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I.
Introduction


The 1640s was one of the preeminent decades in the history of England.  For three and a half centuries, historians, economists, political scientists, and many others have attempted to explain both the causes and the effects of the English Civil Wars.  Despite this effort, a comprehensive answer remains, for the most part, elusive.  Scholars past and present have been unable to reach a conclusion on what led to war in 1642.  Since the middle of the 17th century, new explanations of the roots of war and regicide have often accompanied economic and political trends.
  The immense amount of literature on that topic alone is daunting.  The repercussions of war are an equally muddled area of study.  One subject that has received substantial attention is the changes in political thought as a product of the events of the 1640s and 1650s.
Markku Peltonen, while considering the consequences of the Civil Wars, claims that, “One of the most significant and far-reaching traditions to emerge upon the stage of English political thinking was republicanism.”
  Determining the nature of the emerging republican strands has produced no shortage of works itself.  Only further complicating these discussions are questions about the degree to which early Stuart England was a republic.  Those difficulties carry importance for the Civil Wars’ origins and results.
  Thankfully, recent scholars have helped limit the field of study.  Many researchers of this topic, like Peltonen, Paul Rahe, and Vickie Sullivan, have centered their focus on the influence of one writer in particular: Niccolò Machiavelli.
Machiavelli has long inspired spirited deliberations.  The list of adjectives commonly used to describe him includes, but is not limited to, cunning, deceitful, immoral, irreligious, original, inconsistent, and pragmatic.
  He penned the most famous guidebook for princes as well as an extensive treatise on republican theory.  In addition to his two major political works, he wrote plays, histories, and military strategies.  One of his compositions, The Art of War, played a significant role in the military revolution of the 16th century.
  Machiavelli’s wide range makes it difficult to account for all of his possible effects.  A narrow focus will allow for a much more manageable approach to Machiavelli.  
The reasons for examining this are compelling.  If, as Peltonen asserts, republicanism is one of the chief results of the Civil Wars era, then understanding even one of the most nuanced facets of it is crucial.  A three-part examination suits this purpose well.  First, a glance at the origins and controversies of Machiavelli’s The Prince and The Discourses will offer some semblance of what exactly the Florentine established.  A brief review of 17th century England through the Interregnum follows the survey of Machiavelli’s thought.  Finally, an examination of a small variety of writings from the early Stuart period will analyze Machiavelli’s impact on the period.  Many of the most recent studies of Machiavelli in this time and place look only at the dominant theorists of the day, and as such, a close examination of lesser-known sources will potentially show some new traces of his influence.  By following such linkages, it will be possible to understand better the republicanism which eventually spread throughout the Atlantic world.  This new perspective may help to answer the question of Machiavelli’s effect on republicanism in early Stuart England, but it will also likely lead to more queries into what generated the growth of that tradition.
Machiavelli exerted a negligible influence on republican theory from 1603-1640 largely due to the absence of any strictly republican discourse throughout the period.  While his impact on political thought in early Stuart England may have been deep, it did not lead to an exclusively republican dialogue.  Writers certainly addressed Machiavelli’s ideas, and frequently they directed the debate towards the central tenets of his republicanism.  However, those English thinkers that considered Machiavelli’s republican ideals quickly fit their conclusions into the context of the English Monarchy and the ancient constitution.  As a result, the treatment of his beliefs and their applications by English thinkers in the early 17th century precipitated little or no discussion on republicanism in England.
II.
Machiavelli and Modern Scholarship
Niccolò Machiaveli was born in Florence in 1469.  Throughout the late 15th and early 16th centuries, Florence underwent a great deal of upheaval.  After the death of Lorenzo de Medici, who was essentially the ruler of Florence from the late 1470s until 1492, the city entered a state of flux.  Lorenzo’s son, Piero, failed to hold the city in the face of a French army and abandoned it in 1494.  For the next four years, Florence operated under the leadership of a Dominican Friar, Girolamo Savonarola.  Savonarola quickly established a republic, with himself at its head.  However, in the spring of 1498, Florence revolted and burned Savonarola at the stake.  This act brought about new heads of government, under which Machiavelli served.  For the next 14 years, Machiavelli was second chancellor of the Florentine republic.  In this post, Machiavelli traveled to various courts in Europe, including that of Louis XII of France, Maximillian I of the Holy Roman Empire, and Popes Alexander VI and Julius II.  These years formed much of the basis for Machiavelli’s later political writings.
  Those writings came about after the fall of the republican government in 1512.  The Medici, with the backing of Spanish troops, regained control of Florence. Subsequently, the Medici had many government officials, including Machiavelli, removed from their posts.  Less than a year after their return, the Medici arrested and tortured Machiavelli for taking part in a plot to overthrow them.  However, he actually had no part in the conspiracy.  Following Machiavelli’s refusal to confess, the Medici exiled him to the countryside.
  Although he did not know it at the time, this was the end of Machiavelli’s career in government.
The remaining years of Machiavelli’s life produced the works that helped create his legacy.  In 1513, following his torture and exile, Machiavelli began and completed The Prince.  The dedication of his most famous work, as well as some of his personal correspondence, indicate that Machiavelli hoped to secure a position in the new government through the guidebook.  In The Prince, Machiavelli hoped to prove both his loyalty and his political wisdom.
  Despite his ambition, Machiavelli did not acquire the job he desired.  Instead, he remained in retirement.  During this time, Machiavelli wrote, among other things, The Art of War, The Florentine Histories, and perhaps most importantly, The Discourses.  While in The Prince Machiavelli looked primarily at monarchical governments, in The Discourses he examined republican governments.
  The difference in topics showed in the examples of persons and historical events given by Machiavelli.  Many of the figures included in The Prince, such as Cesare Borgia, Louis XII, and Julius II, were contemporaries of Machiavelli.  Machiavelli certainly did not leave out the ancients in The Prince.  Alexander, Commodus, and Caesar were among numerous characters taken from antiquity and incorporated into the lessons offered by Machiavelli.  However, he still intended The Prince to be a manual for a 16th century ruler.  This differed from the purpose of The Discourses, which sought to answer the question, “what enabled Rome to attain its unparalleled greatness and power?”
  In order to answer this question, Machiavelli directed his attention towards Roman examples.  This fixation on classical antiquity, along with Italian Renaissance that was ongoing during Machiavelli’s lifetime, leads to questions about his relationship to the Humanist movement.  The idea of Machiavelli as a Humanist has become a crucial point to understanding Machiavelli’s influence in early modern England.  Comprehension of the relationship between one thing and another requires knowledge of both involved contributors, and so an introduction to Humanism will follow.
Humanism, as with other movements like Scholasticism and Romanticism, was somewhat abstract with no singular, all-encompassing definition.  Fitting every humanist under one roof is impossible.  That is to say, the broadest definitions of humanism leave some Renaissance thinkers, who often adopted stances that came to define the group, in a gray area or even outside of it.  Having said that, what was a Renaissance Humanist?  Quentin Skinner argues that there are three primary components:  wisdom and eloquence, history and political theory, and ancient moral and political philosophy.  The first two concepts are straightforward.  Wisdom’s necessity of eloquence means, “We must always seek to teach and persuade at the same time.”  If one could not apply knowledge to decision making, then why pursue it in the first place?  Humanists also tied history together with political theory.
  Through the past, a statesman could better understand the future.  While the first two criteria are fairly clear, it is the last piece of the definition that makes grasping the concept somewhat difficult.  What exactly is ancient moral and political philosophy?  

To help explain the properties of a Renaissance Humanist, perhaps it is best to examine an example of thinker who influenced the later movement.  For this purpose, the focus will shift to Marcus Tullius Cicero, a contemporary of Julius Caesar, and one of his works, The Republic.  Cicero certainly combined eloquence and wisdom.
  He also placed a strong emphasis on history, exemplified best when he claimed, “You should become familiar from the start with [the cycle’s] natural movement and circuit; for it is the crowning achievement of political wisdom to divine the course of public affairs.”
  Here, the cycle was the natural course of history, especially the turnover of governments.  The potential benefit for a statesman was that if he understood the probable course of events, he could “hold them back or else be ready to meet them.”
  However, Cicero’s work as an instance of ancient moral and political philosophy is most pertinent to this discussion.  
Cicero’s moral and political philosophy formed the foundations of his ideal government.  On these subjects, Cicero thought men should be “keen to make men’s lives safer and richer” through “policies and efforts.”
  In order to do this, they had to be active.  The politically active life constituted the basis for Cicero’s ideal statesmen.  These leaders should have focused only on the state and avoided being “distracted from public concerns by any worries over their private business.”
  Wealth should neither divert nor motivate a statesman.  Instead, a sense of duty should have focused while a hope for honor should have compelled this ideal leader.
  While Cicero did call on only “the best men” to participate, he did not limit that group to the hereditary nobility, but instead asked, “What can be more splendid than a state governed by worth?”
  The common good and the active life both became essential to Renaissance humanism.
  This definition of humanism is critical to understanding Machiavelli for two reasons: how he fits it, and perhaps more importantly, how he does not.
In order to account accurately for his influence in pre-Civil War Stuart England, Machiavelli’s chief works must be broken down to comprehend more easily his unique contributions to republicanism.  To achieve such a feat, a good starting point is Quentin Skinner’s seminal work, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought. In Foundations, Skinner analyzes Machiavelli’s two chief works, The Prince and The Discourses, and clarifies on what issues he toed the line of contemporary humanists as well as those on which he broke ranks.
  In short, one Skinner’s many contributions in Foundations is his illustration of the key reasons why some early modern thinkers saw Machiavelli as extreme.  Skinner’s views certainly are not the only interpretation of Machiavelli.  Paul Rahe’s Against Throne and Altar and Vickie Sullivan’s Machiavelli, Hobbes, & the Formation of a Liberal Republicanism are perfect examples of excellent works that contest Skinner’s understanding of Machiavelli on numerous key points. Many times, Machiavelli found himself on the same side as the late Renaissance humanists who drew strongly on classical texts, scholasticism, and the rhetorical writers.
  However, on other crucial points Machiavelli clearly disagreed with his contemporaries.
When confronted with the issue of civic involvement, Machiavelli dissented from the views of his contemporaries on numerous finer points.  While nearly all humanists argued that civic participation and the living of an active life inculcated virtue and prevented the spread of corruption, they diverged on specifics.  For Machiavelli, the active life meant political participation.  Widespread and popular involvement directly opposed a frequently accepted contemporary maxim of other humanists, which called for “a small and close-knit ruling class” to lead the republic.
  Consequently, Machiavelli created a system of guidelines that placed boundaries on who could hold public office, and when they could do so.  These various restrictions, such as limited term lengths, sought to increase opportunity for participation as well as to protect against oligarchic or monarchical takeover.  Essentially Machiavelli believed that, above all else, a republic should preserve the liberty of its citizens.  If corruption “is a failure to devote one’s energies to the common good,” and if it is directly opposed to the active life, then liberty and corruption could not coexist.
  Without an eager citizenry, the common good would decline.  The fulfillment of the republic’s goal, liberty, firmly depended on the participation of its citizens.
Defining corruption as a lack of zeal for the common good raises numerous problems.  For Sullivan, corruption was not simply self-interest. In fact, she goes so far as to claim Machiavelli that “does not expect the people to renounce their self-interested desires,” as doing so would be “neither necessary nor desirable.”
  Sullivan’s major deviation from Skinner’s definition of Machiavellian corruption is the idea of demagogues.  While self-interest alone was not detrimental to the republic, the emergence of ambitious men seeking to gain power was a very real threat.
  The failure of the state most readily came about when these ambitious men attempted to fulfill their desires.  Sullivan creates an image of Machiavellian corruption very different from that of the one Skinner envisions.  While Skinner and Sullivan debate the role of self-interest in corruption, another scholar, Paul Rahe, offers another explanation.  Rahe interprets Machiavelli’s idea of corruption as being a weakness of republican virtues.  Inequality between the upper and lower classes led to the creation of mobs loyal to powerful citizens.  Simply put, if citizens were unable to attain their goals under the institutions provided for by the state, they looked for the assistance of private parties.  It was under these conditions, when the poor sought the patronage of the rich, that demagogues emerged and the republic failed.
  The debate over the definition of Machiavellian corruption demonstrates the ambiguity of the Florentine on issues essential to his vision of the state.  Despite this, it is evident that scholars certainly believe Machiavelli’s republican ideals to be a critical ingredient in the formation of modern political thought.  Agreement on Machiavelli’s importance is not lacking, but researchers have not reached a consensus on what he meant.  This significance spurs further examination of his theories.
Machiavelli’s ardent support of popular participation in government, among other things, contributed to his disagreement with another widely promoted view: Venetian mixed government.  For the majority of late 15th-early 16th century humanists, Venice represented the pinnacle of a functional republican government.
  However, Machiavelli took a different approach to mixed government.  Many of the differences Machiavelli had with others on the topic came from his beliefs about popular participation.  In order to discuss properly Machiavelli’s critique of Venetian mixed government, a short explanation of the concept of mixed government and its origins is necessary.  

Like some other philosophers, such as Aristotle and Polybius, Machiavelli thought there to be six different types of government.  Three of those types, namely principality, aristocracy, and democracy, were pure.  The other three, tyranny, oligarchy, and anarchy, were simply corrupt versions of the three pure ones.
  For Machiavelli, the transition from pure to corrupt state occurred inevitably, because, for the pure forms, “there are no means whereby to prevent it passing into its contrary, on account of the likeness which in such a case virtue has to vice.”
  This susceptibility, which was not unique to Machiavelli, led many to seek out a more stable form of government.  Since each pure form could easily degenerate into its corresponding corrupt one, stability meant the preventing of this deterioration.  A number of thinkers proposed mixed government as a solution to this crisis.  Outlining the fundamental concepts to mixed government via Machiavelli creates a number of complications due to subtle distinctions in his views on the subject.  With the six forms of state in mind, a brief glance at Polybius will offer a clear view of basic mixed government.
Polybius, a notable Roman historian and philosopher who lived and wrote shortly after the Second Punic War, sought an answer for the problem of constantly fluctuating states.  His solution was mixed government.  He claimed mixed government to be “the best of all existing constitutions,” because under it, “all in fact remains in statu quo.”
  What he meant was that under mixed government, a combination of the different pure forms would check each other.  As his example, Polybius used Rome, where the Consul represented monarchy, the Senate aristocracy, and the Plebs democracy.  In this mixed government, the Consuls could not successfully wage war without the financial and material supplies approved by the Senate or the support of the people.  Likewise, the Senate could not ratify new laws without the voter approval of the Plebs.  On the other hand, the people need the infrastructure provided by the Senate.  Because of these various checks and balances, the benefits of each of the three pure forms of government work in conjunction with one another, while the worst parts remain suppressed.
  Through this system, each pure form could avoid decline.  It was this basic concept, the Roman form of government, which Machiavelli worked with in his The Discourses.
While he discussed the combination of principality, aristocracy, and democracy near the beginning of The Discourses, Machiavelli claimed that, “the blending of these estates made a perfect commonwealth.”
  However, Machiavelli clearly differentiated between two different types of mixed government republics, one “that [looked] to founding an empire, as Rome did; or one that [was] content to maintain the status quo.”
  The latter form based itself on the relationship between the monarchy and the aristocracy, while the former centered itself on the connection between the aristocracy and the people.  A mixed government that did not rely deeply on the Plebs would have a difficult time being the best form of state for Machiavelli.  He later went on to proclaim that the populace was best at everything from appointing magistrates to keeping treaties.
  Skinner claims that for Machiavelli, Venetian mixed government led to a stagnant state.
  Machiavelli, accepting the susceptibility to corruption of the people, the difficulty of establishing a free state, and the impossibility of maintaining a republic, moved the goals of the state away from simple stability.
 Skinner argues that ultimately, Machiavelli sought to create a system by which a republican government could expand, flourish, and maintain liberty for the longest period before eventually succumbing to the inevitability of corruption.
  Although Machiavelli recognized and even endorsed certain aspects of mixed government in general, he believed that the popular components to the blend offered greater benefits than the monarchical or aristocratic ones.
 
The idea of mixed government brought up a discussion of one crucial topic that Machiavelli notoriously supported: faction.  Machiavelli’s contemporaries, and arguably theorists for centuries to come, saw faction and infighting as two of the worst possible situations for any government.
  In both The Prince and The Discourses, Machiavelli assessed the nature and consequences of faction in the state.  His writings on monarchy reveal that he saw faction as an opportunity, for “Without doubt princes become great when they overcome the difficulties and obstacles by which they are confronted.”
  By suppressing faction, a prince gained more glory.  Because of this, his rule was more secure.  This differed from his reasoning behind his approval of faction in a free state.  In a republic such as Rome, Machiavelli claimed that faction was “the primary cause of [her] retaining her freedom.”
  It was only through constant struggle that each group could check the others and ensure the continuation of liberty.  Despite fierce contemporary opposition, Machiavelli firmly believed that faction allowed the legislative process to account for the positions of the entire citizenry and produce only laws beneficial to everyone.
  In effect, Machiavelli promoted the aspect of mixed government most unappealing to his contemporaries, faction, and disregarded the rest as prohibitive of expansion.
The expansionist nature was a fundamental component to Machiavelli’s ideal republic.  In opposition to Skinner’s belief that liberty trumped all for Machiavelli, Sullivan argues, “Before the exaltation of liberty, before the demonstration of public spiritedness, before the pursuit of public good, Machiavelli judges the goodness of a republic by its ability to conquer in war.”  The overall success or failure of a republic came in war, an area that, for Machiavelli, was unavoidable.  This inevitability came partly because of foreign policy considerations, and partly from domestic ones.  Sullivan points out that Machiavelli believed that, because of the weakness bred by peace, “domestic relations determine an aggressive foreign policy.”
  Conquest and glory, not liberty, were to be the primary focuses of a republic.  Mixed government and civic participation were important elements to a republic that valued an empire.  Machiavelli’s differences of opinion on the ideas mixed government and the active life separated him from his contemporaries. Still, such discrepancies seem minor compared to the disparity on the issues of virtù and religion.
Machiavelli’s conception of virtù differed from that of his fellow Humanists in a crucial aspect. For Machiavelli’s contemporaries, virtù consisted of the qualities necessary to maintain liberty; however, in the minds of those same theorists, virtù comprised of primarily passive attributes in the republican tradition.
  For Machiavelli, it was something much more. Virtù still maintained liberty all the same, but it did so through action.  According to Skinner, the Machiavellian virtù of a republican citizen was, “whatever qualities are in practice needed to save the life and preserve the freedom of one’s country.”
  On the surface, such a set of characteristics arouses a sense of patriotism or selflessness.  However, for many, the approach of “whatever qualities are necessary” bore a striking resemblance to an idea akin to “the ends justify the means.”  Machiavelli’s peers only went so far as to hold their virtù to encompass the four traditional cardinal virtues: prudence, justice, temperance, and courage.
  In essence, it was a question of how far necessity could push action beyond morals.  Although such distinctions caused clamor, they alone did not ignite the passionate fires of anti-Machiavellism: if Machiavelli’s virtù provided the fuel, the Florentine’s stance on religion brought the flame.
While other writers remained constantly vigilant in their attempts to conform to Christian ideals, Machiavelli pushed his works towards notoriety by scorning Christian religious values, and often morals in general.  The chief “virtues” that Machiavelli rejected were liberality, compassion, and honesty.
  For Machiavelli, strict adherence to a Christian code, which included those traits, would at some point force a citizen to act against the best interests of the common good in order to follow his faith.  It is important to note here that Machiavelli did not believe in religious truth, and so the goals of the state could only be temporal.
  Machiavelli’s best example came from Rome because, in his eyes, the failure of the Roman Empire lay chiefly in the weakness bred by Christianity.
  Such values created “corruption” among citizens.
  In short, Machiavelli’s approach stood firmly on his conception of virtù and his rejection of Christian values.
This pragmatic approach meant that, just as Machiavelli rejected the precepts of Christianity, he endorsed religion and its potential value to the state.  In fact, Machiavelli asserted that “as the observance of divine worship is the cause of greatness in republics, so the neglect of it is the cause of their ruin.”
  How, on the one hand, did Machiavelli spurn Christianity, and on the other, did he praise it as the source of greatness?
  In The Discourses, Machiavelli gave his answer.  He boldly declared the Roman Church to be a source of irreligion, perversion, and division in Italy.  These afflictions came as the Church set an example which caused “all religion and devotion” to be lost.
  For Machiavelli, specifically the Church of Rome caused the failures of the Italian states and threatened the stability of other Christian states.  Indeed, he praised good religion as the source of strong institutions and security.  In order to take advantage of this, Machiavelli called on leaders to encourage religiosity, “even though they be convinced that it is quite fallacious.”
  Machiavelli had no qualms with the deceitful use of religion, and, when it benefited the state, he endorsed it.
Discerning the nature of Machiavelli’s ideal republic is a task rife with controversy.  The previous short survey highlights the nature of Machiavelli’s inherent complexities.  Whether he valued liberty or expansion above all is unclear.  What is clear, is that he placed a great deal of significance in both.  He advocated a pragmatic approach to the role of religion in the state, and scorned the established Christian Church.
  This call for the use of any means necessary to ensure liberty and conquest was not limited to religion.  Fear and virtù were equally important tools for the preservation and expansion of the state.  He also understood the susceptibility of the state to corruption, and offered his best guesses as to what could delay, if not prevent, that fall.  Although Machiavelli acknowledged that, through the renewal and reorganization of institutions under the guidance of great men a state could become perpetual, he seemed somewhat resigned to the eventual corruption and fall of any state.
  The source of this corruption is somewhat contentious as well.  Mixed government, especially one built in the framework of Venice or Ancient Sparta, could check corruption and remain functional.  However, such a government could not grow, “since expansion is poison to republics of this type.”
  While Skinner argues that the good of the state came first for citizens of Machiavelli’s republic and that self-interest constituted corruption, scholars like Sullivan leave room for the pursuit of personal gain.  Instead, Sullivan contends that Machiavelli’s greatest fear was the rise of demagogues.  These opposing viewpoints help show the nature of some debate pertaining to Machiavelli.  Often these considerations look at Machiavelli in a specific time and place.
Some of the most interesting studies on Machiavelli look closely at his influence on English political thought.  The modern study of this field began with The English Face of Machiavelli in which the author, Felix Raab, looks at Machiavelli in England from 1500-1700.  In this comprehensive study, Raab focuses primarily on the growing divide between politics and religion, especially in the early Stuart period.
  After Raab, many studies look at various aspects of Machiavelli in England.  Among the areas that these works examine is the topic of Machiavelli and republicanism, especially post-Civil Wars studies by recent scholars.
 However, few focus on the connection between republican theory and Machiavelli in the years preceding war.
  While a quick glance at Machiavellian ideology highlighted the more radical points of his thought, a short survey of England in the early 17th century will help situate the Florentine’s thought.

The key tenets of Machiavellian thought caused an interesting and often dramatic reception of his ideas among late 16th and early 17th century thinkers.  In this respect, the English were no different from other intellectuals on the continent.  In 1608 Christopher Lever proclaimed, “the States of infidels are directed by politique reason onely, because they respect greatnes without goodnes.”
  While Lever may have had other intentions in discussing the relationship between religion and politics, his words summed up the feelings many Englishmen held towards Machiavellian ideals in early 17th century England. 
  Even those who admired Machiavelli discussed his ideas with caution.  In 1605, Francis Bacon referred to a story as “expounded Ingenuously, but corruptly by Machiauel.”
 Such reactions naturally motivate further investigation into the response of Englishmen to Machiavelli.

III.
England and Republicanism under the Early Stuarts
From the ascent of the first Stuart King in 1603 to the calling of the Long Parliament in 1640, England underwent a series of important events that serve as landmarks for the political backdrop. One trend that continued throughout the period was the increasing conflict between the crown and the gentry over taxation. From 1603 until 1629, when Charles I indefinitely dissolved the Parliament, Members of Parliament, or MPs, frequently challenged the Crown’s right to tax citizens of the realm without their consent.  Through legislation and petitions, like the Great Contract in 1610 and the Protestation of the Commons in 1621, the rising gentry attacked perceived violations of the ancient constitution such as monopolies and impositions.
  Under James I, these disagreements caused friction; under Charles I they boiled over.
In 1629, Charles I dissolved Parliament with the intent of ruling without the body for as long as it refused to cooperate with him.  This move by Charles ushered in the personal rule, which lasted for the next 11 years.  During this period, Charles resorted to drastic measures in order to ensure the solvency of his government.  The best known of these actions was Ship Money, which was a tax rooted in a well-established tradition but taken to the extreme by Charles.  The unpopularity of such taxes ultimately led to a legal challenge in 1637-1638 known as Hampden’s Case. In a court fixed in favor of the crown, the judges narrowly upheld Charles’ right to collect Ship Money.
  Despite the political and legal hurdles encountered by Charles over the duration of the personal rule, religion and foreign policy ultimately led to his undoing.
The reigns of the first two Stuart Kings remained, for the most part, peaceful in foreign matters, despite the warlike nature of Charles, due to financial restrictions as well as James’ pacifism.  In 1603 upon taking the throne, James inherited a state at war with Spain.  In 1604, he concluded the peace that epitomized his reign. In sharp contrast to this, when Charles ascended the throne in 1625, he immediately declared war with Spain.  Until 1630, Charles continued to conduct a series of expensive and humiliating wars.  However, with his dismissal of Parliament in 1629 came a complete lack of the funds necessary to continue the pursuit of his hawkish policy. As a result, throughout the personal rule Charles engaged in a more peaceful style of foreign policy.  This policy ended in 1638-1640, when the threat of Scottish rebellion forced Charles to assemble an army. In order to fund this endeavor, Charles called Parliament in 1640.  This marked the end of the personal rule and the beginning of conflict between the Crown and Parliament.
  As much as these situations dictated Charles’ reaction to the Scottish threat, they alone did not create the problem.  His religious policy provoked the Scots to take the actions that led their invasion of England.
Throughout their reigns, James and Charles faced a religious situation tenser than perhaps any environment experienced by a previous English monarch.  The crises that occurred at both the beginning and the end of the period that spanned from 1603-1640 best demonstrate this atmosphere. In 1605, Catholic conspirators including Guy Fawkes nearly blew up Parliament along with the King, Lords and Commons in it.  By the late 1630s, Charles attempted to institute episcopacy and his new Scottish Prayer Book in Scotland.  This move incensed England’s northern neighbors so much that they threatened invasion.  Although they are two of the most dramatic events of the era, the Gunpowder Plot and the Scottish Crisis represent an entire near-four decade period in which religious dissent continued to plague the crown.  For Charles, his Catholic wife as well as his Arminianism only further alienated his increasingly suspicious subjects.
  Religion was a serious point of contention for early modern Englishmen.  Those disputes frequently translated into trouble for both James and Charles.
Beginning in 1638 with the Scots, and continuing throughout the remainder of Charles I’s life, war engulfed the British Isles.  The first series of conflicts began with Scotland, over the aforementioned religious issues.  Shortly after the start of conflict with the Scots, and largely because of it, Charles called the Parliaments now known as the Short and the Long Parliaments.  Under the pressure of a Scottish Army, Charles reluctantly negotiated with the Long Parliament and eventually made a number of important concessions.  The Triennial Act, passed by the Long Parliament in 1641, insured that no personal rule would ever happen again.  The Act called for Parliament to meet at least every 3 years, whether or not the King summoned it. Parliament also drove a number of Charles’ officials from office, including royal favorites such as Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford, who was executed on 12 May 1641.  Despite Charles’ concessions, he failed to strike a deal with Parliament, and on 22 August 1642 he made declarations of war against Parliament.
  Unbeknownst to Charles and Parliament, war would consume Britain and Ireland for much of Charles’ remaining six and a half years. 
The English Civil Wars raged on for nearly a decade, and resulted in the beheading of Charles, and ultimately the Protectorate of Oliver Cromwell.  While early on in the 1640s it remained unclear who would emerge victorious, following the pivotal battle of Naseby on 14 June 1645 it became evident Charles could not win the war through force of arms.  Although fighting continued sporadically even after his 1646 surrender to the Scots, Charles now focused the majority of his energies on a victory through shrewd diplomacy.  Up until his death on 30 January 1649, Charles tried to divide and conquer his enemies by assessing and exploiting their differences.  Although Charles nearly gained the upper hand on a number of occasions, he ultimately lost out to the rising power of Oliver Cromwell.  In the end, with the backing of the radicalized New Model Army, Cromwell effectively silenced any potential resistance to his plans through Pride’s Purge, and subsequently had Charles tried and executed.

England after the death of Charles I underwent a series of experimental governments but ultimately reverted to monarchy through the Restoration, which returned the Stuart line to the throne in the form of Charles II.  By 1649, Cromwell held more power than any other man in England.  However, until 1653 Cromwell allowed the Rump Parliament, the body remaining after Pride’s Purge, to stay largely intact.  After the Rump Parliament became too much of a nuisance for Cromwell, he dissolved the body and formed the Barebones Parliament, an appointed council of the godly.  In 1653, Cromwell also became Lord Protector of England, which meant that in many ways he essentially took up the role of King without the title.  A little less than 6 months after its creation, the Barebones Parliament chose to dissolve itself.  In the wake of its failure, Cromwell experimented further with different means of ruling the Isles.  Among these test governments were the Rule of the Major Generals, which equated to martial law, and the calling of new Parliaments.  In the end, the government collapsed shortly after Cromwell’s death in 1658,
 and in 1660, Charles II returned triumphantly to retake the same throne so disgraced by his father.  The return of the Stuarts in 1660, facilitated by General George Monck and a Parliament tired of military rule, brought the end of an uncertain time in the history of England.
   The country survived multiple Civil Wars, Irish and Scottish Rebellions, and Regicide as well as The Rump, The Barebones, The Protectorate, and all else that went along with the Interregnum, only to be returned once again to rule under a Stuart King. 

As England faced countless challenges throughout the years of the early Stuarts and the Interregnum, questions naturally arise concerning the thoughts of Englishmen.  The experiences of James and Charles clearly show that opposition to royal policies and agendas existed. However, resistance to the crown did not equate to a rejection of the system of monarchy.  No one would argue against the fact that, at least in name, England was a monarchy, not a republic. While this may be true, in recent years scholars argued to what extent the English of the early 17th century thought of themselves as republican, and on what level republican ideals influenced the events leading up to the English Civil Wars.  One of the most recent and clearest examples of such dialogue is The Monarchical Republic of Early Modern England: Essays in Response to Patrick Collinson .  Although many of the essays look strictly at the same Tudor period as Collinson did in The Monarchical Republic of Queen Elizabeth I, a number of them look directly at England under the first and second Stuarts. Of these essays, two are of significant importance: Quentin Skinner’s “The Monarchical Republic Entrhoned” and Johann Sommerville’s “English and Roman Liberty in the Monarchical Republic of Early Stuart England.”  For these two writers, as with the rest of the contributors, Collinson’s work serves as a starting point.  Skinner and Sommerville focus more closely on the prospects of republican ideals weighing heavily on the post-Tudor English.

In the essay of Quentin Skinner, the focus falls on the presence of republican ideals in England, especially post-Civil War England.  For Skinner, the absolute rejection of the Monarchy in 1649 and the republican discourse that followed most assuredly showed the presence of republicanism in English society.
  Emphasis on liberty and the supremacy of approved laws by republicans like Nedham and Harrington exemplify the devotion to the idea of a free state.  Skinner demonstrates that multiple theorists of the mid-17th century, as well as a few from the early 17th century like Henry Parker, were ardent proponents of republican theory.  Skinner argues, “surely you might be said to be living under a form of government that, although monarchical in form, is nevertheless republican in character?”
  However, he makes it apparent that such a republic, while feasible, did not likely exist under James I or Charles I.   

As Skinner positions republicans in English political thought after the Civil War Period, Sommerville tackles the question of a monarchical republic in early Stuart England.  In order to do this, Sommerville looks at a variety of fundamentally republican ideals and systematically proves that such thoughts fit just as easily into the most absolutist of theories.  By doing so, he demonstrates that, even if some of these ideals existed and affected government, England was not a republic.  In broad terms, Sommerville takes up a clear-cut stance: regardless of the presence of elections and other republican qualities, the kingdom of England was still a kingdom, and any of those features were subject to the will of the King.  In short, the definition of a republic, “a regime in which the laws alone rule, and in which everyone gives their consent to the laws,”
 could not exist in a system where the smaller republic operated within the framework of a larger monarchy.
  Proceeding from this argument, Sommerville addresses numerous apparently republican ideals and fits them into a monarchical ideology.  The notion that any system in which the state placed the good of the people above all else is an often cited principle of republican theory.  However, Sommerville shows that many absolutists, including Jean Bodin and Thomas Hobbes, also argued that the highest purpose of a king was to serve and protect the safety of the people.
  Two other areas frequently cited by republican advocates are the presence of the idea of virtue as the true nobility and the encouragement for the active life.  As previously shown in Skinner’s Foundations, such fundamentals certainly look republican.  However, again Sommerville reveals that such ideas can just as easily represent absolutist thought. Lancelot Andrewes, Henry VIII, and James I all advocated the active life of the citizenry at various points.
  
Having established that certain elements crucial to republicanism can exist just as easily in a monarchy, Sommerville turns to the issue of discretionary powers.  Those who believe that early Stuart England was a monarchical republic on some level often claim that the many must be free in a republic.  Skinner especially contends that any system in which a king has discretionary powers amounts to a system of slavery, or one in which freedom is absent.
  However, Roman Law recognized discretionary powers in a way similar to Common Law.  If discretionary powers created slaves under Roman Law and villeins under Common Law, then what was the difference between a Roman slave and an English villein?  With the definition of a republic as given, the monarchs effectively reduced their subjects to slaves.
  Throughout his essay, Sommerville effectively reasons that, although republican components may have been present, early Stuart England was a monarchy above all else.
Another work that argues for the presence of republicanism and, to a much greater extent, humanism in early modern England is Markku Peltonen’s Classical Humanism and Republicanism in English Political Thought 1570-1640.  In this work, Peltonen seeks to debunk the notion that classical humanism and republicanism in England died out in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.  Crucial to Peltonen’s discussion is Machiavelli’s reception in England.  According to Peltonen, the greatest Machiavellian theorist of the early Stuart period was Francis Bacon.
  Bacon incorporated a number of Machiavellian and broadly based humanist concepts into his own ideology.  Included among these were the ideas that wealth should not be the primary pursuit, that citizens should be active, that the common good should be placed above all else, and that military glory and greatness of state should be primary ends of the state.
  All of these views related to the humanist tradition.  However, they were not exclusive to republicanism.

While it is unclear to what extent, if at all, England’s government under the early Stuarts was republican, understanding the context and origins of post-Civil War republicans and their theories is important.  A wealth of works exist which explore the implications of Machiavelli’s republican thought in post-1642 England.  At the same time, there is less scholarship on whether or not Machiavelli’s republican ideals disseminated and affected the evolution of political thought in England before the Civil Wars.  Peltonen’s Classical Humanism and Republicanism certainly examines this topic, and does so at great length.  However, the majority of Peltonen’s discussion of Machiavelli in England after 1603 focuses connecting Machiavelli, Humanism, and republicanism.  This is not to suggest that this concentration is misguided.  At the same time, humanism is not republicanism.  Although they are closely related, one can exist without the other.  As Sommerville demonstrates, many of these points, such as greatness of state, the active life, and the true virtuous nobility, tie just as easily to monarchy.
  Therefore, proving the persistence of humanism in English thought does not guarantee the presence of republicanism.  It is under this condition that the examinations of a small number of early 17th century Englishman will proceed.
IV.
Machiavelli in Early Modern English Thought
Christopher Lever, on the surface, was one of the most pointed examples of an anti-Machiavel.  Scholars know little about Lever himself.  Larminie writes, “Although he claimed eminent patrons, his career was obscure.”
  The dedicatee of the work under examination here, Heauen and Earth, was none other than the Archbishop of Canterbury, Richard Bancroft.  Before and during his tenure as Archbishop, Bancroft pursued a policy of conformity within the Church of England.
  It is possible that Bancroft’s religious ideology greatly influenced Lever’s own perspective on the matter.  Lever stressed that “in the seruice of God vnitie is the best demonstration of the truth thereof,” for “there is but one way to heauen.”  This belief in unity, paired with Lever’s support of “the best Policie is Religion,” dictated the ambitions of Heauen and Earth.

For Lever, the end of the state was religion and its means was religious policy.
  Raab uses Heauen and Earth as a clear example of the growing gap between religion and policy.
  For Raab’s general argument about the continued emergence of this separation, or of a “Politick Religion” under the early Stuarts, Lever is exemplary.  Lever clearly sought to address the divide between religion and politics.
  However, he also revealed something about contemporary political thought.  When Lever attacked the use of policy in government, as well as the use of religion as a tool for the state, he simultaneously assailed the idea of popular government. 
In Lever’s idea of the state, the Prince ruled as the supreme authority that ensured the laws of the land followed God’s will, or religion.  While Lever did not advocate a church-run state per se, he called on the prince to fulfill the needs of both the church and the state, which he compared to the coexisting nature of the soul and body. 
  In order to meet these requirements, the prince needed to regulate laws.  These laws served “a higher goal than temporal felicity, namely the spiritual good.”
  His primary function was to secure the religiosity of his people through the maintenance of good laws.
  Laws needed close management because, while “whatsoeuer is vertuous is directed by rules, and by lawfull directions,” these laws were corruptible by “the cunning workings of Policie, and bad practise.”
  In short, a “good” state needed laws, but nefarious policy makers easily manipulated those laws to serve an evil purpose.  This meant that the prince needed always to defend against the use of “this secret and forbidden Art,” policy, which corrupt men used to “raise themselues and fortunes to a wonderfull degree of estimation.”
  Lever’s fear of what would result from corrupt policy led him to assert that, although policy was not the enemy of religion, religion must “solely command.”
 
The definition of evil policy as the tool that corrupt men used for self-promotion leads to an interesting comparison between the ideology of Machiavelli and Lever.  It would be wrong to suggest that Lever shared Machiavelli’s passion for populist government, active participation, or virtù. However, Lever and Machiavelli did share a fear of both self-interested politics and chaos.  Both men viewed self-interested politics as a potentially corrupting force that threatened the state.  Machiavelli’s own views led him to caution legislators “to be all the more ready to restrain human appetites and to deprive them of all hope of doing wrong with impunity.”
  Lever distinctly stated that the pursuit of fortune in itself is not a vice, although it certainly could be.  “Prosperous Fortune is in euery mans care, because all men trauell to attaine such Fortune, wherein they place prosperity,” but not everyone wanted the same things.
  What a man desired, and why he coveted it, determined the nature of that person.  In order to help distinguish a good man from an evil one, Lever bound fortune to duty.  This duty called on those blessed with success to use their fortune on “Gods glory” and “men faithful and prouident”.
  So long as those blessed with fortune and success used their gifts to further the Godliness of the state, there was nothing wrong with the pursuit of wealth.  
One major difference between the two thinkers was their ends.  Lever touted the benefits for the common good, “peace, plenty, honour, victory”, as products of a pious Christian prince.
  For Lever, those benefits were not the purpose of the state, but instead simply by-products of pursuing the true end of creating a Christian state.  In contrast, Machiavelli viewed some of those achievements as ends, and rejected others outright.  But perhaps more importantly, Machiavelli greatly concerned himself with another end, namely the preservation of liberty.  Just as Machiavelli’s love of liberty helped define his ideal republican state, Lever’s rejection of it placed him firmly in another camp.
The implications of Lever’s argument, namely that religion was supreme, meant he supported the idea of divinely appointed kings, and rejected the notion of popular government.  In fact, Lever clearly stated, “Princes are the precedents of God in respect of vniuersall power and generall oberdiance,”
 and as such, wielded absolute control over all of their kingdoms’ affairs.  The decisions made by the prince were unquestionable, as he knew the best way to satisfy both soul and body, both church and state.  Lever called on the state to “limit all subordinate authoritie” and “to leaue nothing to libertie and common discretion.”
  If the prince guided the state along a path to salvation determined by God, then liberty had no place in the state.  Although Lever’s primary goal may have been to reinforce the supremacy of religion in matters of state politics, his ideals fell in line with absolutist doctrine. 

Lever’s opinions differed greatly from those of Machiavelli, and in order to understand better those distinctions, it is important to note the crucial disparities between the two writers’ timeframes.  While Machiavelli mostly lived and discussed experiences before the Protestant Reformation, Lever inhabited an England fraught with religious turmoil.  For much of the decade prior to James’ accession to the throne in 1603, Elizabeth I and her government faced growing dissent among Protestants.  On top of Puritan agitation, the threat of a Catholic takeover always loomed in the distance.
  Less than four years prior to the publication of Heauen and Earth, the Gunpowder Plot inflamed a passionate anti-Catholic response in which “The king himself took up the pen against papists.
  Fears of Popish Plots rose to levels not seen since the times of the Spanish Armada.  This context helps explain Lever’s animosity towards liberty.  Lever clearly believed that the sovereignty of the prince offered the best hope for the maintenance of a truly Christian state.  For Lever, liberty and popular participation in government meant a compromise over the divine.  


Gauging the impact of Machiavelli in the writings of Thomas Lever is an interesting proposition.  As Felix Raab adeptly points out, there is no proof that Lever ever read Machiavelli.
  However, even if he did not, Lever still discussed many issues pertinent to Machiavelli’s republicanism at length.  Lever advocated for a “common good” type policy.  The difference between Lever and Machiavelli was the definition of the common good.  For Lever, the goal was eternal salvation.
  Machiavelli, on the other hand, sought the preservation of liberty.
  In order to achieve the creation of Lever’s state, which promoted truly Christian ideals, religion needed the unification provided for by a firm ruler, not the strife caused by liberty.
  Given these ideals, Machiavelli’s liberty and Lever’s salvation were at odds.  Lever closely tied liberty to self-interest, and because of this, men in positions of power needed “rules and proportions to command and restraine [them].”  Lever hoped that through these laws, “the libertie of euill affected men is restrained from much iniurious violence.”
  Self-interested policy posed a great threat to the solidarity of the religious state.
  In order to prevent the subversion of the state’s true intent, Lever supported a near omnipotent monarchy.  Lever’s belief that religion and state should have the same end, namely eternal salvation, caused him to reject Machiavelli’s notion that religion was simply a tool of the state.
  Although Lever never explicitly attacked Machiavelli, he lambasted numerous key principles in the latter’s ideal state.  Lever may have produced one of the most interesting discussions of Machiavelli’s ideals, but his was certainly not the only one.  A contemporary of Lever, Thomas Adams, wrote several pieces of intriguing text that dealt with topics which Machiavelli also engaged.

The main doctrine behind the writings of Adams was similar to that of Lever.  In many ways, Adams applied religious supremacy in his works and frequently used Bible passages as starting points.  This does not come as a shock given Adams’ profession.  Adams was a notable clergyman and preacher in early 17th century England.  By 1619 he was noteworthy, and moved to London.  He worked for a number of influential nobles, including Henry Montagu, who was chief justice of king’s bench.  Adams did not believe in the abolition of episcopacy, nor was he tolerant of Catholics.  He did not shy away from controversy, perhaps best exemplified by his open criticism of the proposed Spanish Match between the young Prince Charles and the Infanta Maria.  As a preacher, both contemporaries and later commentators looked favorably upon him.
  He had numerous sermons published, which covered a wide range of topics.  Two writings are of particular concern for the purposes of a discussion of Machiavelli on the period: The Sovldiers Honovr and The Gallants Burden.

The titles of these works suggest that Adams dealt with a topic near and dear to Machiavelli’s heart: soldiery.  Despite this shared interest, Adams and Machiavelli took different approaches to the topic.  Adams was no warmonger, but he did not condemn soldiers who participated in war, or even war in general.  In fact, he claimed that “The martialist may be a good Christian: in all likelyhood should be the best Christian.”
  This notion came out of the belief that Christianity was always at war.  Those who defied God brought down his warlike wrath upon them, and there were always those who disobeyed God.
  Although God was God, he still used the world as his tool for meting out justice.  Adams believed that “God himselfe is termed a Man of Warre.”
 While Adams certainly embraced the supremacy of God, he still advocated for both a spiritual and a temporal approach to war.  War was inevitable, so England had to prepare.


Adam’s call for preparations caused him to make several statements about wealth and nobility.  First among these was his sense that true nobility came from worthy action, not blood.  Adams classified all nobility into three categories: nobility by blood, nobility by popularity, and nobility by deeds. 
  He asked men to “Neuer speak of thy bloud, but of thy good.”
  Nobility by blood meant little to Adams.  It certainly did not guarantee salvation.
  More than anything else, virtuous deeds made a man noble.    This argument of true nobility looked distinctly humanist.  God determined the best men by and rewarded them through their noble actions, not their lineages.  Since God distinguished nobility by virtue, Adams thought that worldly honors should accompany virtue.
  In many respects, Adams supported the same ideals as Lever, and as a result, differed greatly from Machiavelli.  Still, Adams took a much more pragmatic and humanist approach.  He identified and defended nobility through virtuous action.  He also acknowledged the need for adequate defense preparations.
  Despite some similarities in opinion on wars and soldiers, Thomas Adams did not espouse a Machiavellian nor a republican policy.  While the previous two writers shared more in common with each other than with Machiavelli, the next thinker took more from the Florentine than perhaps any other intellectual of the period.

Henry Wright, a writer more obscure than Lever, contemplated many issues crucial to Machiavelli’s conception of the ideal state.  While Lever staunchly declared his firm support of religion as the best policy, Wright offered few definite opinions.  Historians know little about Wright, but nearly the entirety of his The First Disqvisition of Trvth took the form of questions answered with more questions.  As plain and straightforward as Lever was, Wright was not.  Wright left many of his own thoughts well concealed.  Still, it does not take long to notice the similarities in subjects between Wright and Machiavelli.  An in-depth analysis of Wright reveals points of agreement and contention in the opinions of the two writers.  Wright’s work is comprehensive, but a practical point of departure is his discourse on the forms of government.

Of the six forms of government, monarchy, aristocracy, democracy, tyranny, oligarchy, and ochlocracy, the former three were pure and by themselves could be good, while the latter three were corrupt and by themselves could never be good.  Wright also believed that each individual pure form was, on its own, susceptible to corruption.  It was this fear of degeneration that prompted Wright to support a mixed government.  As a result, Wright made “the most unequivocal and sophisticated expositions of the mixed constitution.”
  The mix of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy allowed the prince to “retaine his splendor and dignity, the Senate their power and authority, and the people their lawfull liberty.” 
  While Wright claimed mixed government to be the best, the majority of his writings related to government by monarchy.  This acceptance of mixed government looked surprisingly similar to many other thinkers’ approaches, including those of Cicero, Polybius, and Machiavelli.  Although the view of mixed government seems like it could claim a variety of sources, Wright’s own familiarity with Machiavelli’s works suggests that any examination of the former should account for any possible relationship between the two thinkers’ ideas.  
As shown above, Machiavelli did not unconditionally support the idea of mixed government.  Instead, he endorsed factionalism within a mixed government and the balance of interests it created.  The ideal governments of Machiavelli and Wright raise the question, what was the difference between the two?  Machiavelli concerned himself with the preservation of liberty and the expansion of the state.
  Wright on the other hand worried about neutralizing the ambitions of the three forms within his government.  In essence, he embraced the kind of status quo government that Machiavelli rejected. As will be shown, he certainly did not reject the idea of faction.  However, he claimed the best pure form of government to be monarchy, and the best overall form to be a combination of “at leastwise is so mixed of a Monarchy and Aristocracy.”
  This last distinction is crucial.  While Machiavelli emphasized the advantages of the people in governing, Wright viewed the best men as the most important.
  The logic behind these arguments lay in the overall purpose of the state for each writer.  Machiavelli sought to create a state that, above all else, thrived.  This differed from Wright’s goal of simply preventing the degeneration of the government.
  Just as Machiavelli acknowledged the stability mixed government afforded the state, Wright recognized the benefits faction offered the prince.
  On the issue of faction, Wright separated from his contemporaries and took a more Machiavellian approach.
Wright devoted the last chapters of his work to a study of the nature of factions, and to whether or not they should be encouraged or suppressed within the state.  The majority of the arguments made here, like the other parts of his work, came from a variety of scholars.  On the origins of faction, Wright cited a number of different possible sources, which ranged from the ambition of the nobility, to the fluidity of the masses, to the immorality of the entire population.
  Ultimately, Wright decided on “great diversity of yeares, and disparity of manners” as the likely culprit, for where such things exist the people cannot agree with the state and as a result “disagree, grow factious, and contentious.”
  Having offered his views on the beginnings of faction, Wright logically moved to a discourse on what faction actually meant for the state.  
In his discussion of faction and the state, Wright weighed the benefits and detriments of faction and ultimately favored a viewpoint similar to Machiavelli’s own stance.  For a prince, Wright cited the need to be “honoured and feared.” One way for a prince to meet that necessity was by defeating his rival factions.
  Wright stated, and here he worked directly from Machiavelli, that faction offered the prince an opportunity to demonstrate his power and thus increase the loyalty of his subjects.  As word of such a “victory by [the prince’s] owne valour and prowesse” spread, “there is no doubt but that hee shall bee much renowmed,”
  However, Wright then went on to discuss the problems with this line of thought.  The greatest difficulty with faction was that it made the prince hated in one way or another.  In essence, the prince could neither incite nor suppress faction without angering some portion of his people.
  Still, Wright showed some signs of reluctance in arguing against the benefits of faction.  Towards the end of this statement, while he discussed faction that came up outside of the prince’s control, he claimed that, “the fault shall never bee laid on the Prince, but on the factious, and yet by this meanes the Prince in effect, shall obtain what hee desired.”
  Even though Wright showed a disinclination to do so, he still took up the argument against state encouraged faction.
Many of the negative aspects of faction cited by Wright related to issues of foreign policy.  The three primary cases taken up for study were inciting faction in an enemy state, creating unity in a state by always having an enemy, and defending invasion in a prince’s own state that experienced division.  First Wright stated that, by creating faction in an enemy’s territory, a prince might avoid invasion by that enemy.
  The logic behind this was simple: if an enemy must quell rebellion, it would be too weak to invade another country simultaneously.  Wright then gave the flipside of this argument, which was that, “the nourishing of factions, by a Prince in a forreigne Land, is oftentimes the cause, that by little and little, discords and ciuill garboyles are brought into his owne Country, which will scarcely be thought to bee convenient.”
  However, if the prince hoped to benefit from faction in his own state, then would the spillover of faction from a foreign territory into his own actually be a detriment?  Wright again played the devil’s advocate and brought forth the issue of foreign invasion.  If a prince busied himself with overpowering domestic opponents, he essentially invited foreign powers to invade.  Those outside forces could easily woo the weaker faction and eventually unseat the prince.
  In short, at least the argument went, a state divided was much easier to conquer than a unified one.  Wright also addressed the idea that the prince could bring about unity through faction.  The example he took up, in Machiavellian style, was that of Rome and Carthage. While some claimed that, “if Rome had taken, and not destroyed Carthage, they should haue had their braue spirited youth better trayned vp, practised, and made ready in feats of Armes,” Wright pointed out that it was difficult for a prince to control the inclinations of factions.
  A prince could never rely upon the will of a faction falling in line with his own aims.  After discussing at length whether a prince or state should encourage faction, Wright was finally ready to render his own opinion.

When it came to faction, Wright made one of his few unequivocal statements.  Although at the beginning of the chapter Wright claimed, “It were too hard a taske for mee to take vpon mee definitiuely to determine this question,” he could not resist doing just that.
  Having laid out arguments both for and against factions, he decided, “That Factions, to the singular benefite of the Prince, and Commonwealth, may be nourished in a forreigne gouernment.”
  This type of faction afforded a prince greater security and reduced the threat of invasion.  When it came to domestic faction, Wright advocated a much more cautious approach.  He stated that “though it were not conuenient they should be set on foote, and maintained at home,” “these contentions may proue healthfull to the State and Common-wealth.”  Wright was clearly aware of the potential pitfalls of faction. However, he believed that “by this curbing of one another, the publique Offices of a Common-wealth were better discharged, both at home and abroad.” 
  Even through faction could bring disaster upon the state, it was still an important institution in Wright’s ideal government.
With Machiavelli in mind, the fact that stands out most in Wright’s chapter on faction is Wright’s frequent reference to the former.  In the seven-page section, there are six citations of Machiavelli’s The Prince and The Discourses.  Even without his unambiguous references to Machiavelli’s works, it is clear that Wright knew and agreed with a vast majority of Machiavelli’s views on faction.  Both were undoubtedly aware of the potential for disaster when dealing with faction.  The key differences between the two thinkers’ opinions mostly related to the type of state under examination.  Wright operated within the framework of his ideal state, a mixed government centered on the monarchy and aristocracy.  Because of this, he worried about uprisings against the government, or against the entire structure of the regime.
  Machiavelli, at least in the majority of his discussions on faction, assumed the state to be a free republic with liberty and expansion at its heart.  Faction also played a part in one of his greatest fear, the rise of ambitious men.
  Machiavelli approved of factions because they offered a unique opportunity.  In Machiavelli’s eyes, factions would prevent the enactment of any legislation not beneficial to each individual group.
  This concern slightly differed from that of Wright’s in that, Machiavelli’s demagogues would operate within the bounds of the system itself in order to takeover the state, whereas Wright’s factions would seek outside help in their attempts to remove the prince from power.
  Ultimately, both Machiavelli and Wright believed that faction had the potential to devastate the established government.  Still, faction was not the only controversial ideal that Wright accepted in The Disqvisition of Trvth.   
Wright also addressed self-interest, and on the topic, he offered a seemingly practical opinion.  While he explained the constant need for advancement, he recognized that “where the desire is more then the ability to get, the minde can neuer be quiet, or contented with those things which already it doth enjoy.”
  Wright did not deem this ambition, by itself, to be evil. In fact, he offered advice to potential councilors on how best to go about their business and fulfill their goals.
  At the same time, he sought to show a prince how to detect ill-intentioned councilors, and how to curb ambition within his court.
  This discussion shed light on Wright’s own views of courtiers and the use of “secrecy” at court, as well as demonstrated the differences between Wright and many of his contemporaries.  Adams and Wright wrote under the preconception that eternal salvation was the end, while Wright disregarded it.  
Raab called Henry Wright’s work “one of the most remarkable pieces of political writing which survives in England from the early years of the seventeenth century.”
  For Raab, Wright’s work stood as unmistakable evidence of Machiavelli’s greatest legacy in early modern England: the growing divide between the religious and political spheres.  While Wright certainly did write a strikingly secular political work during a time in which it was uncommon to do so, that was not his only significant contribution to the understanding of seventeenth century political thought.
  He also adopted many of Machiavelli’s positions on a variety of other issues, most notably faction.  Just as he exercised little censorship his writings on religion, Wright readily embraced other controversial issues.  Because of this, it is easy to understand Raab’s astonishment with the boldness of Wright’s work.
Contextualizing Wright’s personal feelings is a difficult task.  There is scant information about Wright and the dedicatee of his only work, John Jolles.
  Judging by the list of authorities he cited, which includes over 50 sources, Wright had an education.  Throughout his work, he showed his command of these writers by citing them in the margins.  Based on Wright’s own dedication, and there is no reason to doubt it, Jolles was Lord Mayor of London.  Besides his occupation, Jolles is just as obscure as Wright.  Besides internal evidence offered by Wright in his work, the only other clue is the publisher, Nicholas Okes. Of note among Okes’ many publications is a 1629 edition of The Two Books of Francis Bacon Of the Proficiency and Advancement of Learning, Divine and Humane.  This same work of Francis Bacon approached many of the same concepts as Wright.
  Leaving Wright for the time being, the next writer was a witness to the political crisis of the 1630s and 1640s.

In 1640, under the guise of an attack on Ship Money, Henry Parker attempted to answer the question of supremacy.  Although many acknowledged the illegality of Ship Money, Parker explicitly laid out how it broke the laws of the land.  Parker asserted that “such a Prerogative hath been maintained, as destroys all other Law, and is incompatible with popular liberty.”
  Here, Parker specifically attacked the King’s claim that he could supersede the established laws and customs.  However, Parker did not believe that liberties and prerogatives were enemies.  Instead, he argued that “Kings prerogative hath only for its end the maintenance of the peoples liberty.”
  What bothered Parker was not prerogative itself, but the use, in this case, of prerogative against its natural purpose.  Having laid the groundwork for his argument, Parker came to the primary focus of his pamphlet: who had the authority to challenge prerogative, and why?  The answer was Parliament.


Parker’s answer came from a discourse on the origins and natures of both prerogative and law.  As mentioned above, Parker saw prerogative as a tool meant to enhance the liberties of the people.  He was also careful to differentiate between essential and nonessential prerogatives.  Essential prerogatives, those deemed both necessary and natural to the duty of the king, were unalterable.
  Parker used this definition to investigate whether or not one prerogative in particular fit the description.  The case taken up for study by Parker was Ship Money.  This situation certainly satisfied at least one requirement of prerogatives.  It was natural because, “That a King shall defend and maintaine his subjects, is a duty belonging to the Office.”
  The questions about the legality of this prerogative arose, at least for Parker, from the issue of imminent invasion.  
In essence, Parker tied the problem of imminence to prerogative.  While the King’s ministers argued, “that there is a necessity of preventing a necessity,” Parker believed there was no threat out of the ordinary.
  In such a situation, Parker believed that “if there were any doubt, the interpretation ought rather to favour liberty than Prerogative.”
  Still, he did not leave his discussion at that.  Parker understood that he could not simply assert that liberty was greater than prerogative.  Instead, he searched for a mediator.  If the king claimed there was an immediate threat, and the people disagreed, who could possibly decide what was necessary?  Parker emphatically argued against allowing the king to resolve such a conflict of interests.  His reasoning for this was that since “[prerogative] is ordained onely for the preservation of [liberty],” that ‘in this dispute it is more just that we appeale to written Lawes, than to the breasts of Kings themselves.”
  No one could possibly expect the king to determine impartially whether the used prerogative infringed on the people’s liberties.  To do this, Parker looked to laws that were “made by consent of Prince and people both, and so cannot bee conceived to be prejudiciall to either side.”
  Parker placed on Parliament the task of interpreting and applying the law.

Parker’s claim of Parliament being the best possible decision maker on issues of imminence tied directly into his belief that Parliament gave advice “so faithfull, so loyall, so religious and sincere.”  Parker made this clear when he stated, “Parliaments are infallible, and their acts indisputable to all but Parliaments.”
  He based this assertion on a number of his insights.  In times of crisis, Parker argued, Parliament was not only the most legitimate form of collecting funds, but also the best.  It was the duty of the king “to maintaine such intelligence that no preparation from abroade may surprize them before recourse had to Parliament.”
  The king had to be aware of potential threats to the kingdom.  Parker also accepted that through adequate planning on the part of the prince, as well as frequent meetings with Parliament, the country would have defenses sufficient for the king to call Parliament.  Parker also believed Parliament to be more expedient.  He said, “of this case of ship-money, wee say that it is a course more slow than parliament; that was more expedition used in parliament to supply King Charles, since hee came to the Crowne, then can this way.”
  Without an immediate threat, and sometimes even with one, Parliament was a better tool for the provision of defense than prerogative.  

Not only did Parker believe that Parliament possessed the potential to supply better the Crown, but he also thought that Ship Money had a negative effect on England’s ability to guard itself.  He grounded this argument in what he saw as the popular view of the tax.  Because of the perceived illegality of this particular use of Ship Money, Parker claimed, “there is no necessity of levying Ship-money, there is rather a necessity of Repealing it.”
  Taxes unapproved by Parliament caused many in England to refuse to take up arms.  This was the reason why the English “made so faint resistance, that they did almost in a manner Confesse, That they held themselves as miserable already, as the Scots could make them.”
  Not only had Charles failed to provide England with the protection his office called for, he was actually a direct cause of the lack of a spirited English effort against the Scots.  Conquest by the Scots could not be much worse than living under a king who disregarded the laws and customs of the land.  Whether or not the average Englishman would agree did not matter; such a bold statement by Parker played on a very real threat in 1640.  The Scottish invasion had occurred in the days and weeks prior to the publication of The Case of Ship Money.
  However, the legal angle was not the only one Parker took in his attack against taxes unapproved by Parliament.
Henry Parker lived and wrote in one of the tumultuous periods of English history.  Born in 1604, he lived much of his adult life up to 1640 under the reign of Charles I.  He had witnessed firsthand the personal rule of Charles, and his The Case of Ship Money Briefly Discoursed “quietly but unmistakably revealed the outlines of Parker's politics: the supremacy of parliament combined with an unexpected tolerance for the idiom of necessity and the reason of state usually associated with the absolutists.”
  Parker took up this stance primarily to defend the rights of property against the grasp of the Crown.
  This meant that, although Parker was one of the strongest advocates for the authority of representative government, he held views vastly different from those of Machiavelli on numerous points.  The most apparent point of conflict was the issue of private wealth.
Parker’s opinion that the wealth of the people helped bolster the defenses of England clashed directly with Machiavelli’s theories on the same subject.  Parker claimed that “[a citizen’s] poverty makes [the king] impotent, for money being the sinews of warre, how strong would his joynts be, if all his subjects were abounding in money, as doubtlesse they would, if they wanted not liberty, and propriety?”
  In this way, Parker tied together liberty, property, and defense.  Machiavelli agreed that the three things depended on each other.  However, the nature of the relationship he disagreed with.  He bound defense to liberty, for “Nothing made it harder for the Romans to conquer the peoples of the central and outlying parts of Italy than the love which in those times many peoples had for liberty.”
  On this point, Parker and Machiavelli had no discrepancies.  But, Machiavelli also maintained that poverty, not property, was “the most useful institution to have in a state which enjoys freedom.”
  Therefore, Machiavelli and Parker disagreed on what ensured defense and liberty.  Machiavelli famously tied military prowess to citizenship and active participation, not wealth.
  Machiavelli went along with the concept that defense protected property, but distinctly separated it from the ability to defend.  Parker’s justification hinged on the idea that property provided the means to a prepared and spirited defense.
  Although Machiavelli and Parker both related property, liberty, and defense, they did so in different ways.  This divergence 
Of all the early modern writers examined here, Parker was the most open supporter of representative government.  Perhaps he was a product of his time.  Parker composed his work at the latest date and the closest to war.  In 1642, it was Parker who “stepped forward to cut the Gordian knot by jettisoning divine right, tradition, and the common law and by justifying the absolute supremacy of Parliament on the basis of an appeal to popular sovereignty.”
  Still, in 1640 he was not yet ready to go that far.  Despite his pro-republican leanings, Parker and Machiavelli envisioned very different ideal governments.  Although Parliament was supreme because the “hearts of the people doe not goe along with any other,” Parliament was still the perfect institution for Parker.
  This clashed with Machiavelli’s populist view.
  Even as the most stalwart defender of liberties and privileges, Parker did not share Machiavelli’s view of liberty.  Perhaps in Parker, more than in any one else’s writings, it is clear that context and English tradition were the primary influence on republicanism.
V.
Conclusion


Assessing the impact of Machiavelli in the writings of early modern Englishman is tricky.  Even those who, like Wright, were “able to swallow Machiavelli without choking over his irreligion” did not openly endorse some of his most radical ideas.
  Instead, they found Machiavellian ways to arrive at many of the same conclusions as the Florentine.  Although many of his most controversial ideas related to religion, Machiavelli’s thoughts on republicanism were also somewhat radical.
  Often his views on Christianity caused many writers to reject works outright.  Perhaps the best examples of this were Nicholas Breton’s “conventionally anti-Machiavellian” works, three of which featured Machiavelli in their titles.
  Little in-depth analysis accompanied Breton’s provocative poetry.  Still, not all of Machiavelli’s detractors took this route.  As the brief account above shows, there is an abundance of complexities inherent to Machiavelli’s thought. 

For nearly five centuries, thinkers have debated the intentions and significance of Machiavelli.  Many intellectuals of the more distant past, like Christopher Lever, believed that, “all the trickes of euill Policey ought to bee banished.”
  Even though such attacks frequently lacked direct reference to Machiavelli, they oftentimes addressed his ideas. Some of those views have persisted to modern times.  One of the great political scientists of the last century, Leo Strauss, explicitly stated, “Machiavelli’s teaching is immoral and irreligious.”
  Despite the countless critics as well as the controversial nature of Machiavelli, some commentators and academics have found reason to praise him and his principles.  Henry Wright talked about the benefits of numerous Machiavellian policies, while Quentin Skinner has done so more recently.

The relationship between the emergence of early modern thought and the development of later political theory is a popular topic of discussion among recent scholars.  Rahe, Skinner, and Sullivan all debate the origins of Machiavelli’s republican theory and its impact on ensuing thinkers.  However, the majority of their analyses focus on the most well known writers of the 16th and 17th centuries.  Hobbes, Milton, and Harrington all loom large in their discourses, and these giants were undoubtedly immensely influential on the history of ideas.  Yet, by narrowing the focus of their discussion to those great thinkers, scholars have pushed much of Machiavelli’s influence out of the picture.  Sommerville points out that there were “lesser writers” who “may not have possessed much philosophical acumen. But their pedestrian opinions mattered in politics.”
  Tracing the long-term weight of Machiavelli’s writings within the broader trend of political and intellectual history is incredibly important.  With that in mind, it is also important for scholars to examine Machiavelli’s significance in more local and immediate politics.  If figures like Hobbes were the stars of the stage, then individuals like Lever and Wright made up the supporting cast, and are crucial to understanding the entire scene. 

Machiavelli influenced all of the writers discussed above in some way or another.  The extent in which their works projected that impact differed from piece to piece.  Categorically denying that Machiavelli stirred any sort of strictly republican thought in early Stuart England would be nearly impossible.  However, proving that he did is equally challenging.  Too often writers latched onto his ideas in a piecemeal fashion.  Because of this, those concepts that Machiavelli rejected as detrimental to monarchy but embraced as fundamental to republicanism often appeared in strange places.  Machiavelli may have believed that institutions like faction had little to offer a monarchical state.
  Nevertheless, his opinions did not stop later observers from attempting to apply his theories in unintended situations.  All of this means that to assert that the dissemination of Machiavelli and The Discourses in early Stuart England was the impetus for an expanded republican dialogue is extremely difficult to adequately support.  Too much of the evidence can be and often has been linked to monarchical theory.  Machiavelli spurred a wide range of thinking in early Stuart England.  However, if he made republicans out of monarchists, his converts left too little evidence for modern scholarship to confirm it.
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