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Preface

Two events mark the beginning of modern Locke scholarship: Eric
Stokes’s discovery, in 1944 or 1945, in the library of Christ’s
College, Cambridge, of a revised text of the Two Treatises of Govern-
ment, prepared by Locke for the printer (Laslett in Locke 1967b,
xiv); and the purchase of the Earl of Lovelace’s collection of Locke
manuscripts by the Bodleian Library in 1947 (Long 1959). The
first event gave rise to Peter Laslett’s brilliant edition of the Two
Treatises (1960), and to the work of a long series of Locke scholars
trained in Cambridge, including John Dunn, Patrick Kelly, Philip
Abrams, Richard Tuck, and James Tully. The second led to the
Clarendon Edition of Locke’s works, which is still in progress, and
to the work of scholars such as Peter Nidditch, E. S. De Beer, W.
von Leyden, and G. A.J. Rogers. Meanwhile a series of North
American scholars — John Yolton, Leo Strauss, C. B. Macpherson,
Richard Ashcraft, and others — have provided sharply contrasting
accounts of Locke’s intellectual commitments.

It is this distinguished body of modern scholarship that makes a
selection of Locke’s political writings timely, for students and a
wider public need to have easy access to the texts that scholars have
long been debating. Where this is the first wide-ranging selection
from Locke’s political works, there are by now numerous competing
introductions to Locke’s political thought: my Introduction is not
intended to replace them, but to help those reading Locke for the
first time to find their way among them and, at the same time, to
provide a new account of the place of religion in Locke’s political
thought (an account that places particular stress on Socinianism),
and a new account of the development of Locke’s political ideas (an
account that emphasizes the importance of James Tyrrell’s Patri-
archa non Monarcha).

My main principle of selection has been a straightforward one. 1
simply excluded those works by Locke that were primarily polemi-
cal, and concentrated instead on those in which he was mainly
concerned to express his own views. This meant excluding the
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greater part of the First Tract on Government (1660) and the three
Letters Concerning Toleration he wrote after the first (1685). It also
meant excluding the bulk of the First Treatise. Laslett, who insisted
that the Two Treatises were a single work directed against Filmer,
acknowledged that Locke probably approved the separate publi-
cation of the Second Treatise in French translation, and he himself
found remarkably little to say about the argument of the First
Treatise. In my Introduction I defend the view that the two works
were originally intended to serve quite different purposes, while
suggesting that one section of the First Treatise may be read as an
immediate prelude to the Second, and trying to explain why Locke
thought the whole of the surviving fragment of the First Treatise
worth publishing.

The texts presented here are all based on the original manu-
scripts, except in the case of the Second Tract and the eighth of the
Essays on the Law of Nature, where I have made my own translations
of the Latin originals; the letter to Robert Boyle, where there is no
surviving manuscript; the Constitutions of Carolina, where I have
followed the first edition; the Two Treatises, where I have followed
the Christ’s College copy, corrected by Locke for the press; and the
Letter Concerning Toleration, where I have followed the second,
corrected edition of Popple’s translation. In every case I have
modernized the spelling and, to the extent that it seemed necessary
to make the text easier to read, punctuation: I apologize to scholars,
but in almost every case there is a scholarly edition to which they
can turn, and their loss is outweighed by the gain of those readers
who are less accustomed to seventeenth-century spelling and punctua-
tion, and who may be saved, for example, from the error of thinking
that ‘propriety’ in Locke means something other than ‘property’.

As I have worked on Locke, I have been acutely conscious of my
debt to my predecessors and contemporaries. The progress of Locke
scholarship since the war has been a collective accomplishment, the
result of both cooperation and conflict among scholars. If there is
little agreement over the interpretation of Locke, there is no doubt
that the range and subtlety of arguments, and the quality and
quantity of information, have advanced immeasurably. Many before
me have set out on that arduous intellectual journcy that begins in
the Duke Humphrey reading room of the Bodleian Library, where
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scholars now read Locke’s papers, sitting at desks on which Locke
himself must once have worked, surrounded by copies of the books
that Locke and his contemporaries read and over which they argued.
Sitting in Duke Humphrey, you are close to where the Oxford
Parliament met in March of 1681 in the final trial of strength
between Charles II and the supporters of Exclusion; only a few
steps from where Stephen College was executed in August for
saying things Locke thought; a few yards from where a selection of
dangerous books was burnt by order of the University authorities
in 1683, while Locke’s Two Treatises, which summarized many of
their arguments, lay safely in hiding, and Locke himself began to
make preparations to flee into exile. Though he returned to England
in 1689, Locke never returned to Oxford, which continued to be
dominated by his opponents and enemies. The University authori-
ties went so far as to ban the reading of his masterpiece, An Essay
Concerning Human Understanding, in 1703. Nevertheless, it was by
bequeathing copies of the Two Treatises and the Letter Concerning
Toleration to the Bodleian that Locke confirmed he was their author,
and it is appropriate that our voyage of discovery (a voyage we can
now plan with the help of excellent maps and guides, so that it is now
much less arduous than once it was) begins in a room that has
changed little since his day, and that so many of the key events
with which we shall be concerned took place close by.

Locke left no autobiography, no account of his own intellectual
career. We do not know if he watched College hang, or saw the flames
flicker among the volumes of Milton, Hunton and Hobbes. We do not
know whether his immediate reaction to these events was one of anger
or of fear. We do know that the author of the Two Treatises had good
reason to fear both the censor and the executioner. History is the art of
making sense of the evidence that survives, and the historian’s task is
hardest when the evidence has been pre-selected. Locke was a cautious
philosopher, anxious in those dangerous months and years to avoid
self-incrimination. He took care to leave no record of much of what
he thought and did, and went to elaborate lengths to conceal his
authorship of both the Two Treatises and the Letter Concerning
Toleration during his lifetime. In this volume you will find both the key
political works that Locke published, and the most important surviving
evidence from among his papers relating to his political philosophy.
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This evidence leaves many questions unanswered and poses many
puzzles: the introduction represents my attempt to find a key to Locke.

Locke himself wrote a short essay on the difficulties of interpret-
ing a classic text: it appears as the Preface to his most important
posthumous work, A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles of St
Paul. There, among the many difficulties and dangers he discusses,
two are especially apposite: the difficulty of re-establishing the
context that can alone make clear what an author was discussing,
and what he or she was trying to accomplish (to whom was St Paul
writing, and what knowledge did he and his first readers share and
take for granted?), and the danger of trying to make an author
speak in terms that are familiar to us, and reach conclusions with
which we agree. Locke’s view was that the ‘touchstone’ for the
interpretation of St Paul was to read him, not as a theologian, but
as a Church leader pursuing practical objectives, as someone who
‘knew how to prosecute his purpose with strength of argument and
close reasoning, without incoherent sallies, or the intermixing of
things foreign to his business’ (Locke 1987, 109, 111). Locke had
started off feeling he understood Paul’s ‘practical directions’, but
not his doctrine (103); he ended up reinterpreting his doctrine in
the light of those directions.

Locke had time to prepare for death. He died expecting his
Paraphrases to be published, and having made arrangements for the
long-kept secret of his authorship of the works that have made his
reputation as a political philosopher, the Two Treatises and the
Letter Concerning Toleration, to be finally made public. He would
not have thought it inappropriate to apply to his own works the
principles of interpretation he had applied to St Paul. But he could
not foresee the day when he himself would become the subject of
seemingly endless commentary when he wrote these words in de-
fence of the enterprise upon which he had embarked: ‘To go about
to explain any of St Paul’s Epistles, after so great a train of expos-
itors and commentators, might seem an attempt of vanity, censur-
able for its needlessness, did not the daily and approved examples of
pious and learned men justify it. This may be some excuse for me
to the public, if ever these following papers should chance to come
abroad: but to myself, for whose use this work was undertaken, I
need make no apology’ (103).
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Locke chose the following epigraph for the posthumous edition of
the Two Treatises:

Quod si nihil cum potentiore juris humani relinquitur inopi, at ego
ad Deos vindices humanae superbiae confugiam: et precabor ut iras
suas vertant in eos, quibus non suae res, non alienae satis sint
quorum saevitiam non mors noxiorum exatiet: placari nequeant,
nisi hauriendum sanguinem laniandaque viscera nostra praebuer-
imus.

Livy, bk g, ch. 1

[But if the weak are left no civil rights to protect them from the
mighty, nevertheless I will seek protection from the Gods, who
punish human pride. And I will pray that they will grow angry
with those who are never content, not with their own possessions,
nor with those they take from others. Their blood lust is not
satiated by the execution of the guilty. They will not be satisfied
unless we offer them our blood to drink, and our entrails to tear
out.]




Locke’s liberalism

There are at most two or three English authors of the seventeenth
century about whom we know more than we know about John
Locke. We have thousands of letters to and from Locke, volumes of
his journals, drafts of many of his works, his commonplace books,
the catalogue of his library. Locke’s surviving papers provide a vast
mass of information on almost every aspect of his life, and would
attract historians even if he was a figure of the second rank, a
minor Oxford academic. Anyone who turned to Locke’s papers for
an insight into his life and times, in the way that we turn to Samuel
Pepys, John Evelyn, or Anthony Wood, would, however, be sadly
disappointed. They wrote to expose themselves and their contem-
poraries to their own gaze or to that of posterity. Locke has no
interest in his own peculiarities, or those of his friends. He was
fascinated by the inner workings of the mind, but had no desire to
expose his own to the public’s eye. We know so much about him
because he was orderly, thoughtful, and systematic, but what we
know often leaves us in the dark regarding his hopes and fears,
motives and aspirations. Building a picture of the man and his life
out of the papers he left behind is far from straightforward. If
Locke scholars persist it is only partly because there is so much to
learn; above all it is because they are so eager to know.

Most of the scholars who work on Locke, and most of the
students who read him, are not historians. Some are philosophers,
but the greatest number are studying political theory. They come
to Locke because they want to know more about the intellectual
origins of liberalism.! In the past Locke’s political theory has had a
particular resonance for Americans, even though (paradoxically) the
term ‘liberal’ has come to be a term of abuse in American political
life. Nathan Tarcov has written of the

very real sense in which Americans can say that Locke is our political
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philosopher. The document by virtue of which we Americans are an
independent people, occupying our special station among the powers of
the earth, derives its principles and even some of its language from the
political philosophy of John Locke. Practically speaking, we can recognize
in his work something like our separation of powers, our belief in repre-
sentative government, our hostility to all forms of tyranny, our insistence
on the rule of law, our faith in toleration, our demand for limited
government, and our confidence that the common good is ultimately
served by the regulated private acquisition and control of property as
well as by the free development and application of science. As for funda-
mental political principles, it can be safely assumed that every one of us,
before we ever heard of Locke, had heard that all men are created equal,
that they are endowed with certain inalienable rights, that among them
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, that to secure these rights
governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from
the consent of the governed, and that, whenever any form of government
becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or
abolish it. (Tarcov 1984, 1)

It is less than a decade since Tarcov wrote these words, but they
no longer read like a list of peculiarly ‘American’ principles. It is
important, however, to remember that only recently they still did.
If the American constitution was founded on Lockean principles,
the English constitution, notoriously, was founded on their opposite,
the principles of Burke. The sovereignty of Parliament (which
included the monarch and a chamber dominated by a hereditary
pecrage), the powers of a government that was unlimited in law
(and so could not be held accountable in the courts for its actions),
and the privileges of a state Church were justified by an ultimate
appeal not to rights or principles, but to the sanction of tradition
and custom. At the same time, over much of the world, communist
governments recognized no limits on their power, and denied that
their citizens could lay claim to any inalienable rights.

A few years ago it was 2 remarkable fact that there was hardly a
country in the world that did not claim to be a democracy or to be
on the road to democracy (Dunn 1979). The exceptions (e.g.
Kuwait, South Africa) were obvious anomalies. At the same time,
though, the differences between the so-called people’s democracies




INTRODUCTION

and their opponents, the bourgeois democracies, were so great that
nobody could imagine there was one common set of political prin-
ciples recognized throughout the world. It was merely that one word
passed as common currency in several different languages. Now the
situation is totally different. As communism in eastern Europe has
collapsed, it has suddenly begun to look as though liberal democ-
racy, founded on the separation of powers, representative govern-
ment, freedom of speech and conscience, and the right to pursue
wealth, will become the norm throughout the world. Even in Eng-
land calls for constitutional reform are increasingly heard, and it is
now possible to appeal against the decrees of a semi-sovereign
Parliament to a court of rights in Strasbourg. We are all, it would
seem, liberals now. Almost all of us can now say that Locke is our
political philosopher.

Liberalism, of course, comes in many different forms. For some
it means the principles of the free market, of /assez—faire. ‘Conserva-
tive liberals’ are hostile to the state, and look to the family and the
market as the key institutions that provide the cement of society.
Others think that the rights to life and to the pursuit of happiness
imply a right to divorce and abortion, and a right, not only to
universal education, but also to universal health insurance and to
generous welfare provision. But these are disputes within an overall
consensus, quarrels over the social and political implications of
liberal principles. Locke does not speak straightforwardly for either
side in these disputes: one can portray him as being both for and
against the free market, for and against the welfare state, for and
against divorce. Those on both sides of these disputes use arguments
whose force he would have recognized.

Is Locke then to be revered as the founder of liberalism, the
philosopher of the day? Two decades ago John Dunn, in an im-
mensely influential book on Locke’s political philosophy, insisted
that Locke’s arguments were now irrelevant (Dunn 196ga). In
Dunn’s view, our reasoning was now so fundamentally different
from Locke’s that it was different in kind. None of us would argue
in terms of a social contract reached in a state of nature; few of us
would wish to ground our political philosophy in a divinely ordained
law of nature. Even if we were liberals, what we could mainly learn
from Locke was that the intellectual difficulties, the paradoxes and

y
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tensions, with which we had to struggle were ones that had dogged
liberalism from its inception. Best though to forget about ‘Locke
and Liberalism’, and concentrate simply on Locke. Dunn offered
us history, not contemporary political theory.

Dunn is an Englishman; an American would have expressed
himself more cautiously. Within a few years, in any case, academic
fashions had changed. With the arguments of Rawls and Nozick
the social contract tradition, which the English had long seen as a
historical curiosity, the tradition of Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau,
rendered irrelevant by Hume, Mill, and Marx, was reborn. The
new technology of the computer even came to the support of the
Lockeans, for it was easy to programme computers to play out
games between rational actors making and breaking contracts. Mean-
while American scholars working in the tradition of Leo Strauss
continued to insist that Locke’s thinking was fundamentally secular,
not religious, and primarily about practical interests, not abstract
rights, and that it was therefore quintessentially ‘modern’.

Even if Locke’s arguments now seem more relevant than they
did twenty years ago, there has been a continuing obstacle to his
intellectual rehabilitation. In an influental article, Dunn went so
far as to claim that Locke was not only a historical anachronism,
but that he had had little impact on history (Dunn 196gb). This
argument was much reinforced by J. G. A. Pocock’s The Machiavel-
lian Moment (1975), which argued that the major intellectual trad-
ition which prepared the ground for the American revolution was
not that of Lockean liberalism, but rather that of Machiavellian
republicanism. As Machiavelli’s star rose, Locke’s went into decline.
Only recently has there been a sustained attack on the view that the
Whig tradition which inspired the American revolution owed little
to Locke (e.g. Dworetz 1990, Hamowy 1990, Houston 1991). Even
Dunn recently gracefully admitted that something is still alive in
the political philosophy of John Locke (Dunn 1990).

Locke is a seventeenth-century, not a twentieth-century, political
philosopher. If any political theorist has continuing relevance, then
it is he. The newest constitutions embody his principles. The most
fashionable political philosophers argue from premises recognizably
related to his. But it is not my purpose here to stress the respects in
which Locke is ‘our’ political philosopher. I want to tackle the

10
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basic historical questions which have to be asked if we are to
understand why Locke wrote what were to become the classic texts
of liberal political theory. Such questions as: When did Locke write
the Two Treatises What was his political purpose in doing so?
What intellectual resources did he draw upon? When and how did
he come to hold the views he expressed there? Did he continue to
find them convincing? It should quickly become apparent that it is
always dangerous to say that John Locke thought this or that. In
the first place, his views changed radically ove} time. What Locke
thought in 1661 is quite different from what he thought in 1681.
And in the second place, scholars disagree sharply about how to
interpret his key texts. Where one sees a defence of democracy,
another sees an unthinking acceptance of oligarchy; where one
discovers ill-concealed contempt for Christianity, another finds an
authentic piety; where one argues that he wrote as a detached
philosopher, another claims that he was a party propagandist. These
disagreements about what Locke was actually saying can be resolved
only by clarifying the context in which he was saying it, by finding
out what Locke took for granted and did not think it necessary to
explain, by reading Locke as he himself sought to read St Paul.
Only when we have a proper grasp of Locke’s meaning can we go
on to debate how far his arguments are still relevant in our very
different circumstances.

Dunn was right to stress that Locke could not see us coming.
The word “liberalism’ did not exist in his vocabulary. Nor did he
have the comfort our liberals have, of holding views that are widely
approved. The principles he espoused in the Second Treatise were
far from fashionable. The only major revolution of which Locke
had knowledge, the English Civil War, had ended in abject failure
with the restoration of the monarchy in 1660. If Locke’s party, the
Whigs, triumphed in the years after the milk and water revolution
of 1688, it was only because they supported war against the Catholic
absolutism of Louis XIV in Europe; not because the King or the
nation had been converted to their political principles. In any case,
the principles of the Second Treatise were far from being those of
the Whig movement as a whole. Locke’s political ideas had few
supporters in his own day (Thompson 1976, Nelson 1978, Thomp-
son 1979, Ashcraft and Goldsmith 1983); they gained at best a

II
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precarious respectability when Locke owned them at his death, by
which date his reputation as a philosopher of knowledge was secure.
Because the Two Treatises and the Letter Concerning Toleration
were included in the editions of his Works, they were widely avail-
able when, at last, there were people eager to put them to use. But
for this circumstance they would have faded into obscurity.

People sometimes write as if Locke spoke for his age: nothing
could be further from the truth. More sophisticated scholars have a
tendency to want to make Locke the spokesman for a particular
movement in the intellectual or political life of his day — Baconian-
ism (Wood 1983, Wood 1984), radical Whiggism (Ashcraft 1986) —
but even these categories fail to do justice to the eccentric individu-
ality of his thought. If we want to understand Locke’s political
philosophy we have to put to one side our approval of those princi-
ples that we hold in common with him, to put aside even our desire
to situate him within the major intellectual movements of the time,
and concentrate instead on the substantial gap between his views
and those of most of his contemporaries. Locke himself warns us of
the danger of explaining authors’ meanings ‘by what they never
thought of whilst they were writing, which is not,” he said, ‘the way
to find their sense in what they delivered, but our own, and to take
up from their writings not what they left there for us, but what we
bring along with us in our selves’ (1987, 114). Locke may be, of
necessity, our philosopher: the our no longer needs to be underlined.
But this brings us no nearer to understanding his political philos-
ophy as he himself conceived it; no nearer either to understanding
the place of the Second Treatise and the Letier Concerning Toler-
ation in Locke’s life.

We shall not make much progress towards this end if we think of
Locke as inventing liberal political principles from scratch. Every
single one of the principles enumerated by Tarcov as being those of
the American Declaration of Independence can be traced back
before Locke to the Levellers, and almost all of them can be traced
back even further, to the winter of 1642/3, the first winter of the
English Civil War (Wootton 1990). If we want to locate the intellec-
tual origins of liberalism we can follow this path backwards until
we reach that moment in time when liberal doctrines spring seem-
ingly from nowhere, like a stream bubbling up from underground.
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The obscure men who first gave voice to them were however
following the logic of arguments that had long been around: argu-
ments that founded government in an original act of consent, and
made rulers ultimately answerable to their subjects. It was despera-
tion, the desperation of military defeat, that drove them to follow
those arguments through to the unpalatable conclusion that legiti-
mate government might be at an end, the state of nature might be
restored, and that men, gathered together as equals, might have to
build a new political order from scratch. Thus they made the
momentous transition from claiming that rulers must ultimately be
answerable to their subjects to maintaining that subjects could not
be bound by the decisions of their ancestors.

Already one author, whose works were completely unknown at
the time, had swiftly sketched out the liberal position simply and
solely in order to attack it. Sir Robert Filmer’s Patriarcha was
written, almost certainly, by 1631 (Filmer 1991, viii, xxxii-iv); but
it was not published until 1680, when it was immediately seized on
by the supporters of royal absolutism as a brilliant presentation of
their views. Filmer’s claim was that Adam was owner of the world
and monarch of all his descendants; that the powers of kings and
fathers were identical and unlimited; and that monarchs should be
regarded as substitutes for Adam and as the fathers of their peoples.
There were obvious problems with his argument, for it was hard to
see how Charles II could have inherited Adam’s rights, or could
have come by those of a father over his family by virtue of being
King of England. But one reason for Filmer’s popularity was that
the straw men that Filmer had constructed in the 1630s in order to
hack at them with his sickle had become men of flesh and blood in
the meantime, men armed with guns: it was hard not to read him as
someone commenting upon, rather than foreseeing, the arguments
of the Civil War (Wallace 1980; Ashcraft 1986, 250n~251n).

In 1680 it was widely feared that the issues and conflicts of the
Civil War were once more coming to the fore. The Whigs, under
the leadership of Shaftesbury, claimed that there was a Catholic
plot to assassinate the King and establish his Catholic brother and
heir, James, Duke of York, on the throne. Arguing that any Catholic
ruler would be bound to undermine the Church of England and
would seek to establish an absolute government, they sought to
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persuade Parliament — that is, the House of Commons, the House
of Lords, and the King, who each had a veto on new legislation —
to exclude James from the throne. Between 1679 and 1681 they
twice won majorities in the House of Commons in national elections;
each time they failed to persuade the King to abandon the hereditary
principle and name a Protestant successor. Filmer was long dead,
but his claim that the principle of hereditary succession had been
established by divine law seemed directly relevant to the conflicts
of the day.

In 1680 and the years immediately following it, in the midst of
the Exclusion Crisis and the Tory reaction that succeeded it, three
men sat down to write replies to Filmer. James Tyrrell, a close
friend of Locke’s, published Patriarcha non Monarcha in the first
half of 1681. He was to go on to become the leading proponent of a
respectable Whig philosophy in the years after the revolution of
1688, when James (who had succeeded to the throne on Charles’s
death in 1685) was finally overthrown. Algernon Sidney, long a
republican, was to die on the scaffold in 1683, suspected of having
participated in the Rye House Plot, convicted of having written a
series of Discourses in reply to Filmer. These discourses were to be
published by Toland in 1698 and, supported by Sidney’s posthumous
reputation as a Whig martyr, were to make Sidney a more influen-
tial political theorist than Locke through most of the eighteenth
century. It seems that Sidney did not begin work on his Discourses
until August 1681 at the earliest (Worden 1985, 15). The third, and
for long the least important of the three as a political philosopher,
was Locke.

There are numerous points at which the arguments of Tyrrell,
Sidney, and Locke overlap. Many of the similarities between their
works are due simply to the fact that they had in Filmer a common
opponent, but others suggest, as I will argue below, that Locke had
been influenced by Tyrrell. On the basis of this and other evidence
I shall argue that Locke’s Second Treatise was written in the
second half of 1681.

Between them Tyrrell, Sidney, and Locke covered the range of
argument that had been propounded by the opponents of the mon-
archy during the decade of the Civil War. Tyrrell’s sympathies were
with Philip Hunton, who had recognized that subjects might have
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to rebel, but only, he believed, to defend the principles of the
established constitution. Sidney’s sympathies were with the republi-
cans, who had looked to Italy — to the austerity of ancient Rome, to
the realism of Machiavelli, and to the constitution of Venice — in
order to learn how to construct a new political order based on
liberty, virtue, and martial valour.

As for Locke, he was the only one of the three who fully accepted
the challenge presented by Filmer. He did not only attack the
positions Filmer had defended; he systematically defended the views
Filmer had attacked. Filmer, not Locke, invented liberalism. He
defined the position he was attacking as the belief that ‘Mankind is
naturally endowed and born with freedom from all subjection, and
at liberty to choose what form of government it please, and that the
power which any one man hath over others was at first by human
right bestowed according to the discretion of the multitude.” From
the ‘supposed natural freedom and equality of mankind, and liberty
to choose what form of government it please’, there followed, he
believed, ‘as a necessary consequence’ the view that rulers are
‘subject to the censures and deprivations of their subjects’. It was
also a consequence of this view, he held, that there must be freedom
of inquiry and of speech: those who affirmed the natural liberty of
mankind were obliged not to ‘deny by retail that liberty they affirm
by wholesale’ (Filmer 1991, 2—4). Filmer knew that most people
did not accept that these conclusions followed from the premise of
original liberty. They thought that liberty once given up could
never be reclaimed; that rebellion could only be justi