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The Subject of Freedom in Republican Thought: Habit Virtue and
Education in the work of John Brown (1715-66)

Francis Dodsworth

Abstract

This paper explores the political thought of Johovih, a well known clergyman and author
active in mid-eighteenth-century England who isoagded with the ‘commonwealth’ or
‘classical republican’ tradition of political thohty This paper explores Brown’s concept of
freedom, locating his work in relation to variougeirpretations of the classical republican
tradition and also in relation to Duncan lvisontsaunt of the emergence of a ‘self at liberty’
in early modern political thought. Ivison identi¢he self at liberty with the genealogy of
liberal government, but in this paper | argue talhough the two may be genealogically
related, Brown’s conception of freedom and itstiefato government is quite distinct from
the liberal mentality of rule that dominated theneieenth century. What characterises
Brown’s definition of freedom is his emphasis oer importance of establishing the correct
manners in the population, particularly in the gougg class. These manners were to be
determined by the state and should be defined $0 asmke the desires and interests of the
individual consonant with the common good. The @pal mechanism used to achieve this
was habituation. For Brown, habit was the fulcrumuad which the freedom of the subject
revolved, being both the means of developing tlspaliitions and reforming the conduct of
the subject. Habit figures as both the site of eddle vice and luxury, which would enervate
the body politic, distract the citizen from themlgic duty or enslave the individual to their
passions, but it also figures as the medium thromgich change takes place, with education
and the law mobilised to reform the individual awieym their settled patterns of action and
into new habitually virtuous modes of conduct.
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Education in the work of John Brown (1715-66)

The question of what it meant to be ‘free’, to limea ‘free society’, and the conditions under
which that were possible, were fundamental to jalitand social argument in England’s
long eighteenth century, from the collapse of th&lish republic in 1660 to the Great
Reform Act of 1832.1t is generally accepted that one of the most i@ and influential
ways of discoursing on freedom in this period whs tcommonwealth’ or ‘classical
republican’ tradition which sought to apply classiqrinciples, refracted through the
intellectual lens of the Italian Renaissance, ®yiblitical problems of early modern England.
This tradition emerged from the writings of the rmmonwealthmen’ of the late seventeenth
century, such as Harrington, Milton and Needham aad developed through the exclusion
crisis of the 1680s and the Glorious Revolutiothi@ work of Sidney, Moyle and Trenchard,
before being modified by the ‘patriot’ Whigs anatmtry’ Tories of the Walpole era such as
Fielding and Bolingbroke and finally being trangeut to the American colonies, figuring
prominently in the work of Adams, Jefferson and Mad?

Classical republicanism has been the subject adng@ scholarly debate among both
historians and political theorists, who have dramnthese early modern discourses as a
means of intervention in contemporary politics. hligh some see republicanism as the
ancestor of liberalism (for example Isaac 1988ykKas$ and Katznelson 2008; Sullivan 2006),
there is a tendency to view republican values dslisied by liberalism in the nineteenth
century. Much analysis of republicanism has thessfocused on the recovery of forgotten
values, which are seen as useful for the reinvigmraof a procedural liberalism that focuses
on the divisive issue of individual rights, predash on an unsustainable concept of the
atomised individual. Most prominent in this regdwave been the identification of classical
republicanism with participation in government andmmunitarianism (Oldfield 1992;
Pocock 1975; Sandel 1996) and the definition ofubdlipanism in terms of a particular
concept of freedom as independence rather tharimerierence (Pettit 1999; Skinner 1998;
Maynor 2003).

Duncan lvison (1993, 1997) takes a rather differ@pproach to the subject and sees in
classical republicanism the first emergence ofedf ‘at liberty’ in modern political thought.
This concept arose through the tension betweendheept of ‘natural liberty’ and the idea of
autonomy. It was essential for the Whigs and commeatthmen of the late seventeenth
century to claim that people possessed naturattyilfen which see Ward 2004) in order to
argue that monarchs were not owed obedience sidydyto their natural superiority, but
because they carried out the task of governingesstally, fulfilling their part of the contract
of government. At the same time, it was necessargfute the accusation that in denying the
natural right of monarchs to absolute authority timdy consequence would be a state of
anarchy. Therefore authors such as Locke and Siftmeylated a definition of liberty that
encompassed both contract and authority, in whieedom was a condition of autonomy,
produced through the act of government.

Drawing on recent literature on ‘governmentalityhich defines liberalism as an approach to
government rather than a political philosophy (D&&99; Joyce 2003; Rose 1999), lvison
pinpoints this discourse as the moment at whichah®nomous self at liberty emerged,
distinguishing modern political thought from itsrhanist predecessors. lvison (1993, 1997:
79-133) demonstrates that Locke and Harrington trbgkh in different ways be said to be
ancestors of the liberal tradition with their foars contract, consent, property and the rule of
law, but they were also concerned with detailingeriventionist modes of government
concerned with social ordering and the governméntirtue, which were perceived to be
necessary to civil liberty.
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Such interventionist modes of government, the afnwloich is to shape the body politic
according to an idealised vision of the social orded the common good, are commonly
termed ‘police’ and are generally defined in cositri@ liberalism. The task of the governor
here was not to promote autonomy but to estaltisiptoper disposition of men and things so
as to foster the appropriate modes of circulatietwien them, increasing national wealth and
population while habituating people into virtue amdintaining the social hierarchy (lvison
1993; Knemeyer 1980; Pasquino 1991). However, lsmcdwncke's thought (and that of
Harrington) contains powerful ‘dispositional’ elemie comparable to systems of ‘police’, and
because Locke was one of the ‘pre-eminent thearfgtgidical liberalism’, Ivison (1993: 27,
44-5, 46) argues that the liberal rationality of/gmment contains elements of police in its
‘early modern precursors’. He therefore terms thisonality of government ‘early modern
proto-liberalism’ (Ivison 1997: 80).

In many senses this is supported by recent workbemnalism, both from the perspective of

‘governmentality’ and in more traditional historicaudies. For example Rose (1999: 15-97)
and Joyce (2003) detail the ways in which libemaveyrnment concerned itself with shaping
autonomous citizens capable of acting freely saoagroduce the conditions under which

economic government were possible. David BurcHgBB) has also drawn out the ways in
which early modern conceptions of citizenship reradiactive agents in shaping the liberal
subject. Likewise, other authors have emphasisediégree of continuity between the Whig
and republican intellectual traditions and thelrelial successor, both in terms of political
argument and in terms of their concept of goverrtrien

My aim in this paper is not to deny these obvioostinuities, rather it is to interrogate more
closely the concept of a self at liberty at onenpan its trajectory through English political
thought in the period between the seventeenth penthere Ivison identifies its emergence,
and its manifestation in Victorian liberalism. Thecus of my study is the work of John
Brown, a clergyman and writer who rose to a positid considerable prominence in the
middle of the eighteenth century. Brown is an idaabject of study not only because he is
seen by Canovan (1978), Miller (1993: 105-17) aadoek (1975: 484-5) as emblematic of
the classical republican tradition in the modifiedm it took after the fall of Walpole, but
also because he engages so directly and at leriitithe question of how to shape the free
subject and thus perpetuate the free $tate.

John Brown'’s literary output was considerable, ragdrom moral tracts to poetry, plays and
essays. His life and career is detailed at lengtRdberts (1996) and need not detain us here,
except to sketch out its principal contours andhpout the circumstances in which his main
works were written. Brown is not a sympathetic fguDespite his attempts, detailed below,
to encourage civic virtue in the nation, he wasaftequent visitor to his parish in Morland
during his time as their vicar; in general he sedmshave been more concerned with
developing his career as a literary figure tharhiite salvation of his flock. If this apparent
hypocrisy gives us pause for thought in the facki®imoralising texts, then further questions
are raised by their content in relation to his aetions. Despite his moral hectoring, he was
renowned by Horace Walpole and others for his diddido cursing and swearing and also
for his frequent visits to the opera (Roberts 199&ticularly 44-5). There is, then, good
reason to view Brown’s work as populist and oppadtic rather than deeply principled.
Nonetheless, little that Brown said was unique hisdwork was popular, clearly playing to
well established fears in a language that he itadtyl to mobilise opinion. On that level it is
exemplary as a source for prevalent sentiment.

In my analysis of Brown’s thought | draw principathn his moral and political argument in

two sermons, published after his experiences asitdge of Carlisle by the Jacobites in 1745;
on hisEstimate of the Manners and Principles of the Tjrties text that made his name (ever
after being referred to as ‘Estimate’ Brown) whialas published following the loss of

Minorca in 1757 at the outset of the Seven Years; Waally, his Thoughts on Civil Liberty
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emerged in 1765 as the development of a seriesrofans published in part as a response to
Rousseau’€mile, but also as a refutation of Mandeville. The aifrthee Thoughtswas to
encourage the establishment of a national systemdotation based on the principles of
Sparta; this is the work in which his argument $tiaping a self at liberty is at its most
radical.

Brown’s basic purpose in much of his writing onelilem was to legitimise the government of
morals and manners in the name of national libéntynaking this argument he was drawing
on a long tradition of moral discourse of this kiwtlich was common in political sermons,
discourses delivered in court, and in moral tradiswever, the focus in most of these texts
was on using the law to direct public morals. Brtsnergument was that this was necessary
but insufficient as a mechanism of government dal it was also necessary to shape the
manners and opinions of British subjects: ‘Salumnciples and Manners will of themselves
secure the Duration of a State, with very ill-mdelLaws: Whereas the best Laws can never
sustain the Duration of a State, where MannersPaimetiples are Corrupted’ (Brown 1757-8:
vol. ii, 20). He was by no means alone in making #rgument, but he did develop it to its
fullest extent, which makes him an ideal sourcelierstudy of this concept.

For Brown, in addition to the law, education wasdamental to shaping the citizen. The
purpose of these tools was to habituate the subjéztthe virtuous manners necessary to
maintain their liberty. For Brown, habit was thdcfum around which the freedom of the

subject revolved, being both the means of devetppire dispositions and reforming the

conduct of the subject. Habit figures as both tie af embedded vice and luxury, which

would enervate the body politic, distract the etizfrom their public duty or enslave the

individual to their passions, but it also figuresthe medium through which change takes
place, with education and the law mobilised to mefdéhe individual away from their settled

patterns of action and into new habitually virtuousdes of conduct.

James Tully (1988) identifies habituation as a Aamdntal mechanism in what he calls the
‘juridical’ mode of government, which he sees enmaggin the early modern period. For
Tully, a new emphasis on voluntaristic and prohsiidl forms of knowledge and the erosion
of the idea of innate mental principles in the wofkLocke and others is associated with a
new approach to governing that focused on breatowgn established forms of thought and
behaviour and habituating the subject into new oimesheir place. Habit replaced the
conscience and the concept of innate morality eshiief determinants for human action. As
Brown put it: ‘Habit is allowed to be a second Natuand on Examination it will probably
appear, that what we call Nature is but the firabil Every moral Habit seems to arise from
a View of Happiness, and every View of Happinesa Rrinciple of Action.” (Brown 17467?:
34)> The character, then, was formed through the actation of habits and it was therefore
necessary that the governor habituate their subpuod dependants into the correct manners
and principles.

Tully’s work focuses on Locke and the emergencthiafrationality of government in the late
seventeenth century, however we can see it at worldume and Montesquieu, a great
influence on Brown, and it resonates throughoutcingtury. Indeed, as Hindess (2009) and
Bennett (2009) have shown in companion studieditfiece, the subject of habit played a
prominent role in the conceptualisation of governtrfeom the seventeenth to the twentieth
centuries and retains a significant role in our arsthnding of the interface between the
individual and the social. Nonetheless, despite thinsiderable stability in the concept of a
self at liberty, and in the use of habit as a meidm for structuring such an autonomous,
independent self, this is not a straightforwardystf continuity. Although there is a clear
genealogical relationship between the republicadition of which Brown forms a part and
liberalism, and it is evident that the idea of H atliberty is fundamental to both, there are
also considerable points of distinction betweenvBrs concept of government and his
liberal successors. As will become apparent beBrown’s work has a strong emphasis on
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shaping character according to established priesjpkligious and social as well as political,
and therefore has a significantly different inflent from attempts to shape character in
Victorian England and is difficult to reconcile withe principles of nineteenth-century liberal
government. This is not to say that the self artipis not an important unifying concept for
the genealogy of government, but it is also impurt® remember that within this broad
continuity there can be many different kinds of,selrmed in different ways and engaged in
the practice of different kinds of freedom and vemah to pay close attention to these distinct
forms of free subjectivity.

Of course, much has already been written aboufdhas of subjectivity favoured by the
republican tradition and the relationship betweerspna, politics and political liberty defined
in this literature. It is therefore worth reviewirlge arguments made about this subject in
order to situate the question of the self at Iypent relation to existing historiographical
debate and to demonstrate the ways in which Browwsk might contribute to our
understanding of these issues.

For Quentin Skinner (1998, 2002, 2008), the dadinitof liberty provided in republican
thought was fundamentally Roman in derivation. Tilgeres of Cicero, Livy and the other
Roman moralists and historians are the basis whatelms the ‘neo-Roman’ republican
tradition in which liberty is defined as a conditiof freedom from dependence and is
contrasted to slavery. To be free it was necessarjive in a free state, a condition
characterised by the rule of law not men, laws kictv the citizens had given their consent.
To be unfree was not to be subject to interferemcst,to be subject to arbitrary power,
regardless of whether the potential for arbitratgiference was ever exercised. Unlike earlier
accounts, such as that of Pocock discussed beteaddm is not centrally related to virtue or
defined in terms of attributes of character; howetiee idea of freedom from dependence
assumes that being subject to a master necespatfiypsychological limits on one’s actions,
so the constitutional condition of being subjecttte rule of law not men has consequences
for the kind of subjectivity established (see matrly Skinner 2008). Equally, in his work
on Machiavelli (Skinner 2002: 160-212) the useh# taw to shape public virtue figures
prominently as a mechanism for securing libertykelwise, as Miller (1993: 21-87)
demonstrates, the introduction of Cicero as a mtmighe governor signifies the importance
of rhetoric, law and the full range of a humaniti@tion for the governor.

If we look at Brown's definition of liberty, we foh that it broadly conforms to these
principles. Brown states at the very outset of Theughts on Civil LibertyBrown 1765: 1)
that his concern is the survival of the ‘free sStated it is clear that he subscribes to the
understanding that to be free it was necessairyédr such as state, something Skinner sees
as characteristic of the republican definition dietty. Brown also defines liberty in
opposition to slavery and tyranny, a figure whielkurs frequently in his sermons on liberty
alongside the threat of divine right and arbitraower (Brown 17467?: 6, 9-10, 42, 45, 46,
48). But this does not exhaust Brown'’s definitidnileerty, which is defined as a condition of
restraint appropriate to human society, the chiegdts to which were licentiousness and
slavery to the passions and vices. Arbitrary poavet tyranny were the ultimate consequence
of these conditions, but the principal danger waslonger configured as parliamentary
corruption or a standing army, but moral declind atheism. Brown spoke, then, of civil
liberty as a moral and social condition which dejezhjust as much upon virtue as on the rule
of law. As Brown put it, the history of all agesoséed that ‘Piety and Virtuenly can make
usfree— that Infidelity and Licentiousness will certairnslave us’ (Brown 17467?: 48).

Brown’s discussion of freedom was explicitly abaiil liberty, a condition of social life
under the rule of law which stood in marked cortttasthe ‘natural liberty’ of the state of
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nature. As Brown put it: ‘Theatural Liberty of Man, considered merely as a solitary and
savage Individual, would generally lead him to & &nd unbounded Prosecution of all his
Appetites’, that is to say that natural liberty veasnplete freedom of action for the individual
as far as they were physically capable of actiogyratify their passions and desires (Brown
1765: 4). Freedom for man in society, however, ala®st the polar opposite of this concept
of natural liberty because ‘amlimited Indulgencef Appetite, which in thesavageState is
called natural Liberty in thesocial State is stiled.icentiousness(Brown 1765: 7). Brown,
then, argued the conventional position that freedas not ‘that Licentiousness which is the
Off-spring of Vice, but that true Greatness of Miwnthich is the Parent of every Virtue’
(Brown 17467: 15). Licentiousness is understooeé khsr'no other than “Every Desire carry'd
into Action, which in any Respect violates thoseiag.aws, established for the common
Benefit of the Whole”, andLicentiousnesswhen its immediate Object is That of “thwarting
the Ends of civil Liberty,” is distinguished by tHéame of Factioni (Brown 1765: 7).
Elsewhere licentiousness is defined as ‘privatd, Wpposing the Public’ (Brown 1765: 31).
What constituted liberty in the natural state was tontrary in the social state because it
directed man’s attention away from the common good.

The ‘brutal state of nature’ was therefore not oheedom but of licentiousness and faction.
In fact, few men lived in such a condition as itswzart of man’s nature to be sociable and
form political units: ‘Man is therefore formed fdociety: That is, man is formed for
Intercourse with Man: Hence, through the naturaldd@pment of human Powers, a Variety
of newWants a Necessity for mutuaids and distinctProperties must arise: From these, a
new Accessionas well as a frequeltisagreemenaind Clashingof Desires must inevitably
ensue. Hence the Necessityanirbing andfixing the Desiresof Man in the Social state; by
suchequal Lawsas may compel th&ppetitesof eachindividual to yield thecommon Good
of all’ (Brown 1765: 5-6). So for Brown it was necessargdbupon men so that their desires
and appetites were fulfilled in ways conducive e tommon good, in direct opposition to
Mandeville’s assumption that personally-defined andentated desires would ultimately
entail public benefit.Indeed, for Brown it was this act of governmerttactually produced
freedom in society: ‘From this salutaRestraint, civil Libertyis derived’ (Brown 1765: 6).
When asking what the foundations of civil libertieawe are therefore asking ‘in other
Words, “What are the effectual Means by which evdsmber of Society may be uniformly
sway'd, impelled, or induced, to sacrifice his ptiz Desires or Appetites, to the Welfare of
the Public”?’ (Brown 1765: 8).

Here, Brown is arguing that government should benéul so as to structure a ‘patriotic’
subjectivity! Civil liberty depended upon defining the mecharsismh government to ensure
that the desires of the subject were structuredssio be fulfilled most effectively by service
to the common good:This will give Stability to civil Liberty, if the sociaPassions of
Individuals can be so far extended, as to inclue Welfare of thavhole Community, as
their chief andprimary Object. This Affection is distinguished by the Nauwf public Spirit

or theLove of our Country, the highest Passion that can sway the human Hmarsidered as

a permanent Foundation of true Liberty.” (Brown 878@4). | would argue that it is in this
dimension, the constitution of liberty as a civdnclition dependent upon mechanisms of
character-formation, that the self at liberty isdmananifest.

It is clear, then, that Brown (1765: 17—-20) savetitousness, the pursuit of self interest, as
the greatest threat to the free state and liabliestroy public liberty; equally, subduing the
selfish passions and desires was the only securelfdion for freedom. Brown felt this was
recognised by Britain’s enemies, hence the desir¢he® papacy and the French to see
Catholicism, supposedly characterised by superstiand licentiousness, reintroduced to
England: ‘They know how natural the Transition ienfi Licentiousness to Slavery; they
know that the outward Form of a Constitution canfmtg subsist, when its Vitals are
Corrupted; and they know that the Vitals of evetsit& are thd°rinciples and Morals of a
People’ (Brown 17467?: 43, 46). These morals andcipies would hold the vicious passions
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in check. Indeed, Brown went so far as to defire fieedom of the state in terms of the
existence of these manners: ‘while virtuous Manrserd Principles clearly predominate in
their Effects, a State may still be justly calfegg (Brown 1765: 31).

For Brown, it followed that careful attention mtiserefore be placed on the cultivation of the
first principles which defined the character beea™o free People were evieng atheistical
and corrupt, because no corrupt and atheisticaplBeoould everlong continue free.
Irreligion and bad Morals are a Distemper of suchlifyhity to a State, that unless they are
timely expelled, they at once effeits Ruin andtheir own They dissolve all those natural
Principles on which Societies are built — Sincerifemperance, Justice: They introduce
abandoned Luxury and deadly Corruption ... Thesel @estroyers level all the Barriers of
Freedom, private Benevolence and publick Spirit] @eliver up an abandoned devoted
People an easy Prey to the Inroads of Ambitionmdnny’ (Brown 1746?: 41-2).

Brown therefore called for a system of educationicivhwould ensure the virtue of the
governing class. By invoking the example of Spaeavas suggesting that the education of
youth was a subject that should be taken out oh#mels of the private individual and instead
be conducted according to principles laid down oy state. The logic of this was that ‘The
natural Appetites, Passions, and Desires of Mantha universal Foundation of his Actions:
Without the Impulse which he receives fraimse he would be at once unfeeling and
inactive. Consequently, according to the State @hdracter of his Desires, his Actions will
naturally be good or evil; innocent, useful, or destructif@own 1765: 17). He continued
that ‘Whatever Means, therefore, are most effectnaturbing andsubduingthe selfish
Desiresof Man, are the most effectual Meangejulating his Actions and establishing civil
Liberty on its most permanent Foundations’(Browr63:718). It was necessary to establish
certain principles and dispositions in the genthg ‘internal’ power for self-command that
defined the capacity for public action. The predaigdinition and prescription of character
through education was necessary to generate the pitue that was the foundation of the
free state.

The term ‘virtue’ and its relation to republicaneddom has already been subject to
considerable debate in the history of politicaluglet. For J. G. A. Pocock (1975, 1985)
‘virtue’ implied devotion to the public good, whidte defined as the essential element of the
republican mode of discourse. Pocock’s definitibnhe republican tradition is characterised
by the Aristotelian assumption that the only trfilge man is one who participates in the
practice of ruling and being ruled. Liberty depemasengagement in public (political) life
and is threatened by ‘corruption’ and luxury. Radar concerns were the development of
commercial society, systems of pubic credit, thenipaation of parliament through
placemen and a standing army. All of these hadotitential to erode the virtue of the free
citizen by offering him (and the citizen was neee#g male) inducements to draw away from
active engagement in politics and to trust its emtdo others in order to concentrate on the
accumulation of commercial wealth or enjoymenttaf tuxuries provided by ftit was the
possession of landed wealth that enabled the memifethe governing class to remain
independent and free from the corrupting influeateommercial society by insulating them
from the threat of bribery, the demands of workha likelihood of conflicts of commercial
interest.

Pocock (1985: 37-50, 103-23) argued that over these of the eighteenth century the
concept of virtue was displaced by the idea of ‘nes’ and agrarian martial values were
sidelined by the rise of ‘politeness’. Shelley B{ft992), however, contends that the idea of
public virtue did not decline simply due to abstriactors like the emergence of commercial
society; rather, it was transformed through re-dpsons of ancient virtue for the modern
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age of commerce. This re-description of virtue mftevolved a secular justification for the
government of morality. In fact, she contends, @tiempt largely back-fired and these re-
descriptions and the activities associated witimtle several cases weakened public support
for this programme. The consequence of this wash@wever, the death of civic virtue as a
concept as Pocock argued, but the translationrafesfrom the public to the private domain:
rather than public virtue depending upon the indéepace provided by landed property, it
was argued that national wellbeing depended upen ntloral virtues of prudence and
temperateness, which enabled even those withodethnvealth to avoid luxury and live
within their means and thereby not become dependierdgthers and open to corruption by
them (Burtt 1992, particularly 39-63, 110-2Hor Burtt (1992: 23—4, 27) the argument that
liberty depended upon civic virtue had declinedtuy 1740s and did not feature prominently
in political argument.

However, the subject of virtue, public and privasepbviously central to Brown’s work from
the third quarter of the century, figuring partey strongly in theEstimate but also in
various forms in almost all his published outpuieTirtue that th&stimateis fundamentally
concerned with is essentially martial and masculBrewn ascribing the loss of Minorca to
this feature of life in modern, commercial socidly.line with Pocock’s argument, Brown
bases the survival of national liberty on virtugfided in terms of military valour and
devotion to the public good, which were threatersd luxury, effeminacy and private
interest.

In Brown’s work virtue had elements which were bgthiblic and private, the two being
necessarily intertwined. Public virtue dependedrupersonal morality and self-command,
cultivated through the mechanism of habit. Browtirgss virtue as follows: VIRTUOUS
Mannersl call such acquired Habits of Thought and coroesient Action, as lead to a steady
Prosecution of the general Welfare/IRTUAL Principled call such as tend to confirm these
Habits, by superinducing the Ideafity (Brown 1765: 22). The virtuous manners Brown
supported were central to freedom because theytHedpassions and desires towards
conformity with the law, fixing the desires on fiifient in ways conducive to the public
good. Brown argued that the ‘spirit of nationalamior a concern for the public good was
naturally weak in free countries ‘unless suppoigdthe generous Principles of Religion,
Honour, or public Spirit’ and ‘if the great Printgs of Religion, Honour, and public Spirit are
weak or lost among us, what effectual Check carethe upon the Great, to controul their
unbounded or unwarranted Pursuit of lucrative Emplents, for the Gratification of these
unmanly Passions?’ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 102338).

The principles of honour and religion, which praadgdthe capacity for self-government in the
masculine, rational mind, were the basis of virtoet, these were being undermined by the
condition of manners at the time, which he congdefwill probably appear to be that of a
“vain, luxurious,and selfish EFFEMINACY™ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 29). The re&s of
effeminacy, of course, constituted a decline inrage and masculine self-command,
implying an inability to master the self, a subrioasto the indulgence of the passions.
Luxury and vanity led on to an ‘unmanly DelicacyBfown] 1757-8: vol. i, 37). This also
affected martial valour on the battlefield. AlthduBrown accepted that, as regards the lower
ranks, there were no better fighting men than thigsB, the national spirit of defence was
‘compounded of the national bodiBtrength, Hardiness, CouragandPrinciple’, and for the
commanders ‘the present false Delicacy of the tastble World effectually disqualifies
them from enduring Toi] or facing Danger ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 88, 90). This is
contrasted to ‘thémbition of an oldRomarn, which was not to satisfy his concern for fine
dress, but ‘to excel imilitary Virtue ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 95). These military vas
‘must either be natural, or they must be infuseddnyearly and continued Discipline’
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 97). Once again, habit epps as the means of embedding the
required virtues in the self.
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For Brown the most damaging source of the luxust thas undermining masculine virtue
was the system of commerce that had advanced tewastage. Commerce constitutes
‘Superfluity and vast Wealth; begets Avarice, grbsgury, or effeminate Refinement among
the higher Ranks, with a general Loss of PrinciglBrown] 1757-8: vol. i, 153). This new
stage of society was commonly considered to prodbeegreatest challenge to the mixed
state and seemed to undermine the principles ofuantvirtue as ‘exorbitant Trade and
Wealth tend naturally to turn all the Attention lofdividuals onselfish Gratification ...
Therefore they must of course generally tend tardgsthe Principles of public Spirit’
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 174). Further, ‘Avarice tuaally tends to the destruction of active
religious Principles; because this is chiefly a tdiabf habitual Impressionand the pursuit of
commerce left little time for religious practicdB(pwn] 1757-8: vol. i, 163). The principles
of frugality and generosity were destroyed by theslof wealth: passion for money ‘founded,
not in Sense, but Imagination, admits of no Satikke those which are called the natural
Passions’ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 155). Love ofwuelty and fashion were seen to be
characteristics of the feminine mind and

Nothing is so natural to effeminate Minds \&anity. This rouses the luxurious and
debilitated Soul; and the Arts of pleasurable Enjept are now pushed to their
highest Degree, by the Spirit of delicate Emuldtiarhich contrasted poorly with the
independent, masculine spirit that was above thganes of fashion or opinion
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 158°

Commerce, then, had introduced a new and powedssipn to supplement the ‘natural
versions, and which must be controlled by mascudgiecommand.

For Pocock (1975: 423-505; 1985: 37-71, 103-28),pitoblem with commerce and credit
from the republican perspective was their impact ppapertied independence through a
tendency to specialisation and diversion from puldhgagement on the one hand and
conflicts of public and private interest on the esth This may well be accurate but in
Brown’s work the emphasis is much more on the damgagffect of commerce upon
subjectivity and the psychology of freedom. Equallyhat has not been frequently
emphasised is the way that advocates of publice/isiccommodated commerce within their
schemes. The issue was not simply framed in teritheoabandonment of commerce for
some kind of simple, agricultural lifestyle, forighwas clearly both impossible and
undesirable. The imperial and commercial aspecth@inodern state were recognised to be
interlinked: financial and commercial expansion evelosely related to the extension of the
military capacity and international interests o€ thation by providing revenue, through
taxation, that funded the army and the n&us Brown (1765: 1) put it: ‘There are two
Causes, essentially distinct, though often intemvpwby which a free State may perish. These
are, external and internal Violence: Invasionsfrom Abroad, orDissentionsat Home: The
Rage of foreignwar, or domesticFactiori. These elements were interwoven because the
capacity to resist foreign domination depended upuarnal vigour and solidarity. His
concern in these treatises was particularly withmestic faction’, a term which he used to
describe a variety of different features and whadhuld contribute to the likelihood of
successful invasion.

If commerce were curtailed, the state would beconiarily weaker in relation to its
competitors, who were unlikely to take the samé pahnd the nation would be conquered by
a rival. Conquest or domination by another statelldjoof course, constitute an end to the
condition of liberty as surely as internal conqumgta tyrant. Brown articulates the problem
of the mid-eighteenth-century proponent of cividue very clearly: ‘we are fallen into a kind
of Dilemma: if our Commerce be maintained or inseaj its Effects bid fair to destroy us: If
Commerce be discouraged and lessened, the growingrPf our Enemy threatens the same
Consequence’ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 217). Theusioh was to continue commercial
growth, but to legislate to control its effectsy fohich he proposed ‘palliative remedies’,
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‘those of the coercive Kind: which work by opposeédssions, or by destroying the
Opportunities or Occasions of Evil' ([Brown] 1757-8l. i, 219). If the problem lay in the
people, then solution was simple, upon which Brogave the example of ‘the salutary
Effects of a new Kind of Police, established bysaful Magistrate in the City dfondor
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 2193 However, when the problem affected the greatptiablem
was more difficult, because those that should achtenthe remedy were themselves the
afflicted. They therefore had to await a crisisutify them under the virtuous leadership of a
great minister ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 221). Incfaby the 1760s Brown had lost hope with
this and sought to establish a national systemdaota&ion which would instil virtue in the
governing classes.

Far from the concept of virtue being displaced bgnmers (in the sense of politeness),
manners (in the sense of dispositions and charattrsutes) have taken the place of landed
wealth in this schema. Nor has private virtue ssgaded public virtue as Burtt suggests.
Instead, public virtue depends upon private virtisself defined in terms of manners, of
classical and Christian derivation. Brown charasteally relates the state of manners
directly to the Duration of the public State So that the leading Question will be, “How far
the present ruling Manners and Principles of thaidh may tend to its Continuance or
Destruction™ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 24). Theseamrners and principles together formed the
‘spirit of liberty’, which Brown considered so essial that

Wherever the Spirit of Liberty subsists in its fMiigour, the Vigilance and Power of
impotent Governors are vain: A Nation can neithershrprised nor compelled into
Slavery: When this is extinguished, neither thetddrnor Vigilance of Patriots can
save it

([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 18-9)*

The chief danger to the spirit of liberty ‘mustsarifrom such Causes, as may poison the Root;
or attack, and destroy the natural Spirit itselie3e must be such Causes, as can steal upon,
and subdue th&lind’ ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 20). The principles oéligion, honour and
public spirit were lacking and being replaced vitik selfish passions ([Brown] 1757-8: vol.

i, 53). Brown therefore waged a personal war agdinsiry, effeminacy and the manners that
threatened Britain with decline:

we all wish to continue free; tho’ we have not YHidue to secure our Freedom. The
Spirit of Liberty is now struggling with thlannersand Principles as formerly it
struggled with theTyrantsof the Time. But the danger is now greater, beedhe
Enemy iswithin; working secretly and securely, and destroyingtladiseinternal
Powers from which alone an effectual Opposition canearis

([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 18).

Polished manners, then, had not replaced activdicpubtue, they were its antithesis.
Brown’s aim was to replace effeminate manners g promotion of martial virtue and
public spirit. The terms consistent with this mamlgtue were liberty, humanity and equity
and were opposed to servility, which generatedltyraad oppression ([Brown] 1757-8: vol.
i, 28).

It is clear that this martial moralising was vepesifically targeted. Recently Eric Nelson
(2004) has drawn attention to the Platonic elentrembuch republican thought and the ways
in which the maintenance of the commonwealth depeéncgpon the rule of the best mén.
Again we can find support for this argument in Brovit is clear that Brown is concerned
with the virtue and manners of the governing classthe common people as
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the Manners and Principles of those vid&ad, not of those whare led of those who
govern not of those whare governegof those, in short, whmakelLaws orexecute
them, will ever determine the Strength or Weaknasd,therefore the Continuance or
Dissolution, of a State

([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 25).

In fact, if the people were corrupt, he arguesy tméght affect the constitution, however they
were not in the state obandoned Wickedness Profligacy of the ruling class ([Brown]
1757-8: vol. i, 26}° Brown was particularly concerned that the decticeasioned by this
disregard for proper training of the mind in noplesuits would be brought about not merely
because of the inability of the governor to govdsat because it would limit the rise of
suitable candidates for the army, navy and clethyg, key guardians of liberty and virtue
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 79, 82).

By defining ‘patrician’ society as already corrugptby luxury, not simply bordering on
incapacity to secure the liberty of the state ffdmit requiring the extension of (virtuous) state
activity to reform them (or at least their offsgy)n Brown was following a line of argument
identified by Burtt (1992: 110-27, particularly 22®) with the ‘court’ faction in politics,
particularly in the work of William Arnall and Jam@itt. This mode of argument is generally
defined in opposition to the ‘country’ concern faublic virtue which Brown is thought to
embody; however, it is clear that in Brown the tave complementary.

But how was this virtue to be inculcated in theders of society? Brown argued that
education was the way to encourage virtue in spagtthe first Habits of Infancy and Youth
commonly determine the Character of the Man' andsash he proposed a to reduce
luxurious, effeminate education, railing, among#teo things, against the unwholesome
warmth of the nursery, mistaken tenderness and icathe upbringing of youth, lack of
university education, travel, warm carpets and lam{Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 29-30, 36).
Gaming, the great vice of the aristocracy, epitechithis as it was ‘established on the two
great Pillars ofSelf InteresandPleasuré ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 40). Likewise, the rise
the novel meant that people no longer read to gémeéhought, but indulged themselves in
diversions ‘as a preparato/het of Indolence to the approaching Pleasures of the Day’
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 42). Reading had turned agwfrom the investigation of the
principles of legislation, the history and natuffetioe constitution, the truths of liberty, the
maxims of upright policy and the truths of philobgptowards a concern for the best way to
secure a borough, interest in novels, party pamghlaeligion, entertainment, dress and
gambling, all of which established ignorance andaed the mind to private gratification and
luxury rather than the public good ([Brown] 1757v8l. i, 74). Likewise, ‘The great Works
of Antiquity, the Monuments of ancient Honour and Wisdom, atdosnopened ([Brown]
1757-8: vol. i, 86).

In the EstimateBrown had been content to warn and to moralisetaritbpe for the shining
moral example of a great leader. However, by the tof theThoughts on Civil Libertyhe
went on to argue that these educational princiglesuld form a compulsory system of
education for all members of the governing classiisseminating the principles of virtue
throughout society and habituating the patriciassés in their practice. The education of the
young should not be carried out according to thémshof their parents, but should be
determined according to particular principles ldovn by the state, the purpose of which was
to shape the young mind into virtuous form throdlgg mechanism of habit. This involved
structuring their character not simply by ensuringy could control their passions and were
not tempted away from martial valour and publicydioy satisfaction or indulgence of their
private desires, it entailed the cultivation of ergonality whose desires were fulfilled in
service and the common good. Brown put it thus:
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HERE, then, lie the first Foundations of civil Lithe In forming the Habits of the
youthful Heart, to a&Coincidencewith thegeneral Welfareln checking every rising
Appetite that is contrary to This, and in forwagliavery Passion that may promote
the Happiness of the Community: In implanting angbrioving Benevolence, Self-
Controul, Humility, Integrity and Truth; in prevemg§j or suppressing the contrary
Habits of Selfishness, Intemperance, Pride, Dissiyneand Falsehood: In teaching
the young Mind talelight as far as is possible, in every Virtue for itsno8ake: In a
Word, in so forming the Pleasures and Displeasafdhe opening Heart, that they
may coalesce and harmonize with the Laws of pibedom

(Brown 1765: 23-4)

What, then, are we to make of these diverse defirsitof the republican tradition and how do
they help us understand Brown’s argument? Conversglat does analysis of Brown lead us
to conclude about these different interpretatidBs®vn’s work seems to contain elements of
all these definitions of republicanism and yet édxhausted by none of them. | find myself
in agreement with Scott (2004) that it is diffictdt reduce the republican position to one
dominated by particular Greek or Roman models ditipal philosophy. Scott (2004: 5-10
and throughout) argues that attempts to definectmmonwealth tradition in terms of the
influence of one or two particular classical authon patterns of discourse or adherence to
specific meanings of terms such as ‘liberty’ orrtwe’ are misguided because the
commonwealth writers drew on a variety of class@athors and inter-mixed these freely
with different elements of the Christian and ndtdeav traditions. In doing so, different
authors chose to stress specific elements of ttiedéions and thereby configured ‘virtue’,
‘liberty’ and other elements of the republican ttad in distinct ways.

This is certainly true of Brown, whose work contaimoth Greek and Roman elements, not
just in the sense that he cites Tacitus ([Brown7£85vol. i, 28n*), Plato and Cicero (Brown
17467?: 13n*), but in his definition of liberty aralocation of public virtue and his clear
overall aim to apply the principles of classicalifics to the modern age of commeréet

the same time, however, he also draws on a randmbbfal sources (for example Brown
17467?: 10n*, 26 and nt, 37 and nt) and modern dtidfoand clearly sees the state of
modern, Christian liberty, underpinned by classipainciples, as superior to anything
achieved in antiquity (Brown 17467?:18-20)There is nothing necessarily contradictory
about any of this. Brown’s work demonstrates thhavas perfectly possible to articulate a
position in which a neo-Roman understanding ofdome was articulated in relation to Greek
conceptions of civic virtue and public educationtld governing class, the content of which
would be infused with Christian mortality as muchdassical public spirit. Indeed, what is
striking about Brown’s work is not that these daeeiclassical and Christian elements are all
contained in the same arguments, but that thepegessarily and logically entwined in a way
which makes assigning one precedence over the alitmeist impossible.

Scott (2004) develops this theme to argue thabagh it is difficult to ascribe any unity to
the commonwealth tradition as a mode of politicelcdurse, it is possible to identify a
common political agenda: the reformation of mannemsd formation of a godly
commonwealth. This argument is important becadselliison’s work it encourages us to see
republicanism not just as a mode of political argatnconcerned with disputing who should
hold and wield power and the framework in whichtthlaould take place, but as a way of
thinking about government concerned with how th@awgr should be exercised and to what
end. It might be argued that although Scott’s arguinapplies to the seventeenth century, the
attempt to establish a godly commonwealth suretyrftiered after the restoration of the
monarchy in 16607 But as the work of Bahiman (19Buytt (1992: 39-63) and Claydon
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(1996) demonstrates, this project continued int déha following the Glorious Revolution,
although the godly commonwealth may now have takerform of a monarchical republic,
or perhaps more accurately a commonwealth in the fof a mixed government with a
limited monarchy (Nelson 2004: 140-3), a definitmmmon in the literature of the period.

It is certainly clear that the dissemination of iSti&n principles lay at the heart of Brown’s
vision of the free state:

As the political Principles here laid down and nofed, will be found strictly
connected with Religion and Morals; no Apology vk made for endeavouring to
establish the public Happiness of Mankind on tHed dasis ofVirtue, which is the
End of Religion itself

(Brown 1765: 2-3).

Irreligion, in contrast, was closely associatedhwlitentiousness and vice, because men
needed to believe in the existence of a higher pawerder to really feel the necessity of
regulating their passions (Brown 17467?: 29). ‘Relg where-evesincerelyandhabitually
embraced, is the natural Parent of Integrity anduéi Whereas Atheism, at best, leaves a
Man to the Impulse of Appetite and Passion’ (Brawd6?: 35).

Fear of the law was some incentive to virtue, brtv argued that much would necessarily
escape the sight of the law. Some exceptional iddals might be able to control themselves
for the benefit of their reputation, or for theiwio satisfaction, but ‘with regard to the

Generality of Mankind, where the refined Passions weak, and the selfish Appetites

headstrongtherelrreligion must be attended with the most fatah€eguences: It must leave

them to the Suggestions of their own Lusts’ (Brawd6?: 30). Indeed, the law was generally
too remote to act as a barrier on action:

The Sanctions of future Rewards and Punishmerds) fvhich it derives its Force,
must be very strongly impress’d on the human Miak they can work their full
Effects, because they aldestantandunseenThe Senses and their attendant Passions
are continually urging their Demands, so that maghbut a Habit of Reflexion
thoroughly fixed, can possibly resist their Sotktions [sic]

(Brown 1746?: 32-3)

So, the manners and virtues which made up thet sgiriiberty would be secured by
habituating people in religious principles throyglblic education: ‘whera Habitis gained

of connecting this great Truth with every Thoughford, and Action, — there it may be justly
affirmed, that Piety and Virtueannot butprevail’ (Brown 17467?: 33). There was a direct
connection between religious belief and the manaac principles that affected the state
because just as ‘Vice, evil Passions, and Cruelte, the vile Materials of which the
superstitious Man compounds his [concept of] Gadhis Opinions and his Actions which
regard either himself or Mankind, must be suitableéhis absurd System of Belief’ (Brown
17467?: 7). But it was not only irreligion or athmishat led to licentiousness: ‘Superstition is
no less connected with Licentiousness of Manneat:ddly as it tends to produce Irreligion,
but from its proper and immediate Operations. tegally inverts all the Dictates of Morality’
(Brown 17467?: 39). ‘Superstition’ here signified iRan Catholicism and it was Brown’s
argument that there was an intimate link not odiween freedom and religion, but between
freedom and the ‘rational’ religion of the estabéid Church of England, in contrast to the
‘enthusiasm’ of Catholics and Protestant dissentBrghusiastic Religion leads ©©onquest
rational Religion leads to nation&lefence but the modern Spirit ofrreligion leads to
rascallyand abandone@owardicé ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 90¥°
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In his response to the Jacobite crisis of 1745wBravent to great lengths to establish a link
between Roman Catholicism and licentiousness, myraand servitude, linking ‘civil
freedom’ to the ‘religious truth’ of AnglicanismSuperstitious’ belief supported the delusions
of tyrants ‘but its Operations would by ho meansbmpleat, did it not qualify the Minds of
Men to receive the Yoke which it has thus prepdoedhem’ (Brown 17467?: 9). He went on:
This powerfulEnchantressan indeed in one Sense wdfkracles andlying Wonders- can
dress upSordid Fearand Slavery in the Garb ofghtful Obediencecan exhibit the most
diabolical Tyrannyunder the Appearance divine Right (Brown 17467?: 9-10). In short,
Brown summarised:

Superstition renders a Monarch oppressive, a Peslphdsh; Tyranny leads the
Prince to Superstition, the Subject to Credulitgliglous Truth is the Parent of Civil
Freedom ... Infidelity promotes Vice — Vice confirmsfidelity. Superstition and
Tyranny beget Atheism and Licentiousness — andetliiesgetting as it were their
own Nature) establish Bigotry and lawless Power

(Brown 17467?: 42)

It is in this emphasis on the established faith &mel direct link made between specific
religious beliefs and practices and particular neasrand dispositions, that the distinction
between Brown's concept of government and Victoridneralism becomes most clear.
Although many elements of the autonomous self berty promoted by Brown are
recognisable in later liberal and neo-liberal vaJugom the emphasis on self control and
reason to temperateness and civility, the rulénefltest men and a concern to shape character
through good government, it is nonetheless cleatr miany other elements are at odds with
what were perceived by contemporaries to be fundéahdacets of the liberal tradition.
Despite Brown’s concern with promoting the autonowfythe governed and the clear
genealogical relationship between these repubbcacerns and liberalism, his conception of
the proper form of autonomy is quite different frdms liberal successors. If Victorian
liberalism can be characterised in terms of govemmnthrough freedom, it might be more
appropriate to see Brown, like many of his conterapes, as concerned with promoting
freedom through government. The aim here is ngirtanote economic government, but to
prevent the spread of licentiousness and corrugtiooughout the state and thus offset the
threat of tyranny, something that figured as agmesanger in public argument in a way that
would be unrecognisable in the era after the defelapoleon.

According to the literature on governmentality, @hilvison uses as his definition of
liberalism, the aim of Victorian liberals was tovgon through freedom, shaping the character
of the citizens so as to produce an autonomougsulutonomy was promoted in part for
its own intrinsic moral and political good, but @iwith the aim of enabling the practice of
economic government, allowing the spheres of ecanamd social activity to operate as far
as possible without political interference. Thigelial freedom was closely associated with
religious toleration andaissez-faire economics. In contrast, although Brown was also
concerned with shaping an autonomous subject, ithislved a much more explicitly
prescriptive approach to the shaping of social. lds Canovan (1978) has shown in her
excellent juxtaposition of the ideas of Brown armuseph Priestley, the liberal concept of
progress through free enquiry is alien to Brown&kv Brown'’s focus was on creating a form
of social establishment and mental conformity corable to the religious establishment that
he saw as essential to perpetuate the free state.

| think it is worth recalling at this point that erof the reasons for what J. S. Mill called the
‘revolt of the nineteenth century against the eaghth’, which saw the re-shaping of
republicanism into liberalism, was the link betwahis mode of discourse on freedom and
the emphasis on social orthodoxy (Mill, cited invBe2001: 321). The prescription of

patterns of life and the precise disposition ofwdies and opinions was Mill’s specific target
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in On Liberty Recognising that the history of freedom origipatheant establishing
protection against the tyranny of rulers, he argtned this alone, while important, was not
sufficient: ‘there needs protection also againg tyranny of the prevailing opinion and
feeling; against the tendency of society to imposeéts own ideas and practices as rules of
conduct on those who dissent from them ... and comlbeharacters to fashion themselves
upon the model of its own’ (Mill 1991: 7, 9).

It would be easy to see Mill's position as a logicamporal development from Brown’s
thought, which made sense in the era after theatlefie Napoleon in which British liberty
faced no realistic threat from a foreign militamgwer and in which the reform of the political
system at both local (in 1835) and national (inZ2)d8vels had rendered the threat of internal
tyranny obsolete. However, we can also find eightteeentury commentators articulating
positions close to Mill's. For example, Brown qubfernard Mandeville as arguing that

the coercive Power of human Laws is sufficientustain itself: That the Legislator

or Magistrate hath properly no Concern with thevgie Opinions, Sentiments, or
Operations of the Mind: And th&ctionsalone fall under the legal Cognizance of
those in Power

(Brown 1765: 9)

In essence, the cultivation of public virtue wagwith the concern of government, which
should simply act to ensure that the law was maiath and otherwise allow people’s
dispositions to develop in their own manner. Thigedgnt, selfish and acquisitive ways this
took place would ultimately, despite appearancesinbthe public benefit. Likewis€ato’s
Letterswas quoted in the same vein: ‘every Man must chisyown ConscienceSo that
neither has the Magistrate a Right to direct pnvate Behaviourof Men; nor has the
Magistrate, or any Body else, any Manner of PowenodelPeople’sSpeculation's(Brown
1765: 11). Brown goes on to cite the following @ages from the same volume, which could
be taken as paradigmatically liberal:

True and impartial Liberty is therefore the Rightewery Man, to pursues tmatural,
reasonableandreligious Dictates of his own Mind: tthink what he will andact as
he thinks provided heacts notto thePrejudiceof another

(Brown 1765: 12)
Mill would doubtless have approved, but John Brakgued directly against this and set out

to prove, by Reasonings confirmed by Facts, thétea Community built on the
Maxims above delivered cannot beloifig Duration That the mereoercive Power
of human Lawss not sufficient tesustain itsetf That there is a strong and unalterable
ConnexionbetweenOpinionsandActions That a certairRegulationof principles is
necessary to check the selfish passions of Man; prevent Liberty from
degenerating intoLicentiousness And that ‘a certain System of Manners and
Principles, mutually supporting each other, and/pding the whole Community, are
the only permanent Foundation on which true civlidrty can arise’

(Brown 1765: 16-7)

Given that Brown was engaged in contemporary deléte positions close to the classical
liberal argument of Mill, it is difficult to see Heralism simply as a development of
republicanism adapted to a new era (as Kalyvasatzhelson 2008 do) or a new ‘phase’ of
a the same concept of government. Instead, we mightthese as two genealogically related
but significantly different, partially conflictingationalities of government. Rather than
simply uphold formal equality under the law, Brownderstood freedom to be a product of
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direct intervention in order to shape the mannacs@pinions of British subjects and saw the
task of government as cultivating public virtuergscribing a precise mode of being for the
citizens, essentially creating an Established dodeducation, just as there was for religion.
He was aware that this might be seen as ‘servidfidee mind’, but was clear that cultivation
of reason was as necessary to the successful gaivitte mind as learning to walk was to
successful negotiation of the world. Further, in argument resonant with modern
communitarian thought, he pointed out that if tteesleft the infant mind alone it would not
really develop in isolation and according to itsnogpinions and impressions, it would simply
be moulded by its social circumstance and its ¥edlaand thereby would fall under the
influence of a variety of ‘vague and random’ opimsavhich might draw them astray (Brown
1765: 32-9). The alternative, then, was not onehith opinion was freely formed, but one
in which the manners and habits which formed tharatter were either left to chance, or
were carefully nurtured by the state accordinghi lbest principles so far discovered. The
most free mind, Brown argued, was one that adotitedghts and actions founded on the
wisdom of the society of which it was a part, carent with the Stoic principle that ‘The
wise man alone is free’ (Brown 1765: 36).

! For a definition of this period as a coherent usite Clark (2000). Of course, that is not to sy t
questions of freedom were not central to politargument in the preceding and succeeding periods.

2 Republican discourse was not confined to the A®g®on world, spreading across Europe during the
Renaissance: see van Gelderen and Skinner (2002).

% See Bellamy (2000); Biagini (2003); Burrow (198Bglyvas and Katznelson (2008); Miller (2000);
Parry (1993).

*] use the term ‘subject’ advisedly here, and in ways. First, in the Foucauldian sense of a fofm o
personhood produced through government and selrgavent. Although Brown clearly did not have
access to this language, he certainly had accesintdar concepts and his work constituted an
extended exploration of precisely what forms ofraelter formation were required to produce the kind
of personality necessary to perpetuate the frde.dBat | also deploy the term in a second seitse, t
one that Brown and his contemporaries used to spbakt the people of Britain as subjects of the
reigning monarch. If Brown can be termed a classiepublican, this does not mean he rejected
monarchy, it simply implies an adherence to a paldr form of constitutional monarchy in a mixed
government in which the status of citizenship wadingd in ways quite compatible with social
hierarchy. Early modern Britain has been called aranchical republic’ (Scott 2004: 342-53;
Collinson 1987; Goldie 2001) and [Brown] (1757-&1.Mi, 21-2; 1765: 31, 32) was happy to use the
term ‘commonwealth’ in relation to the state in gext and by implication Britain in particular.

® Despite Tully’s (1988) emphasis on the undoubtesignificant role of Locke in popularising the
concept of habit as formative of character, thistgtion originated with Diogenes the cynic and was
widely repeated in classical and modern literatiirealso appears in Aristotle, from here entering
English legal discourse on custom through the wérkastescue: see Pocock (1975: 16). Interestingly
a paraphrase also appears in Bolingbroke (1754ai, vi?; 1754b: vol. iii, 381) which it seems like
that Brown had read: see below.

® On Mandeville’s social and political thought seert8(1992: 58-63, 128-49) and Goldsmith (1985).

" Of course, Brown was not a ‘proto-nationalist’ tre modern sense. By ‘patriotism’ | intend the
classical meaning of the term as devotion to tHgypon which see Viroli (2002: 79-103).

8 On the gendered nature of this conception ofagitship, see McCormack (2005).
° On republican liberty and manners, see also KES89).

2 0On the subject of effeminacy in relation to comeeerpolitics and novelty, see Barker-Benfield
(1992: 104-53).
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1 See also Wootton (1994) and van Gelderen and 8k{@002: vol. i, 177-310).
2 These dynamics are explored in Miller (1994).

3| have written about these schemes and theirigaléd the subject under discussion elsewhere: see
Dodsworth (2007, 2008).

* This term, like much else in Brown’s thought, appeto be taken from Bolingbroke: see
Bolingbroke (1997: 91, and see generally 76-122;8,6196-8, 206-7).

15 Of course, there is much more to Nelson’s arguntiean this one element. Nelson makes little
mention of Sidney in this context, but as Scott0@0184-90) makes clear, he could have done so,
because Sidney’s vision of republicanism was ultilyaa moral one, defined in Platonic and
Aristotelian terms. If he endorsed a view of lilyeas a condition of freedom from dependence, as
clearly demonstrated by Skinner (1998), he nonesfiseplaced the selection of virtuous governors and
moral education (principally through the law andratising magistracy) at the centre of his political
thought.

' For a comparable argument which deploys the santkedf conceptual scheme and similar language
but which defines the problem as one of vice in plopulace, see the work of Henry Fielding,
discussed in Dodsworth (2007).

7 0On the discourses of the ‘court’ faction, see &gsmwning (1982).

18 Aristotle is not an explicit point of referencestyt would be easy to characterise Brown’s thought
Aristotelian with its emphasis on forming the ativ through education, a subject given extensive
treatment in théolitics.

¥ For his positive use of modern authorities, seegkample ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 16; vol. ii, 27
Brown (1765: 3) and particularly his referencesMachiavelli ([Brown] 1757-8: vol. ii, 22-3, 25),
Montesquieu, ‘the greatest of political writers’ eviheld ‘the highest Station in the political Scale’
([Brown] 1757-8: vol. i, 12-13; vol. ii, 18-19, 1B82and Bolingbroke, who Brown describes as ‘a
capital Writer in Politics’ ([Brown] 1757-8: voli,i21 n*) and author of ‘so capital a Book’ (Brown
1757-8: vol. i, 56). This book is a five volume Wwand therefore either Bolingbroke (1754a) or more
likely (1754b).

220n the relationship between the ‘enthusiasm’ ofh@lics and Dissenters and political argument,
directly concerned with liberty, see Clark (19947451).
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