republicanism, 20. Although Dzelzainis’s introduction to his edition of Milton’s Political
Writings provides a brilliant textual analysis and historical contextualization of Milton’s

arguments in The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates, | believe he exaggerates the extent of
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Milton’s “secularism” and understates his reliance on religious arguments and ideas, the
importance of which the text makes unmistakable. Although Milton shifted his focus
away from the “inferior magistrates” emphasized by continental resistance theorists, and
by Presbyterians John Knox and George Buchanan, to emphasize the legitimacy of
popular sovereignty, he remained careful to locate the origin of the people’s authority in
the will of God. The presence of arguments concerning reason and nature in Milton’s
text need not rule out the persistence of religious arguments as well. Although the
contributors to Milton and Republicanism make a persuasive case for the uses to which
Milton put arguments drawn from both classical and Renaissance humanism, that
evidence should not blind us to his continuing—and, | believe, at least equally
important—reliance on his understanding of the Hebrew and Christian Bible as the word
of God. For another illustration of the persistent, anachronistic attempt to see in Milton’s
writings an unconscious secularism struggling to be born, see Quentin Skinner, “What
Does It Mean to Be A Free Person?” London Review of Books, May 22, 2008, 16-18.
Milton, Eikonoklastes, in Wolfe et al., Complete Prose Works 3:542.

The best guide to, and explanation of, these subtle changes in Milton’s arguments is
Dzelzainis’ introduction to Milton, Political Writings, especially x—xxv. He points out, on
33n140, that Milton might already have seen a draft of Salmasius’s work when he revised
The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates only eight months after the first edition appeared.
Milton, A Defense of the English People, in Dzelzainis, Political Writings, 67, 251, 252.
Milton, A Defense of the English People, 80; see also 156-57, 184-91.

Milton, A Defense of the English People, 194; see also Dzelzainis’ introduction, xxiv—

XXV.
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Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 509-10. See also Quentin Skinner, “John Milton and
the Politics of Slavery,” in Skinner, Visions of Politics 2:286-307, in which Skinner
credits Milton with having drawn on Roman critiques of monarchy, which enabled him
“to add significantly to previous discussions about the relations between individual
liberty and the true greatness of kingdoms and state” (302).

Only the people as a whole can secure the public good, which no single individual, no
matter how virtuous or wise, can see as they do. By choosing the best among them for
office, the multitude was exercising its judgment wisely. “The happiness of a nation must
needs be firmest and certainest in a full and free Councel of their own electing, where no
single person but reason only swayes.” Only children would choose freely to renounce
their own liberty and make their wills subservient to the “patronage and disposal” of a
“single person.” Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 510-12.

A characteristic judgment on the “patrician social prejudices” that tarnished Milton’s
“radical intellectual convictions” appears in the influential study by Christopher Hill, The
World Turned Upside Down, 401. See also Hill, Milton and the English Revolution
(London, 1977).

Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 514-17.

In Milton’s judgment, “liberty of conscience,” which “above all other things ought to be
to all men dearest and most precious,” is much more effectively secured by republican
than monarchical government. Moreover, “the civil rights and advancements of every
person according to his merit” is likewise likelier in a republic, and both spiritual and
civil freedom “may be best and soonest obtained, if every county in the land were made a

little commonwealth.” Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 520-23.
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102.

103.

On this theme of multiple traditions, see especially Steven Pincus, “Neither
Machiavellian Moment Nor Possessive Individualism: Commercial Society and the
Defenders of the English Commonwealth,” American Historical Review 103, no. 3 (June
1998): 705-36; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 290-97, for persuasive statements of the
case. In an incisive review essay in English Historical Review 112 (September 1997):
949-51 that discusses recent scholarship concerning these issues, including Markku
Peltonen, Classical Humanism and Republicanism in English Political Thought, 1570—
1640 (Cambridge, 1995); the essays in Skinner, Milton and Republicanism; and a new
edition of Algernon Sidney, Court Maxims, ed. Hans Blom, Eco Haitsma, Julier and
Ronald Janse (Cambridge, 1996), Scott writes: “every republican combined several
political languages, and most bridged in the process the intellectual terrains of humanism,
Christianity and law (among others).” Scott concludes that English republicanism was “a
moral philosophy of self-government” that was “Greek in origin, with Roman and
Christian accretions (allowing for considerable variety around a common core).”
Puzzlingly, the most erudite of British historians, Quentin Skinner, in Liberty before
Liberalism, for reasons neither self-evident nor articulated, continues to ignore the
evidence of such blending, particularly the vitality and appeal of Christian ideals, and to
stress instead the idea of “neo-Roman liberty.”

The literature on Hobbes is vast. See in particular Tuck, Philosophy and Government,
1572-1651, 279-348; Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. 3, Hobbes and Civil Science; and,
on Hobbes’s American connection, N. R. Malcolm, “Hobbes, Sandys, and the Virginia

Company,” Historical Journal 24 (1981): 297-321.
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104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

See Scott, England’s Troubles, 46-48; and Charles Carlton, Going to the War: The
Experience of the British Civil Wars, 1638-1651 (London, 1992). Things could have
been even worse, as they were in Europe’s wars of religion: see Barbara Donagan,
“Atrocity, War Crime, and Treason in the English Civil War,” American Historical
Review 99 (October 1994): 1137-66; and Benjamin Kaplan, Divided by Faith: Conflict
and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, MA, 2007).
Judicious assessments of the consequences of the Civil War, which illustrate the range of
historians’ judgment, include Hill, The World Turned Upside Down; Lawrence Stone,
“The Results of the English Revolutions of the Seventeenth Century,” in Pocock, Three
British Revolutions, 23-108; Aylmer, Rebellion or Revolution; Kishlansky, A Monarchy
Transformed; and Scott, England’s Troubles.

Milton, The Readie and Easie Way, 523.

The speech Vane gave before his execution was reprinted often by dissidents after the
Restoration. It appears with Vane’s trial record in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty,
2:531-62. See also Parnham, Sir Henry Vane; Stearns, The Strenuous Puritan; and
Winship, Making Heretics, 245-46.

Edwin S. Gaustad, Liberty of Conscience: Roger Williams in America (Grand Rapids,
1991), 137-40; Perry Miller, Roger Williams (Indianapolis, 1953), 192-95; Ola E.
Winslow, Master Roger Williams: A Biography (New York, 1957); and John M. Barry,
Roger Williams and the Creation of the American Soul: Church, State, and the Birth of
Liberty (New York, 2012), 341-57. As David Hall points out in A Reforming People:
Puritanism and the Transformation of Public Life in New England (New York, 2012),

49-50, English reformers “fell significantly short of what the colonists had
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accomplished.” In England “the Leveller program was never adopted—not by the Long
Parliament, which refused all suggestions that it dissolve, nor by the commonwealth and
protectorate.” In the political sphere, “the accomplishments of the colonists became the
fullest embodiment of the animus against arbitrary rule, monarchical authority,
monopolies, and other forms of special privilege, and, on the side of state-building, the
fullest realization of ‘fundamental liberties,” the empowering of legislative

representatives, and the principle of consent.”
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Chapter 4

1.

See Scott Sowerby, Making Toleration: The Repealers and the Glorious Revolution
(Cambridge, MA, 2013); Julian Hoppit, A Land of Liberty? England, 1689-1727
(Oxford, 2000), 25; and Jonathan lIsrael, ed., The Anglo-Dutch Moment: Essays on the
Glorious Revolution (Cambridge, MA, 1991).

No alternative forms of worship, whether Presbyterian, Quaker, or Roman Catholic, were
permitted. All Members of Parliament were required to participate in Anglican
sacraments. Church and government officials, restored to their seats of authority, saw
threats of renewed Puritan or Papist plots in even the slightest deviations from these new
norms; even gathering more than twenty signatures to support a petition now constituted
a crime. In both religion and politics, ideas and practices common in preceding decades
were suppressed. On the Restoration, see generally Lawrence Stone, “The Results of the
English Revolutions of the Seventeenth Century,” in Three British Revolutions: 1641,
1688, 1776, ed. J. G. A. Pocock (Princeton, 1980), 23-108; Mark Kishlansky, A
Monarchy Transformed; Britain, 1603-1714 (London, 1996); Paul Seaward, The
Cavalier Parliament and the Reconstruction of the Old Regime, 1661-1667 (Cambridge,
1989); and Hoppit, A Land of Liberty? England, 1689-1727. For detailed accounts of the
emergence of radical challenges to the restored monarchy, see Richard Greaves, Deliver
Us from Evil: The Radical Underground in Britain, 1660-1663 (Oxford, 1986); Greaves,
Enemies Under His Feet: Radicals and Nonconformists in Britain, 1664—-1667 (Stanford,
1990); Greaves, Secrets of the Kingdom: British Radicals from the Popish Plot to the
Revolution of 1688-89 (Stanford, 1992); Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the

English Republic, 1623-1677 (Cambridge, 1988); Scott, Algernon Sidney and the
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Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 (Cambridge, 1991); and Scott, England’s Troubles:
Seventeenth-Century English Political Instability in European Context (Cambridge,
2000).

3. On Filmer, see Peter Laslett’s introduction to Robert Filmer, Patriarcha, ed. Peter Laslett
(Oxford, 1949); and Peter Laslett, “Sir Robert Filmer: The Man versus the Whig Myth,”
William and Mary Quarterly 5 (October 1948): 524. For the Presentment of the Grand
Jury of Ossulston (1662), see Tim Harris, London Crowds in the Reign of Charles Il
(Cambridge, 1987), 144.

4. Vane’s speech, delivered June 6, 1662, was published—anonymously, of course—
several times in the decades that followed. It is reprinted, together with the record of his
trial, in Joyce Lee Malcolm, ed., The Struggle for Sovereignty: Seventeenth-Century
English Political Tracts, 2 vols. (Indianapolis, 1999), 2:531-62.

5. William Bedloe, A Narrative and Impartial Discovery of the Horrid Popish Plot...
(London, 1679), 2. On anti-Catholicism, see Jonathan C. D. Clark, The Language of
Liberty, 1660-1832: Political Discourse and Social Dynamics in the Anglo-American
World (Cambridge, 1994).

6. Anthony Ashley Cooper, Earl of Shaftesbury, “Two Seasonable Discourses concerning
this Present Parliament” and “A Letter from a Person of Quality, to His Friend in the
Country,” both from 1675, are reprinted in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty 2:592-
602, 606-49.

7. Vox Populi; or, the Peoples Claim to their Parliaments Sitting To Redress Grievances,
and Provide for the Common Safety; by the Known Laws and Constitutions of the Nation

(London, 1681), is reprinted in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty 2:651-609.
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10.

“Manus haec inimica tyrannis / Ense petit placidam sub libertate quietam.” Like so much
in Sidney’s life, even the provenance of this celebrated motto is uncertain. He never
acknowledged having written the second line, and the first line may be a quotation from
an unknown source. See the discussion in Chester N. Greenough, “Algernon Sidney and
the Motto of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,” Proceedings of the Massachusetts
Historical Society 51 (1917-1918): 262; and Alan Craig Houston, Algernon Sidney and
the Republican Heritage in England and America (Princeton, 1991), 34-35. On the
resurrection of classic texts in resistance theory during the 1680s, see Kirstie McClure,
“Reflections on Political Literature: History, Theory, and the Printed Book,” in David
Armitage, ed., British Political Thought in History, Literature and Theory, 1500-1800
(Cambridge, 2006), 235-53.

Sidney has received considerable attention recently. Biographies include John
Carswell, The Porcupine: The Life of Algernon Sidney (London, 1989); and Paulette
Carrive, La pensée politique d’Algernon Sidney (Paris, 1989). Studies in which Sidney’s
ideas receive more detailed analysis include Scott, Algernon Sidney and the English
Republic, 1623-1677; Scott, Algernon Sidney and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683,;
and Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America.
Sidney to Bulstrode Whitelock, November 13, 1659, in Sydney Papers, consisting of a
journal of the Earl of Leicester, and original letters of Algernon Sydney, ed. Robert
Blencowe (London, 1825), 169-73; Sidney to [his father] the Earl of Leicester, July 28,
1660, in Sydney Papers, 189-94.

Algernon Sidney, Court Maxims, ed. Hans W. Blom, Eco Haitsma Mulier, and Ronald

Janse (Cambridge, 1996), 188. See also Sidney, “The Character of Sir Henry Vane,”
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

reprinted in Violet A. Rowe, Sir Henry Vane the Younger (London, 1970), 278-82. For
Sidney’s inscription, “Sit Sanguinis Ultor Justorum,” see Scott, Algernon Sidney and the
English Republic, 1623-1677, 171.

Sir George Downing to Edward Hyde, Earl of Clarendon, June 23, 1665, in T. H. Lister,
Life and Administration of Edward, First Earl of Clarendon..., 3 vols. (London, 1837),
3:388; and William Scot to Lord Arlington, c. August 18-21, 1666, in Houston, Algernon
Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America, 42.

Sidney, Court Maxims, 44, 197.

Sidney, Court Maxims, 4, 15.

Sidney, Court Maxims, 24.

The “light of nature and reason in man” has “its beginning in God,” so “Plato and the
other great masters of human reason” need not be contrasted to scripture. The learned
might invoke “Littleton and Coke” and advise studying the common law, but Sidney
counseled instead reading only ancient philosophers and “above all” the Bible, “being the
dictate of God’s own spirit.” Sidney, Court Maxims, 123, 125.

Sidney, Court Maxims, 4, 12.

Algernon Sidney, Discourses concerning Government, ed. Thomas G. West
(Indianapolis, 1990), 192.

See the illuminating discussion in Blair Worden, “Republicanism, Regicide, and
Republic: The English Experience,” in Republicanism: A Shared European Heritage, ed.
Martin van Gelderen and Quentin Skinner, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 2002), 1:307-27, esp.

326n13.
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19.

20.

21.

On Sidney’s exile and the reasons for his return to England, see Houston, Algernon
Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England and America, 30-45; and cf. Scott,
Algernon Sidney and the English Republic, 1623-1677, 239-45; and Carswell, The
Porcupine, 156-61.

Our own anxieties regarding low turnout make us worry less about vote buying than
about voter disinterest. But ignoring the reasons for seventeenth-century republicans’
misgivings about popular government, or assuming that they betray anti-democratic bias,
blinds us to the less than salutary practices that enabled those with resources to purchase
their neighbors’ support. The late 1670s were, after all, the period when the word *“sham”
entered the English language to describe deceitful practices common in public life. Not
all complaints about “corruption” rested on fantasies of conspiracy. See William Penn
[using the pseudonym Philanglus], England’s Great Interest In the Choice of this New
Parliament, Dedicated to All Her Freeholders and Electors (London, 1679), 1. On the
question of elections, the corruption of the franchise, and the transformation of electoral
politics from rituals endorsing consensus candidates to competition between rivals, see
Richard Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government
(Princeton, 1986), 594; Gordon Schochet, “Radical Politics and Ashcraft’s Treatise on
Locke,” Journal of the History of Ideas 50 (July—September 1989): 503-6; and Mark
Kishlansky, Parliamentary Selection: Social and Political Choice in Early Modern
England (Cambridge, 1986).

“l must confess,” Sidney wrote, “l do not know three men of a mind, and that a spirit of

giddiness reigns among us, far beyond any | ever observed in my life.” Sidney to George
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22,

23.

24,

25.

Savile, May 5, 1679, in Letters of the Honourable Algernon Sidney (London, 1742), 53—
o4.

“Things are so entangled, that liberty of language is almost lost; and noe man knowes
how to speake of any thing, least [sic] he that is spoken unto may be of a party contrary
unto him, and that endeavours to overthrow what he would set up.” Those intrigues
caused Sidney to be accused by royal spies of treason. He was suspected of allying with
Shaftesbury in the Exclusion Crisis, which now seems false; of participating in the Rye
House Plot, which also seems false; and third, of helping to write seditious pamphlets
challenging the legitimacy of the king’s repeated dissolutions of Parliament, which was
almost certainly true. Sidney to Benjamin Furly, October 13, 1680, in Original Letters of
John Locke, Alg. Sidney, and Lord Shaftesbury, ed. T. Forster, 2nd ed. (1830; London,
1847), 98. One of those pamphlets, A Just and Modest Vindication of the proceedings of
the Two last Parliaments (London, 1682), was reprinted as The design of inslaving
England discovered by the incroachments upon the powers and privileges of Parliament
by K. Charles Il (London, 1689); it has been attributed to William Jones and Robert
Ferguson as well as Sidney.

Detailed accounts of this crisis, and Sidney’s role in it, include Scott, Algernon Sidney
and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 434-53.

George Jeffreys, The Tryal of Algernon Sydney, in Sydney on Government, ed. J.
Robertson (London, 1772), quoted in Scott, England’s Troubles, 362.

The efforts of some twentieth-century scholars either to tease out defenses of capitalism
or to insist on the primacy of civic republicanism as the animating principles of radicals

in the 1670s and 1680s are no longer persuasive. Sidney and his contemporaries saw the
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

world neither in terms of a market economy nor a classical polis but above all in terms of
their understanding of the responsibilities of Protestant Christians. Although they valued
property and civic virtue, and different individuals placed varying degrees of emphasis
on different aspects of the radical creed, almost all of them discussed those values in
relation to the overarching framework provided by their religious faith. For more detailed
and contextualized discussions of these issues, and treatment of the historiographical
controversies between “liberal” and “republican” interpretations that now seem to me
largely resolved, see Houston, Algernon Sidney and the Republican Heritage in England
and America, 3-11, 122-30; and Scott, England’s Troubles, 290-97, 352-55.

“Liberty solely consists in an independency upon the will of another, and by the name of
slave we understand a man, who can neither dispose of his person nor goods, but enjoyes
all at the will of his master.” Sidney, Discourses, 17.

Sidney, Discourses, 102-3.

Sidney, Discourses, 99, 166.

Sidney, Discourses, 478-79.

Sidney, Discourses, 13.

Sidney, Discourses, 396-97, 502—-7; and see the illuminating discussion of this important
point in J. R. Pole, Political Representation in England and the Origins of the American
Republic (1966; Berkeley, 1971), 13-17.

Sidney argued that a single national assembly was superior to the federal arrangements in
Switzerland or the United Provinces, because in such nations individual cantons or
provinces could dig in their heels against the others and insist on their own interest

without having to confront the discrepancy between that interest and the broader interest
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

of the nation as a whole. Although fully cognizant of its costs, Sidney preferred the
English system, which was premised on the awareness that “every county does not make
a distinct body, having in it self a sovereign power, but is a member of that great body
which comprehends the whole nation. “Tis not therefore for Kent or Sussex, Lewis or
Maidstone, but for the whole nation, that the members chosen in those places are sent to
serve in parliament.” Sidney, Discourses, 451.

Sidney, Discourses, 443-44.

Sidney, Discourses, 559.

In ways that will become clear, that conviction sparked a disagreement between Sidney
and William Penn, and developments in Pennsylvania would demonstrate the profound
wisdom of Sidney’s more prudent assessment of human potential. Sidney, Discourses,
461, 451, 173; and cf. 149-50, 357, and 524-25.

Sidney, Discourses, 548.

Just as “the meanest piece of wood or stone, being placed by a wise architect, conduces
to the beauty of the most glorious building,” so are men, on their own and as individuals,
merely “rough pieces of timber or stone” to be transformed into a durable and valuable
creation by a “skillful builder” who must “cleave, saw or cut” the raw materials he is
given. Without those materials, and without the vision of those builders, there is nothing.
Sidney, Discourses, 83-85.

The jury that judged Sidney guilty was not exactly a jury of his peers, which would have
been, in his words, a jury drawn from “the principal knights and gentlemen that were
freeholders in Middlesex.” Instead it consisted of “a rabble of men of the meanest

callings, ruined fortunes, lost reputation, and hardly endowed with such understanding, as
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39.

40.

41.

is required” to reach a verdict concerning the most trivial of offenses. It was, he
complained, a jury of men lacking autonomy, experience in public affairs, and the ethic
of mutuality that Sidney prized—in short, individuals of the sort most likely to favor
absolute monarchy and least likely to embrace Sidney’s republican values. Facing
execution, Sidney thought he deserved better. For The Apology of A. Sydney, in the Day
of his Death, in Sydney on Government, see Scott, England’s Troubles, 448.

When rulers violate the public good, the people retain the right to resist: “those laws were
to be observed, and the oaths taken by them, having the force of a contract between
magistrate and people, could not be violated without danger of dissolving the whole
fabrick.” Sidney, The Very Copy of a Paper Delivered to the Sheriffs, upon the Scaffold
on Tower-Hill, on Friday Decemb. 7, 1683 (London, 1683), 2.

Free nations “are governed by their own laws and magistrates according to their own
mind.” Only the enslaved are content with aristocracy or monarchy, having either
“willingly subjected themselves” or “by force brought under the power of one or more
men, to be ruled according to his or their pleasure.” Sidney, Discourses, 440; see also
502-3.

The most influential of such misreadings were those of Leo Strauss and C. B.
Macpherson, who approached Locke from opposite vantage points. On Strauss see James
T. Kloppenberg, “The Place of Value in a Culture of Facts: Truth and Historicism,” in
David A. Hollinger, ed., The Humanities and the Dynamics of Inclusion since World War
Il (Baltimore, 2006), 126-58. On Macpherson see Joseph Carens, ed., Democracy and

Possessive Individualism: The Intellectual Legacy of C. B. Macpherson (Albany, 1993).
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42.

43.

Among the pioneers of this now-standard way of reading Locke were Peter Laslett, John
Dunn, and James Tully. See Laslett’s introduction to his edition of Locke, Two Treatises
of Government (1960; Cambridge, 1963), 15-135; John Dunn, The Political Thought of
John Locke: An Historical Account of the Argument of the *“Two Treatises of
Government” (Cambridge, 1969; Dunn, Rethinking Modern Political Theory
(Cambridge, 1985), 13-67; James Tully, A Discourse on Property: John Locke and His
Adversaries (Cambridge, 1980); and Tully, “Locke,” in The Cambridge History of
Political Thought, 1450-1700 (hereafter CHPT, 1450-1700), ed. J. H. Burns and Mark
Goldie (Cambridge, 1991), 616-52. More recent collections of criticism include Richard
Ashcraft, ed., John Locke: Critical Assessments 4 vols. (London, 1991); Vere Chappell,
ed., The Cambridge Companion to Locke (Cambridge, 1994); and Peter R. Anstey, ed.,
The Philosophy of John Locke: New Perspectives (London, 2003).

In his unpublished Tracts and his correspondence, Locke acknowledged his relief, at that
stage in his life, that the monarchy had been restored. “The supreme magistrate of every
nation, what way so ever created, must necessarily have an absolute and arbitrary
power,” he proclaimed in the Tracts. Lest there be any doubt about his own preferences,
he later appended a preface in which he wrote, “As for myself, there is no one can have a
greater respect and veneration for authority than 1.” Locke lamented that as soon as he
was born, “I found myself in a storm which has lasted almost hitherto, and therefore
cannot but entertain the approaches of a calm with the greatest joy and satisfaction.”
Given the tendency of sinful men to disobey, authority must be absolute and obedience
unquestioning—at least in outward form. Yet another principal tenet of the dissenting

tradition also shaped Locke’s upbringing: no civil authority can dictate inner belief.
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44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Locke’s letters to his father and to Thomas Westrow are in The Correspondence of John
Locke, ed. E. S. de Beer, 8 vols. (Oxford, 1976-1989), 1:136-37, 124-25.

Locke’s elevated status as a Carolina “landgrave” and the accompanying grant of four
thousand “baronia,” which he and his associates no doubt imagined to be a considerable
expanse of fertile land, never yielded him a penny. It has long been known that Locke
owned stock in the Royal African Company and profited from the slave trade. On the
relation between this fact and his later political writings, cf. Jeremy Waldron, God,
Locke, and Equality: Christian Foundations in Locke’s Political Thought (Cambridge,
2002), 198-206; and David Armitage, “John Locke, Carolina and the Two Treatises of
Government,” Political Theory 32 (2004): 602-27.

Maurice Cranston, John Locke: A Biography (1957; Oxford, 1985), 202, 246-57.

Locke to the Earl of Pembroke, December 8, 1684, in Locke, Correspondence 2:664.
Attempting to explain to Pembroke why he was not in France but in Holland, known for
decades as the preferred refuge for English political as well as religious dissenters, the
abstemious Locke offered a singularly unconvincing reason: he was there for the beer.
Locke, Correspondence 3:634. See also the excellent discussion of these issues in
Hoppit, A Land of Liberty?, 30-34.

Locke to Clarke, April 19/29, 1687, Correspondence 3:173. In a letter to William
Molyneux written January 19, 1694, Locke wrote, “Every one, according to what way
Providence has placed him in, is bound to labour for the public good, as far as he is able,
or else he has no right to eat.” Correspondence 4:786. Of all the scholarship devoted to
this issue, | have found particularly valuable John Dunn, “Individuality and Clientage in

the Formation of Locke’s Social Imagination,” in Dunn, Rethinking Modern Political
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49.

50.

Theory: Essays, 1979-1983 (Cambridge, 1985), 13-33; Dunn, The Political Thought of
John Locke, esp. 214-61; and Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the
Modern Identity (Cambridge, 1989), esp. 159-76, 234-47.

“Every man has an immortal soul,” Locke wrote, “capable of eternal happiness or
misery,” and nothing matters more than “doing those things in this life, which are
necessary to the obtaining of God’s favor.” Indeed, “the observance of these things is the
highest obligation that lies upon mankind,” precisely because “there is nothing in this
world that is of any consideration in comparison with eternity.” Sincere faith “cannot be
imposed on any church by the law of the land.” “To believe this or that to be true, does
not depend upon our will.” Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration, ed. Mark Goldie
(Indianapolis, 2010), 11-15, 44-45.

Locke first expressed this conviction, which he reached in the early 1670s, in A Letter
from a Person of Quality to his Friend in the Country. Not coincidentally, he left for
France immediately after that tract was published anonymously in 1675. The Letter is
included in the appendix to Locke, Political Essays, ed. Mark Goldie (Cambridge, 1997),
360-65, even though its authorship remains contested. Goldie writes, “No place of
publication or name of publisher is given; there is no extant manuscript. The tract was
included in Pierre Desmaizeaux’s Collections of Several Pieces of Mr. Locke (1720) and
in later editions of Locke’s Works.” There is no other evidence to establish Locke’s
authorship. Because Desmaizeaux contended that Shaftesbury dictated the text to Locke,
some scholars have attributed it to Shaftesbury. Goldie concludes “there is little doubt the
tract reflected Locke’s views,” a judgment shared by Richard Ashcraft, Revolutionary

Politics and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government, 120-23.
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51.

52.

Locke’s eloquent defense of toleration notwithstanding, those inclined to invoke Locke
as a champion of religious freedom should note that he considered both Catholics and
atheists beyond the pale, even though his argument in the Letter Concerning Toleration
might seem explicit in its inclusion of Catholicism. Civil government could not compel
belief, Locke reasoned, but neither could religious believers ignore the laws of civil
government. Locke feared, as did his fellow English Protestants, that Catholics would
obey only laws decreed by the Pope. The point of the Whigs’ strategy of exclusion, of the
failed rebellion of 1685, and of the Revolution of 1688 was to prevent England from
becoming Catholic. Even if as a faith Roman Catholicism deserved to be tolerated,
Catholics’ supposed susceptibility to treason made them too dangerous to accept.
Atheists likewise could not be trusted, Locke argued, but for a different reason. Since
atheists did not consider each individual a child of God, and therefore sacred, they had no
reason to treat others with respect, and since they did not believe in damnation, they had
no reason to keep promises and every incentive to lie, cheat, and steal. Recent
commentators have explored the possibility that Locke’s principles might have been
extended to include not only Roman Catholics but non-European native peoples.
Plausible as those arguments seem, the historical Locke was rather less sympathetic with
non-Protestant religions. Cf. Duncan lvison, “The Nature of Rights and the History of
Empire,” in David Armitage, ed., British Political Thought in History, Literature and
Theory (Cambridge, 2006), 191-211; and Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 218-23.

Locke’s case against absolutism depends on arguments developed in The Second
Treatise, in which he laid out his own principles of government. That makes The First

Treatise hard to follow for readers not immersed in Filmer, and it corroborates the claim
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53.

54,

55.

that Locke was working on both books simultaneously in the late 1670s and early 1680s,
at just the time when he was deeply engaged with Shaftesbury in the Exclusion Crisis.
The case for Locke’s substantial completion of both The First Treatise and The Second
Treatise between 1679 and 1681 is made most persuasively by Peter Laslett in his
introduction to his edition of Two Treatises of Government. For questions concerning the
reliability of that dating, see Dunn, The Political Theory of John Locke, 47-57; and
concerning the relative importance of the composition as opposed to the publication of
Two Treatises, see Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 7-12. On the similarities and
differences between Locke’s and Sidney’s refutations of Filmer, and on the changing
contexts in which they wrote, see Scott, England’s Troubles, 374-88.

Locke, Second Treatise, in Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (1960;
Cambridge, 1988), 268. All citations to the First Treatise and the Second Treatise are to
the 1988 version of Laslett’s edition. As these quoted phrases make clear, the argument
of C. B. Macpherson concerning Locke’s supposedly proto-capitalist defense of the
accumulation and protection of property as the central thrust of The Second Treatise
cannot survive reading the second page of the book, in which Locke defends the
regulation of property on behalf of the public good as one of the principal purposes of
law.

Locke, Second Treatise, 268—69.

In England, the people had established episcopal government in the domain of religion
and Parliament in the realm of politics, and in both spheres Hooker considered those
appointed the legitimate agents of the people. But Hooker denied that the sovereign

people, having once established a particular form of government, enjoyed the right to
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change that form; vesting sovereignty in them was a potentially explosive principle, as
Leveller pamphleteers made plain. Indeed, publication of the final three volumes of
Hooker’s work was delayed for several decades, at least in part because his editors
realized just how corrosive of royal and episcopal authority his arguments were. On
Hooker, see Richard Tuck, Philosophy and Government, 1572-1651 (Cambridge, 1993),
146-53.

To that ethic of reciprocity Hooker and Locke added the “relation of equality between
our selves and them, that are as our selves,” a relation acknowledged in multiple “Rules
and Canons” that “natural reason hath drawn for direction of Life.” Of such principles
“no Man is ignorant.” Locke quoting from Hooker, Ecclesiastical Polity, the edition of
1676, in Second Treatise, 310-11. The entire quotation reads as follows: “it is no less
their Duty, to Love others than themselves, for seeing those things which are equal, must
needs all have one measure; If I cannot but wish to receive good, even as much at every
Man’s hands, as any Man can wish unto his own Sual, how should | look to have any part
of my desire herin satisfied, unless my self be careful to satisfie the like desire, which is
undoubtedly in other Men, being of one and the same nature? to have any thing offered
them repugnant to this desire, must needs in all respects grieve them as much as men, so
that if 1 do harm, I must look to suffer, there being no reason that others should shew
greater measure of love to me, than they have by me, shewed unto them; my desire
therefore to be lov’d of my equals in nature, as much as possible may be, imposeth upon
me a natural Duty of bearing to themward, fully the like affection; From which relation
of equality between our selves and them, that are as our selves, what several Rules and

Canons, natural reason hath drawn for direction of Life, no Man is ignorant.”
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Locke, Second Treatise, 271.

For an excellent discussion of Grotius, which contextualizes his writings, shows his
similarities to Locke (especially concerning religious toleration and the origin of
property) and his differences from Hobbes, and explains why he remained skeptical
about democracy and opted instead for an aristocratic republicanism, see Tuck,
Philosophy and Government, 1572-1651, 154-201.

See Grotius, The Free Sea, ed. David Armitage (Indianapolis, 2004); and Martine van
Ittersum, “Profit and Principle: Hugo Grotius, Natural Rights Theories and the Rise of
Dutch Power in the East Indies, 1595-1615" (unpub. Ph.D. diss., Harvard University,
2002).

Oldenbarnevelt was a prominent public official—for a time the chief minister of Holland,
the most powerful among the United Provinces—and the decision of the States-General
to arrest him and Grotius indicated that religious unrest in the United Provinces had
escalated to a point near civil war. Oldenbarnevelt was convicted, in part on the basis of
testimony given by his associate Grotius, and was martyred, just as Sidney was, for the
cause of religious toleration. After his escape from prison, Grotius lived for the rest of his
life in Paris, first on a royal pension for his services to the French government, then as an
envoy from Sweden to France—except for a brief sojourn in 1631 back in the United
Provinces, from which he was again expelled.

Pufendorf, De jure naturae et gentium libri octo, trans. C. H. Oldfather and W. A.
Oldfather, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1934), 2:1010-11, 1064, 1077.

Pufendorf, De jure naturae et gentium libri octo 2:205. See also Istvan Hont, “The

Language of Sociability and Commerce: Samuel Pufendorf and the Theoretical
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63.

64.

65.

66.

Foundations of the ‘Four-Stages Theory,”” in The Languages of Political Theory in
Early-Modern Europe, ed. Anthony Pagden (Cambridge, 1987), 253-76.

On natural law theory, see Leonard Krieger, The Politics of Discretion: Pufendorf and
the Acceptance of Natural Law (Chicago, 1965); and Richard Tuck, Natural Rights
Theories: Their Origin and Development (Cambridge, 1979); and, more briefly, and with
greater attention to the importance for Grotius and Pufendorf of moral skeptics rather
than late-medieval scholastics, Richard Tuck, “The ‘Modern’ Theory of Natural Law,” in
Pagden, The Languages of Political Theory in Early-Modern Europe, 99-119.

Locke, Second Treatise, 331-33.

Locke, Second Treatise, 329-32. At this stage of the argument Locke again invokes
Hooker’s observation that monarchy, “the thing which they had devised for a Remedy,
did indeed but increase the Sore, which it should have cured” (330).

Political theorists have debated the implicit logic of Locke’s fragmentary and scattered
comments on the suffrage. Although I am persuaded by the claim that Locke’s arguments
concerning the equality of all persons point in the direction of extending the franchise to
all individuals regardless of property or gender, there is no evidence that Locke himself
shared that view—or that he was unusual even among Whigs in believing that only men
with a certain minimum amount of property would be allowed to vote. It is obvious that
Locke falls short of our standard of universal suffrage, and of course he willingly
embraced constitutional monarchy. By the standards of his day, however, his arguments
for equality and popular sovereignty, although less radical than those of some Levellers,
placed him among the more democratically inclined of English political writers—as the

suspicions aroused by his unpublished writings and association with Shaftesbury
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67.

68.

illustrate. John Marshall, John Locke: Resistance, Religion and Responsibility
(Cambridge, 1994), emphasizes Locke’s aristocratic, Ciceronian outlook and denies he
demonstrated any sympathy with democracy. For an overview of the competing
interpretations on Locke and democracy, see Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 21-43,
108-50.

The problem was hard to fix because current arrangements suited those in Parliament.
But “true reason,” not custom, should determine the number of representatives and their
districts. It is “the interest, as well as intention of the People, to have a fair and equal
Representative”; thus, replacing the existing system would earn “the Consent and
Approbation of the Community.” Careful and continuing reapportionment of
representatives Locke judged a high priority. “Whenever the People shall chuse their
Representatives upon just and undeniably equal measures suitable to the original Frame
of the Government, it cannot be doubted to be the will and act of the Society.” Locke,
Second Treatise, 372-74. For Shaftesbury’s equally direct challenge to the existing
system for electing Members of Parliament, see Dunn, The Political Thought of John
Locke, 56n1.

Locke, First Treatise, 211-16; Second Treatise, 363, 353. Among the most persuasive
accounts of Locke’s ideas concerning property are Tully, A Discourse on Property;
Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics and Locke’s “Two Treatises of Government”; Waldron,
God, Locke, and Equality; and Thomas A. Horne, Property Rights and Poverty: Political
Argument in Britain, 1605-1834 (Chapel Hill, 1990). Summing up a generation of
responses to the claims of C. B. Macpherson and others, Horne writes, “In Locke’s work,

then, natural property rights cast four shadows over property rights in society. In the first,
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the laws that regulated property must have been agreed to by representatives; in the
second, those laws must be directed to the common good, which included not only the
juridical requirements of nonarbitrariness but also the economic requirements of
furthering growth; in the third, the law must make certain that no one starve; and in the
fourth, a person about to starve because the previous requirement was not fulfilled could
take what was needed” (63). Cf. the recent recapitulation of the now standard
interpretation of Locke’s analysis of the relation between property and labor in Ivison,
“The Nature of Rights and the History of Empire,” 197: “Cultivation and industry does
not merely produce more stuff, but more opportunities for people to labor, and thus
greater opportunities for more people to preserve themselves and serve God.” Steven
Forde, Locke, Science, and Politics (Cambridge, 2014), provides a detailed account of the
reasons why natural law, grounded in “divine command,” not individual property rights,
provides the “bedrock or foundation” of Locke’s philosophy. For Locke, Forde
concludes, the right to property rests on “the higher-order moral imperative to further the
good of mankind as a whole.” See 1-10, 175-81.

Were the government to dissolve for any reason, Locke argued, power would logically
revert to the people, who would then “constitute a new Form of Government.” Locke
called the body exercising this ultimate power “the Commonwealth.” He did not
necessarily mean by that term “a Democracy,” or any other particular form of
government, but merely the “independent community” that maintains “the supreme
power” in any political system. No part of that whole, whether a king, a body of

aristocrats, or a representative assembly, should be mistaken for the people as a whole
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70.

71.

because no “inferiour Power should prescribe to a Superiour.” Locke, Second Treatise,
354.

Such ideas circulated among the Levellers and other republicans during the era of the
Civil War. Locke was familiar with the writings of Henry Parker and John Wildman and
with the monarchomach tradition, which held that power reverts to the legislative
assembly—in the English case, Parliament—in cases of usurpation or abuse of power.
But the monarchomarchs had stumbled over the issue that | have already identified: if
sovereignty lay with the King-in-Parliament, then how and on what basis could
Parliament itself challenge the King? Locke also knew the now-obscure writings of
George Lawson, who went beyond the monarchomachs and criticized the
Commonwealth for constituting its authority on the basis of the already discredited
Parliament rather than attempting to establish its legitimacy by appealing directly to the
English people. But Lawson had not envisioned sovereignty returning directly to the
people; he thought that existing county courts might be the appropriate site of such
popular gatherings and the ratification of the Commonwealth. On the influence of
Lawson on Locke, see Julian Franklin, John Locke and the Theory of Sovereignty: Mixed
Monarchy and the Right of Resistance in the Political Thought of the English Revolution
(Cambridge, 1978).

It is amusing to note that Locke refused assignment as Ambassador to the court of
Frederick 111, Elector of Brandenburg, on the grounds that he was unqualified because he
could not hold his beer. Either his constitution had changed since he had claimed in 1684
that he had gone to Holland for the beer, or the explanation of 1689 was as specious as

that he offered five years earlier. See Cranston, John Locke, 312.
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74.

75.

76.

77,

Locke’s letter to William Clarke, probably written in the late fall of 1689 or, more likely,
the spring of 1690, and now in Oxford’s Bodleian Library, is reprinted in its entirely at
the conclusion of a fine article probing its meaning and significance: James Farr and
Clayton Roberts, “John Locke on the Glorious Revolution: A Rediscovered Document,”
Historical Journal 28 (1985): 385-98.

Farr and Roberts, “John Locke on the Glorious Revolution.”

John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter H. Nidditch
(Oxford, 1979), bk. 1, chap. 4, par. 17, 95.

John Dunn, with Peter Laslett among the first commentators to stress the importance of
Locke’s religious faith, has argued vigorously that Locke’s Christianity renders his
political ideas—important as they were historically—unpersuasive in our “post-
Christian” age. See for example Dunn’s conclusion in The Political Thought of John
Locke, 262-67. For contrasting judgments concerning the implications of Locke’s
religious convictions for us, see Taylor, Sources of the Self; and Waldron, God, Locke,
and Equality, 240-43. | am grateful to Kenneth Winkler, editor of one of the standard
abridged editions of Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding (Indianapolis,
1996), for his clarification of thorny issues concerning Locke’s Essay and its interpreters.
Locke, Essay, bk. 3, chap. 11, par. 16, 517; bk. 2, chap. 11, par. 10, 159. See also the
comprehensive discussion of these issues in Waldron, God, Locke, and Equality, 50-81,
and the admirably concise treatment in lvison, “The Nature of Rights and the History of
Empire,” 194,

Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 10, par. 6, 621.
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78.

79.

80.

81.

“Such a submission as this of our reason to faith, takes not away the landmarks of
knowledge; this shakes not the foundations of reason, but leaves us that use of our
faculties, for which they were given us.” Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 18, par. 10, 696.

See Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 19, par. 12, 703; and Dunn, The Political Thought of John
Locke, 249-50.

Both Locke and many of his interpreters tend to write “Christianity” when they mean
“Protestant Christianity,” a reflection of the unselfconscious anti-Catholicism prevalent
in English culture since the sixteenth century.

Locke believed that rational capacity exists in every person, and his egalitarianism and
his ethics flowed from that conviction. “God has furnished Men with faculties sufficient
to direct them in the Way they should take, if they will but seriously employ them that
Way, when their ordinary Vocations allow the Leisure.” All people, no matter how
difficult their circumstances, should have time to think about the fate of their souls in
eternity. “Were men as intent upon” the question of their salvation “as they are on things
of lower concernment, there are none so enslaved to the necessities of life, who might not
find many vacancies, that might be husbanded to this advantage of their knowledge.”
Locke never doubted that all people share the capacity to reason, nor that such “power of
abstracting” is as likely—or even likelier—among ordinary people than among those
born to wealth or nobility. The much-studied Protestant ethic not only motivated
ceaseless striving, it also devalued older aristocratic notions of honor and glory in favor
of a higher assessment of the capacity of ordinary people and the sanctity of everyday

life. Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 20, par. 16, 717. For the relation between this
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82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

reassessment of ordinary life and the broader consequences of the Reformation, see
Taylor, Sources of the Self.

Locke, Essay, bk. 4, chap. 20, par. 16, 717.

Locke’s journal quoted in Cranston, John Locke, 265n1.

Locke, Essay, bk. 2, chap. 21, par. 52, 267; and cf. Locke’s letter to Edward Clarke,
April 19/29, 1687, discussed on pp. 155-56 above.

Locke, Some Thoughts concerning Education, ed. John W. Yolton and Jean S. Yolton
(Oxford, 1989), 103. Cf. the following passage from 170: “Covetousness, and the Desire
of having in our Possession, and under our Dominion, more than we have need of, being
the Root of all Evil, should be early and carefully weeded out, and the contrary Quality
of a Readiness to impart to others, implanted.”

Locke, Some Thoughts concerning Education, 111, the same wording as that in the letter
to Edward Clarke discussed on pp. 155-56 above.

John Locke, The Reasonableness of Christianity: As Delivered in the Scriptures, ed. John
C. Higgins-Biddle (Oxford, 1999), 89, 150. The book sparked a controversy because, as
Locke tried to lay out what he considered the core beliefs of Christianity, he seemed to be
rejecting important Anglican doctrines such as the trinity and original sin.

Locke, The Reasonableness of Christianity, 149.

Locke, Second Treatise, 358.

See Locke’s letter to William Molyneux, January 19, 1694, on the universal obligation
“to labour for the public good.” On Locke’s conception of what follows from the duty to
develop one’s God-given capacities through strenuous, productive labor, see Dunn, The

Political Thought of John Locke, 251-54; and the incisive account of the relation
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92.

between Locke’s religious faith and his political ideas in Duncan Kelly, The Propriety of
Liberty: Persons, Passions and Judgment in Modern Political Thought (Princeton, 2011),
20-58.

These passages come from two of the tracts printed in the spring of 1689, A Brief
Collection of Some Memorandums and A Letter to a Friend, Advising him, in this
extraordinary Juncture, how to free the Nation from Slavery for ever, both quoted in Lois
G. Schwoerer, “The Bill of Rights: Epitome of the Revolution of 1688-89,” in Three
British Revolutions: 1641, 1688, 1776, ed. J. G. A. Pocock (Princeton, 1980), 230-31.
For a sampling of seven of the most influential of these tracts, see Malcolm, The Struggle
for Sovereignty 2:847-1064.

“A Paper which was delivered to the house of Commons on Monday 28th January 1688
[i.e., 1689]...said to be written by the Marquis of Halifax” (Rawlinson Ms. D 1079, 8,
Bodleian Library); and “Proposals to this present Convention,” in The Eighth Collection
of Papers Relating to the Present Juncture of Affairs (London, 1689), 33. The
Convention included individuals who hailed from diverse backgrounds and professed a
wide array of political convictions. Among the most influential was the former Leveller
John Wildman. Imprisoned first by Cromwell, then by Charles Il, and later under
suspicion for his role in both the Rye House plot and Monmouth’s rebellion, Wildman
returned to England from his Dutch exile in the company of William of Orange.
Wildman was elected a member of the Convention and named to the Committee that
wrote the first Draft of the Declaration of Rights. He also produced an anonymous
pamphlet, Some Remarks upon Government, which was among the dozens printed in the

early months of 1689. Wildman, in his typical fashion, surveyed the options, weighing
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the advantages and disadvantages of monarchy, aristocracy, democracy, and their
“several Derivatives, Compounds, and Variations.” Although democracy appears
preferable, all forms “have their Defects.” To solve the problems of the English case,
Wildman suggested strengthening the power of Parliament and reforming the electoral
system. In the present circumstances, Wildman urged the adoption of a monarchy. But,
Wildman concluded ominously, his esteem for William of Orange did not extend to his
“Posterity,” leaving open the question of whether England should embrace in principle
what it was choosing in fact, an elective monarchy of the sort common elsewhere in
Europe. Wildman’s pamphlet, Some Remarks upon Government, and particularly upon
the Establishment of the English Monarchy Relating to this present Juncture, is reprinted
in Malcolm, The Struggle for Sovereignty 2:868-901. See also the discussion of the
Convention in Edmund S. Morgan, Inventing the People: The Rise of Popular
Sovereignty in England and America (New York, 1988), 107-21; and Lois Schwoerer,
The Declaration of Rights, 1689 (Baltimore, 1981).

These judgments, of course, remain contested. Cf. Hoppit, A Land of Liberty?; and
Kishlansky, A Monarchy Transformed. These years also saw the first appearance of what
might be called a women’s-rights sensibility, notably in the work of Lady Mary
Chudleigh and Mary Astell. Astell’s Essay in Defence of the Female Sex (1706) urged
the creation of separate schools in which young women might develop their God-given
capacities. Astell’s conservative Anglicanism, her stridently Tory political sentiments,
and her acceptance of women’s subservient role in marriage have made her a

controversial figure in more recent feminist scholarship. See Mary Astell, Political
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Writings, ed. Patricia Springb