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Summary
Traditional accounts of seventeenth-century English republicanism have usually presented it as inherently anti-monarchical and anti-democratic. This article seeks to challenge and complicate this picture by exploring James Harrington’s views on royalism, republicanism and democracy. Building on recent assertions about Harrington’s distinctiveness as a republican thinker, the article suggests that the focus on Harrington’s republicanism has served to obscure the subtlety and complexity of his moral and political philosophy. Focusing on the year 1659, and the pamphlet war that Harrington and his supporters waged against their fellow republicans, it seeks to re-emphasise important but neglected elements of Harrington’s thought. It suggests that the depth and extent of Harrington’s sympathy with royalists and royalism has been underplayed, while too little attention has been paid to the fundamental differences between his ideas and those adopted by other republican thinkers at the time. In addition it brings to light, for the first time, Harrington’s innovative endorsement of both the term and the concept of ‘democracy’ and draws attention to his intellectual and personal affinities with the Levellers. Finally it outlines some implications of these findings for understandings of English republicanism and the republican tradition more generally.
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Introduction: Harrington and the English Republican Tradition

English republicanism has traditionally been defined by its opposition to monarchical rule. In his pioneering account, The Classical Republicans (1945), Zera Fink was explicit about his own definition of a ‘republic’, which he drew directly from the writers with whom he was concerned: ‘When they spoke of a republic, they had in mind primarily a state which was not headed by a king and in which the hereditary principle did not prevail in whole or in part in determining the headship.’
 Although many aspects of Fink’s account have been challenged and revised in the sixty-five years since its publication, his assertion that anti-monarchism was an essential characteristic of seventeenth-century English republicanism continues to be upheld by many scholars.


While Blair Worden has convincingly demonstrated the extent to which the establishment of the English republic was a cause rather than a consequence of English republican thought, he nonetheless accepts the importance of anti-monarchism. Worden has summarised two distinct accounts of what he calls ‘constitutional republicanism’.
 The first, which he attributes to Quentin Skinner, applies the label ‘republican’ only to those individuals who opposed monarchy and favoured kingless government.
 The second, which he presents as his own position, is even more restrictive in its insistence that, in an English context, the label can only usefully be applied to the handful of figures who explicitly worked towards the creation of a system of government that had no place for a monarch. 


Moreover, a distinctive twist has recently been given to this idea in arguments about the emergence of substantive ‘republican exclusivism’ presented by David Wootton, James Hankins and Eric Nelson. Though differing on important points of detail, these scholars agree that the putting into practice of an understanding of republicanism as the antonym of monarchy was an important innovation of the mid-seventeenth century.
 Thus anti-monarchism is presented not just as central to seventeenth-century English republicanism, but also as distinctive by contrast with what had gone before.

If the English republicans are thus seen as foreshadowing their American and French successors of the late eighteenth century in their endorsement of anti-monarchism, they are not generally presented as sharing the commitment of American and French republicans to democratic principles. It is the late eighteenth century that has been dubbed The Age of the Democratic Revolution, and American and French revolutionaries who are presented as engaging in the first experiments with democracy.
 The only mention that is generally made of the English Revolution in accounts of the history of democracy relates to the Levellers not the republicans,
 and English republicans of the seventeenth century are conventionally presented as being more inclined towards aristocracy than democracy.
 This article seeks to challenge both the claim that English republicanism was inherently anti-monarchical and that it was anti-democratic - at least in the admittedly atypical case of James Harrington. 


Though Harrington was central to traditional accounts of English republicanism, not least those of Fink and Pocock, more recent scholars have challenged his typicality as a republican thinker. One of the first to do so was Jonathan Scott. While writing his influential intellectual biography of Algernon Sidney, Scott became aware that the focus on Harrington had produced a skewed picture of what English republicanism stood for.
 Consequently in his subsequent writings he has both offered a more nuanced account of English republicanism, which he presents as being distinguished less by constitutional structures than by ‘Christian humanist moral philosophy’, and he has also pointed out the various ways in which Harrington departed from this model.
 Similarly, in his recent book Against Throne and Altar, Paul Rahe has emphasised the distinction between what he sees as the ‘classical republicanism’ of John Milton and the ‘Hobbesian republicanism’ of Harrington.
 This article seeks to build on this work by examining Harrington’s views on royalism, republicanism and democracy during the fraught final months of the English republic.

Harrington, Royalists and Royalism

Despite emphasising his credentials as a republican, most scholars have at least acknowledged Harrington’s somewhat ambiguous attitude towards royalists and royalism during the 1640s and 50s.
 He does not appear to have played an active part in the civil wars. Furthermore, when employed by Parliament as gentleman of the bedchamber to the captive Charles I in 1647 he was a loyal and affectionate servant.
 His grief at the death of the King was attested by his acquaintance John Aubrey who ‘oftentimes heard him speake of King Charles I with the greatest zeale and passion imaginable’.
 In addition, Harrington had considerable sympathy with the philosophy of the leading seventeenth-century exponent of absolute power, Thomas Hobbes, despite attacking certain of his views.


In terms of his political theory, too, Harrington’s position is more subtle and complex than the simple categorisation of him as a republican would suggest. Though he did speak in Oceana of the advantages of popular government, his fundamental belief was that it was the balance of property within a particular nation that determined the form of government that ought to be adopted there. As he explained: ‘Kings, no question, where the balance is monarchical, are of divine right, and if they be good the greatest blessings that the government so standing can be capable of; but the balance being popular … they are the direst curse that can befall a nation’.
 Thus, Harrington’s call for an English republic in the 1650s was predicated on his belief that the balance of property in England now favoured that form of government. By implication, if that balance changed, or was simply understood differently, then Harrington’s theory could be used to argue for a different political form. This was, of course, exactly what Harringtonians such as Henry Neville and Walter Moyle did after 1660.


Moreover, while Harrington believed that a republic was the only form of government applicable to mid-seventeenth-century England, the fundamental issue for him was not simply rule by a single person. It is true that in Oceana he had distinguished between absolute monarchy, mixed monarchy and a commonwealth – and had presented the last as superior. But, consideration must also be given to Harrington’s Cromwell figure, Lord Archon. He was initially employed as a legislator and once the constitution was in place he abdicated, but he was soon persuaded to resume his post in order to deal with the immediate dangers of foreign invasion and internal divisions.
 Consequently, even in Oceana there is a place for a single figurehead at the apex of the government (albeit one with very limited powers), perhaps not too dissimilar from a Venetian doge. The Armies Dutie, one of several Harringtonian pamphlets published in 1659, sheds further light on this issue. Its authors were adamant that liberty was incompatible with kingship.
 However, when discussing the various magisterial offices the authors declare: ‘it is possible it may consist with the Common Interest, to have one chiefe Magistrate, in whom the Title and Honour of the Common-wealth, may reside in publicke Solemnities and addresses’.
  The crucial issue appears to have been not simply the presence of a single magistrate at the head of the government, but rather the role that such a figure would play and, more especially, where sovereignty lay.


During the spring and summer of 1659 Harrington further blurred the boundaries between monarchies and republics. In Pour Enclouer le Canon he described the traditional English system (of King, Lords and Commons) as a commonwealth – albeit one that was unequal.
 Similarly, in Aphorisms Political he described it as a government by laws – ‘though imperfect or ineffectual laws’ – rather than a government of men.
 These comments seem to imply that Harrington saw the inadequacies of the English system as a matter of degree rather than form.


This is not to deny the significance of the fact that Harrington was the subject of a number of royalist attacks following the publication of Oceana in 1656, or that he was arrested as a republican after 1660. However, it is interesting to compare Harrington’s interactions with royalists to his associations with republicans – particularly during the crucial year of 1659.


The period between the recalling of the Rump Parliament in May 1659 and the final dissolution of the Long Parliament in March 1660 was Harrington’s most fruitful, with at least ten pamphlets being produced in as many months. Significantly, the majority were directed against other republicans. These included specific responses to The Humble Petition and Addresse, produced by the army grandees, and to pamphlets by John Rogers and Henry Stubbe. By contrast, none of them was directed against Harrington’s royalist critics (his last response to his main royalist opponent, Matthew Wren, was written in March 1659). Moreover, if we consider all the works published by Harrington after Oceana, it is still the case that more were directed against republicans than royalists. 


It is also significant that a number of royalists were associated with Harrington and his circle during 1659. Though the Rota Club was widely viewed as a Harringtonian establishment, there is clear evidence that it was more than just a talking-shop for Harrington’s supporters.
 According to contemporary accounts, the debates were free and open and Harrington’s own view did not always prevail.
 There is even evidence of the inclusion of crypto-royalists, such as Sir Henry Ford, among the regular members.
 


A similar picture emerges in A Proposition in Order to the Proposing of a Commonwealth or Democracy, of June 1659, which was supposedly the product of a forerunner of the Rota that met at Nonsuch Tavern in Bow Street.
 The purpose of A Proposition was to call for the appointment of a committee to discuss Harrington’s proposals. The list of those to be included comprises not just Harringtonians, but also opponents of Harrington, including the royalists Dr Henry Ferne and Matthew Wren. Indeed, the range of figures included has been used by historians to discredit the document.
 However, when considered alongside the membership of the Rota, and Harrington’s own ambiguous attitude towards royalism, the intentions of A Proposition perhaps look more sincere.


One straightforward explanation for Harrington’s willingness to engage on friendly terms with royalists might be that he did not believe them to pose a significant threat. Owing to his faith in the balance of property, Harrington was adamant that the only viable form of government for England at that time was a commonwealth. Indeed, he predicted that if the monarchy was restored it would only last a few years.
 He appears to have been confident that the majority of royalists would quickly convert once an equal commonwealth had been established: 

What experience is there in the world that the greatest cavaliers, being once brought under the orders of popular government rightly balanced, did not thenceforth detest monarchy? The people of Rome … were the greatest cavaliers in the world; for above one hundred years together, they obstructed their senate, which would have introduced a commonwealth, and caused them to continue under monarchy: but from the first introduction of popular government, continued under perfect detestation of the very name.


However, while this explanation is the simplest, it is not sufficient. While it might explain Harrington’s relatively benevolent relationship with royalists during the late 1650s, it does not account for his much more hostile attitude towards the republicans.

Harrington’s Republican Enemies

Not only were the vast majority of Harrington’s 1659 pamphlets directed against republican individuals and ideas, but among known members of the Rota and those listed in A Proposition, republican writers are conspicuous by their absence. Unlike his royalist opponents, the names of his republican adversaries (Stubbe, Rogers, Henry Vane and John Milton) appear in neither group.


In emphasising the shared sense of purpose among republicans in 1659, Ruth Mayers has pointed to the fact that Harrington’s opponents were keen to emphasise the principles they shared with him,
 but Harrington’s own works reflect a different attitude. On his account it was the republicans who were his main opponents throughout this period. This is reflected in his insistence in Pour Enclouer le Canon that it was neither monarchy nor tyranny that was the real danger in May 1659, but rather an unequal commonwealth.


There were three fundamental issues on which the so-called ‘godly republicans’ disagreed with Harrington and his associates.
 In the first place, they offered a different vision of the relationship between church and state. Secondly, they called for much tighter restrictions on who was eligible for citizenship, and they prioritised the role of good men rather than good laws as the solution to the problem of human corruption. Finally, they favoured a different constitutional settlement and directly attacked key features of Harrington’s system, such as the bicameral assembly and rotation of office.


Though they were all committed to liberty of conscience, the godly republicans rejected Harrington’s call for a national church, opting instead for the complete separation of church and state.
 Vane was keen to assert the importance of the religious principles and foundations of the commonwealth against Harrington’s emphasis on ‘human prudence’ and the balance of property.
 His pamphlet A Needful Corrective took the form of an open letter to Harrington and was intended as a direct reply to The Prerogative of Popular Government of 1658, and more specifically to the five questions addressed ‘To the godly man’ at the end of Book 1. According to Vane, only God can confer power, and all authority is therefore derived from him.
 He also asserted that people ought to enjoy liberty of conscience free from all government interference and control. In his earlier work A Healing Question he had insisted that since Christ was the ‘sole Lord and Ruler in and over conscience’ the government and civil magistrates should not interfere at all in religious matters.


Vane’s protégés, Stubbe and Rogers, also endorsed the separation of church and state. In his Essay in Defence of the Good Old Cause, in which he examined the issue directly, Stubbe concluded: ‘That our Magistrate should entermeddle authoritatively in such spiritual affairs, by vertue of any power derived from his creators, the People, is to me morally impossible, as well as unlawful.’
 In Diapoliteia Rogers devoted considerable space to justifying Vane’s call for complete liberty in religion and his exclusion of the civil magistrate from this jurisdiction.
 Moreover, later in the work he directly attacked the religious proposals of Harrington and his supporters.
 John Milton also echoed Vane’s views on this issue. In the first edition of The Readie and Easie Way he insisted: ‘And in my judgement civil States would do much better, and remove the cause of much hindrance and disturbance in publick affairs, much ambition, much hypocrisie and contention among the people, if they would not meddle at all with Ecclesiastical matters’.
 


As on religious issues, so on political and moral matters Harrington and the godly republicans agreed on certain principles, but were fundamentally opposed on others. As Vane was keen to note, he and Harrington agreed on the importance of popular consent as the basis of legitimate government, and on the need for government to be enacted in the public interest. Moreover, both men were aware of the potential conflict between these principles owing to the natural human tendency towards corruption. However, Vane interpreted corruption in religious terms and was particularly sceptical of the ability of the majority to avoid succumbing to it. As he explained, the fundamental difficulty facing the legislator was:

to show how the depraved, corrupted and self-interested will of man, in the great body, which we call the people, being once left to its own free motion, shall be prevailed with to espouse their true public interest, and closely adhere to it, under the many trials and discouragements they must be sure to meet with before they obtain what they pursue.

Consequently, there is some ambiguity in Vane’s attitude to popular sovereignty; in places he seems to imply that sovereignty lies with the people in general, whereas elsewhere he suggests that only the wisest and best – those who could be trusted to put the public good above their own private interests – should be allowed to rule. Once again he put a religious gloss on his argument by equating the wisest and best with the godly.


Rogers too devoted considerable space in Diapoliteia to justifying the need to restrict the political nation to the godly, and he emphasised the need for virtue among those who govern.
 Indeed, he attacked Harrington and his supporters directly on this issue:

Therefore if the Petitioners mean with Mr. Har. by the free people ... all the Nation, without any distinction, or Cognizance of any difference between Royalists and Realists, Delinquents and Adherents, such as have forfeited, and such as are well-affected … they strike Mortally at the Cause… And when (by this fraud) the Cause is thus far gone; and all the Bloud in the Veins of the Commonwealth mingled, with ten times more corrupt than is sound? (forsooth!) what serves your Rotation for, but for Rottation, and inevitable ruine to the Commonwealth?

Milton also urged a reliance on good men rather than good laws and presented virtue as both essential to, and an outcome of, successful republican government.
 Moreover, in the second edition of The Readie and Easie Way, he offered a more sophisticated version of the godly republicans’ idea of restricting the electorate, with his proposal that they might:

welqualifie and refine elections: not committing all to the noise and shouting of a rude multitude, but permitting only those of them who are rightly qualifi’d, to nominat as many as they will; and out of that number others of a better breeding, to chuse a less number more judiciously, till after a third or fourth sifting and refining of exactest choice, they only be left chosen who are the due number, and seem by most voices the worthiest.


Stubbe was more inclined towards Harrington on this issue, but he still acknowledged that full citizenship needed to be limited, at least initially:

It is evident then what course must be taken, unlesse we limit our Common-wealth unto the honest and faithfull party, leaving the residue so much liberty as they are now capable of, or may prove hereafter. That this latter way is not onely prudentiall, but just, I do suppose evident from what I have said concerning the Originall of power, and that all other procedure, however it may terminate in the Good of the people, is not to be legitimated in itself.

Stubbe developed this idea further in A Letter to an Officer in the Army, where he drew a distinction between ‘the nation’, which included all inhabitants, and ‘the people’, which referred only to those who had proved their loyalty by opposing the rebels in George Booth’s recent royalist uprising. While he was ultimately willing to allow the former the right to vote in elections to the representative assembly (under certain circumstances), only the latter were to be given the right to bear arms, to elect the senate, and to hold office.


The question of whether to adopt an upper house, and the form it should take, had been hot topics since the mid-1650s, but they were given a new impetus with the appearance of The Humble Petition and Addresse in May 1659. There the army grandees called for legislative power to reside in a representative body: ‘Consisting of a House successively chosen by the People, in such way and manner as this Parliament shall judge meet; and of a select Senate, Co-ordinate in power, of able and faithful Persons, eminent for godliness, and such as continue adhering to this Cause’.


Vane, as a member and supporter of the Rump, had probably initially favoured a unicameral legislative body. There is certainly no mention of a senate in A Healing Question. Rather, he proposed that the Supreme Judicature or popular assembly should be complemented by a ‘standing Council of State settled for life’, made up of known and trusted advocates of ‘the good old cause’. The council would remain under the control of the Supreme Judicature, but it would also have the power to act in the intervals between its meetings. Vane’s early views on this matter were supported by Rogers. He accused Harrington and his supporters of undermining ‘the good old cause’ by calling for a bicameral system.
 Milton, too, explicitly rejected Harrington’s bicameralism and his associated separation of debate from result.
 Rather, Milton used the term ‘perpetual senate’ to refer to his ‘Grand Councel’ – the sole central sovereign authority.
 Milton was clear that this body should not only sit permanently, but that its members should sit for life. Though he did not dismiss the idea of rotation completely, his own preference was clear:


But I could wish that this wheel or partial wheel in State, if it be 
possible, might be avoided; as having too much affinitie with the wheel 
of fortune. For it appeers not how this can be don, without danger and 
mischance of putting out a great number of the best and ablest: in 
whose stead new elections may bring in as many raw, unexperienc’d 
and otherwise affected, to the weakning and much altering for the 
wors of public transactions.


Vane, however, had modified his views by 1659. Though still a vocal spokesman for the Rump, he appears to have acknowledged the weight of opinion in favour of a senate. In A Needful Corrective, he referred to a senate that would hold supreme executive power as well as proposing legislation. Together with the representative body of deputies, it would form a general legislative assembly. Though not specific about its composition, he did insist that both it and the popular assembly should be constituted of the ‘most suitable people’ and he was clear that only those who had proved their commitment to the good old cause would be allowed to elect members of the senate. Stubbe also favoured this option. In his Essay in Defence of the Good Old Cause he questioned why a Senate, co-ordinate in power with the popular assembly, should be any more dangerous than Harrington’s single legislator,
 and in A Letter to an Officer of the Army, he set out his preference for a select senate the members of which would be elected for life, though it would be subject to scrutiny by an elected body every two years.
 He was keen to ensure that its members would be committed to ‘the good old cause’ and so proposed that they be chosen from among ‘the several parties in the nation leagued in the establishment of a commonweath, viz. Independents, Anabaptists, Fifth Monarchy Men, and Quakers’.
 

Harringtonian Republicanism
Harrington disagreed with his fellow republicans on these issues because his republican model was underpinned by a completely different moral philosophy. Whereas Vane, Milton and their associates accepted the traditional republican emphasis on virtue, yoking it to Calvinist ideas about the elect,
 Harrington remained adamant that all human beings are equally inclined to corruption, particularly when holding a position of power. Thus he argued that rather than relying on the virtue and good will of a select group of individuals it was more appropriate to develop a robust constitutional structure that would produce a virtuous whole out of the self-interested behaviour of individual citizens. This was the idea that Harrington had famously illustrated in Oceana by means of the analogy of two girls sharing a cake, but it became a prominent issue in 1659. In several pamphlets written during that year Harrington and his supporters emphasised the need to place trust not in people, but in the orders that control them.
 In A Discourse Upon This Saying… he asserted: ‘They who dare trust men do not understand men; and they that dare not trust laws or orders do not understand a commonwealth.’
 In order to demonstrate what he meant he used the analogy of a carnival pageant that he had seen whilst in Rome:

I saw one which represented a kitchen, with all the proper utensils in use and action. The cooks were all cats and kitlings, set in such frames, so tied and so ordered, that the poor creatures could make no motion to get loose, but the same caused one to turn the spit, another to baste the meat, a third to skim the pot and a fourth to make green sauce. If the frame of your commonwealth be not such as causeth everyone to perform his certain function as necessarily as this did the cat to make green sauce, it is not right.


Harrington’s distinctive system was designed to translate this idea into constitutional terms. He called explicitly for a bicameral legislature, but was also scathing about the idea of a ‘select senate’, insisting that its members would ‘debate according as they intend to resolve, and … resolve according to the interest of the few or of a party’.
 To avoid this problem Harrington’s senate was to be constituted of a natural aristocracy, determined by merit (judged on the basis of wealth) rather than godliness. Moreover, both it and the popular assembly were to operate on the principle of rotation, with one third of members retiring every three years and being exempt from office for a further three years. The functions of the two assemblies were also rigidly defined. The members of the senate would be responsible for debating potential laws and drafting proposals to put to the popular assembly, which would then vote in silence either to accept or reject each proposition.


Harrington’s dialogue Valerius and Publicola, which appeared in October, and was partly written in response to Stubbe, devoted considerable space to the issue of the senate. It even incorporated a petition that Harrington had unsuccessfully presented to the Rump’s committee of government, which argued that the only alternative to government by a king and House of Lords was one in which a senate had the power to debate and propose and a popular assembly had the right of result.
 It urged parliament to institute such a system immediately in order to avoid ‘the inevitable ruin of this nation’.
 


Harrington’s adoption of a moral philosophy based on self-interest rather than virtue, and his consequent reliance on laws rather than men, had an interesting and innovative consequence: it led him to endorse both the label and the practice of democracy. This issue came to the fore in the debates discussed above. Harrington directly attacked the godly republicans for restricting elections and for rejecting his system of rotation of office, accusing them of favouring oligarchy.
 Moreover, against them he began to embrace the term ‘democracy’ and to use it positively as a synonym for ‘commonwealth’.


In fact, this was a position towards which Harrington had been moving for some time. Even in Oceana he had already hinted at this understanding of ‘democracy’. In his discussion of the Lacedaemonian system Harrington hit upon a ‘riddle, which I have heretofore found troublesome to unfold’, namely, ‘why, Athens and Lacedaemon consisting each of the senate and the people, the one should be held a democracy and the other an aristocracy’.
 The main difference between them, as Harrington noted, was that in the former the people could both debate and vote on legislation whereas in the latter they could not debate, but could simply accept or reject legislative proposals introduced by the Senate. Harrington went on: 


But for my part, where the people have the election of the senate, not 
bound unto a distinct order, and the result, which is the sovereign 
power, I hold them to have that share in the government (the senate 
being not for life) whereof, with the safety of the commonwealth, they 
are capable in nature, and such a government for that cause to be 
democracy.
 


Harrington explored this understanding of the term more fully in The Prerogative of Popular Government (1658) and he used it definitively in a whole series of pamphlets that appeared between July and December 1659.
 For example in Aphorisms Political, he stated: ‘That democracy, or equal government by the people, consist[ing] of an assembly of the people and a senate, is that whereby art is altogether directed, limited and necessitated by the nature of her materials.’
 Nor was Harrington alone in 1659 in his new use of the term ‘democracy’. It was also used in the titles of two Harringtonian works of this period that were produced by Harrington’s associates: A Proposition in Order to the Proposing of a Commonwealth or Democracy and A Model of a Democraticall Government.
 Moreover, the fact that the nature and value of democracy was discussed in Harringtonian circles during this period, and that the ideas explored there influenced even those who were less inclined to Harrington’s own views, is reflected in a manuscript written by Sir William Petty, a member of Harrington’s Rota Club, in which he challenged Hobbes’s arguments for favouring monarchy over democracy.


Harrington’s adoption of the term ‘democracy’ was not mere rhetoric, but signalled a more substantive commitment to what he understood democracy to be. This is, of course, contrary to conventional ideas about Harrington’s thought and his place within the republican tradition. English republicanism tends to be seen as aristocratic, elitist and hierarchical. Moreover, on the rare occasions that the democratic elements of English republicanism have been discussed, it is Marchamont Nedham’s republicanism, rather than that of Harrington, that is seen as the most democratically inclined, not least because of his preference for a unicameral legislature.
 However, Nedham’s views on democracy are ambiguous at best. In The Case of the Commonwealth of England Stated, he quoted Aristotle’s claim that democracy constitutes extreme tyranny and even in The Excellencie of a Free State  he was quick to qualify his call for free elections: 


To take off all mis-constructions; when we mention the people, observe 
all along, that we do not mean the confused promiscuous body of the 
people, nor any part of the people who have forfeited their rights by 
delinquency, neutrality, or apostasy, &c. in relation to the divided state 
of any nation; for they are not to be reckoned within the lists of the 
people.
 

At the same time, it certainly cannot be denied that Harrington expressed a belief in the existence of a ‘natural aristocracy’ whose members ought to be given greater powers to rule than their fellow citizens, or that he placed particular emphasis on land ownership and wealth as an important basis for rule.
 Yet, the fact that the members of his senate were elected and subject to rotation of office, rather than serving for life, served to mitigate some of the exclusivity. Moreover, a careful examination of Harrington’s proposals does suggest that he endorsed several fundamental democratic principles.


In the first place, Harrington was firmly committed to the idea that government is enacted both for and by the people and that, therefore, as many citizens as possible should have an opportunity to participate directly in politics. Thus, although the wealthier inhabitants of the nation did play a particularly significant political role (completely controlling the senate and dominating the popular assembly) those worth less than £100 per year in land, goods or money were not excluded altogether, or even restricted to electing their superiors. Rather they were also entitled to sit in the popular assembly (as long as they were married), to hold certain offices and even to initiate legislation through the Academy of Provosts. Moreover, Harrington’s commitment to a system of rotation in both assemblies and in many offices within the state helped to maximise the number of citizens who would hold office at some point during their lives.


Not only was Harrington committed to ensuring direct political involvement on the part of as large a number of citizens as possible, but he was also committed to an extremely inclusive understanding of citizenship. In the first few orders of his constitutional model Harrington set out the conditions for citizenship. Those entitled (and indeed required) to participate in government include all men over the age of 30 who are not servants but ‘live of themselves’ (those under 30 are to exercise their citizenship militarily rather than politically). While the category of ‘servants’ can be difficult to define, it is clear that Harrington was effectively proposing manhood suffrage, and therefore a franchise that was more extensive than that which was in operation in England at the time. Moreover, through his agrarian law, which limited the amount of property an individual could possess, Harrington sought to maintain, and even widen, the distribution of land within the nation, which would exercise a direct effect on the numbers able to participate in politics - particularly at the higher level. Moreover, unlike his republican counter-parts Harrington did not even exclude individuals from the franchise on the basis of their political beliefs.
 Thus, Harrington’s sympathy for royalists and his willingness to incorporate them into his political system can be seen as a direct consequence of his democratic beliefs.


In presenting himself as an advocate of democracy Harrington was deliberately seeking to distinguish his own views from those of his fellow republicans, but was he also signalling his affinities with another group of seventeenth-century radicals? Though the Levellers did not tend to use the term ‘democracy’ positively,
 they too sought to encourage genuine participation in government and inclusive citizenship. Moreover, they also shared Harrington’s preference for a national church that was subordinate to the state, and his reliance on the rule of laws rather than men.
 Moreover, two former Levellers, John Wildman and Maximilian Petty, became members of Harrington’s Rota Club; and Wildman, in particular, was closely associated with Harrington during 1659. He was probably the author of the pamphlet The Leveller, which amalgamated Leveller ideas with Harringtonian ones – including the need for government by laws not men and the separation of debating and consenting to laws between a senate and popular assembly.
 The conventional view has been that Wildman and Petty had sold out and abandoned their earlier position. However, given that this pamphlet makes explicit reference back to the movement of the 1640s, and emphasises the continuity of ideas, it could be argued that they embraced Harringtonianism as a continuation of Leveller thinking. Moreover, while Harrington did criticise The Leveller directly in the third book of The Art of Lawgiving, his main concern was that the author was asserting Harringtonian ideas but attributing them to the Levellers.
 Harrington also criticised the Leveller programme more generally, but he focused his attack on the Second Agreement of the People, which was a compromise with the Council of Officers, and the main thrust of his argument was that the Levellers’ constitutional proposals would not fulfil their underlying principles (which he largely shared), but would lead to an oligarchical system. The implication seems to have been that Harrington’s own system offered a better means of fulfilling the aims of the Levellers.
 

Conclusion

It is clear, then, that Harrington’s conflict with his fellow republicans in 1659 was indicative of deep and fundamental differences in their moral and political thought. While Harrington was consistent in his commitment to republicanism, in the traditional sense of rule for and by the public, he was less adamant than his contemporaries that this meant rule without a monarch. The blueprint offered in Oceana appears to leave the way open for the presence of a doge-like figure, and by the spring of 1659 Harrington was even presenting the traditional English constitution as an (unequal) commonwealth. Moreover, as we have seen, Harrington also remained sympathetic to royalists throughout his career and sought to include them within his political system.


Harrington also rejected the traditional republican commitment to civic virtue. He challenged both the assertion that successful republican government required virtuous rulers and the suggestion that only republican rule would produce virtuous citizens. Instead he grounded his thinking in a moral philosophy of self-interest, relying on a robust constitutional structure to produce the appearance of virtue out of the self-interested behaviour of individual citizens.


These departures from the conventional republican ideas of the time also facilitated Harrington’s innovative approach to democracy. Not only was he one of the first to use the term ‘democracy’ in a positive sense, but he also endorsed several fundamental democratic principles - including genuine participation in government (as electors, members of the legislature, and officeholders) even for poorer citizens, and an inclusive understanding of citizenship. Moreover, in his commitment to these democratic principles, his views on the relationship between church and state, and his moral philosophy, Harrington had more in common with the Levellers than he did with his fellow republicans.


Connections such as this have generally been overlooked in the past, in part, because of the identification of Harrington as a republican and the assumption that this fact alone makes sense of his political thought. Yet, as has been demonstrated, this approach exaggerates the cohesiveness of seventeenth-century English republicanism, thereby obscuring some of the important divisions that existed among republicans at the time and the issues about which they disagreed.


The events of mid-seventeenth-century England prompted the emergence and development of new branches of republican thought that diverged from ancient republican ideas in crucial ways. Though they drew heavily on ancient ideas about virtue and morality, the godly republicans appear to have developed the novel notion of republican exclusivism, and yoked their republicanism to Calvinist ideas about the elect, theocracy and the separation of church and state. By contrast, Harrington and his supporters remained closer to the ancient, pluralist understanding of republicanism, but they combined this with Hobbesian ideas about the importance of taking seriously human self-interest and the need for a more Erastian church settlement. They also introduced the connection between a ‘republic’ or ‘commonwealth’ and a ‘democracy’.


Significantly, in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries it was the Harringtonian approach that remained dominant. Though the commonwealthmen were in part responsible for the sense of a unified English republican tradition – and did their utmost to downplay the distinctions among the theories of men like Ludlow, Milton and Harrington – a consideration of their ideas reveals that on many issues they were closer to Harrington than to the godly republicans.
 They called for a national church (and were willing to accept Anglicanism), but combined this with a belief in liberty of conscience.
 They emphasised the need for virtuous behaviour, but remained deeply pessimistic about the possibility of genuine virtue, and so sought to make use of constitutional mechanisms – particularly the mixed and balanced constitution – to produce a virtuous whole out of the self-interested actions of individuals. Finally, they exploited Harrington’s ambiguity on the issue of a single chief magistrate. Though critical of tyranny, they accepted limited monarchy as the best means of pursuing ‘republican’ ends.
 


Of course, these English Harringtonians did not draw on their predecessor’s innovative understanding of democracy.
 Rather they reinforced the monarchical character of their republicanism with an equally strong emphasis on aristocracy. However, Harrington’s ideas on democracy did have their own important legacy in the late eighteenth century. While Harrington’s English followers may have been uninterested in this element of his thought, for those in France it was its most appealing feature. In 1785 Jean-Jacques Rutledge acknowledged that Harrington provided guidance for legislators seeking to ‘raise the Edifice of the most equal and the most durable democratic constitution’,
 and after 1789 he and other members of the Cordeliers Club borrowed directly from Harrington’s writings in designing their own model of a modern, democratic republic.
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