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Abstract

In this thesis, I examine the political theories of Sir
Robert Filmer, John Locke, and James Tyrrell and, in turn,
compare their respective conceptions of property which are
at the foundation of their political theories. This
political debate about property must be set amongst the
political circumstances of the exclusion crisis. Arising
from the Whig-Tory division, which arose in part from the
Popish Plot, Filmer, Locke, and Tyrrell reveal the ideas of
the parties they represented. Locke and Tyrrell, as Whig
representatives, refuted the patriarchal theory of Filmer's

Patriarcha, representative of the Tory party. In refuting

Filmer, Locke and Tyrrell reveal the Whig movement from
arguments focusing on history to their acceptance of natural
law political theory. As natural law theorists, there are

many similarities between the property theories of Locke and

Tyrrell as presented in the Two Treatises and Patriarcha non
Monarcha. However, in contrast to Locke, Tyrrell presents a
definition of property which focuses on economic (and not
ideological) rights and claims that occupancy is a right to
property. In addition, he presents an argument in which an
absolute monarchy can be accepted as legitimate, which Locke
would never accept. I conclude that the work of James
Tyrrell is most representative of the period's political

debates and explain why.
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Introduction: The Exclusion Crisis, the Formation
of Political Party Ideologies, and Seventeenth-Century
Liberties

In October of 1678, the Cavalier Parliament
investigated a claim by Titus Oates that there was a Popish
Plot to assassinate the king, Charles II. In the case of
the king's death, his Catholic brother, James, Duke of York,
would succeed to the throne. The already strong English
fear of Catholicism ran rampant throughout the country in a
period which would come to be known as the Exclusion Crisis.

The Exclusion Crisis covered a period from 1678 to
1681, in which three Parliaments were called and convened.
All three of these parliaments were linked by exclusion
bills which, if they were passed, would have kept James from
succeeding to the throne. Although exclusion had been
considered since at least the mid-1670s, an exclusion bill
was introduced in the first exclusion Parliament.l After a
Parliament was dissolved on January 24, 1679, a new
Parliament met for the first time on March 6, 1679,
introducing an exclusion bill in May. Between these two
parliaments, the Duke of York was forced into exile, in part
because the Commons declared that Catholicism gave

encouragement to the plotters and insinuated that the Duke

1. Tim Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party

Conflict in a Divided Society, 1660-1715 (New York, New
York: Longman, 1993), 83.



may have been involved in the plot himself. The first
exclusion parliament was porogued before the bill of
exclusion could go very far. Parliament met once again on
October 21, 1680. During this second exclusion parliament,
a similar exclusion bill reached the House of Lords, where
it was rejected in November. A third exclusion parliament,
also known as the Oxford Parliament, met in 1681. During
the Oxford Parliament, a third exclusion bill was read.
Once again, the bill failed. From 1678 to 1681, a period
known as the Exclusion crisis, three parliaments met, each
introducing a bill of exclusion, all of which failed.
Despite the controversy over excluding the Duke of York
from succession to the throne, the period did not just

revolve around ideas of succession. In Politics and Opinion

in Crisis, 1678-1681, Mark Knights argues that exclusion
implies the crisis was only parliamentary and would best be
reserved for the time from November 1680 to the dissolution
of the Oxford Parliament in 1681. Indeed, he notes "the
depth and complexity of what was the critical period in
Charles II's reign, when politics and opinion were in
crisis."2 During the entire time span, contemporaries
perceived a crisis while the nation "drifted slowly towards

violent unrest."3 Disorder was looming on the nation,

2. Mark Knights, Politics and Opinion in Crisis, 1678-
1681 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge University Press,

1994), 4-5.
3. Ibid., 3.



centering on issues of dissent, the factioning of political
parties, and a fierce battle between notions of liberty and
tyranny.

During the exclusion crisis, modern political parties
were beginning to take shape. While much attention has been
devoted to this period as a focal point for the arising of
political parties, especially the Whig party, Knights claims
that this attention has diverted scholars from the real
issues of the time.4 Rather than devoting so much attention
to the growth of political parties, historians should pay
more attention to the issues of conflict in England during
the late seventeenth century. Tim Harris, for instance,
maintains a study of the period must emphasize what is new
to the time of the exclusion crisis, the depth of the
constitutional crisis and fears of arbitrary govefnment.s
Despite these comments, many historians believe the
beginnings of modern political parties can be observed.
There was "a polarisation between two fairly-well identified
sides, both of which had distinct political ideologies and
possessed a rudimentary degree of organization," signalling
the emergence of political society during the exclusion

crisis.6 The Whig party and the Tory party emerged from the

4. Ibid., 5.

5. Harris, "'Lives, Liberties, and Estates': Rhetorics
of Liberty in the Reign of Charles II," The Politics of
Religion in Restoration England, ed. Tim Harris, Paul
Seaward, Mark Goldie (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Basil
Blackwell, 1990), 218.

6. Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts, 82.
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" exclusion crisis.

In addition to the anti-Catholicism of the supposed
Popish Plot, and the attempt to exclude a Catholic successor
from the throne, attitudes towards protestant dissent can be
seen as a strong issue between the two parties. Like
succession and arbitrary government, however, dissent was
just one issue that

helped to divide the nation during the period and held

different sway at different times . . . all distorted

by local and personal factors, and . . . not very
useful to try to prioritize them in sweeping
generalizations.7
Concerns of the Popish Plot and fears of arbitrary
government led the Whigs to a heightened fear of popery.

The Whigs equated Catholicism with the reign of Mary
Tudor, England's last Catholic ruler, who had heretics
burned at the stake, and came to believe that a Catholic
ruler would necessarily be absolute, like Louis XIV of
France.8 The Whigs believed a Catholic ruler would be
absolute because the only way he would be able to force his
subjects to follow Rome would be to end the rule of law by
keeping a standing army. The Whigs appeared
constitutionally conservative because they feared a Catholic
monarch would ruin a balance of power between king and
parliament.

Among the leaders of the constitutionally conservative

7. Knights, 365.
8. Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts, 86.
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Whigs was the Earl of Shaftesbury. Although Shaftesbury, a
proponent of exclusion, was not the leader of the Whigs, he
did hold several Whig clubs.9 By holding these clubs, the
Earl revealed his power of organization--a hallmark of
modern political parties. He also had briefly been part of
the republican regimes of the 1650s, an indication that
leading constitutionally conservative Whigs must
be judged with wariness, for "it would have been a tactical
mistake for the exclusionists to admit that their real aim
was a fundamental restructuring of the powers of the
monarchy."10 As a supporter of the regimes of the
Interregnum, Shaftesbury revealed his belief in Parliament
as the representative of the people, whose acts were based
upon consent given by the people able to vote.l1ll Other than
his representation of the Whigs as believers in the
authority of Parliament and as an organized party,
Shaftesbury was very active in encouraging pope-burnings,
riots, and petitioning. By encouraging these actions, he
demonstrated his leadership within the Whig party as a
populist party; a party which stood for the rights of the
English people against popery and arbitrary government.

The Tory party stood in opposition to the Whig party.

Essentially an anti-populist party, more elitist than the

9. Ibid., 84.
10. Ibid., 87.
11. Ibid., 89.



Whigs, the Tories opposed exclusion in opposition to the
Whigs, but were not as well organized as their rivals.12
Unlike the Whigs in another respect, the Tories did not have
anyone who stood out as a leader of their party and did not
see themselves as a party but as people fulfilling the
loyalty they owed to the Crown.13 Like the Whigs, who posed
as a party dedicated to the constitution, the Tories also
possessed a distinctive identity. The Tory identity
"centered around an attachment to Church and State as by

law established."14 Making conditional statements about
absolute monarchy, the Tories wanted the English people to
obey the legal government of England, even if that meant
obeying a Catholic ruler.

Although both the Whigs and Tories had distinct issues
which they supported, it is best not to look at the conflict
between these two parties during the Exclusion Crisis as one
between liberty and tyranny. Although, as Knights suggests,
this distinction may be best "for those who espoused
polarized ideological positions," most members of either
party were not strictly Whiggish or Tory.15 In fact,
exclusion was not the dividing issue because a Whig-Tory
division, while describing the outcome of the crisis, was

not the dividing line, but a dividing line.16 They were not

12. Ibid., 94, 101.
13. Ibid., 95.

14. Ibid., 96.

15. Knights, 358.
16. Ibid., 356.



in direct conflict because both parties believed in the
established Church and State. The problem arose between the
two parties because, at a time when the line of succession
to the throne was being threatened, they could not reach a
consensus on as to what was the established Church and
State. Although the Whigs made some concessions, including
the belief that the established church should be expanded to
include the moderate protestant dissenters, this was a
limited expansion. Neither party was all-inclusive; they
remained at odds. Generally speaking, the Whigs believed in
the constitution and the authority of Parliament, fearing
the results of a possible Catholic ruler, while the Tories
believed in the obedience the English owed to their monarch,
whether that monarch was catholic or not. Historically, the
Whigs have since been seen as defenders of the propertied
class against a threat posed by arbitrary government and the
Tories have been seen as enemies of liberty, defenders of
divine right and succession.

It would be misleading to argue that the Whigs only
took a stance as defenders of liberty against the Tory
interest in defending an absolute monarchy. As Tim Harris
explains, liberty was a concept which did not hold the same
meaning for all sectors of the population. Both the Whigs
and the Tories held views of liberty: conflicting views. As

Harris writes,



we cannot see the conflict of the 1680s in terms of a
simple struggle between liberty and tyranny, between
legal and arbitrary government. What we have are
competing conceptions of liberty, discrete visions of
how 'lives, liberties, and estates' were best secured.
These visions were inevitably worked out and defended
in terms of an appeal to the law, the ancient
constitution and Magna Carta and natural justice.17
By the late seventeenth century, both parties generally
agreed that Englishmen had rights which should be protected
by the government. These rights included life, liberty, and
the protection of their property.

Property may have been the most important of the rights
which Englishmen felt the government needed to protect.
Property rights were important enough that everyone in
politics wanted to see them secured.18 Protection of
property rights would serve as a bridge to the security of
other rights; by the time of the exclusion crisis, all
liberties were considered part of a person's property.

John Cowell's definition of the word property, given in

the law dictionary The Interpreter, first appeared in 1607.

Cowell, Regius Professor of Civil Law in the University of
Cambridge, made an important contribution to political
science with his legal definition of property because it was

the "earliest explicit definition" of the word.19 His

17. Harris, "'Lives, Liberties, and Estates,'" 236.

18. Ibid., 220.

19. G. E. Aylmer, "The Meaning and Definition of
'Property' in Seventeenth-Century England," Past and Present
86 (Feb. 1980): 87.




definition was debated by Members of Parliament in 1610, the
fifst Parliament of James I. G. E. Aylmer, in "The Meaning
and Definition of 'Property' in Seventeenth-Century
England," quotes Cowell's definition:

Propertie signifieth the highest right that a man hath

or can have to any thing; which is in no way depending

upon any other man's courtesie. And this none in our

kingdom can be said to have in any lands or tenements,

but only the king in the right of his crowne.20
After providing this explanation of the concept of property,
Cowell proceeded to explain in The Interpreter that the king
possessed the only property rights because lands of the
realm were held in fee. Nevertheless, property was included
as a part of common law, used for "that right in lands and
tenements that common persons have."21 The start which
Cowell gave to the definition of property began the
seventeenth century debate of the concept.

Cowell's definition of property established him as both
"the originator of the definition of absolute individual
ownership" and "a would-be absolutist."22 His stance as an
absolutist can be seen when considering that Parliament
debated this definition during the reign of James I,
England's theorizer of divine right. Despite the debate in

Parliament, in the early seventeenth century, there seemed

to be little anxiety "over the legitimization of private

20. Quoted in Ibid., 88.
21. Quoted in Ibid., 88.
22. Ibid., 97.



" property."23 By the time of the Glorious Revolution,
however, when Locke presented his property theory,
definitions of property changed into a justification of
personal liberties.

As property theory changed during the seventeenth
century from supporting the power of the sovereign into a
justification of personal liberties, historians have come to
regard it as a revelation of what and why Englishmen were
fighting. 1In a period of English history which experienced
dramatic changes, moving from the Civil Wars to the
Commonwealth to the Exclusion Crisis to the Glorious
Revolution, property theory "appear[s] to explain so
much."24 During this time period, the preservation of
political liberty was associated with the security of
properties.

In her presentation "'Property' in Seventeenth-Century
English Political Thought," Margaret Sampson argues that the
concept of property during the period served as a bridge
between economics and ideology. She contends that by the
end of the seventeenth century property referred to "rights
in or over things" rather than to the things themselves, but

was increasingly becoming an economic term.25 If property

23. Margaret Sampson, "'Property' in Seventeenth-
Century English Political Thought," Proceedings of the
Folger Institute, Volume 3 (The Folger Shakespeare Library,
1990), 263.

24. Ibid., 259.

25. Ibid., 260.

10



refers to "rights in or over things" rather than to the
things themselves, it is a word denoting liberty because it
signifies that people have a right to something. 1In
addition, a right in some thing signifies that a person has
an economic interest in that thing because they have a right
to the produce of it.

Property theory as a defense of individual liberties
arose from legal definitions of property given during the
seventeenth century, which reveal a dramatic break from the
earliest legal definition of property. Legal definitions of
property after Cowell's first started to appear in the 1620s
and became commonplace by the 1650s. One lawyer, William
Style, published collections of law reports during this
period, using recent legal decisions in his definition. 1In

Style's A Practical Register (1670), the work of a judge

from 1648 is referenced in deciding that
the king is thought of simply as another potential
owner, competing for title with other individual
owners, one who indeed has a right to make a way for
his subjects to go across someone else's land but has
no more title in that land as a whole than anyone
else.26

Style's decision reveals a dramatic break from the

definition of property given by Cowell. Cowell argued that

the king was the only person entitled to property rights;

sixty years later, Style argues that the king is not

entitled to more property rights than any other "potential

26. Quoted in Aylmer, 94.
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owner." The difference between Cowell's definition of
property and Style's decision regarding the king's status as
a property owner is similar to the much larger shift taking
place in legal decisions during the seventeenth century.

The break between Cowell and Style represents the much
larger ideological split between common law and feudal law.
While common law supported the endowment of individuals with
a "Romanized form of private property or dominion," feudal
law recognized ownership of goods but not in "the concept of
a right in land good against the world."27 The distinction
of property rights found in feudal and common law reveals a
paradox of English legal tradition because common law
emerged from feudal origins. While feudal law stressed the
importance of the crown, common law was becoming more and
more important as the seventeenth century progressed because
it could be used as a justification of personal liberties.

The confusion between common law and feudal law was
highlighted by English political changes during the
seventeenth century. Strikingly, the Interregnum saw the
wide acceptance of the extinction of sociability in a state
of nature and natural property by the Fall, leaving
Hobbesian man.28 1In contrast, by the 1680s, natural right
to private property replaced the civil right of private

property present during the Interregnum. This replacement

27. Sampson, 263.
28. Ibid., 272.

12



occurred as a fulfillment of the need for "a revolutionary
political theory which could oust a papist successor or king
without upsetting the existing laws and rights of
property."29 1In essence, the change in property theory
during the 1680s towards a justification of personal
liberties was a result of the Exclusion Crisis. Drawn from
contemporary language and moral principles based on natural
law, it was hard to ignore property theories which justified
individual liberties because the theories were based on a
foundation which had wide credibility.30 Nevertheless, as
Aylmer points out, "the word was not given legal definition
until remarkably late."31 By the time of the exclusion
crisis, natural law theorists were able to draw upon
accepted principles of natural and common law to justify
their property theory. By the end of the seventeenth
century, the confusion between common and feudal law was
overshadowed by the popular acceptance of common law.

The Whigs used the language of a defense of property
rights extehsively during the exclusion crisis. Including
this language in the rhetoric of the time, the Whigs helped
to increase its use during the late 1670s and early 1680s as
a reason for defense against arbitrary government. The

party used a rhetoric involving property rights because they

29. Ibid.
30. Ibid.
31. Aylmer, 87.

13



perceived the Popish Plot as a threat to the landed class
under a popish successor, who would necessarily be
absolute.32 The Whigs did not just represent the
propertied, however. By including an argument that property
was more than just the possession of goods, Whigs appealed
to all social groups. For example, nonconformists adopted
the Whig party because of the religious persecution of the
Restoration.33 Just the presence of an absolute monarch,
Catholic or not, would pose a threat to individual political
liberties. By defending property rights, the Whigs felt
they were presenting an argument which should be accepted
against a Catholic successor.

In opposition, while the Tories also felt they were
"true defenders of English liberties guaranteed by law,"
they felt the Whigs were the real threat to property
rights.34 Assuming they were defending men of property
against the threat of the masses, the Tories argued their
opposition was "laying a snare for people of liberty and
property."35 The Tories feared the actions and the language
of the Whigs because they felt that party would eliminate
the true English government in a arbitrary, unconstitutional
way.

In order to express their political stance to the

32. Harris, "'Lives, Liberties, and Estatates,'" 221.
33. Ibid., 223.
34. Ibid., 219.
35. Ibid., 231.

14



public, the Tory party published Sir Robert Filmer's
Patriarcha in 1680.36 Filmer, "an uncompromising

absolutist," most fully expressed his ideas in Patriarcha,

easily his most famous work.37 Resembling the ideas of the
higher clergy before the Civil War, he argued that God gave
the king an absolute power over the state, which can be
viewed as the king's family. By claiming the king has an
absolute power over the state, just as a father has

an absolute power over his family, Filmer presented the

patriarchal view of society within Patriarcha. In fact,

"Filmerism was above all things the exaltation of the

family: it made the rules of domestic society into

36. Notice, however, that most sources just accept that
Filmer was published as a representative spokesman for the
Tory party by members of that party. See, for example,
Gordon J. Schochet's Patriarchalism and Political Thought
(New York, New York: Basic Books, 1975), where Schochet
writes "in 1679, a number of people recognized that the
issue behind the debates in the Exclusion crisis were
similar to the conflicts of the 1640s, and a great many
tracts and pamphlets from the earlier crisis were reprinted
. « . In 1680 Patriarcha was finally published" (119). A
specific mention of publishers can be found in James Daly's
Sir Robert Filmer and English Political Thought (Toronto,
Canada: Toronto University Press, 1979), where Daly tells
us that the Patriarcha published in 1680 was brought out by
Richard Chiswell, although his "identification with royalism
was not so strong; he leaned heavily towards theological
publication" (145). 1In 1684, Daly relates, Patriarcha was
published again by Richard Royston, who was a royalist
"'publisher to three kings' and had been denounced in 1645
as a 'constant factor for all scandalous books and papers
against the proceedings of parliament'" (145).

37. Johann P. Sommerville, "Introduction," Patriarcha
and Other Writings (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), xi, xiv.

15



principles of political science."38 By arguing that the
king was the absolute father over his country, Filmer
attempted to show that power did not reside in the people
and the government did not arise from their consent. To
present a contrary argument, Filmer believed, was to present
an argument as "absurd as any ever uttered."39 Filmer used
patriarchal theory to present his belief that without strong
fatherly and royal power, manifest in the king, man's love
of liberty would lead to anarchy.40 Any inroads to
monarchial power he feared would lead to mob rule, as did
the Tories at the time of the exclusion crisis.

Patriarchal theory had become popular in early
seventeenth century England where works like James VI and

I's True lLaw of Free Monarchies used it against claims which

said that power came from the subject34l Filmer's work, a
major part of the patriarchal tradition and created by the
most famous and popular of the patriarchal theorists, could
be used by the Tory party to counter the arguments of the
Whigs, who did believe that the king was subject to common

law.42 In writing Patriarcha, Filmer intended to dispel the

38. Peter Laslett, "Sir Robert Filmer: The Man Versus
the Whig Myth," The William and Mary Quarterly 5, 3 (1948),
544.

39. George H. Sabine, A History of Political Theory,
(New York, New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1949), 513.

40. Sommerville, xxii.

41. Ibid., xviii.

42. However, it must be noted that Filmer became the
most famous patriarchalist after his death, when Patriarcha
was published.

16



"common opinion" that

'Mankind is naturally endowed and born with freedom
from all subjection, and at liberty to choose what form
of government it please, and that the power which any
one man hath over others was at the first by human
right bestowed according to the discretion of the
multitude. '43

Filmer opposed this opinion because
it is not to be found in the ancient Fathers and
doctors of the primitive church. It contradicts the
doctrine and history of the Holy Scriptures, the
constant practice of all ancient monarchies and the
very principles of the law of nature. It is hard to
say whether it be more erroneous in divinity or
dangerous in policy.44
This "common opinion" became the standard Whig position by
the time of the exclusion crisis, thirty years after Filmer
stated it.

There is some scholarly debate as to whether Filmer's
ideas really did represent the standard Tory political
position. Peter Laslett, for instance, writes

It is well known that in republishing Filmer, the

Tories, champions of the Monarchy against Shaftesbury

and the Whig Exclusionists, scored a notable propaganda

victory.45
He continues by claiming that the exclusion crisis can be

referred to as "the Filmer controversy of 1679-81," because

after Patriarcha was published in January of 1680, there was

43. Robert Filmer, Patriarcha and Other Writings, ed.
Johann P. Sommerville (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 2.

44. Ibid., 2.

45. Laslett, "Introduction," Two Treatises of
Government, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge University
Press, 1963), 64.

17



"an enormous growth of Filmer's influence which went on
during the rest of that year."46 Knights, who has spent
some time studying the pamphlet wars of the Exclusion
crisis, agrees with Laslett. He explains that, while the

publishing of Patriarcha was part of a larger trend of

loyalist reliance on works from between 1640 and 1660, "It
is easy to see how Filmer's Patriarcha was published as
part, or indeed, as the embodiment, of this loyalist attack
in the autumn and winter of 1679-1680."47 A strong case can
be made that Filmer's ideas represented the Tory views at
the time when Patriarcha was published.48

In contrast to Laslett and Knight's ideas of Filmer's
influence rests the opinion of James Daly, who denies that
Filmer's work was representative of the Tory party. Daly
believes the parliamentary debates over exclusion "show no
evidence of Tory use of Filmerian ideas, and could hardly do

so0."49 1In fact, "In view of the traditional story, it may

46. Ibid., 67, 72-3.

47. Knights, 249.

48. There is some debate as to the dates of Filmer's
composition of Patriarcha. In "Sir Robert Filmer: The Man
Versus the Whig Myth," Laslett claims that it was written in
the late 1630s and early 1640s. An alternative dating is
provided by Sommerville in his "Introduction" to Patriarcha
and Other Writings. In his introduction, Sommerville
presents his idea that "Perhaps the first two chapters of
Patriarcha were composed in the 1620s and the third chapter
about 1630" (xxxiv). John M. Wallace, James Daly, and
Richard Tuck have also provided different dates for the
work's composition.

49. James Daly, Sir Robert Filmer and English Political
Thought (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press,
1979), 146.

18



be surprising that Filmer made so little impact on the
exclusiondebates."50 Nevertheless, even Daly admits that
Filmer must have some basis as a Tory spokesman because
Patriarcha appeared twice during the exclusion
parliaments.51

Whether Filmer represented the standard Tory position
or not, it is certain that he became famous because he was
refuted in detail by John Locke, Algernon Sidney, and James

Tyrrell. Filmer tried to keep Patriarcha (originally

written in several stages in the late 1630s or early 1640s)
from being published within his lifetime.52 He intended to
circulate the manuscript by having friends pass it to their
friends.53 Because of its method of circulation and
Filmer's pains to keep if from being published, it is not

known why Patriarcha was written, who read it, or what the

audience was supposed to think, although it must have
labeled Filmer as an "extreme conservative."54 Filmer was
considered so conservative that he suffered because of his
royalist beliefs during the Interregnum; he spent over
eighteen months in prison, lost over 1500 pounds of personal

wealth, experienced damage to his home, and felt exactions

50. Ibid.

51. Ibid., 145-146. Daly contends that most purchasers
of Patriarcha were Whigs, rather than Tories. This
contention only makes sense because the Whigs had to argue
against the Tory stance, Tories did not have to defend
themselves within their own party.

52. Laslett, "Sir Robert Filmer," 524.

53. Ibid., 532.

54. Ibid.
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of military and fiscal authorities during the Civil Wars.55

Filmer died on May 30, 1653, nearly thirty years before

Patriarcha was published.

When Filmer's work was published during the exclusion
crisis his ideas were not "associated with an unpopular and
even persecuted minority."56 Because his work did not
represent the minority during the exclusion crisis, and
because, according to Laslett's astonishing claim, Filmer
may be the "only one even reasonably effective theoretical
conservative in the political history of the English
speaking peoples," his work was open for attack to provide a
foundation for the opposition.57 By writing in refutation
of Filmer, while representing the Whigs, Locke, Sidney, and
Tyrrell helped establish a foundation for their party's
political argument and their own reputations as political
theorists.

Of these three men, Sidney was the only republican. In
his major work, Discourses Concerning Government, he reveals
both his republican interests and his step-by-step
refutation of Filmer.58 As a republican member of

parliament, Sidney fought for the "good

55. Ibid., 540.

56. Ibid., 523.

57. Ibid.

58. For a more detailed discussion of Sidney during
this period, see Jonathon Scott's Algernon Sidney and the
Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Cambridge University Press, 1991). Although this work has
been criticized for overemphasizing a republican interest

20



old cause," believing that religion was not important to
political man's motivation but only "a pretext for the
recovery of their liberty and ancient privileges."59 For
Sidney, religion was his own and should be removed from the

realm of politics, although he perceived Patriarcha as a

threat because it argued for a popish successor.60 In the
sense that he did not believe religion to be important in
the realm of politics, Sidney was not a typical Whig.
Unlike other Whigs, he did not see religion as the central
issue of the exclusion crisis. He differed enough from
other Whigs that he opposed Shaftesbury and cannot really be
classified as either exclusionist or anti-exclusionist.é61
As a republican, Sidney was not a mainstream Whig.62

While an established republican and member of

Parliament, Sidney's political writing was not influential

among the Whig party, and an "exclusion of exclusion," it
has been praised for Scott's contribution to historiography
because it reveals Sidney acted independently of Shaftesbury
and was an "old-cause" man rather than a Whig. Scott
devotes two chapters of the book to discussing the arguments
present in Sidney's Discourses Concerning Government and
focuses on issues of popery and arbitrary government.

59. Knights, 137, 142.

60. Blair Worden, "The Commonwealth Kidney of Algernon
Sidney," Journal of British Studies 24, 1 (1985), 22. Also
see J.G.A. Pocock, "England's Cato: The Virtues and
Fortunes of Algernon Sidney," Historical Journal 37, 4
(1994), 926.

61. Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts, 284.
Knights, 217.

62. See Worden, 27-28, who claims Sidney was not
championed until after his death and then by radical Whigs
who downplayed his republicanism.
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enough before the eighteenth century to be considered for
its statements about the exclusion crisis. Because Sidney's
thesis rests on a "one-sided bargain that leaves kings
permanently subject to the will of the sovereign people," at
a time when the monarchy would not be eliminated, his
contemporaries could not accept his writings.63

Indeed, his main claim to fame is not his work but his trial
and execution for an alleged role in the Rye House Plot of
1683: an alleged attempt to assassinate Charles II as he
passed the Rye House from his castle to London.64 His death
turned him into a martyr for the Whig cause, which was

perpetuated by the posthumous publication of Discourses

Concerning Government in 1698. Although he offers something

as a republican, Sidney is otherwise ineffectual as a
political theorist.65

Sidney's Discourses, "a rather rambling and ill

constructed book," has been criticized because it does not
add "any significant addition to political ideas generally
familiar in the seventeenth century."66 Even republicanism,
the issue closest to Sidney's heart, could not establish him
as a vital political theorist among his contemporaries
because his idealization of an aristocratic republic was

never practical. As a republican, Sidney was less original

63. Pocock, 925. Worden, 16.

64. See Worden for Sidney's role in the Rye House Plot.
65. Pocock, 915.

66. Sabine, 508.
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and less important than James Harrington and, by the end of
the Glorious Revolution, became part of a tradition which
was eliminated as a serious political system outside of the
United States. Republicanism was dead at the end of the
Glorious Revolution because "no one worth mentioning wished
to try the sad experiment of the Commonwealth."67 As an
author and as a republican, Sidney was not an effective
political theorizer for the issues of liberty at the time of
the exclusion crisis.

Partly because of the strength of his myth as a martyr
for the Whig cause, and as a political theorist of rebellion
in late seventeenth century England, Sidney is worth
studying because he reveals the relationship between
politics and ideas at his time.68 In fact, it has been said
that Sidney's importance was as a "political actor."69

Like Sidney's Discourses Concerning Government, John

Locke's Two Treatises of Government was written in

refutation of Filmer's Patriarcha. Unlike Sidney, however,
the alternative political theory which Locke provides is
effective as a representation of the Whig position and as a
useful replacement for Filmer's patriarchal theory. Writing
as a spokesman for the Earl of Shaftesbury, Locke's Two

Treatises expose him as a defender of revolution and a

67. Ibid., 517.

68. This is an argument that Worden develops in further
detail.

69. Pocock, 91l6.
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contributor to the Whig-Tory battle of the exclusion
crisis.70
Until the twentieth century, it was assumed that Locke

wrote the Two Treatises to justify the Glorious Revolution.

After all, the book was not published until 1690, and Locke
writes in his preface that he hopes his work is

sufficient to establish the Throne of our Great
Restorer, Our present King William; to make good his
Title, in the Consent of the People . . . And to
justifie to the World, the People of England, whose
love of their Just and Natural Rights, with their
Resolution to preserve them, saved the Nation when it
was on the very brink of Slavery and Ruine.71

Despite Locke's statement, Laslett argued in his

introduction to an edition of the work that the "Two

Treatises is an Exclusion Tract, not a Revolution
pamphlet."72 Through his research, Laslett determined that

Locke drafted most of the Two Treatises in the autumn and

winter of 1679-1680.

Despite what has been called "unrefuted bibliographical

arguments" made by Laslett, at least one other dating has

been provided for Locke's drafting of the Two Treatises.73

Richard Ashcraft argues that Locke composed the work after

70. For a more detailed explanation of Locke's
relationship with Shaftesbury, see Richard Ashcraft's
Revolutionary Politics and locke's "Two Treatises of
Government" (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1986).

71. John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, revised
edition, ed. and intr. Peter Laslett, (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Cambridge University Press, 1963), preface.

72. Laslett, "Introduction," 75.

73. Knights, 255.
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the dissolution of the Oxford Parliament in 1681, as a
justification for a planned revolution.74 Although
Ashcraft's dating has been criticized as being reached too
hastily, it is important because it casts Locke in a
revolutionary role, as spokesman for the Earl of
Shaftesbury.75 Rather than lending credence to the Two
Treatises as an abstract book of political philosophy,
Ashcraft's dating shows that Locke's work cannot be removed
from the political circumstances (the Exclusion crisis and
the falling of Whigs in Parliament) in which it was written.
No matter what date is accepted for when Locke wrote

the Two Treatises (and there seems to be no way to say which

of the earlier two datings is correct) it was written in
partial refutation of Filmer around the time of the
exclusion crisis. Varied statements have been given to
explain why Locke wrote against Filmer. For example, Sabine
claims that Locke's political theory was "superficially
simple" and took advantage of "poor Filmer, who had the
merit of being absurd and of appearing more absurd than he
was"; whereas Laslett credits Filmer as
the man of the moment, a formidable and growing force
with those whose political positions mattered, and
representing in himself the ipissima verba of the
established order. It was because this was so that
Locke found himself impelled to write on this subject,

and for that reason Filmer's thinking lies directly
behind his political doctrines.76

74. See Ashcraft's Revolutionary Politics, especially
Chapter 7.

75. Knights, 255.

76. Sabine, 524. Laslett, "Introduction," 50.
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Accepting Daly's moderate argument that there is no smoke
without fire, so that Filmer must have represented the Tory
position to a degree, Locke wrote in refutation of Filmer
because he was accessible and presented political ideas in
disagreement with his own ideas. Probably written during
the pamphlet wars of 1679-1680, Locke's thesis "answered
almost every point raised by loyalist pamphleteers,"
including "the ideas of the equality of man, the formation
of government by popular consent."77 Because he wrote
against Filmer, Locke can be seen as a champion of the Whig
cause.

The First Treatise or, "In the Former, The False
Principles and Foundation of Sir Robert Filmer, And His
Followers, Are Discredited and Overthrown" was devoted to

countering Filmer's argument, as presented in Patriarcha,

nearly step-by-step. Locke begins the First Treatise by

explaining that he is writing against Filmer because his
book is

a Book, which was to provide Chains for all Mankind, I
should find nothing but a Rope of Sand, useful perhaps
to such, whose Skill and Business it is to raise a
Dust, and would blind the People, the better to mislead
them, but in truth not of any force to draw those into
Bondage.78

Although attacked as having "no permanent importance," the

First Treatise serves as a direct connection between Locke

77. Knights, 251.
78. Locke, First Treatise, 1. The number in all
references to Locke will indicate the paragraph number.
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and his political philosophy with the time of the exclusion
crisis.79 While he does not mention parliamentary issues of

exclusion in his Second Treatise, which Knights claims he

uses to expand his attack to include writers other than
Filmer, the major issue of the treatise--man's creation of
government for the protection of private property--can be
credited to Filmer.80 If Locke had not refuted Filmer in

the First Treatise, his attention may not have been directed

towards property issues. It has even been said that Locke
held "no sign of interest in the theory of property"
before writing against his nemesis.81

Nevertheless, Locke became an innovator in property
theory. Many of the major interpretations of his work
devote themselves exclusively to his property theory,
including those interpretations by C. B. Macpherson and
James Tully, and no major work on Locke neglects this aspect

of his thought.82 Although the Second Treatise, and the

more abstract political philosophy it contains, has

overshadowed the First Treatise, Locke's writing became

"intellectually and historically important" because it

80. Knights, 251. Note, however, in the last chapter
of the Second Treatise, Locke seems to be most concerned
with the right of summoning and dissolving Parliament. In
his "Introduction" to the Two Treatises, Laslett claims that
this right was an issue between 1678 (or 1675) and 1681
(68).

81. Laslett, "Introduction," 81.

82. See my appendix (below) for a discussion of
different interpretations of Locke's property theory, which
will be helpful in reading my second and third chapters.
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started as "a deliberate and polemically effective

refutation of the writings of Sir Robert Filmer."83
Like his friend Locke, James Tyrrell also wrote a

political tract at the time of the exclusion crisis in

refutation of Filmer. His book, Patriarcha non Monarcha

(1681), was much more of a dialectic between his own
arguments and those of Filmer than the Two Treatises.
Tyrrell felt impelled to refute the divine right of kings
and Filmer, whom he saw as dangerous because he upheld royal
absolutism by hereditary right and did not believe in the
antiquity of the House of Commons. As soon as Tyrrell read

Filmer's Patriarcha, he felt it was a book which he should

devote his energies against. As he revealed to his
antiquarian lawyer friend, William Petyt,
There is lately come the this town a new treatise of
Sir Robert Filmer's called Patriarcha, which I am

considering of . . . for the 3rd chapter contains . . .
dangerous errors.84

In the preface to Patriarcha non Monarcha, Tyrrell would

elaborate on why he took the pains to write the book:

I write these Observations for no other end than for
the Truth, and in defence of the Government as it is
establisht, and the just Rights and Liberties of all
true English-men. All which, I pray God preserve as
long as the Sun _and Moon endure.85

83. Laslett, 89.

84. Quoted in J.W. Gough, "James Tyrrell, Whig
Historian and Friend of John Locke," Historical Journal 19,
3 (1976): 584.

85. James Tyrrell, Patriarcha non Monarcha. The
patriarch unmonarch'd: being observations on a late

treatise and divers other miscellanies, published under the
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He stated his purpose after declaring that Filmer, among
others, was "a wooden Idol of their own making."86 When
Tyrrell states "of their making" he is referring to the
Tories; he recognizes Filmer as the spokesman for the
opposition and works to discredit his position.

As his writing reveals, Tyrrell was a member of the
Whig party and openly became one after the Glorious
Revolution. Although his father, Sir Timothy Tyrrell, had
been a knight in royal service, James devoted himself to
"attacking the principles for which the royalists had
stood," though he does provide a defense for the established
monarchy.87 After marrying into an estate at Oakley in
1670, and refusing to practice law, he served as a Justice
of the Peace and deputy lieutenant for his county of
Buckinghamshire.88 Tyrrell remained a loyal Whig until his
death in 1718, when one person remarked that

"He was a good scholar and well versed in his history,

but tied to a Party, and writ to serve a turn . . . He

had not great judgement, but was to be esteemed for the

great pains he took."89

Although this commentator criticized Tyrrell for his

name of Sir Robert Filmer, baronet. In which the falseness
of those opinions that would make monarchy jure divino are
laid open: and the true principles of government and
property (especially in our kingdom) asserted. By a lover
of truth and his country (London, England: Printed for
Richard Janeway, 1681), preface.

86. Ibid.

87. Gough, 581.

88. Ibid., 581-582.

89. Quoted in Ibid., 605.
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attachment to the Whig party, this attachment was a bond
that connects Patriarcha non Monarcha to the political
circumstances of the exclusion crisis. Writing to "serve a
turn," Tyrrell's interests in writing his book lay in
réjecting the Tory position, fronted by Filmer, in order to
advance the position of the Whigs. He even said as much
about the two parties when he remarked about groups in
Britain in 1713, claiming that non-jurors and Whigs were the
only honest men in the kingdom, while Torys and High-Church
men "are men of no principles, but go backwards and forwards
without any regard to conscience."90 Tyrrell championed the
Whig cause, disliking what he knew of the Tory political
philosophy.

Unfortunately for historians of late seventeenth
century England, little attention has been paid to the
thought of Tyrrell. There is only one secondary source
devoted to Tyrrell. Many works about Locke's political
philosophy refer to his friend. Even J.W. Gough's "James
Tyrrell, Whig Historian and Friend of John Locke," bears in
its title a reminder that Tyrrell is famous for his
relationship with Locke. Gough does write that

It has been said of James Tyrrell that his "main claim

to distinction was perhaps his friendship with John

Locke," but his elaborate monument at Oakley Church

. « . although it records a number of his qualities and
achievements, does not mention this.91

90. Quoted in Ibid., 609.
91. Gough, 581.
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Tyrrell, as Gough's statement hints, is worthy of study on
his own merits. Tyrrell did write another work against the
Filmerian position in defense of the Whigs in 1694,
Bibliotecha Politica, which is considerably longer than

Patriarcha non Monarcha, and has had some recent historical

attention devoted to it.

In his "Introduction" to the Two Treatises, Laslett

recognizes that Tyrrell was more convincing to his
contemporaries in some ways and, unlike Locke, realized
"Filmer's needling effectiveness."92 Laslett does not
expand on these points, though, and does not give an
indication of where these points can be researched. Despite
a lack of secondary sources, both Locke and Tyrrell were
important because of their refutation of Filmer's
Patriarcha, their reliance on natural law arguments, and
their inclusion of property in their political philosophy,
as well as their demonstrated relationship to the Whig-Tory
debate centering around the exclusion crisis. In the final

analysis, however, Tyrrell's Patriarcha non Monarcha is the

most important piece to consider in context of the times in
which it was written. Tyrrell's work, more than Locke's Two
Treatises, reflects the political circumstances of the
exclusion crisis.

To show the importance of Tyrrell's work it must be

92. Laslett, "Introduction," 92-3.
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compared and contrasted with Locke's political philosophy.
Both men took pains to refute Filmer's patriarchal position
and, in doing so, adopted property theory which reveals the
Whig movement from historical arguments to natural law
arguments. Based on natural law restrictions, both Locke
and Tyrrell incorporate property theory into their work.
Relating man's acquisition of private property from common
property given by God, they both accept the labor theory of
value and its restrictions. Despite their acceptance of the
labor theory of value, the definitions of property which
Locke and Tyrrell accept are drastically different. On the
one hand, Locke defines property in a way that he attempts
to for his definition to bridge economic and ideological
rights. Tyrrell, on the other hand, presents a property
definition where the term is only employed in reference to
economic rights and occupancy is accepted as a right to
property. In addition, while Locke will not accept any
absolute monarchy as legitimate, Tyrrell presents an
argument in which absolute monarchy can be considered
legitimate in some circumstances. Claiming occupancy as a
right to property, which Locke does not, Tyrrell's possible
acceptance of absolute monarchy and his purely economic
definition of property reveals him as a supporter of the
status quo under the political circumstances in which he was

writing.
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Chapter One
The Refutation of Filmer: A Turn From Historical
Arguments to Natural Law Theories

In writing Patriarcha, Filmer was presenting the
patriarchal justification of political authority. The work
was important enough that Locke, Sidney, and Tyrrell
attacked it, and so, as Gordon Schochet claims, "it is
necessary to examine patriarchalism on its merits as a
meaningful justification of political obligation."1 1In
seventeenth-century Stuart England, patriarchal theory was

accepted and pervasive because its appeal to history and the

Bible was accepted.2

1. Gordon J. Schochet, Patriarchalism in Political

Thought: The Authoritarian Family and Political Speculation

and Attitudes Especially in Seventeenth-Century England (New
York: New York, Basic Books, Inc., 1975), 4.

2. For a revisionist approach, see James Daly's Sir
Robert Filmer and English Political Thought, where the
author claims that designating Filmer as a patriarchalist
can be deceptive because it does not distinguish his
theories, where the political sovereign is dominant and not
the family, from anyone else's theories (151-152). 1In
addition, patriarchalism "does not really express the
central characteristic of Filmerism" (151). Daly also
argues that, despite the merits that patriarchalism was a
defense of the Stuarts, Filmer himself was nothing but the
perfect "straw man" for the Whigs (160). He avowed
principles which the Stuarts feared, but his ideas did not
move Whig enemies, rather being "an isolated group of
ideas," which presented his attackers with "all the glory of
combatting Goliath with none of the dangers David had faced"
(161, 163). This being said, Daly must be praised for his
critical and interesting work. Unfortunately, the book
reads as if Daly set out to argue with any and every
standard work on the subject. This reading both limits the
forcefulness of his argument and constantly tells the reader
to beware that the author may have written to create a
reputation for himself. An example of an attempt to
establish a reputation is given when Daly claims that Filmer
became "something of an intellectual revolutionary" because
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It seems that there was "no patriarchal theory of
obligation prior to 1603."3 Appealing to both men who
lacked education and the gentry, both groups which could
accept a theory which supported their dominance within their
own families and followed the great chain of being notion,
when an absolutist doctrine appeared in Scotland and England
under James I, patriarchalism could take hold.4 Patriarchal
political theory

found a living social reinforcement in the very strong

position contemporary society afforded to a father

. « . While patriarchalism was by no means universally

used or used in the same way when it was, it was able

to provide material for a wide range of use before

Filmer published anything on political theory.5
For patriarchalists of this period, government was not a
human construct but part of the natural and god-given order.
According to David Foster, who studies Locke's relationship
with patriarchal theory, patriarchalists believed government
did not just preserve property but served to provide a

"comprehensive paternal care of citizens."6 James I even

used fatherly analogies to describe his kingly powers.7

he ignored antiquity and Christian wisdom (154). Although
Filmer was an important intellectual, even a cursory reading
of Patriarcha reveals that he relied on both Aristotle and
the bible for his arguments, in direct conflict with Daly's
claim.

3. Schochet, 16.

4. Ibid., 85-87.

5. Daly, 59.

6. David Foster, "Taming the Father: John Locke's
Critique of Patriarchal Fatherhood," Review of Politics 56,
4 (1994): 644.

7. Schochet, 87.
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During his reign, tracts were published which stressed the
importance of the Fifth Commandment as a basis for fatherly
authority and court rulings were given based on the Fifth
Commandment.8 Seventeenth-century England experienced a
growing acceptance of patriarchal theory as the explanation
for government's origin.

When the theory reached Filmer, he came to believe that
patriarchalism provided the natural basis of order in the
family and in government, arguing that kingly power and
fatherly power are one and the same thing. He expresses
this belief in his writing: "If we compare the natural
duties of a father with those of a king, we find them to be
all one, without any difference at all but only in the
latitude or extent of them."9 Furthermore, Filmer contends,
"all the duties of a king are summed up in an universal
fatherly care of his people."10 According to Filmer, the
king was the father of his subjects; as the father, his
subjects should be willing to follow his commands and accept
his government.

Patriarcha established Filmer as a critic of populism,

which he felt went against the tying of men to institutions.
He felt men should be tied to institutions, for tying men to

institutions was the same thing as admitting "the superior ___

8. Ibid., 89-91.
9. Filmer, 12.
10. Ibid.
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powers and rights of fathers" who had established these
institutions.11 Thus, populism could not be reconciled with
deriving obligations from the ancestral contracts which
originally established these institutions. After all, it is
"unnatural for men to have to choose their governors, or to
govern or to partake in the government."12 When
patriarchalism became a political doctrine of serious debate
during the exclusion crisis, it became so because it was the
main opposition to populist writers.13 If it were not for
the Whig-Tory battle during the 1680s, Filmer--as an
opponent of populism--may never have become well known.14
Anti-populist, Filmer was against the state of nature,
contractual government, and the source and character of
private property away from the king. Because the historical
accuracy of the Bible was widely accepted in the seventeenth
century, Filmer was able to employ biblical history from
Adam to demonstrate a direct line from Adam to monarchs.
This line of succession allowed for private property, which
had originally been given from God exclusively to Adam, to

now be under the sole guidance of the king. Much of

12. Filmer, 32.

13. Schochet, 120.

14. Again, see Daly for a revisionist account. He
claims that Filmer's now accepted position as a
representative royalist is a designation his contemporaries
denied him (159). Rather than English royalism, Daly
argues, Filmer's ideas were of legal reductionism, but the
Whig triumph inflated his reputation at a cost of distorting
his ideas as a royalist.
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Filmer's originality as a patriarchalist arises from his
Genesis argument. He makes Genesis "the only source for
genetic, patriarchal, and any other principles of political
obligation."15 All of Filmer's theory arises from what he
thought was God's grant to Adam of absolute power, which has
descended to contemporary monarchs. He thinks that
This lordship which Adam by creation had over the whole
world, and by right descending from him the patriarchs
did enjoy, was as large and ample as the absolutest
domain of any monarch which hath been since the
creation.16
His reliance on the Genesis argument has been praised as
making "sovereignty so all-inclusive, so radically simple,
that problems of definition could hardly appear."17
Filmer did not accept the contractual theory of
government. In direct conflict with contractual thinkers,
Filmer's
chief point was the moral and logical impossibility of
deriving government, private property, and the
hierarchial arrangements that exist in society from the
conditions of original natural freedom and equality.18
According to Filmer, if there had truly been natural freedom
in a state of nature, people would not have progressed
towards instituting government, but towards anarchy. After

all, if all men are equal, a contract constructed by one

generation could not be used to govern the next. Filmer's

15. Daly, 61.

16. Filmer, 4.

17. Daly, 61.

18. Schochet, 122.
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patriarchal theory
opened the prospect of a free-for-all where he himself
was looking for a practical explanation for the orderly
construction of new sovereignties consistent with his
own theories.19
For order, people needed the obligation to their sovereign,
the same obligation they owed their father. After all,
Filmer contends,
this subjection of children is the only fountain of all
regal authority, by the ordination of God himself. It
follows that civil power not only in general is by
divine institution . . . but power respective in regard
of the special form of government.20
In other words, because the people owe their sovereign the
same obedience they owe their father, as God ordains, order
can be maintained.

As a result of his rejection of the idea of contractual
government, Filmer also denied the possibility that private
property, outside of the monarch's guidance, exists. Any
property that exists outside of the monarch only does so
because of the king's graces. The king holds a "lordship
. . . over the world" which had descended from Adam and was
a "large and ample" absolute domain.21 The king could,
however, grant subjects rights to his property. Otherwise,
for private property to exist, Filmer reasoned, everyone

must have come together at some point to agree to its

institution and he cannot find any instances of people doing

19. Daly, 86.
20. Filmer, 7.
21. Ibid., 4.
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this. 1In Patriarcha, he asks his readers for "but one
example out of the history of the whole world" where
everyone had come together to make a decision.22 Even if
everyone had decided to a contract for private property,
Filmer thought, the contract would not be binding from one
generation to the next because natural law theorists would
not accept patriarchalism.

Instead of contracts instituting government and private
property, Filmer believed that every government had a
sovereign whose power was arbitrary and above the power of
positive law. The sovereign was above positive law because
kings must stand as judges over laws, which are by nature
confusing.23 The sovereign's authority was arbitrary
because making law according to law is both circular and
originally impossible.24 Arguing against individual
equality in a state of nature, contractual government, and
the source and character of private property, Filmer was
trenchantly anti-populist.

Filmer's patriarchal theory had an anti-populist nature
because Filmer used it to link the divine right of kings to
patriarchal authority and the "direct derivation of all
political authority from the power of Adam."25 He is the

only patriarchalist that denies a father's authority changes

22. Ibid., 6.

23. Ibid., 47.

24. Schochet, 132.
25. Ibid., 139.
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as his child matures.26 Rather than reason, the final test
of truth for Filmer was the Bible, which he felt justifies
only patriarchal monarchy. As he writes in Patriarcha, "God
. . . [has] taught us by natural instinct, signified to us
by the creation and <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>