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Summary

This dissertation is a work of political and social, as well as ecclesiastical, history, a contribution,
above all, (o the reassessment of the nature and functioning of the English state in the eighteenth
century. It takes issue with the assumption that the Church of England can be regarded as a
discrete subject in the history of eighteenth-century England. During this period it was stll a
central part of the English state; its courts remained important, its parishes had many secular
functions, it controlled most of the nation's education and organized much of its charity, and,
preeminently, it was responsible for teaching men to be ‘good” citizens and subjects.

It is the contention of this dissertation both that the Church was an integral part of politics in
the cighteenth century, and that the interests of the Church were not wholly subordinated to those
of a secular state. These thermes are developed through the thesis, which is divided into five
scctions. Part I, the introduction, is itself divided into 1wo chapters. The first emphasizes that
eightecnth-century politics was concemed, above all, with the exercise of power. It is within the
context of govemment and administration that the importance of the Church is most apparent. The
second chapter provides an account of the physical and spiritual state of the Church. Each of the
remaining four sectons concentrates ont one aspect of church-state relations. Scction 2 examines
contemporary ideas about the relationship of church and state, demonstrating the empbasis that
was placed on their interdependence and the inseparability of secular and spiritual matters.
Through an examination of the management of the crown’s ecclesiastical patronage section 3
explores ministers’ perceptions of the Church’s role and the extent to which they were able to
determine its character. The mext section comsiders the clergy’s perception of the role of the
Church, both as part of the temporal govemment and as an institution concemed with the spiritual
condition of men, and the ways in which they were able to resolve the apparent contradictions in
this dual role. Finally, the place of the Church in parliamentary and high politics is discussed.
This final section explores the tensions and conflicts that did arise between church and state in the
years 1742-62, the extent to which the Church was able to preserve its independence against
secular encroachments, and the willingness of churchmen and ministers 1o contemplate reforms to

enable the Church 10 perform its duties, both secular and spiritual, more effectivcly.



This dissentation is the result of my own work and includes nothing which is the outcome of

work done in collaboration.

This dissertation does not exceed 80 000 words.
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PART 1

INTRODUCTION



1. The state and the church

The relationship between church and state in the eighteeth century has not been trealed
extensively by political historians, who have concentrated their attention on parliamentary and
high political manoceuvrings.' The contrast with recent scholarship on the previous two centuries is
striking. Political and constitutional historians of these periods have becn unable (o ignore the
Church and religion: the Reformation has been depicted as a primanly political event; the English
Civil War has been described as ‘the last of the Wars of Religion’; and the politics of the years
from the Restoration to the Hanoverian succession bave been seen as dominated by debates about
comprehension and toleration.” Students of eighteenth-century politics, however, have concluded
that the great issues of earlier years were ‘overtaken by events’, pointing to the absence of
parliamentary debate or popular controversy about religion.’ Occasional agitations, such as thosc
over the Quakers Tithe Bill of 1736 or the Jew Bill of 1753, have been dismissed as no more
than ‘jsolated incidents’.*

In recent years political historians have accorded greater recognition to the role of religion in
the formation and character of eighteenth-century political ideologies.* Even the absence of
parliamentary debates about the Church dunng the whig supremacy does not demonstrale a
decline in the strength of religious sensibilities. On the confrary, such differences stood in the
way of co-operation between the whig and tory opposition groups. The staunchly anglican fories
were alienated from even the most orthodox whigs by suspicion of their anti-clerical, dissenting

and radonalist conmections. Moreover, the Hanoverian Church is no longer automatically

' Despite its age the best account of the subject is still Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the
eighteenth century (Cambridge, 1934). E.G. Rupp, Religion in England 1688-1791 (Oxford, 1986), adds liwlc 1o
the account of Sykes. Buwr G.F.A. Best, Temporal pillars. Queen Anne's Bounty, the FEcclesiasiical
Comnussioners, and the Church of England (Cambridge, 1964), contains much valuable matenal. See also, R-W.
Greaves, 'The working of the alliance. A comment on Warbunon', i Essays in modern English church history,
ed G.V. Bennett and 1.D. Walsh (London, 1966), pp. 163-80; and Norman Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker.
Aspects of English church history 1660-1768 {Cambridge, 1959). CJ. Abbey and I.H. Overnor. The English
church tn the eighteenth century (2 vols., Londor, 1878), is sull useful.

Among other works, see, J3, Scarisbrick, The Reformation and the English people (Oxford, 1984); 1.S. Momill,
‘The religions context of the English civil war', 'R /LS., 5th series, xooav (1984), 155-78; R.A. Beddard, "The
Restoration Church’, in The restored monarchy [560-88, ed. 1R, Jones (London, 1979), pp. 155-75; Roger

Thomas, ‘Comprehension and indulgence’, in From wuniformity to unity 1662-1962, ed. GF. Nunall and O.

Chadwick (London, 1962), pp. 189-253; G.S. Holmes, British politics in the age of Anne (London, 1967); G.V.

Bennett, The lory crisis in church and state 1688-1730. The carecer of Francis Atterbury bishop of Rochester

(Oxford, 1975).

3 IB. Owen, The eightecnth century 1714-1815 (London, 1974), p. 113. This opimion is shared by W.A. Speck,
“‘Whigs snd tories dim their glories’™: English political parties under the first two Georges', in The whip
ascendancy. Colloguies on Hanoverian England, ed John Cannon (London, 1981), pp. §1-75; and HT.
Dickinson, Liberty and property. Political ideology in eighteenth-century Britain (London, 1977).

4 Speck, ‘Whigs ang tories dim their glaries’, pp. 59-60.

5 This is especially true of toryism znd radicalism. See Linda Colley, In defiance of oligarchy. The tory party

1714-60 (Cambridge, 1982), particularly ept. 4: LAW. Gunn, Beyond liberty and property. The process of self.

recognition in eighleenth-century political thought (Kingston and Montreal, 1983), cpt. 4; J.E. Cookson, The

friends of peace. Anti-war liberalism in England, 1793-1815 (Cambridge. 1982), cpt. 1; John Sced, ‘Gentlemen

dissenters: the social and political meanings of rational dissent in the 1770s and 1780s', #.J., xxvm (1985), 299-

326; 1.C.D. Clark, English sociery 1688-1832. ldeology, social structure and political practice during the ancien

regime (Cambridge, 1985), cpt. 5; Jahn Gascoigne, 'Anglican Jatitndinarianism and political radicalism in the late

eighteenth century', History, Lxxa (1986), 22-38.

"
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dismissed as languid and ineffective. Building on the work of Norman Sykes, scholars such as
R.W. Greaves, G.V. Bennett, J.D. Walsh and J.C.D. Clark have begun to emphasize its spiritual
vitality and organizational strength.® But most of these writers have continued o view the Church,
as an institution, in isolation.” It is argued here, on the contrary, that the relationship between
church and state cannot be compartmentalized, separated from the rest of eighteenth-century
politics and society, and called ccclesiaslical history. On the one hand, both the Church and
religion were central to the assumptions and perspectives of politicians. On the other hand, the
Church was a political institution, an inseparable part of politics and of the govermmental
apparatus of the English state. This dissertation, therefore, is intended as a contribution, nol
simply to ecclesiastical history, but to political and social history, to the seappraisal of the nature
and operation of the eighteenth-century state.® To exclude the Church from the history of politics
and government in the eighteenth century is to exclude a whole dimension of the story.

The importance of the Church is most apparent not within the context of parliament and the
court, but within that of government and administration. Politics is not just the struggle for power,
although that is what has dominaled the attention of historians of the eighteenth century. Tt is also
the exercise of power, the business of government. The main functons of central govemment in
the eighieenth-century state were to mainfain order, {o administer justice, fo conduct foreign
policy, 1o wage war when necessary, and to raise the money necessary to discharge these
responsibilities. Ministers of the crown were concerned above all with the aims and policies of
government. Peers and M.P.s believed they had a responsibility to oversec the conduct of it?
Parliamentary business was dominated by the passage of supply and local bills, not by the batle
of parties. Most of the contentious parliamentary debates of the century concemed the ministry's
managememnt of financial and foreign affairs, cspecially during wartime. Walpole, Newcastle in
1756, North and the younger Pitt all {cll from power largely because of disputes about their war
policies.!” Their ministries had failed in their first responsibility, that of carrying on the king’s

govermment effectively.

6  See, eg.. R\W. Greaves, On the religious climale of Hanoverian England (Inaugural lecture, Bedford College,
London, 1963); G.V. Bennel, Tory crisis in church and state; 1.D. Walsh, ‘Religious societies: methodist and
ovangelical 1738-1800°, S.C.H., xxm (1986), 279-302; Clark, English sociery. See also, Richard Sharp, 'New
perspectives on e high church radition: historical background 1730-1780°, in Tradition renewed. The Oxford
movement conference papers, ed. Geoffrcy Rowell (London, 1986), pp. 4-23. For refesences to much of the oter
work that has appeared in anicles and theses, see the foomoles to chapter 2.

7 But sce lan Christie, Stress and stability in late eighteenih-century Britain. Reflections on the British avoidance
of revolution (Oxford, 1984).

8 For recent interest in the eighteenth-cenwry state, see John Brewer, ‘John Bull s'en va Uen guerre', London
Review of Books, 5-18 May 1983; Linda Colley, "The politics of eighteenth-century Bridsh history', JB.S., xxv
(1986), 359-79;: Frank O'Gorman, 'The recent historiography of the Hanoverian regime’, H.J., xoax (1986), 1005-
20.

¥ Richard Pares, King George 1l and the politicians {Oxford. 1953), p. 4. The account of political motivation
presented in chapler 1 of Lhis book is probably Lthe most balanced wriliten by ast eighteenth-century historian. It
should be noted in particular for ils emphasis on the inlerest of many politicians in the business of government
and administration.

16 The case of the younger Pitt, the most controversial example of the four, is discussed by Piers Meckesy, War
withow! victory. The downfall of Py, 1799-1802 (Oxford, 1984).
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The functions of central government were primarily extemal. Taxes were levied to maintain
the amny and navy, not to staff a bureaucratic domestic administration. Indeed, il is a
commonplace o refer to the decentralization of English focal govermnment in the eighteenth
cenoury. The country was administered by a multitude of individuals and bodies, whose powers
were defined by common law or by statte, ranging from parish vestries, through the justices of
the peace and borough corporations, to ad hoc statutory authorities, such as tumpike trusts. Their
activities were well described over fifty years ago by the Webbs." Even India was administered
in a similar way; governmental functions were discharged by the East India Company.

In the field of local govemment, however, the Webbs ignored arguably the most influential
body of all, the Church of England. The functions of the Church were extensive. Its clergy were
responsible for nearly all of the nation’s education and administered many of its charities. [is
ministers were charged with the teaching and enforcement of a code of morality; and also with
the incuication of loyalty to the Hanoverian regime. In an age when the national and provincial
press was stll in its infancy, and often exploited to greater effect by radicals than by the
govermment, the Church’s pulpits remained of considerable importance in the dissemination of
information and official aftitudes, particularly to those who were unable 1© read. The parish was
the basic unit of local governmemnt. whose secular and religious activitics are often hard to
diseriangle - vestries generally administered the poor rate and often distributed local charities,
while churchwardens were responsible for the enforceruent of morality through the presentation of
offenders to the ecclesiastical courts.

Without doubt, the influence of the Church was diminishing during the cighteenth century. The
increasing accessibility of the printed word tended to make the clergyman one source of
information among many.'? The Toleration Act of 1689 was not only a recognition that the
disscnting congregations were beyond the control of the established Church; in practice it was
also believed {0 have made church attendance voluntary, At the same time local government was
becoming an ever more complex activity, The business dealt with by the justices of the peace,
both individually and collectively, in petty and quaner sessions, multiplied, and they increasingly
dominated the administration of the counties.'* The parishes lost some of their duties 1o ad hoc
statutory authonties and in parnts of the country the emergence of poor law unions took over from
them the management even of poor relicf.™ At the samc time the presence of central government
in the localities was growing. As central laxation increased, so did the number of collectors,
especially in the customs and excise. Moreover, much of the Church's influence was dissipated,
since it 100 was decentratized. The Church of Engiand was not one corporation. Its weaith was
vested in a myriad of cosrporations, ranging from the chapters of the wealthiest cathedrals to the

' Sidney and Beatrice Webb, English local government from the Revolution to the Municipal Corporations Act (9
vols., London, 1906-29), 1-1v.

12 G.A. Cranfield, The developmeni of 1he provincial newspaper 1700-60 (Oxford, 1962).

3 Nomma Landau, The justices of the peace, 1679-1760 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1984); Esther Moir, The justice
of the peace (Harmondsworth, 1969), cpl. 4; Webb, English local governmen, 1,294-301, 387-479,

¥ Webb, English local government, V. passim, vII, 11648, 272-6.
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lowliest vicars, and arguably incjuding also the incorporated charitable societies, such as the
Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts. The legal status of these corporations
guaranteed clergymen considerable autonomy from their superiors,'® and centralized control of the
Church was further weakened by the suspension of convocation in the aftermath of the Bangorian
controversy. After 1717, with one brief exception in 1741-2, it met only for formal business
before being prorogued again.'

Nonetheless, as an mnstitution of local government the Church was unrivalled in importance.
Some 1]000 parishes covered the whole of England and Wales, and contemporaries estimated that
there were nearly 15000 clergymen, the surpius concentrated in London, the Universities, and the
major provincial towns. By comparison the justices of the peace, the most important secular arm
of local government, numbered just over 8000 jn 1760, and many of these were not active. As
late as 1832 there were only 5131 active county magistrates in England and Wales."” On the other
hand, the revenue administration couwld not rival the Church as an agent of the Stale in the
provinces. The commissioners of the land tax, who organized its collection, were drawn from the
local gentry.'* The employees of the other two major branches of the revenue, the customs and
excise, were often not accepted as part of the local community. They were also thinly and
unevenly spread throughout the country. In 1770 the excise administration was staffed by only
4075 men, including those in London, while customs officers were concentrated in Londom and at
the outports.'?

The duke of Newcastle and other mid-eighteenth-century politicians were still acutely aware of
the fact that the Church mattered greatdy to the well-being of the state. The ministry was
necessarily concemed in the politics and administration of the localities. The administration of
justice, the maintenance of public order, and the encouragement of trade and jndustry were, at
least in part, its responsibilities. Above all it was the problem of order which impinged on the
consciousness of the naton’s govemors both nationally and locally. The element of force used in
suppressing disorder should not be understated. The standing army was regularty employed in
actions against smugglers and in quelling rots, though only at the request of the tocal J.P.s.” But

uwltimasely the means of control were {ragile: social stability was dependent upon propaganda and

15 FPor the definition of a vicar or rector as a ‘corporation sole’, sce William Blackstone, Commentaries on the laws
of England (4 vols., London, 1765-9), 1, 457-8.

6 Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker, pp. 54-5, 67.

Y7 Landav, The justices of the peace, pp. 368-72; Webb, English local government,1,581n.

& W.R. Ward, The English land tax in the eighteenth cemury (London, 1953), pp. 4-6.

'3 John Brewer, “‘Plague to mankind and endless slavery™: excisemen, the labour process and the cighteenth-century
English state’, unpublished paper read at the Socisl History Seminar, King's College, Cambridge, 25 Jan. 1984,
For thc excise, see Edward Hughes, Studies in administration and finance, 1558-1825 (Manchester, 1934); Iohn
Torrance, ‘Social class and bureaucratic inovadon: the commission for examining the public accounts 1780-87",
PP, v (1978), 56-81. Por the customs, sec E.E. Hoon, The organization of the English customs system
1696-1786 (New York, 1938). Edward Carson, The ancient and righiful cusioms. A history of the English
customs service (London, t972), cpis. 4-6.

¥ LA. Bowding, Fit for service. The Iraining of the British army, 1715-1795 (Oxford, 1981), pp. 57-9Q.
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persuasion.® The role of the Church in this process should not be neglected. The decline of the
ecclesiastical courts, which, in any case, should not be exaggerated, wcakened the Church's
disciplinary machinery, but it still retained much formal and informal influence, especially through
parochial ministers.

The social stability of the Hanoverian state, however, cannot be explained by concentration on
the lower orders alone. The decentralization of local government and its reliance upon the active,
yel voluntary and unpaid, assistance of the geniry and other members of local elites meant that in
the last resort central government lacked effective means of coercion and was dependent upon
consent. Against the background of rebellion and revolubon in the seventeenth century the
nccessity of ensuring the consent of the nation’s clitc was recognized by the crown and is
ministers. In this context the importance of the Church’s role as an agent of the state is even
more apparent. The vast majority of the social and political elite of Hanoverian Eogland were still
members of the established Church, and it was at them that the Church directed wuch of its
teaching. It provided an explanation of the grounds of civil government and emphasized the duty
of obedience 10 it, a duty enforced the more strongly in response to the jacobite threat. Likewise,
many clergymen addressed their moral teaching most emphatically to those who should set an
example.

The imporiance of the Church was magnified by the inflluence which minisiers were able 10
exert over it. The control exercised by central govermnent over all organs of local government
was limited. The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had witnessed repeated atlempts to secure
greater control over the localities through the use of lords lieutenant, thc nomination of justices of
the peace, and the remodelling of corporation charters. These encroachments on local
independence were generally made for reasons of govermment policy or administrative efficiency
rather than those of parliamentary management.?® But this did not make them any more
acceptable, and the Glorious Revolution, while securing greater financial independence for central
govermment, was a check to such aclivities. Successive ministries maintained control over the
composition of the cormission of the peace, but little attempt was made in the eighteenth century
to interfere in the boroughs.® Opposition 1o the encroachments of central government was still
vociferously expressed; the willingness of many country gentlemen (o endure the land tax, which
fell disproportionatley on them, and their hostility to an extension of the excise, can be atiributed,
at least in pan, to an unwillingness to see preater numbers of excise officers in the counties.”

2L Anthony Fleicher and John Sievenson (eds), Order and disorder in early wmodern England (Cambridge, 1985), p.
38.9.

22 E.g. R.G. Pickavance hes shown that the extensivc remodclling of borouphs in the period 1681-5 was inlended
as part of a repressive anglican policy rather than to secure a compliant parliament. ‘The English boroughs and
1he king's government: a study of the ory rescuon, 1681-5', D.Phil. dissertation, University of Oxford, 1974,

B LK. Glassey, Politics and ihe appointment of justices of the peace 1675-1725 (Oxford, 1979); Landau, The
Justices of the peace, cpts. 3-4. But for one attempt to inlerfere in carporations, see [.G. Doolinle, *‘Walpole's
Cily Elections Act (1725), EH R. xcvo (1982), 504-29; Nicholas Rogers, ‘The City Elections Act (1725)
revisiled®, E.HR., c (198S5), 604-17.

¥ E.R. Tumer, ‘The excise scheme of 1733', EHR., x11 (1927), 34-57; 1.V. Becken, ‘Land tax or excise: the
levying of taxation m sevenleenth- and eighteenth-century England’, £.H R., c (1985), 285-308.
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Ministerial control over the Church was also severely Timited. For reasons which will be explored
later, the whigs in this period were unwilling 10 contemplate direct interference in church affairs
by starute.” The ministry’s other means of control was indirect; through patronage. Here too its
influence was restricted. As it disposed of less than 10% of all livings and had little control over
the (raining of the clergy, it could not actually detcrmine the character of the Church.
Nevertheless, through its nomination to all bishoprics, most deaneries, and a large proportion of
the most important cathedral dignities it could do much to mould that character.

But the Church was not simply an agent of the state. It was the most powerful autonomous, or
semi-autonomous, institution in English society, Despite Henry VIII's sejzure of monastic lands
and later depredations, its wealth was vast and a recurrent source of concern 1o many laymen.
The Jeaders of the Church, the bishops, were members of the house of lords and it was capable
of exerting considerable influence over elections to the lower house. Churchmen fiercely defended
the independent status of the Church. Moreover, they did not simply assert its temporal and legal
nghts. They also claimed for it a divine commission. First and foremost thc Church was
concerned, not with temporal affairs, but with spiritual ones - it was charged with the salvation of
the souls of men. Eighieenth-century clergymen never lost sight of this role. As will be seen, their
emphasis on moral duties was not a manifestation of the subjection of the Church to the demands
of an increasingly secular state. On the contrary, it was the expression of a pasticular form of
christianity, a response to the perceived threat from the spread of vice and immorality, and a way
to bring men to eternal salvation.?

This dissertation, thercfore, will examine the duties of the Church, as an agent of the state
discharging functions of temporal govemment, and as an independent society concerned with
men's spiritual condition. Attention will be given to the tensions inherent in this dual role. But
the Church's secular and spiritual roles were not incompatible, and emphasis will be placed upon
the correspondence between the interests of church and state. Few believed that the link between
church and state was dissoluble. On the contrary, England was a christian commonwealth. Church
and statc were seen as different integral parts of the same whole. Fewer still drew a clear
distinction between temporal and spiritual. It was the duty and interest of church and state alike
to punish vice and irreligion and to promote the practice of true religion and morality, Anitudes
towards the Bible were unguestioningly fundamentalist, and belief in God’s providential
government of the world was almost unchallenged. But if God was seen as the protector and
defender of the truly primitive Church of England, notably in 1588, 1605, 1660, 1688 and 1745,
it was certain that his continued favour depended on the virtue and faith of the English people.
The abuse of God's gifts, the practice of immorality and impiety, both by individuals and the
nation, endangered continued prospenty and the maintenance of the constitution in church and

State.

2 See cpt 9 below,
% See cpl. 6 below.



These themes will be developed through the rest of this disseration, which, aficr the
introduction, is divided into four sections, each concentrating on one aspect of church-stale
relations. Section 2 examines contemporary ideas about the relationship of church and state,
demonstrating the emphasis that was placed on their interdependence and \he inseparability of
sccular and spiritual mallers, Through an examination of the management of the crown's
ecclesiastical patronage section 3 explores ministers’ perceptions of the Church’s role and the
extent 0 which they were able to determine its character. The next section considers the clergy's
perception of the role of the Church, both as part of the temporal govemment and as an
instirution concerned with the spiritual condition of men, and the ways in which they were able to
resolve the apparent contradictions in this dual role. Finally, the place of the Church in
parliamentary and high politics is discussed. This final section explores the tensions and conflicts
that did arise between church and state in the years 1742-62, the extent to which the Church was
able to preserve its independence against secular encroachments, and the willingness of
churchmen and ministers to contemplate reforms to enable the Church to perform its duties, both
secular and spiritual, more cffectively.

The scope of this dissertation is neccssarily limited. Il is intended as a study of church and
state from above. It concentrates on the atiitudes and perceptions of the nation’s elite in both
church and state. It aims to explain the role such men believed that the Church ought to be
playing in state and society. The extent to which clergymen in the parishes were indeed
discharging the duties prescribed for them, and, more broadly, the impact of the Church in the
localitics throughout England and Wales are subjects beyond the scope of the presemt work,
Indecd, regional variations were so great, as the next chapter will show, thal answers to such
questions are dependent upon the completion of a scries of local stdies lozdng at the relationship
of church, state and socicty in the parishes.

The choice of period for discussion, 1742-62, is, to some extent, arbitrary. The passage of the
Toleration Act in 1689, recognizing that, in some respects, the Church of England was now one
of a number of seccts; the beginning of the whig supremacy in 1715; or the repeal of the
Occasional Conformity and Schism Acts in 1718, signalling the end of the ficyce parliamentary
struggles over religion which had dominated the reigns of William and Anne; might all mark
more logical starting-points. Alternatives could also be suggested for terminal dates: the Feathers
Tavern Petition of 1772, which put the Church back at the centre of parliamentary politics; the
outbreak of the French Revolution; or Catholic Emancipation in 1829. But the years 1742-62 do
constitute a discrete period. During this time, apan from the brief interlude of the Piu-Devonshire
adminisiration, the duke of Newcaste was the ‘ecclesiastical minister’ of the whig governmenL
For twenly years the ministry’s ecclesiastical policy manifested a consisiency unknown since the
1688 Revolution, making the period particularly suitable for an examination of the role of the
Church as pant of the state. Moreover, Newcastle and his closest collcagues, Henry Pelham and

the earl of Hardwicke, were known to be devout anglicans, in striking contrast to the reputed
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scepticism of their predecessor, Robert Walpole. Consequently, church-state relations suffered less
from the tension and conflicts which had characterized the first half of the whig supremacy. Both
politicians and churchmen were able to concentrate their attention on the secular and spintual
duties of the Church free from the distraction of repeated parliamentary controversies over
religion.



2. The condition of the Church

The Church of England, as an institution, cannot be precisely defined. Its 26 dioceses (22 in the
province of Canterbury and 4 in York) were divided into 61 archdcaconries, which were
subdivided into 399 rural deaneries and finally into nearly 12000 parishes. This structure was ot
rational. Even the dioceses differed widely in size and extent. Lincoln, which encompassed over
1500 parishes, was divided into two parts and stretched from the River Humber in the north to
the Thames in the south. The smallest diocese, Rochester, included only 147 parishes in an
enclave to the east of London. Nonctheless, the authority of the bishops over parochial ministers,
and over the 500 or so clergy holding dignitics in the cathcdral and collegiate churches, was well-
established, if limited.! But the Church was more than this ordered hierarchy. There were some
15000 clergymen in England and Wales, and the widespread practice of holding parochial livings
in plurality meant that a high proportion of thesc were unbeneficed.* Many acted as curates. But
clergymen also beld lectureships at churches in London anad the provincial 1owns, fellowships at
colleges in Oxford and Cambridge, and schoolmasterships throughout the country. Such men
enjoyed greater freedom from episcopal oversight. Even more independent, but still arguably parn
of the Church, were the great charitable corporations: the Corporation of the Sons of the Clergy,
the Socicty for Promoling Christian Knowledge, and the Socicty for the Propagation of the
Gospel.?

In the final analysis the cffectiveness of the Church, however it is defined and whatever iis
role, was dependent on the ability of the parochial clergy to perform their duties. This chapter,
through a bricf examination of the condition of thc Church, thus provides the context for the
discussion of the rclationship between church and state which follows. A number of lopics
relating to this theme will be considered later: the role of the bishops and the ecclesiastical courts
in chapter 6; some of the proposals for Church reform in chapler 9. Even excluding these,
however, this chapter does not aim to be a comprehensive study. Rather it looks at three arcas in
which, it has been claimed, the eighicenth-ceniury Church was particularly deficient: non-
residence and pluralism, the provision of churches, and the frequency of public worship.

Under the impact of the evangelical and tractarian movements ninetccnth-cenlury churchmen
saw 1hc previous century as an era of decline, a period ‘of lethargy instead of activity, of
worldliness instead of spirituality, of sclf-seeking instead of self-denial, of grossness instcad of

! These figures have been culeutated from John Ecuwon, Thesaurus rerum ecclesiasticarun. Being an accowd of the
valuations of all the ecclesiasiical benefices in the several dioceses in England and Wales . . . (2nd edn.,
London, 1754),

%z F.G. James, ‘Clorical incomes in eighleenth-centry England’, H M.P.E.C.. xvm (1949), 311-25,

3 The Church of England. as a socicty, also included the laity. But it should not be forgolten that aymen slso
played an important role in the functioning of the Church as an insttution. Private individuals were the patrons
of over 50% of all church livings, (D.R. Hirschberg, “The government and church patronage in England, 1660-
1760°, J.B.S., xx (1980-1), 112.] a legal right which also conveyed considorable informal influence, and the laity
often exerted even grester control over lecturers and schoolmasters.
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refineraent’.* This view found its fullest expression in the work of Abbey and Overion.® It did not,
however, command universal assent even from contemporaries. Mark Pattison and Wickham lLegg
both criticized those who omitted the eighteenth century from the history of the Church. Pattison
saw it as an imponant chapter in the development of a rational theology. while Legg, in an
unjustly neglected book, emphasized the persistence of muny religious praclices often assumed to
have been absent.® Upon these foundalions Norman Sykes developed his comprehensive
reassessment of the eighteenth-century Church” It would be difficult 10 overestimate Sykes’s
influence on the writing of the ecclesiastical history of the period, bui paradoxically his
revaluation has not been widely accepted, despite its wealth of detail.® General studies continue to
use the language of Abbey and Overton and describe the distinguishing characieristics of religious
life as an ‘absence of religious fervour' and a ‘'mood of apathy*.?

This chapter is not, however, an apologia for the Georgian Church, unless the claim that it
was no more somnolent or remiss in the discharge of its pastoral responsibilitics than the Church
in previous cenmuries amounts (0 ano apologia. Rather the chapter is intended to oulline the extent
to which it was performing irs basic dutics, to assess ils shorcomings and how far they were
recognized, and to point 10 some of the problems which had to be overcome before it could
remedy those shortcomings.

Before discussing the state of the Church, some comment must be made ahout the status of
the clergy. In the absence of detailed modem rescarch literary images stll dominate our
perception of the parochial clergy. Macaulay dismissed the great majority of the clergy of
restoration England as, ‘on the whole, a plebeian class’. He admitted, however, that the increase
in the value of benefices during the next century brought about a marked risc in the social status
of the clergy.' Thus figures like the foxhunting squarson, Butc Crawley. became commonplace in
the literature of the lalc cighieenth and early nineteenth centuries. However, an equally common
caricaturc was the absenice rector and his curate, who performed the duty of the living for a

pittance,” and throughout the century portraits of impoverished parsons abound. perhaps the most

*  JH. Overon and F. Relton, The English Church from the occession of George 1 1o the end of the eighteenth
century, 1714-1800 (London, 1906), p.1.

$ C.J. Abbey and 1.H, Overton, The English Church in the eighteenth century (2 vols., London, 1878), 1, 1-8; C.1.
Abbey, The English Church and its bishops, 1700-J800 (2 vols., London, 1887), L. 314-5,

§  Mark Paltison, ‘Tendencics of religiovs thought in England, 1688-1750", in Essays, ed. H. Nettleship (2 vols.,
Oxford, 1889), m 42-118; J. Wickham Legg, English Church life from the Restoration to he traciarion movement
(London, 1914), pp. vii-viii.

7 Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in rthe eighteenth cenlury (Cambridge, 1934).

B JB. Owen. The eighteznth century. 17]4-1815 (London, 1974), p, 153.

8 Owen, Eighteenth century, p. 152; 1.H. Plumb. Englond in the eiphteenth century (Harmondsworth, 1950), pp42-
3; Horton Davies, Worship and theology in England. From Watts and Wesley to Maurice, 1690-1850 (Princeton,
1961), pp. 60-1; Alan Gilbert, Religion and sociery in industrial England. Church, chapel and social change,
1740.1914 (London, 1976), p. 70; Roy Porter, English society in the eighteenth century (Hamondsworth, 1982),
pp. 188-90,

12 T.R. Macaulay, "History of England’, in The works of Lord Macaulay (8 vols., London, 1873), 1. 256. Many luses
writers have concurred in tas opinion, c¢.g.. Abbey, English Church and its bishops, 1, 320; James, *Clericdl
incomes in England’, p. 324

1 L.p., Wiliam Combe, The tour of Docior Syniax. in search of the picturesque. A poem (5th end.. London. 1817,
cantw 1.
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wonhy being Goldsmith's Vicar of Wakefield.™

The literary caricaturcs do at least emphasize the enormous differences in status to be found
within the clergy. According to the calculations of the govemors of Queen Anne’s Bounty in
1708 there were 4098 parishes in England and Wales yielding £80 a year or Imore, an income on
which a gentleman was just able to maintain his status in many countics.”® Many livings were far
richer. In the diocese of Durham, Houghton-le-Spring was worth ‘at least’ £550 p.a. to Thomas
Sccker in the mid-1720s, and two livings, Sedgefield and Stanhope, were still more lucrative.'
Carthedral dignities, as might be expected, tended 1o exaggerate the incqualities of clerical
incomes; 62.5% of the cathedral clergy at Lincoln had parochial incomes of over £100 p.a. in
1714, and ncarly 50% of them more than £160."* Such dignitics also varied greatly in value. The
average return from a Lincoln prebend in the late Stuart period was probably only £50 or £60 a
year, and some were virtually worthless.'® On the other hand, by the 1760s canons of Gloucester
were estimated to be receiving £180 p.a., rising o £220 at Worcester, £300 at Westuminster, £400
at Christ Church, and £450 at Windsor.”” Even these figures pale, however. beside the estimate
made of the annual income of one of the Durham prebends in 1752: £700.'®* Diocesan officials
could, therefore, become remarkably wealthy men. In 1762 Samuel Dickens was recciving £1100
a year from his two preferments, the archdeaconry of Durham and Lhe eleventh prebend.” In
contrast the deanery, the second richest in the country, beld by Spencer Cowper, was worth only
1400 more.®

If £80 a year was an adcquate maintenance for a clergyman, benelices under £50 were
regarded as poor. Retums to Queen Anne's Bounty for 1707 showed that 3826 fell into this
category. But these figurcs were far from complete, and the first comprehensive list, drawn up in
1736, noted 5638 bencfices of £50 or under.® As table 2.1 shows,® there was considerable
regional diversity. Only 18% of livings in Winchester and 23% in the 1wo London dioceses of

London and Rochester were poor, compared with 79% in Llandaff and 75% in Chester. In

2 An account of literary porwraits of the clergy is given by Jacques Gury. 'The sufferings of the clergy 1730-60',
Church Quanterly Review, cixav (1963), 44-57.

B Geolfrey Holmes, Augustan Englond. Professions. siate and sociery, 1690-1730 (London, 1982), p. 93.

14 “The autobiography of Archbishop Secker’, Lambcth Palace Library, MS 2598, fol. 17 [Transcripl of Professor
Norman Sykes]; J.C. Shuley, 'The pastoral and ecclesiuslical administration of the divcese of Durham 1721-1771;
with particular reference 1o Lhe archdeaconry of Northumberland®, Ph.D, disscrtation. University of Durham,
1975, p. 101.

V5 JH. Pruct, ‘Career pattcrns among the clergy of Lincoln cathedral, 1660-1750°, Church History. x1v (1975),
204-16.

16 Prueu, ‘Lincoln cathedral clergy’, pp. 209, 213.

Y7 The correspondence of King George Il from 1760 1o December 1783, ed. Sir John Tortescue (6 vols., London,
1927-8). 1, 33-44. Ten years earlier one of the prebends a! Windsor had been valued at £300. B.L. Add. MS
32729, fol. 373: Newecastle o Pelham, 28 Sepl. 1752.

'8 B.L. Add. 32729, fol. 373.
9  Shuler, ‘Adminisiration of the diocese of Durham', p. 191.
0 Correspordence of George 111, 1,33-44.

20 Ian Green, ‘The first five years of Queen Anne's Bounty', in Princes and paupers in the English Church, 1500-
1800, ed. Rosemary O'Day and Felicity Heal (Leicester, 1981), pp. 237, 241-6. This arlicle also contains some
useful comments on the accuracy of hese returns.

2 See below, p. 39.
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general, the north and west contained many more poor livings than the south and east, although
Norwich and Durham were notable exceptions. Even these figures do not rcveal the gravity of the
situation. 1118 of the 5638 livings, that is, nearly 10% of all church places, were returned as
worth £10 and below. The majority of these were perpetual curacies and chapelries.” Sixteen
years later, in 1752, the bishop of Carlisle, not the poorest diocese in the north and west,
compiled a list showing that 32% of livings in his diotese were worth under £20 per annum.®
Moreover, the returns to the Bounty took no account of the plight of stipendiary curates.® An act
of 1713 had empowered the bishops to set stipends for curates of £20 to £50 when the incumbent
was non-resident.? In 1736 the average salary of curates in Durham was £28. but in the diocesc
of St Asaph in 1742 it was only £20 6s 0d.? As late as 1782, 162 of 212 curates’ stipends
recorded for the diocese of Worcester fell within the limits set by the 1713 act. The lowest,
moreover, was a mere £5.% The diocesan retumns of (810 are equally revealing. 13.5% of curaies
received £20 or less and 74% £50 or less, at a time when benefices of under £150 p.a. had come
10 be regarded as poor.?

The situation undoubtedly improved during the course of the cighteenth century. By the early
nineteenth century only one third of livings fell bencath the poverty line, now £150, compared
with half in 1736. Nonetheless, nearly one in ten was still worth less than £50.* Much of the
credit for narrowing the gap beltween rich and poor clergy must go to the work of Queen Anne's
Bounty. Between its foundation and 1804 it made 7367 augmentations to 3055 livings producing,
it has been calculated, an average increase of about £30 a year.* The number of poor livings in
the early nineteenth century, however, is a caution against overestimating the impact of the
Bounty.* Moreover, in centain circumstances the Bounty could actually increase the number of
poor livings. By the 1715 act parochial chapels were cligible for augmentation. But if
augmentation occurred the incumbent of the mother church was debarred from benefiting and the
chapelries thereafier became perpetual curacics. In Llandaff this process crcated a new group of

poor livings, formerly scrved as chapels by the incumbent of the mother church, who was now

A Green, ‘The first years of Quesn Anne's Bounty', p. 242.
Fleming.Senhouse papers, ed. Edward Hughes (Carlisle, 1961), pp. 113-4.

An eloquent lament sbout the poventy of curales was written by Thomas Stackhouse. The miseries and great
hardships of the inferiour clergy, in and abouw London, And a modest plea for their rights, and beuer usage; in
a letter 1o the righl reverend father in God, John lord bishop of Lordon. By a clergyman of the Church of
England (London, 1722).

% 12 Anne, Su2, ¢. 12, Stackhouse claimed that this scl was olten cvaded. Miseries and hardships of the clergy.
pp. 67-73.

27 Shuler, ‘Administalion of he diocese of Dwham’, p. 20; J.L. Saller, 'lIsaac Maddox and the dioceses ol St
Asaph and Worcester', M.A. dissertztion, University of Bimungham, 1962, p. 58.

& The vale of the bishopric of Worcester 1782-1808, ed. Mury Ransome (Worcestershire Historical Society, n.s., vi,
1969), p. 11

B Porliamentary Papers, 1812, X, 157. These figures must cast doubt on the claim of Norman Sykes that the
avcrage stipend of oirates was between £30 and £35 p.a, rising 10 £70 in the lsler ycars of the cenwry, even if
salaries n wealthy London churches were as much as £60. The 1835 repon of the coclesiastical commissioners
indicated, however, thal by 183] the averuge salary had risen to £81, Svkes, Church and sture, pp. 206-9.

30 Green, "The first years of Queen Anne's Bounly'. p. 249,
31 James, 'Clerical incomes in England’, p. 324.
32 Sec below, pp. 22-3. for conlemporary awareness of iis shortcomings.
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abliged 10 appoint a curate, whose stipend was incvitably insufficient.”

Most of the clergy had no doubl themselves what their social status ought to be. Their
education and the acquaintances formed at university made them gentlemen.® The richest clergy,
such as Samuel Dickens, clearly formed part of the elite of county society, and many poorer than
him were accepted by the local gentry as equals. But the position of the majority of the clergy
who received under £80 a year is less clear. The practice of holding livings in plurality, whether
other parochial livings, curacies, or schoolmasterships, made a total income of £50 more commaon
than the basic statistics might suggest. The financial position of such clergy was better than that
of a skilled craftsman, who was eaming between £25 and £50 a year in London, and a maximuni
of about £25 in the country, provided he was fully employed. Moreover, most incumbents were
supplied with accommodation and enjoyed securily in their posts, benefits denied to both the
labourer and craftsman.*

Thus, even in purely economic terms there was probably only a minority of the clergy who
could not cling, albeit precariously, to some of the rrappings of gentry status. Many clergymen
may nol have been accepted by the landed gentry as their equals, but their parishioners would
certainly have seen them as social superiors. More intangibly the status of the clergy was raised
by their education. Richard Newton claimed that a university education enritled them to a
maintenance that would ensure respect.® Conversely, that education was itself a means of
obtaining respect, especially in country areas. The majornity of the clergy had attended Oxford or
Cambridge: 96% in Worcester between 1782 and 1808, 84% having a degree; between 70% and
75% in Wiltshire in 1783; and 69% of ordinands in Durham between 1722 and 1759.¥ Many,
however, especially in the north-west and Wales, did not. In the diocese of Carlisle only 28% of
candidales ordained by Bishops Waugh and Fleming between 1723 and 1747 were graduates.®
Thomas Herring faced a similar situation when bishop of Bangor, commenting that the Bishop of
Norwich ‘living nearer ye Sun & more among ye lcarmed ought perhaps o be more nice at his
Ordinations, than we c¢an be here'.* The absence of a graduate clergy was directly linked 10 the
povenly of livings, and many clergymen had reccived their education at the local grammar school.
Looking for a curate for a living of £8 p.a., Heming prayed: ‘God send me a Candidate of honest
Life, that can say the Creed & ye Lds Prayer & the 1en Commandments in his vulgar Tongue, &

3 JR. Guy, "Perpetual curacies in eighleenth-ceninry South Wales®, S.C.H., xvi1 (1979), 327-33.

3 Richard Newton, Pluralities indefensible. A treatise humbly offered fo the consideration of the parlioment of
Great-Britain. By a presbyter of the Church of England (London, 1743), pp. 276-7.

35 James. 'Clerical incomes in England’, pp. 318-19. The wages of a skilled crafisman were lower when board and
lodging were provided

36 Newton, Plualities indefensible, pp. 275-9.

Y Swte of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 8; Wiltshire returns 10 the bishop's visilation queries 1783, ed. Mary
Ransome (Wilishire Record Socjery, xxvh, Devizes, 1972), p. 8 Shuler, ‘Administration of the diocese of
Durham’, pp. 397-429.

3% Anthony Armmstrong, ‘Higher ecclesiastical administralion in the diocese of Carlisle, 1702-68°, M.A. dissertation.
University of Bimingham, 1951, pp. 80-1.

¥ Pordand MSS, Nottingham University Library, PWV/120/20: Thomas Herning 10 Williwn Herring, 23 July 1739.
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all other things that a Xtan ought to know & belleve 10 his Soul's Health’.* In such areas, the
status of the clergy was probably lower, though their gentry neighbours were also farther from
‘ye Sun'.

It is clear, thercfore, that the improvement in the economic condition of the lower clergy
during the eighteenth cenmiry made it easier for them to maintain the status of gentlemen, Yo
which they believed their vocation and their education entitled them. But this is not evidence for
a general rise in the social status of the clergy. That claim, made first by Macaulay, was premised
on his description of the low status of the late seventcenth-century clergy. His character of the

4]

clergy was ferccly attacked by contemporaries like Gladstone.” They were, perhaps, more
interested in vindicating men in whom they believed the true traditions of the Church of England
were embodicd,*”? but C.H. Mayo, reviewing the controversy carly this century, concluded that
Gladstone’s account was the more accurate.® The information that has been presented here about
the economic condition of the clergy in the first years of the eighteenth century supports this
conclusion.

Gladstone developed his argument to claim that ‘the social position [of the clergy] was in
ordinary cases nearly the same as now’. The country clergy of the period were, he admiued, less
refined than those of the mid-nineteenth century, but so too were the gentry. Whas the eighteenth
centry witnessed, therefore, was the growing cosmopolitanism of provincial society.* There is,
indecd. no doubt that clerical incomes increascd quite dramatically during the century, especially
the laner half, But rising income js not evidence of rising social starus.*® Clerical incomes were
rising, not because of special circumstances affecling the clergy alone, but because all incomes
from land were increasing. Thus, the economic position of the clergy relative 1o the rest of landed
socicty remained unchanged. There is some cvidence that income from episcopal and capitular
lands may have increased more rapidly in the second halfl of lhe century than the income of lay
landlords.*® But this comprised only part of the income of bishops and chapters, who were a
fraclion of the clergy. Nothing suggests that the parochial clergy were managing their glebes more

cffectively than faymen or that they were persuading their parishioners to hand over a greater

4 Nomningham University Library, PWV/120/20.

4t Churchill Babinglon, Mr. Macaulay's character of the clergy in the latier part of the seventeensh century,
considered (Cambridge, 1849): W.E. Gladstone, "Macaulay’, in Gleanings of past years 1845-76 (7 vals.,
London, 1879). 0, 320-33.

42 Gladsione, for axample, claimed that “that gemeration of clergy was . . . the most powesful and famous m the
annals of the English Church since the Reformation’. Gleanings, u, 321.

41 C.H. Mayo. “The social slatus of the clergy in the sevenieenth and esghicenth cennumies’, EN R, xooovn (1922),
258-66.

4 Gladstone, Gleanings, 11, 327. This claim is supporied by the lenlative conclusions of P.A. Bezodis. *The English
parish clergy and their place in society, 1660-1800°, fellowship dissertation. Trinily College, Cambridge, 1949.

¢ Cf, GEA. Best, Temporal pillars. Queen Anne's Bounty, the Lcclesiaxtical Commissioners, and the Church of
England (Cambrdge. 1964), pp. 62-9.

%  Chnslopher Clay, "“The greed of whig bishops™?: church landlords and their lessees )660-17607, P.P., LxxxvD
(1980), 128-57. The more rapid increase in church incomes was the result of the modemizaton of feases,
bringing lhcm more info line with contemporary lay pracice. [Sce also Best, Temporal pillars, p. 63.]
Throughout Lhe century church lands were considered a particularly good investment, because of urrealishcally
low rents and fines.
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proportion of their produce in tithes. Thus, such signs of increasing clerical wealth as the
improvement and rebuilding of parsonagec houscs to create, in a few cases, large, dignified
rectories, are not indicative of a rising clergy, for they were paratleled by the building, extension
and renovation of the houses of the country gentry.¥

Other evidence that has been adduced for the rising social status of the clergy is ultimately no
more convincing. The number of clerical J.P.s rose rapidly from 51 in 1702 to over 900 by 1760,
almost all the increase occurring after 1740. By 1832 about a quarter of the 1531 active justices
in England and Wales were clergymen.” But rather than demonstrating the attainment by more
and more clergy of equality with the county elites, historians of local government have portrayed
this development as an enforced response to the demand for more local magistrales, necessitating
the opening up of the bench to those ‘whose status bordered on gentility’.® From another
perspective it may be seen as part of the clergy’s loss of a distinctive clericalism and their
intcgration into sccular society, exemplified during the mid-century period by a tendency fo
abandon clerical dress.™

Perhaps the most convincing evidence for the rising social status of the clergy comes from
contemporaries. Warburion's statement, that ‘Our Grandees have at last found their way back inio
the Church’® is the most frequently quoted of many comments in a similar vein. The
compasition of the episcopate, moreover, appears 10 supporl his observation. None of the bishops
appointcd by Queen Annc had close tics with the aristocracy. But throughout the century the
proportion of men raised 1o the cpiscopate whose fathers were peers or sons of peers increased
gradually, from 9% undcr George 1, 10 14% under George II and 21% under George 11I. On the
other hand, if Anne’s reign is excluded, when no one of ‘plebeian’ origins was appointed 10 the
bench, the number falling into this category declined from 21% in George I's reign, to 9% under
George II, and only 4% under George 1lI. However, the proportion of bishops from the gentry
remained more or less constant throughout the century.” Thus, the evidence must be stretched to
dcmonstrate a2 geoeral risc in the status of the clergy. It suggests that the episcopate was

&7 Alan Savidpe, The parsonage in Englond: lts history and architecture (London, 1964), cpt. 3; G.E. Mingay,
English Innded society in the eighteemth cetury (London, 1963), cpt. 9; Mark Girovard, Life in the English
counlry house. A social and architeciural history (New Haven, 1980), cpis. 7-8.

4 Norma Landau, The justices of the peace, 1679-1760 (Berkeley and Las Angeles, 1984), p. 143; Sidney and
Beatrice Webb, English local govermnent from the Revolution o the Municipal Corporation Act (9 wols.,
London, 1906-29), 1, 581n. ‘

% Landau, Juslices of the peace, p. 143; Webb, English local government, y, 350-1. C(.,, Bes\, Temporal pillars, p.
7).

30 1 PL.. MS 1349, pp. 1824: Catherine Talbot lo Rev. Mr Poyniz, 22 Dec. 1757. The antiquary, Williem Cole,
complained in 1765, "\hat it is no uncommon Sight ax London, & elsewhere, o sec one of our rwo Metropolitans
[Robert Drummond, archbishop of York] . . . walking about withowt his Gown & Cassock, but dressed in every
Respect like a Layman.” B.L. Add. 5828, fol. 131.

3V Lerters from a late eminent prelate 1o one of his friends (2nd edn., London, 1809), p. 118 Warbirton to Hurd, 5
Juty 1752.

$2 Normman Ravilch, Sword and mitre. Goverrunent and episcopate in France and England in the age of arisiocracy
(The Hague, 1966), p. 120. Ravitch adopled rigorous cniterin for his classifications, thus creatng a very large
uncertain category. This remained fairly constant tyough the period 1702-1820, averaging 45% of the lotal. The
largest single subdivision of this category were sons of clergymen. Ibid., pp. 119-23.

16



becoming increasingly aristocratic, although even this trend should not be overempbasized.®
Warburton's statement should be interpreted literally: more sons of peers were entering the
Church, but the overall social composition of the clergy was changing littte. These conclusions
are supported by a study of the clergy of Lincoln cathedral, among whom the representatives of
the gentry declined in the first half of the century. Among e prebendaries of Lincoln, as among
ordinands at Durham, the sons of the clergy formed the lfargest single group.™

Non-residence and pluralism

Non-residence was not a problem peculiar to the Georgian Church. It was & complainr frequently
made both against the Church of Rome in the later middle ages and against the Church of
England under Elizabeth and James by puritan reformers. Therc is, however, evidence o suggest
that there was a greater degree of non-residcnce in the eighteenth century than in ecarlier periods.
[mmcdiately before the Reformation about a quarter of all parishes were in the hands of non-
resident incumbents.** In contrast, in the diocese of Worcester in 1782 only 38% of incumbents
were resident. In Wiltshire in 1783 the figure was 39%, while in Norwich in 1784 it was only
22%.% It must be admitied that there was considerable regional variation in the incidence of non-
residence and other dioceses showed 2 less disturbing pattem. In the diocese of York in 1743
74% of incumbents were resident, in Hercford berween 1716 and 1722 55% were resident, while
in St Asaph in 1742, of 75 incumbents who resided on theis livings (69% of those for whom
evidence exists), 20 also employed a curate.” The general situation, however, was not impressive.
The dioccsan remms of 1810 showed only two sees, Carlisle and Hercford, with more than 60%
of resident incumbenis.®® Morcover, the cighteenth century had wimessed not improvement, but
deterioration. In Devon the proportion of non-resident incurubents rose from 34% in 1744, to 39%
in 1764 and 41% in 1779. In the diocese of Oxford 51% of incumbents had been resident at the
time¢ of Thomas Secker's primary visitation in 1738, but only 39% were forty years later. A

comparable decline occurred in the diocese of Chichester.”

3 The figures themselves must be realed with care. On the one hand, the samples are very small. On the other, hie
British nobility expanded considerably after 1784, passibly distorting the figure for George III's reiga.

$  Prueu, ‘Lincoln cathedrsl clergy'. p. 208; Shuler, 'Adminisraton of the diocese of Durham’, pp. 396-428. In
Durham between 1722 and 1759 319 of the fathers of ordinands, whose occupaiion can be waced, were
clergymen.

35 Peter Heath, The English parish clergy on the eve of the Reformation (London, 1969), p. 57.

36 Siate of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 14; Wiltshire visitation returns, p. 9; W.M. Jacob, ™A praclice of a very
hurtful tendency™, $.C.H., xv1 (1979), 322.

5T Archbishop Herring's visitation returns, 1743, ed. S.L. Ollard and P.C. Walker (Yorkshire Archaecloyicat
Sociely, Record Series, vols. 71, 72, 75, 77, 79, 1927-31), |, xii; WM. Marshall, 'The administration of the
dioceses of Hereford and Oxford, 1660-1760', Ph.D. dissertation, University of Brsiol, 1978, p. 104; Salter,
‘Isasc Maddox', p. 56.

58 Parliomeniary Papers, 1812, X, 152-3.

5% Arthr Warne, Church and society in eighleerth-century Devon (Newion Abboy, 1969). pp. 3940; Marshal?,
*Administration of Hereford and Oxford®, p. 105; Diana McClatchoy, Oxfordshire clergy 1777-1869. A siudy of
the established Church and of the role of the clergy in local xociery (Oxford, 1960). p. 31; Bezodis, “English
purish clergy’, p. 88,
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At first sight these Ogures do much to support the claim that the parochial sysiem broke down
in the eighteenth cenlury, undermining the monopolistic claims of the Church of England and its
influence in the localities. Alan Gilbent has calculated, on the basis of the parliamentary retums of
1810, that over one thousand parishes were ‘simply unattended by ministers of the established
Church’. Gilbert assumed that the situation in 1740 was much the same, and argued that *habits
of wndifference stretching back several generatons had become embedded in the structures of
many local communities’.® The 1810 retumns are, however, a misleading basis for such a
calculation. They suggest, for instance, that thirty-two parishes in Oxford were completely
ncglected by ministers of the established Church.® An analysis of the 1778 vistitation returns for
that diocese, however, shows a rather different picture. In 33 of the 100 cases of non-residence
the incumbent lived nearby and performed the duty himself, a sesident stipendiary curate was
employed in 27 parishes, and the remaining 40 were scrved by neighbouring clergy.® In Devon in
1779 five cases of non-residence were sequestered parishes. Of the remaining 154, 22% were
carcd for by their own tncumbent resident in an adjoining parish, 36% had a stipendiary curate
and in 42% a neighbouring minister acted as curate.® Similar patterns of pastoral care can be
found in other dioceses.®

The state of the rural deanery of Wirral in 1789 provides a clear picture of the operation of
this system. Of the sixteen livings (fifleen parishes and one extra-parochial chapel), six were
served by resident incumbents, and five of the remainder by a resident stipendiary curale. Thc
parisb of Bidston and chapcl of Birkenhead were served by Bryan King, who lived at Tranmere,
one mile from Birtkenhead and four from Bidston. The combined populaton of the twp livings
was 400. Bramborough., which possessed no house or glebe, was served once a month from
Eastham. This arrangement had persisted throughout the cenlury. Eastham church, however, was
within casy walking distance. The minisier of Overchurch lived three miles away and was
‘scidoot absent’, while the incumbent of Stoak lived some way away at Frodsham, but services
were ‘duly performed’ in this parish of 200.¥ There is, therefore, little evidence of total neglect
of parishes. On the contrary, the standard of pastoral care achicved in the eighteenth century did

not compare unfavourably with earlicr periods. As contcmporaries pointed oul, non-residents in

%  Gilbert, Religion and sociery, pp. 6-7.

81 Parliamentary Papers, 1812, X, 153, 157. The figure thinty-two is reached by subtracting from the number of
parishes (213), 72 resident incumbents, 23 non-residents who performed the dury of the parish, and 86 curates of
non-resident incumbeants. This appears to have been the basis on which Gilbert made his calculations.

62 McClawhey, Oxfordshire clergy, pp. 31-3.

Warne, Church and society, p. 42.

& In Wilishire in 1783 27% of the 142 parishes where the mcumbent was non-resident were served by a resident
curute, 56% by the incumbent or 2 curate living no more then five miles away, and none by clergy living more

than ten miles away. Wilishire visitation retwrns, p. $. Cf,, Stae of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 14; Salter,
‘Isaac Maddox’, pp. 54-6; Marshall, *Administralion of Hereford and Oxford’, p. 104.

6 R.J. Pope, 'The eighteenth-century Church in Wirral', M. A. dissenation, University of Wales (Lampeter), 1971,
pp. 19-21.

8

18



the sixtcenth-century Church often made no provision for the spirirual care of their parishes.®
Despile a greater incidence of non-residence, there was less neglect.

Reasons for non-residence were varied. Ol-health and the absence of a parsonage or suitable
alternalive accommodation within the parsh, are among the most obvious. But the single most
important cause of non-residence was pluralism. Pluralism could take various forms. Of the 124
pluralists in Wiltshire in 1783, 68 were incumbents holding two livings, 25 incumbents serving a
second living as curate, and 3] curates serving two or morc churches.” A parson might also have
been a schooimaster, or, especially in the dioceses of Oxford and Ely, an university office-holder,
whilec many curates in London and other towns eked out their living by holding lecturerships.® In
some cases pluralism merely made wealthy clergymen more comfortable. This appears to have
been true of the patronage dispensed by the bishops of Ely,” and many individual cases could be
cited. On occasions this pracuice was justified - Bishop Hume gave many of the more valuable
livings in his gifi to diocesan and cathedral officers, who held them in plurality. Rather less
defensible was his appointment of his nephew, Nathaniel Hume, not only 10 a canonry and the
cathedral precentorship, but also to two of his most valuable livings.”

In general, however, the poventy of so many benefices necessitated pluralities. 43 of 64 cases
of pluralism in the diocese of Worcester and 89 of 124 in Wiltshire produced only a competent
maintenance.” The situation in Northumberland in 1721 is even more striking. Of fifteen
pluralists, only four had a lucrative salary, and only two of these held parochial livings in
plurality.” Moreover, a compelent maintenance varied according to the circumstances of a living,
and lucrabivé pluralities could sometispes be justified. Beoefices in market towns were often
poorly endowed, but the size of their congregations and their imporiance as the focal point of the
Church’s worship in the locality made it desirable thal they be filled by some of the more able
clergy. Thus Edmund Gibson, who was hardly unexacting in the standards he demanded of his
clergy, believed it “a great scrvice to religion when worthy and able men officiating in cities and
market towns were supportcd in the faithful and diligent discharge of their duty by the addition of
a counlry living of belter value and few inhabitants’.”

6 R, Johnson, An apology for the clergy. In which the reasoning and wility of the bishop of London's late charge,
are impartiolly considered. To which (s added, a proposal to make residence more general than by the
enforcement of popish canons or statuwies. In a letter to Lord — (London. 1759), pp. 22-3; Ferdmando Warner,
The ecclesiastical history of England, 10 the eighteenth century (2 vols., London, 1756-7), 1, 659-60. This claim
is supported by modemn research. Heath, English parish clergy. pp. 49-69; Margaret Bowker, The secular clergy
in the diocese of Lincoln {495-1520 (Cambridge, 1968), pp. 85-109.

81 Wiltshire visitation returns, p. [1.

6 For » hostile accoun of the system of lectureships, see A fetter lo a bishop, concerning lecturerships. By F.T.
assistant curale al — and joint-lecturer of St — (London, 1768).

%  Rosalind Milchison, ‘Pluralities and the poorer bencfices in eighteenth-century England’, HJ., v (1962), 188-90.
™ Wibshire visitation returns, pp. 11-12.

N Siate of 1he bishopric of Worcester, p. 14 Wiltshire visitation returns, pp. 10-11.

72 Shuler, ‘Administration of the diocese of Durham®, p. 27,

77 Norman Sykes, Edmund Gibson, bishop of London, 1668-1748. A study in politics and religion in the cighteenth
century (London, 1926), pp. 229-30.
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Some churchmen elevated the defence of pluralities into a sysiem. In 1692 a tract was
published by Henry Wharton and George Stanhope. A defence of pluralities remained influential
throughout the mext century. It advanced three major reasons for allowing pluralities: the poverty
of many livings and the need 10 raise the income of all clergymcn to a competence; the necessity
of increasing the income of enough clergymen above a ‘bare subsistence' {0 encourage “Young
men of good pans and pregnant hopes’ to enter the Church. and the desirability of providing
opportunities of rewarding deserving clergy beyond those offered by cathedral dignities.™ Wharton
and Stanhope farther claimed that the practice of pluralism epabled many young clergymen to be
trained as curates under the direction of distinguished and experienced clergy.”

But not all contemporaries were so0 complacent. Dissenters and anti-clericals were especially
outspoken in their attacks on pluralities. Caleb Fleming denounced them as the ‘gratification of

. a monopolizing Thirst’, a phrase echocd by Thomas Chubb, who claimed that they were
intended merely 1o satisfly the ‘avaricious desires’ of clergymen.”® But churchmen could be
equally vehcment in their condemnations of the practice. Richard Newton claimed it was a
‘fraud’, while Zachary Pearce styled pluralists a ‘pernicious Set of Men'.” The bishops were
particularly concerned about the non-residence consequent upon pluralism because of its
implications for the pastoral care of parishes. Lewis Bagot described it as ‘a very hunful
tendency’,”™ and episcopal charges repeatedly urged the clergy 10 do their duty. Thomas Sherlock
thought the point of such importance that he made it the subject of the whole of the charge
delivered at his visilation of London in 1759, informing the clergy that they were ‘as much bound
to reside among the people committed 1o your care, as the pilol is to abide in the ship which he
has undentaken to manage and conduct'.” The ‘private Labours of a Clergyman’ were also an
integral parl of his duty, which made ‘his carcful RESIDENCE among his People more desireable
and more neccssary’.’® For that reason Archbishop Secker reminded his clergy that a minister's
duty cxtended beyond the Sunday services and could be performed only by residence, and he

went further than many of his brethren, claiming thalt a resident curate was not a sufficient

4

Henry Wharton and George Stanhope, A defence of pluralities, or, holding two benefices with cure of souls, as

nov practised in the Church of England (London, 1692), pp. 178-82, 188-9.

7S Wharton and Stanhope, Defence of pluralities, p. 191,

76 Caleb Fleming, A letier to the Revd. Dr. Cobden, rector of St Austin’s and St Faith's, and of Acton, and
chaplain in ordinary 10 his majesty, containing an éxact copy of a pastoral epistle 1o the protestarnd dissenlers in
his parishes, with remarks thereon . . . By a parishioner of the doctor's (London, 1738), p. 4; Thomas Chubb,
True gospel of Jesus Christ asserted (2nd edn., London, 1741), p. 13, quoled in Abbey and Overon., English
Church in the eighteench century 1 14.

77 Newton, Pluralities indefensible, pp. 59-60; The dean of Winchester. His characier of 1he English clergy. Being a
translation of a Latin sermon preached before the convocation on the 2d of December last, by Zachary Pearce,
S.T.P. dean of Winchester. With a dedication 10 the author, containing some remarks on the unjust aspersions
cas! upon his brethren therein, and other nolorious particulars. By a member of the lower house of convocation
(London. 1743), p. 39.

M Lewis Bagot, A charge delivered to the clergy ai the primary visisation of Lewis lord bishop of Norwich
(Norwich, 1784), pp. 10-11, quoted in Jecob, ‘A practice of a very husiful tendency™, p. 319,

7 Thomas Sherlock, ‘A charge delivered 1o the clergy at a visliation held for the diocese of London in the year
1759", in The works of Bishop Sherlock (S vols., London, 1830), v, 277-97, especially p. 278.

80 Jsaac Maddox, The charge of Isaac, bishop of Worcester; 1o the clergy of his diocese al his primary visiration,

holden at several places in the monik of July 1745 (London, n.d.). p. 25; Sherlock, Works, 1v, 277-80.
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substitute.*

The parochial ideal of pastoral care was, therefore, still alive in the eighteenth-century Church,
It is worth pointing out, however, that it was an ideal realised only brefly by the Church of
England in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Georgian churchmen did not share
the freedom enjoyed by anti-clericals and dissenters of being able to ignore reality, and hence
their awacks on pluralities and non-residence were surrounded with qualiGcations. Zachary Pearce
admitted the validity of some of the reasons for non-residence - the poverty of many benefices;
the convenience of one incumbent serving two small, thinly populated, adjacent parishes; the
reward of worth and leamning - and only felt justfied in concluding, rather lamely, that the
Church should ‘take care lest [the] Excuse should prevail where the Reasons above-mentioned
cannot be urged'.*” Secker made few concessions in his charge 1o the clergy. But when it was
proposed that the residence of one minisier on every benefice ought to be enforced by law, he
commented that the ‘smallness of the Income ol multitudes of Churches arising form lay
Impropriations & other causes make this impossible’.® This ambivalence was reflected in the
practice even of those who tried to restrain non-residence. A cridc of Sherlock’s charge pointed
out that in the past he had failed to live up to his own rules. While rector of Therfield, he had
also been chaplain o the king and dean of Chichester, which allowed dispensations from
residence of one month and ninety days respectively. During the remaining eight months of the
year, however, he had resided not at Therfield, but in London as master of the Temple, which
gave no dispensation.® Similarly, on the publication of Pluralities indefensible the author, Richard
Newton, principal of Hertford College, was taunied with the fact that he had not resided on his
living of Sudborough in Northamptonshire for twenty years. In mitigation Newton claimed that he
had nol appropriated any of the revenues, the whole having been given either to his resident
curate or to pious and charitable uses.®

During the eighteenth century, therefore, a debate was taking place within the Church over
pluralities and non-residence. By the early ninetecnth century. it has been claimed, they were
defended not merely as necessary, but as (he work of ‘the hidden hand of divine wisdom".* Such
arguments were not found in the mid-eightcenth century, and a closer cxamination of the debale
revcals much common ground even beiween Wharon and Stanhope and their critic, Newton.
Most controversy was engendered, not by discussion of the uecessity of pluralities, but by
different interpretations of the nature of parochial endowments, A defence of pluralities claimed
that all endowments could only be intended for the peneral good of the Church, and the

foundation of a parish ‘only required, that the service of it should be perperually supplied, in all

81 Thomas Secker, ‘A charge delivered o the clergy of the diocese of Canlerbury, in the year 17587, in The works
of Thomas Secker, LL.D. lnie lord archbishop of Corderbury (new edn., 6 vals., London, 1811), v, 424.7,

82 The dean of Winchester. His character of the English clergy, pp. 38-9.
8 [P.L., Secker Papers, V11, fol. 169r; Secker, Works, v, 428,

8  Johnson, Apology for the clergy, pp. 26-7.

B8 DNB., X 399.

8  Begl, Temporal pillars, pp. 74-5.

21



the Offices of Religion, by Priests authorized by the Bishop’; whereas Newton insisted tha
endowment is ‘a Price for Residence'.” All agreed, however, that pluralities did not represem the
ideal of pastoral care - Wharlon and Stanhope came no closer than o claim that they were
necessary in the present state of the Church and that they were illegal in the eyes neither of man
nor of God. Every commentator was concemed only with the holding in plurality of benefices
with cure of souls - no one atiacked the existence of cathedral dignities, which were necessary to
reward outstanding ability.* BEqually, while all agreed that an adequate maintenance was necessary
to ensure respect, if not to attract suitable men into the Church, there was universal horror at the
idea that parochial livings should be equal in value.” Nor only were some parishes more
demanding than others, bul richer benefices, as much as prebends, provided opportunites {or
rewarding merit, and poorer beneficcs provided places where young clergy could prove
themselves.*”

In the final analysis non-residence and pluralism were facts with which the eighteenth-century
Church had to live. The fundamentai, though not the only, cause of both was the poverty of
livings. Ferdinando Wamer claimed that two arcas were left unreformed at the Reformation: the
systcm of canon law and the maintenance of the clergy.® The solution, al least of the latter, was
beyond the capabilities of his contemporaries. The wholesale redistribution of the Church's wealth
was inconceivable; it would have involved the overrurning of too many property rights. In any
case it did not provide a solution. In 1736 it was calculated that the equal division of the whole
of the Church’s income would not have provided an annual stipend of £60 for all its clergy,
including bishops and dignitaries.* Churchmen never lired of making this point in response to
those who contrasted the wealth of the Church with the poverty of many of its ministers.” Even
Richard Watson, one of the most prominent advocales of Church reform, shared this opinion,
arguing that ‘The whole Provision for the Church is as low as it can be, unless the State will be

contented with a beggarly and illiterate Clergy, 100 mean and contemptible 10 do any good by

8  Whanon and Stanhope, Defence of pluralities, pp. 114-5; Newton, Pluralities indefensible, p. 59. Bishap
Sherlock shared Newion's opinion,

8 Newion was explicit in ditecting his weadse m ‘Pluraliry of Benefices with Curc of Sauls’. Pluralities
indefensible, p. iii. Richard Watson, bishop of Llandaff, proposcd appropriaiing somc of the income of cathedral
dignitics 16 augment poorer livings. He disclaimed, however, any inlention to abolish church dignites, arguing
that ‘though thus diminished, [they] would slill be great abjecis o the Clergy, greal enough, if properly
bestowed, 10 procure the exertion of the most distinguished talents in the Service of Leaming and Religion'.
Richard Waison, “A letter to his grace the archbistop of Canterbury®, in Sermons on public occasions, and tracis
on religious subjects (Cambridge, 1788), pp. 429-30,

8  Watson, for example, denied that he wished (o creale ‘a parity of preferments’, Sermons and iracts, pp. 398-9,
423.

%  Newlon, Pluralities indefensible, pp. 291-2, 309-10.
9 Wamer, Ecclesiastical history, 1, 664.

2 HM.C., Egmon! Diary, I 263; Watson, Sermtons and vacts, pp. 425-8; Anecdores of the life of Richard Watson,
bishop of Llandgff; written by himself al different imtervals and revised in 1814, cd. Richard Waison (London,
1817). p. 97.

%3 Richard Bentley, Remarks upon a lute discourse of free-thinking: in a lener 1o F1. D.D. by phileleutherus
lipsiensis (4th edn., 2 pts., London, 1714-15), pt. II, pp. 15-17.
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precepl or example'.™ However radical Queen Anne's Bounty appeared when it was founded. it
was no more than a palliative. It was soon recognized thac it would be a work of ages befose all
livings were provided wilh a decent maintenance. Precisc estimates varied: Wamer believed that it
would take 500 years to raise all parochial livings to £60 a year, while Richard Burn calculated
that the Bounty would need 339 years from [714 to augment all poor livings to the value of
£50.”

A major factor in the poverty of many parochial livings, as Secker pointed out, was the
impropriation of tithes. In the counlry as a whole just over 40% of tithes were owned by
impropriators.*® Some clergy made outspoken atracks on Henry VIIT for bis failure to returmn
impropriations 10 the Church at the time of the Reformation, but they recognized that these were
now the property of laymen and offered no solution to the Church's cconomic problems.”
Laymen, admittedly, did not own all impropriations. Nearly 41% of impropriate lithes were in the
hands of clerical appropriators, mainly bishops and cathedral chapiers.”® But this did not make
reform easier. Clerical property was not freehold property, but was held in trust. Thus, even had
the Church shown the collective will, clerical appropriators could not have retumed impropriate
tithes to vicars. This power was eventally given to them by Howley’s Augmentations Act of
1831.% The problem of parochial endowments, however, continued to perplex churchmen well
into the second half of the nineteenth century and beyond.'®

Unless every incumbent could be provided with a sufficient maintenance, it was futile to
aitack non-residence and pluralism. This point, which dissenters and anti-clericals were able to
ignore, was admitted even by those churchmen most hostile (o the practice. Of all the clerical
condemnations of pluralities, that of Richard Newton was perhaps the most unequivocal. Yet his
only posttive proposal was to ascertain the value of all benefices and then to pass an act, listing
those which could be held together with least inconvenience ‘till they Both be augmented 1o a
specificd Valuc by Royal or Other Bounty'.'™ Moreover, the bishops often found themselves
frusirated in their attempts to improve the sitoation. Bishop Gibson believed that Henry VIIT's

% Walson, Sermons and fracts, p. 420. Twenty ycars later Sydney Smith made & similar point. ‘Thoughis on the
residence of the clergy’, in The works of the rev. Sydney Smith (ncw edn., 3 vols., London, 1854), 1 103,

95 Warner, Ecclesiastical history, 1, 660; Richard Bum, Ecclesiastical law (2 vols.. London, 1763), L $82-3. The
figurcs quoled by Bum can also be found in An answer o a late pamphiet, entitled, An exwnination of the
scheme of church power laid down in the Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani, &c. By the author of the parallel
(London, 1733), pp. 147-8. The author of this pampllet refers Lhe reader lo George Lavington's Sermon before
the sons of the clergy (1734).

% P.W. Whitfield, 'Change and continuity in the rural church: Norfolk 1760-1840°, Ph.D. dissertation, University of
St Andrews, 1977, p. 99.

97 Newion, Pluralilies indefensible, pp. 140-1; Louis A, Landa, Swift and the Church of Ireland (Oxford, 1954), pp.
161-5.

% Whilfield, ‘Change and continuily in the rural chureh’, p. 99.
% 1 &2Wnm IV, c 45

10 [ Sanford, The mission and exension of the Church ar home (London, 1862), p. 81, quoted in Esther de Waal,
‘New churches in East London in the carly eighleenth cenwry’, Renaissance and Modern Studies, x (1965), 1]1.
The situation had, however, been much inproved in the 1830s by the sbolition of most non-residentiary
prebends, and the gpplication of the income 10 parochial augmemation. W.L. Mathieson, English church reform
181540 (London, 1923), pp. 131-2.

100 Newlon, Pluralities indefensible, pp. 118-9.
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statule against non-residence'® was a secular reinforcement of existing ecclesiastical censures, and
he was supporied in this opinion by Bishop Sherlock.'™ But it was a fiercely controveried point.
Sir Michael Foster, later lord chief justice, wrotc a pamphlet in answer to Sherlock's charge,
showing that the statte had faken away the junsdiction of the ordinary in cases of non-
residence.'™ Any autempt by a bishop to deprive in a case of non-residence would inevitably have
led to a protracted legal dispute, which was precisely what Archbishop Secker anticipaied when
he insufuted what he intended as a test-case against the rector of Wareham just before his
death.'® Foster was not alone in his hostility fo episcopal jurisdicion in such matters. Many
laymen opposcd the extension of the powers of bishops, and their concem, voiced strongly as lale
as 1803 in the debates over Sir William Scotl's Clergy Residence Bill, found echoes among the

lower clergy.'®

The provision of churches

Another criticism of the eighteenth-century Church is its failure to respond to the growth of
population and of urban arcas, even to the extent of providing church accommodation for those
who wished 10 attend its worship. It has even been claimed that no church building took place
throughout the century.!” There is no doubt that al the beginning of the nineteenth century the
problem of accommodation had not been solved - on the contrary, the situation was deleriorating
- but asscrtions such as this are grossly misleading.

The first consideration was the maintenance of existing buildings. Even here the Church has
been accused of unparalleled neglect,'® a claim not unsupported by contemporary evidence.
Thomas Secker complained at his visitation in 1750 that ‘too frequendy the floors are meanly
paved, or the wals dirty or patched, or the windows ill glazed, and it may be stopt up, or the
roof not ceiled’.'® Joseph Butler was even more critical of the state of church fabrics. In 1751 he
repeated the claim ol Bishop Fleetwood forty years earlicr, that within a hundred years neglect
would have brought 1o the ground ‘an huge number of our churches'. and expressed his belief

that litle had alicred in the interim.!'® Visitation retums, especially the comments of archdeacons
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following a parochial visitation, provide more concrete evidence of neglect. Thomas Sharp made
hundreds of orders following his tour of the archdeaconry of Northumberland in 1723, Many of
these concemed the interior fittings and appointments, but structural problems of some importance
were also revealed - holes in the walls, twigs growing out of walls, leaks in roofs, and so on.
When his son, John Sharp, became archdecacon forty years later his parochial visitation revealed a
similar story of neglect.'"!

There are suggestions, owever, that Butler may have been too pessimistic. Church fabrics do
not appear lo have been neglected more in the eighteenth century than in earlier periods. A study
of Yorkshire churches in the 1720s has revealed a picture of minor neglect very similar to the
sitzation in Durham. But nowhere, it is claimed, was therc ‘such a black record as was produced
in the chancels . . . 150 years earlier'."? Similarly, Sharp's orders of 1723 rarely mentioned
problems as serious as Lhose revcaled in the diocese of Lincoln in the early sixteenth century. Nor
was the neglect allowed to remain unremedied for so long. In 1489 rain came in on the high altar
at Foston, and was still doing so twenty years later.!'® In contrast, the vast majority of Thomas
Sharp's orders were carried out. That his son’s visitation forty ycars later revealed a situation not
much betier is evidence, not of the failure of rectors and churchwardens 1o act, but of the
continual struggle against age and weather necessary to keep old fabrics in decent repair. Between
1723 and 1770 there was scarcely a parish in the archdeaconry of Northumberland which did not
undergo some form of repair, restoration, or reconstrucuon,'™

However well fabrics were maintained, the old churches could not cope with the demands
placed upon them during the eighteenth century by the growth of population. It would be wrong
10 suggest that the Church ignored this problem, for the century wimessed the most vigorous
period of construction since the Reformation. Almost no church building took place during the
Tudor period and very litle during the scventeenth century, with the exception of the rebuilding
in London following the Great Fire.® Basil Clarke, however, has listed 224 churches which were
first built or completely rebuilt between 1700 and 1800, and a further 212 which were partially
rebuilt, adomed or beautified."*® J.S. Purvis has noted forty new churches built in Yorkshire alone
in the same period.”!” Neither list claims 1o be comprehensive, and Clarke's s restricted to those
financed by individual benefactions. The extent of the work may be seen more clearly in
particular areas. In the decanery of Wirral, for example, four of the sixtecen churches were rebuill

during the century. while in the diocese of Carlisle, which included 128 bencfices, seventecn

M Shuler, 'Adminisration of the diocese of Durham’, pp. 14-15, 213.
"2 1.8, Purvis, The condition of Yorkshire church fabrics 1300-1800 (Yark, 1958), pp. 25-6.
12 Bowker, Secular clergy in the diocese of Lincoin, pp. 110-54.

14 Shuler, 'Administration of the diocese of Dusham’. pp. 464-5. Cf., the diocese of Carlisle, where the want of
altar ralls was general in 1703. By 1750, however, only one church siill lucked them. Armstrong, ‘Eoclesiastical
admirustration in the diocese of Carlisle', p. 27.

1S Population was not increasing fasl enough in the seventeemh cenlury to put strain on the existing accommodation
in churches.

16 B.EL. Clarke, The building of the eighteenth-century church (London, 1963), pp. 50-89.
Y7 purvis, Yorkshire church fabrics, pp. 30-1.
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churches were built or completely rebuilt.'®

In general reconstruclion was proposcd 10 increase the accommodation available within the
church, although occasionally it was adopted as an altemative 1o repair. But it was not the only
way a parish could respond to the demands of a growing population. A popular expedient was the
erection of galleries, not only at the west end, where they were ofien used for singers, but also on
the north and south. Nincteenth-century ecclesiologists disapproved of galleries and many were
removed, but in the previous century they were probably the most common method of increasing
church accommodation.'” If the extension of the existing church, either by rebuilding or internal
alteration, was impossible or undesirable, the favoured solution was to build a parochial chapel.
Services at parochial chapels might be performed by the minisier of the mother church, a curate
employed by him, or a minister separately endowed, but they differed from parish churches in
that the congregation resorted to the mother church and the incumbent of the pansh for
communion services, as well as baptisms, marriages and burials.

Whatever solution was adopted, church building was not simple. The major problem was often
financial. Money for rebuilding a parish church or crecting a new parochial chapel had 10 be
gathered from various sources: private donations; subscriptions, which were often made for the
purchase of pews; church rates; and bricfs. Usually two or three of these methods were used
together. Proprietary chapels, which remaincd outside the parochial sysiem, were a different
matter. While many owners established such chapels to appoini ministers of whom they approved,
they were ofien intended as financial investments as well. The pew rents of chapels established in
fashionable areas of towns not only paid the ministers’ salaries, bur also provided a retum on the
capital invested in their construction.!®

Occasionally a parish sought an act of parliament to defray part of the cxpense by levying a
special local tax, and legislalion was essential for the creation of a new parish. But it was not a
popular alternative: only 114 acts concemed with church building were passed in the eighteenth
century, two-thirds of them in the reign of George HL.'** The passage of a private act was an
expensive and fime-consuming process, and success was never assured. Parliamentary procedure
provided many opporiunities for opponents to defeat a bill, if they could obtain influental
support. In the first balf of the century divisions between whigs and tories caused additional
difficulties. In 1729 the Gosport Chape] Bill, proposing a small local duty on coals, not for
building the chapel, but for the maintcnance of its minister, was defeatcd. The bill had attracted

8 Pope, ‘The eighteenth-century Church in Wirral', p. 85ff; Armswong, 'Ecclesiastical administration of the diocese
of Carliste’, p. 26. In the provincial towns of England ‘some fifiy new Anglican churches were built or
subsiantially reconstructed belween 1700 and 1750, and about eighly belween 1750 and 18¢0°. C.W. Chalkin,
*The financing of church building m the provincial lowns of eighteenth-century England’, in The ransformaiion
of Englisk provincial towns 1600-1800, ed. Peter Clask (London, 1984), p. 285.

Y Clazke, Eighleenth-ceniury church, pp. 25-8, 203-4. For the use of west palleries, see G.W.0. Addleshaw and
Frederick Etchells, The architectural setting of anglican worship. An inguiry into the arrangemensts for public
worship in the Church of England from the Reformation to the present day (London, 1948), pp. 98-100.

120 Chalkin, ‘The financing of church building’, pp. 284-310, provides the besl account of this subject. See also
Clarke, Eighteenth-century church, cpis. S-8.

YA Clarke, Eighteenth-century church, pp. 216-24.
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the oppositon of local dissenters, who objecied to supporting a minister of the established
Church, and they had succeeded in gaining the support of many whig M.P.s.'"? An even more
striking illusiration of the difficulties faced by church legislation was the rejection, on a wave of
anti-clerical feeling, of the annual state grant of £4000 towards the restoration of Henry VIl's
chapel in Westminster Abbey.'”

These difficulties help to explain why the creation of new parishes was not a popular solution
o the demand for incrcased church accommodation. Only four acts creating new parishes were
passed in the eighteenth century, excluding those relating to the proposals ‘for building fifty new
Churches in and about the Cities of London and Westmninster'.'® In every case a myriad of vesied
intercsts had to be adjusted - those of the patron, of the incumbent, and of the vestry - and then
an endowment for the new parish had 10 be provided. Only in the early nineleenth century was
this procedure simplified. An act of 1818 provided not only for the building of new churches in
populous parishes, but also for the creation of new parishes, and Sir Robent Peel's Act of 1843
made it possible to form a parish by an Order in Council on the recommendaton of the
Ecclesiastical Commissioners,'®

The problems caused by increasing population were most apparent in urban areas, especially in
the rapidly growing industrial towns. But it was in these areas that the Church was least capable
of acung, since its responsc to the demand for increased accommodation was dependent on local
initiative. This was recognized by the acts of 1818 and 1843, which created a more centralized
system. It is important, however, not 10 antedate the problem. In mid-century population was stil}
growing slowly, and the rapid expansion of manufacturing towns was a phenomenon of the fast
two decades of the cenlury. Modem economic historians not only date the beginning of the
‘industrial revolution’ from later in the century, but they also emphasize that it was characierized
by a slow, even growth, based on outwork.”® The population of Manchester, for example,
increased from about 10000 in 1727 to 27000 in 1773, By 1790, however, it had reached 50000,
and nearly doubled again to 95000 by 1801.'¥ The wend in South Wales was similar, although
the most rapid growth there did not occur until the first half of the nineteenth century.'® Many,

moreover, had litle idea what was happening. As lale as 1838, when the second report of the

2 Paul Langford, ‘Property and répresentation i cighteenth-century England’, unpublished paper dellvered al e
Cambridge Historical Sociely, 26 Feb. 1985: C.J., xoq, 245, 266.

B CJ, xxm 567. A grant of £4000 was approved by parliament every olher year between 1733 and 1744, cxcepl in
1739, when only £2000 was given. CJ., xxn, 153, 273, 421, 812, »xxut, 82, 361, 446, 610, xxav, 165, 396, 556.

12 14 Geo. I, c. 5; 16 Geo. U, c. 28; 24 Geo. O, ¢ .37; and 27 Geo. W, c. 49. See Clarke, Eightesruh-century
church, pp. 216-24.

{2 58 Gen. 1, c. 45 end 6 & 7 Vict. ¢. 37.

1% AE. Musson, The growth of British industry (London. 1978), pp. 62-77; Maxine Berg, The age of manufactures.
{ndustry, innovation and work in Britain 1700-1820 (London, 1985); Duncan Bythell, The sweated frades.
Ouwwork in nineteenth-century Britain (London, 1978), pp. 12-19, 143-51; D.N. Cannadine, ‘The past and Lhe
present in the English industrial revolution®, P2, am (1984), 162-7.

122 Paul Manloux, The industrial revolution in the eighteenth century, An owtline of the beginnings of the modern
factory system in England (new edn., London, 1961), pp. 356, 358.

'2 ET. Davies, “The Church in the induswial revolution’, in A history of the Church in Wales, ed. David Walker
{Pcoarth, 1976), p. 124.
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Ecclesiastical Commissioners enlightened him, Bishop Kaye was unaware of the problems facing
the Church in the manufacturing towns.'®

Nonetheless, the growth of Manchester shows that the demand for church accommodation was
increasing throughout the century, even if it did not become chronic until s end. The eighteenth-
century Church may have lacked the machinery to deal wilh the problem effectively, but it cannot
be accused of neglect. In Manchester a peltion presented to the house of commons in 1753 by
the warden and fellows of the collegiate church, claiming that the two existing fabrics were no
longer adequate for the population, led to an act for building a new church. St Mary’s, Deansgate,
the result of this act, was followed in 1768-9 by St John’s, Deansgate, built at the expense of
Edward Byrom, by St Paul’s, St James’s and St Michael’s in the 1780s, and three more churches
in the 1790s.*® A similar pattem of church building can be traced in Bimingham. At the
beginning of the century it was served by two medieval buildings, the parish church, St Martin’s,
and the chapel of St John, Deritend. In 1735 St John’s was reconstructed. Six years later they
were joined by St Philip’s and in 1749 by St Bartholomew's. The more rapid growth at the end
of the century was paralleled, as in Manchester, by more building. Two new chapels, St Mary's
and St Paul's, were begun in 1779; St James’s was opened in 1789; and Christ Church in 1813,
A further four churches were erected in the 1820s.'™

London was a special case. Its population had increased rapidly through the seventeenth
century against the national trend.'* Moreover, the lack of church accommodation impinged on
the consciousness of the nation’s governors in both church and state in a way that the problems
of other areas did not. However, only the collapse of the roof of St Alphege, Greenwich,
prompted the newly elected tory parliament of the last years of Anne’s reign 10 consider the
problem. The result was the 1711 act for ‘building fifty new Churches’, the number, it was
calcutated, necessary to reduce the average parish to a population of 4750."* The act was not a
greal success.'™ Only ten new churches were erected. Five more were rebuilt, two chapels were
purchased and consecrated as parish churches, and the tower of St Michael’s, Comhill, was
completed, The coal tax, which was to finance these churches, would probably never have yielded

enough to complete al fifty churches, but the economic problems of the commissioners were

12 Best, Temporal pillars, pp. 171-2.

190 Clarke, Eighteerih-cersury church, pp. 45. 66, 218, 234; Manwoux. Industrial revolution, p. 357. Cf., David
Edwards, Christian England, ]I. From the Reformation to the eighieenth century (pbk. edn., London, 1984), p.
491, This subject 15 a minefield of misinformation. Edwards claims, corectly, that Manchester possessed only
one medieval parish church during the eighteenth cenfury, but omits lo mention the collegiate church and the
chapels built from the 1750s onwards. It is not surprising, therefore, that he can conclude that the ‘Church’s
pastoral work in the increasingly indusuialized Midlands and North was crippled’.

130 Conrad Gill, History of Birmingham. 1. Manor and borough 10 1865 (Oxford, 1952), pp. 75-6, 141-2. For this
and other church building in the West Midlands, see atso Joseph L. Althelz, ‘Church extension in the eightcenth
century; some cases and a comment', H.MP.E.C., xuv {1975), 75-80.

132 EA. Wrigley, ‘A simple model of London's importmee in changing English society and economy 1650-1750",
P.P., xoxvo (1967), 44-70,

133 De Waal, ‘New churches jn East London’, p. 105.

13 Clarke, Eighieenth-century church, pp. 110-12; John Summerson, Georgian London (new edn., Hannondsworth,
1978). pp. 84-97.
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exacerbated by their decision to create magnificent ‘monumcents to posterity of her {Quecn
Anne’s} piety & grandure’.'*® Moreover, they were constantly hampered in their anempts to creatc
new parishes by ferce opposition from vested interests. But the positive achievements of the
commissioners should nor be ignored. They carved three new parishes out of the large, densely
populated, and precdominantly lower-class parish of St Dunstan's, Stepney. In 1743 a fourth, St
Matthew, Bethnal Green, was created by a separate act of parliament.'™ The poverty both of the
inhabitants and of the living made Stepney precisely the sort of area where local intiatives were
least likely 10 succeed.

Effonts 1o relieve the pressure on church accommodation in London did not stop with the
commissioners for fifty new churches. Their work has attracted aftention both because of its
architectural qualitics and because it at least addressed the problem of London’s parochial
structure.”” However, throughout the century, as in Birmingham and Manchester, parochial and
proprietary chapels proliferated - in 1778 St George's, Hanover Square, one of the parishes
created under the 1711 act, was maintaining nine - a fact which has been ignored through
preoccupation with the architectural history of London's churches.'®

It must be admitted that much of the work underiaken by the eighteenth-century Church was
misdirected. The fifty new churches provide some evidence of this, in the decision to build
architectural glories, rather than to provide as many cheap, functional buildings as possible.
Leeds, on the other hand, is not an untypical example of church building in a growing provincial
town. The medieval parish church and a seventeenth-cenlury chapel were joined by Trinity
Church in 1721 and by St Paul’s in 1791. Galleries were added to Holy Trinity in 1756 and to St
John's, the older chapel, in 1765. In 1801 St James’s was purchased from ‘dissenters’ of Lady
Huntington's connection by a clergyman of the established Church and consccraled. However, as
a contemporary pointed out, the value of this fifth church was limited. It was, he said, ‘lide
wanted jn its present situation, while one or two additional churches would be highly useful in
other quarters of the town'.*” This failure, not to provide churches, but to provide them where
they were most needed, also occurred in the diocese of Durham. There augmentations by Quecen
Anne’s Bounty tumed fory-eight chapels into parishes, ensuring reguiar services in them.
However, because these chapels were medieval foundaiions, this crealcd many small rural

135 The phrase was Vanburgh's. De Waal, ‘New churches in East London', p. 107.
1% De Waal, 'New churches in East London’, pp. 98-114. The statle was 16 Geo. {l, c. 28.

' Much attention has been devoled lo the architecrural histories of these churches. H.M. Colvin, ‘Fifty new
churches'. Architectural Review, March 1950; Summerson, Georgian London, pp. B4-97, H.M. Colvin's
introdection to E.G.W, Bill, The Queen Anne churches: a catalogue of papers in Lamnbeth Palace Library of the
Comnussion for building fifty new churches in London and Westminster 1711-1759 (Landon. 1979). But the work
of the commissioners still awails a study placing it in the context of the religious and political history of the
period.

13 EC. Mather, ‘Georgian churchmanship reconsidered: some variations in angfican public worship 1714-1830°,
JEH.. x50V (1985), 267. Some briel comments are made in Clarke, Eighleersh-century church, pp. 187-99.

3% Thomas Whilaker, Loidis and Clemente; or, an atempt to illustrate the districts described in those words by
Bede; and supposed to embrace the lower portions of Aredale and Wharfdale, together with the entire vale of
Calder, in the vounty of York (Lecds, 1816), pp. 61, 65-6, 69, 70; St John's Church Lecds 1634-1934 (Leeds,
1934), p. 10.
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parishes out of larger ones. New areas of population growth were still left withoot places of
worship. The development of two coal mines in Washington parish, for example, had increased its
population from 150 families in 1736 to 517 by 1801. But no medieval chapels existed within the
parish, still less in the areas of population growth.'?

Despite these shormcomings considerable effon was made to meet the demands of an
increasing population. Whatever words can be used to describe Georgian attitudes to church
building, somnolent cannot be one. Indeed, despite the ultimate failure of the machinery of the
eighteenth-century Church to deal with the unprecedented problems of urbanization, its reliance
on parochial chapels had much to recommend it. The nineteenth-century solution, the creation of
a new parish wherever a new church was needed, has not only left to the twentieth century a
legacy of redundant churches, but had also created, as early as 1861, a large number of ‘destitute
Peel districts’, unable to buitd a church, or burdened with the debt of building one, and cared for
by a poorly-paid priest.'*!

Public worship in the Church

The form of public worship in the eighteenth-century Church was more or less uniform
throughout England and Wales. The moming service on Sundays consisted of mattins, ante-
communion, that is, the communion service (o the end of the prayer for the Charch, and a
sermon. Evening prayer was said in the allemoons, usually wilthout a sermon if one had been
preached in the morming, but sometimes the catechism was expounded. On Sundays and festivals
when the communion service was celebrated, non-communicants generally left after the ante-
commuuion and the ideal envisaged was that those receiving the sacrament should move into the
chance] for the rest of the service. Some ministers omitted the Athanasian Creed and variations
occurred in vestments and ritual, but the striking differences in liturgy and practice that have been
a feature of anglican worship since the mid-nineteenth century were absent.

Generalizaon about the rcgularity of services is, however, far more difficut. Two Sunday
scrvices was the duty envisaged by the Prayer Book and the canons, but this standard was not
rcached in many parishes. Double duty was more common in the north and Wales, paradoxically,
in view of the Church's alleged failure in those areas in the eightcenth and nineteenth centuries.
In 1738 96% of churches in the diocese of St Asaph had two Sunday services, two-thirds of those
in the diocese of Chester in 1778, 83% in the archdeaconry of Shropshire and 63% in the
archdeaconry of Hereford in 1716-22, and 46% in the diocese of York in 1743 1a contrast only
28% in Lincolnshire in 1744, 39% in the diocese of Worcesier between 1782 and 1808, and 38%

140 Shuler, *Admunistation of the diocese of Durham’, pp. 469-71.

140 AJ.B. Beresford Hope, The English cathedral of the ninsteenth centwry (London, 1861), pp. 16-17, quoled in
Clarke, Eightcenth-century church, p. 193,

142 Saller, ‘Isaac Maddox’, pp. 44-5; John Addy, ‘Bishop Porteus® visitation of the diocese of Chester, (778",
Northern History, xm (1977), 185; Marshall, ‘Administralion ol Hereford and Oxford®, pp. 111-12; Herring’s
visitation retums, 1, Xv.
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in Wiltshire in 1783 reached this standard.*® In Chichester in 1722, where 33% of churches had
double service, the most common Sunday duty, found in 54%, was a single service with
sermon.** Those areas where Sunday service was performed most frequently were zlso,
predictably, the areas where daily services were most common, 26% of churches in St Asaph and
30% in York regularly provided some form of weck-day service, about 3% in each offering
prayers daily.™ In Worcester the figurc was only 119, while in Devon io 1779 the only week-
day services occurred in the cathedral, '

A similar pattem emerges from an examination of the frequency with which communion was
celebrated. The canons of 1603 stiputated that the service was 10 take place at least three fimes a
year in parish churches, and Nomman Sykes has claimed that the normal practice was four
celebrations, at the three great festivals and around Michaelmas.*” His statement is supportcd by
the practice in the dioceses of Oxford and Worcester. In Oxford in 1738 39% of parishes had
four celebrations while 22% performed only the canonical minimum of three. In Worcester during
the episcopate of Bishop Hurd the figures were 56% and 16% respectively.'® Failure to reach the
canonical mimimum, however, was rare.® In Wales, on the other hand, nomnal praclice was
monthly communion. In Bangor in 1749 most parishes reached this standard, as did 73% in St
Asaph in 1738, where only 16% of churches had three or four services a year.'” In the diocese of
Chester in 1778, cxcluding those parochial chapels where thec communion service never took
place, monthly communions occurred in only 28% of churches, but 619% had services more
frequently than four times a year,'™

As well as regional differences in the frequency of the Church’s public worship, variations
also occurred between town and countryside. London, as might be expected, had frequent
services. In 1741 63 churches were offering daily service compared with 45 in 1692 and 81 in
1714. In the 1780s the practice of daily worship appears to have been dectining, but London still
ranked well above average in the performance of Sunday duty. In the Middlesex archdeaconry,
which included most of London apart from the City, 76% of parishes had two services and a
further 13% had more. In comparison, in thosc parts of the diocesc which lay in Essex and

13 Mather, 'Georgian chwchmanship reconsidered’, p. 267; State of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 9; Wiltshire
visitation returns, p.5.

145 Bezodis, ‘English parish clergy’, p. 66.
148 Salter, ‘Isaac Maddox', pp. 44-5; Herring's visitation returns, 1, xv-xvi.

W& State of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 9. Warne, Church and society, pp.43-4. The vsual Sunday duty in Devon
was one service.

W7 Sykes, Charch and state, p. 250; Canon XXL The canons are printed in Edwurd Cardwell, Synodalia. A
collection of articles of religion, canons, and proceedings of convocations in the province of Canterbury, from
the year 1547 10 the year 1717 (2 vols., Ox{ord, 1842), 1,245-329.

14 Marshall, 'Administration of Hercford and Oxford', p. 119: State of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 9.

149 Only wwo churches in Worcester and two in Willshire, where 73% had fous or more sarvices a year, fell below
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1% AL Pryce, The diocese of Bangor through three ceniuries (Cardiff. 1929), p. Ixii; Salier, ‘Isaac Maddox', p. 46.
11 Addy, 'Bishop Porteus’ visitation', p. 186.
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Hertfordshire only 26% of parishes had double duty in 1778."* Above average duty was found,
however, not only in London, but also in most urban areas. Almost all churches in market towns
and other parishes with more than a thousand inhabitants in Essex and Herifordshire bhad two
Sunday services at the time of the 1778 visitation. Nearly half of them also had monthly
communions.’® Among the provincial towns Newcaste presents a soiking picture of church life.
Newcastle was technically one pansh, St Nicholas, but its thrce parochial chapels enjoyed
considerable autonomy. During the first half of the ceniury daily prayers, moming and evening,
were said at two of the churches, on Wednesdays and Fridays at the third, and on Wednesday and
Fnday momings only at the fourth. Prayers were also said on Wednesdays and Fridays at the
hospital chapel. On Sundays sermons were preached ar both services in all four churches, and
holy communion was celebrated in one of them each weck.'™ In addition, there were catechetical
lectures, holy day leclures, advent and ient preaching, and a further set of lectures on rubric and
liturgy was endowed in 1728 to be given during Trinity.'"

Two conclusions are suggested by this evidence: that the public worship of the Church -
Sunday services, daily prayers, and communion - was performed more frequently in the north and
in Wales than in the south and east; and that within each region the towns and larger parishes
were best served. However, as was pointed out at the beginning of this section, generalization is
difficult, and these conclusions cannot be regarded as more than temtative. In the first place,
considerable variations occurred beiween different arcas within dioceses, which were often as
great as those dividing the north from the south. In the West Riding of Yorkshire, for example,
91% of churches had two services each Sunday in 1764, comparcd with only 46% in the diocese
as a whole twenty-one years earlier. Bishop Porteus' visitation of Chester in 1778 revealed that
two-thirds of the churches had two Sunday services, but in soulh Lancashire the proportion was
as high as 95%."*¢ Secondly, any broad division drawn between fiorth and south must admit of
exceptions. In 1738 85% of parishes in Oxford had double duty on Sundays, a figure that
compares favourably with the northern dioceses.™ This example must also cast doubl on the
otherwise plausible comelation between non-residence and the frequency of services.

If it 18 difficult 10 generalize about the {requency of scrvices, it is even less clear whether the
silvation was improving or not. The available evidence points in contradiciory directions. In the
diocese of Oxford there was a perceptlible decline in Sunday services through the cenmiry. From
85% of parishcs with double duty in 1738, the figure dropped 0 67% in 1783 and to 60% in

152 L epg, English church life, pp. 108-10; Mather, 'Georgian charchmanship reconsidered', p. 267. Tt seems probable
that 1714 rcpresenied a high-point before the nineteenth century, but the evidence is not decisive. In 1708
another list printed by Legp recorded only 36 London churches with daily service. By 1824 the number had
declined w0 len.

83 Mather, 'Georgiun churchmanship reconsidered’, pp. 266, 170-1.

1% Weekly communion within the parish was also offered at St Marylebone, London, and at St Michael's,
Liverpool, by the same practice of holding the service on diffarent Sundays at different churches and chapels.
Mather, ‘Georgian churchmanship reconsidered’, p. 270.

135 Shuler. ‘Administralion of the diocese of Durham’, pp. 46-52.
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1818-25."% In Devon a decline in the number of parishes offering week-day prayers was
accompanied, paradoxically, by an increasc in the frequency of the celebration of communion.'®
In the Wirral, on the other hand, the century saw an increase in the frcquency of all forms of
public worship. At thc beginning of the century both moming and evening praycr were said on
Sundays at all but two ol the ffteen parishes, nomally with a sermon at mattins. Daily prayers
were common on holy days, but only Eastham offered a regular service on Wednesdays and
Fridays. Communion was held three or four limes a year, except at Neston, where it occurred
monthly. By the end of the century two sermons was the nomnal practlice on Sundays and all but
three parishes offered daily prayers on Wednesdays and Fridays in Lent, as well as on feast and
(ast days. Likewise, three parishes now had monihly communions and two others had advanced
beyond four celebrations.’™

What perhaps cmerges most clearly from these statistics is the diversily of English church life
in the eighteenth century. This point is emphasized when some of the figures are examined more
closely. In Oxford, tor ecxample, the high level of Sunday scrvices was not paralleled, as it was in
Chester or in Walcs, by frequent communions. Moreover, a similar pattern, of ‘northem’ levels of
Sunday duty bul ‘southern’ practices in the celebration of communion, was also found in the
dioceses of Hereford and York, where 62% and 72% of parishes respectively had only three or
four communion scrvices a year.' It is clear, therefore, that the 'normal practice’ of a member of
the established Church varied considerably from placé o place. More precise delineation of
variations in churchmanship must await deuwailed social studies of the Church in the localities, but
this point should be bome in mind throughout the comments thal follow.'®

The situation was not as bad as the figures might suggest. Just as the more compact parishes
of the south made it easier for a clergyman to serve two cures, so they made it possible for
laymen to astend a second service at another parish. Even when an afiernoon scrvice of prayers
only was provided, it was not uncommon for ministers to claim that their parishioners preferred
to travel to a neighbouring parish, where a sermon was offered.'® Indeed, lay unwillingness to

attend church services contributed to their infrequency. Contemporarics complained about ncglect
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Middleton, first baron Barham®, in The dissenting tradition, ed. C.R. Cole and M.E. Moody (Athens, Olio,
1975), pp. 140-63. )1 should be noted, howcver, that Newman was secretary of the S.P.CK. and is, therefore, &
special case, while Middieton was an early evangelicul, a group on whom biographias abound.

16 Secker, ‘A charge lo the clergy of the diocese of Canlerbury in the year 1758, in Warks, v, 420; Mather,
‘Georgium churchamnship reconsidered’, p. 268.
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of religion,”™ bur that was not the only reason for non-attendance. The weather was another. Tt
was rare for a service 1o be cancelled because of bad weather, but a number of churches, which
had two services in summer, had only one in winter.'" The lack of a sermon was alleged as
another ¢xcuse. Clergymen often claimed that many of their panshioners, although they made no
effort 1o go elsewhere, were unwilling to attend a Sunday service without a sermon. Even among
the berter-educated laity few agreed with George Woodward ‘that their main business at Church
is to atend to the prayers rather than the sermon. which is the lowest part of the scrvice','®
Week-day prayers were generally poorly attended.'’ In some cases a protestant antipathy to the
celebration of saints' days should not be ignored.'® But at Blecheley, where a moming service on
holy days and on Wednesdays and Fridays during Lent was well cstablished, William Cole
occasionally abandoned the service because no one attended. In visitation returns the want of a
congregation was often recorded as the reason for the absence of daily prayers.'® It was not the
custom in the cighteenth century for a minister to read daily prayers to an empty church or when
the only congregation was his family.

Similar observations can be made about the frequency of the celebrations of commumion,
Archbishop Tillotson and Bishop Gibson, among others, urged the laity to make frequent
communions.'” Tt is not clear what they regarded as frequent, but Thomas Secker appears 10 have
envisaged monthly reception as a realisuc ideal; weekly communions ‘at best must be a work of
time')” On the other hand, Bishop Peploe condemned the practice of weekly communion as
‘popish™.'™ The Oxford methodisis bound themselves to weekly communion, while the religious
society of St Giles', Cripplegate, which was in being from 1722 to 1762, adopted the practice of

E.g.. Amhony Ellys, A sermon preached before lhe honourable house of commons, al St Margaret's,
Westminster, on Monday, Jan. 30, 1748-9. Being the day appointed to be obsarved os the day of the marryrdom
of King Charles I (London [1749)), p. 29.

16 Wilishire visttation returns, p. 5; State of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 9; Marshall, ' Adminisiration of Hereford
and Oxford', pp. 111-12. On Epiphany 1767 William Cole abandoned the scrvice at Blecheley because of
‘Excessive cold, & greal Snow'. However, on Sunday }1 Japuary, the 'Grealest Snow, & severest Weather 1 ever
remembear’, did not prevent Cole from reading the morning service despile the fact thalt only one woman
altended. The Blecheley diary of the Rev. Williom Cole 1765-7. ed. F.G. Swkes (London, 1931), pp. 174, 175.

18 A parson in the Vale of 1he White Horse. George Woodward's letters from East Hendred, 1753-61, ed. Donald
Gibson (Qloucester, 1983), p. 82: Woodward 1o George London, 7 Feb. 1756. Cf., James Boswell, The life of
Samuel Johnson, LL.D. (Everyman edn., 2 vols., London, 1906), 1, 426 {entry for 5 Apr. 1772).

167 Buller, ‘Charge to the clergy of Durham’, in Works, 0, 409.

& B.L. Add 35599, fo). 13: Herring o Hardwicke, 28 July 1750, John Johnson, vicar of Cranbrook, shared many
of the theological prnciples of the non-jurors, especially on the cucharist. In a book that became a manual for
cighteenth-century  clergymen he claimed that ‘false and superstitious Nolions' were one reason for the
‘backwardness’ of the people to attend chuzch on holy days. The clergyman’s vade-mecwn, or, an accouns of the
ancient and presert Church of England; the duties and righis of the clergy, and of their priviledges and
hardships (6th edn., correted, London, 1721), p. 195. Robert Holiby, Daniel Walerland 1683-1740. A study in
eighteenth-century orthodoxy (Carlisle, 1966), pp. 162-4.

Y8 Blecheley diary of William Cole, pp. 17. 57, 264; Iferring's visitation returns, L xvi; Salier, ‘Isaac Maddox', p.
44; Wame, Church and sociery, p. 44.

170 John Tillowson, A persuasive to frequend communion in the holy sacrament of the Lord's Supper (London, 1683,
24th edn., London, 1771); Edmund Gibson, The sacrament of the Lord's Supper explain’d: or things 1o be known
and done, 10 make a worthy communicant (9th edn., London, 1745),

1M Seeker, "A charge delivered to the clergy of the diocese of Oxford, in Uie yeas 1741°, in Works, v, 341-2. Queen
Annc reccived monhly. Legg, English church life, p. 35.

" Lugg, English church life, p. 34.
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monthly communions.'” It is clear, however, that outside Wales and the north-west it was not
common practice to receive the sacrament frequently.’” Samuel Johnson, ofien regarded as a
devout high churchman, received the sacrament only once a year. Similarly, the lists of
communicants kept by the incumbents of Lower Heyford in Oxfordshire in the 1730s and 1750s
show that very few of their parishioners kept to the subric of communicating three times a year.'
Even the rubric stipulating reception at Easter was frequently ignored.'™ For this reason it is very
dangerous to use the number of communicants recorded in visitation retums as evidence of the
degree of adherence to the established Church.'” George Woodward was horrified to lean that his
brother had never received the sacrament, but there is po doubt that the brother would have
regarded himself as more than a nominal member of the Church of England.'” Nor did this
practice indicate a low view of the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. On the contrary, the opposite
was true. Some felt an exaggerated amount of preparation, often entailing many hours of
meditation, was necessary.”” The duke of Newcaste, for instance, was tormented by fears of his
own unworthiness (o receive the sacrament.'® On the other hand, among the lower orders this
same atlilude found expression in the belief that only the more cducated members of societly,
those who could read, were worthy.®'

If reception of communion is unreliable evidence of membership of the Church of England in
the eighteenth century, care should also be taken using church attendance as a measare of
religious commitgnent. Much eighteenth-century piety had a distinctive personal and lay character.

Some contemporaries noted thal the practice of kecping chaplains in the families of the nobiliey

I3 lepg, English church life, pp. 33. 312.

' In St Asaph, where 63% of parishes had et lcasi monthly celebrations, more than 10% of communicanys usuaily
received the sacrament in three-quarters of the parishes and all communicants received at Easter in 35% of
parishes. These figures are nol conclusive, but they do suggest that frequent communion was normal. Salier,
'[saac Maddox', p. 49. It should be noled that it is difficult 0 porway the grealer frequency of communion
services, of daily prayers and of Sunday services in the north-west and in Wales as a form of religious
conservatism. According 1o Legg the practice in the pre-reformation Chiurch was for the laitly o receive the
sacramenl once a yesar, &t Easter, while Wamne has argued that it had been usual 10 allend church only once on
Sundays. Legg, English church life, p. 36, Wame, Church and scciety, p. 44.

\B |epg, English church life, p. 36; Marshall, * Administralion of Hereford and Oxford’, pp. 1234,

176 Marshall, ‘Adnunistration of Hereford and Oxford', pp. 123-4. In 1743 the visilation refwm from Leeds pansh
church indicated that about 400 people received the sacrament at each of the monthly celebrations. This figure,
however, was no higher a1 Easter. The minister explained that many people proferred to make their communion
a1 one of the other scrvices around Easter. Herring's visitation returns, 1, 141.

77 Pace Robent Currie, Alun Gilbert and Lee Horsley, Churches and churchgoers. Palterns of church growth in the
British Isles since 1700 (Oxfard, 1977). pp. 22-3.

YR A parson in the Vale of the White Horse, p. 67: Woodward to London, 24 Dec. 1754,

17 A number of pamphlets were also written o counler this fear. W.K.L. Clarke, Eighteenth-century piety (London,
1944), pp. 11-12.

Y8 B 1. Add. 33088, fols. 265.8, 2678, 275-6: Hume 10 Newecastle, 19 Dec., 20 Dec,, 22 Dec.. 1764; Add. 33069,
fols. 357, 413, 469-70: Hume 10 Newcastle, 21 Dec, 1765, 28 Mar,, 10 May 1766; Add. 33070, fol. 320: Hume
o Newcastle, 22 Sepr. 1766.

¥l Clarke, Eighteenih-century piety, p. 12; Secker, 'A charge o the clergy of the diocese of Oxford. in the year
174Y’, in Works, v, 340.
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was in decline.'® However, it was far from extinct. Both the duke of Newcastle and the marquis
of Rockingham maintained the custom, having divine service performed daily in their families.™
Even where this practice had been abandoned, daily religious services werc not. The earl of
Hardwicke, Sir Roger Newdigate, and Thomas, later baron, Pelham, all employed the local
clergyman to say daily prayers. In Pelham's case the clergyman was clderly and afflicted by goat.
When he was unable to perform the service, Pelham himself read the office to his family."® On
the other hand, William Pulteney ‘constantly atlended the public worship of God, and all the
offices of it in his Parish Church . . . and when his great age and infirmities prevented him from
so doing, he supplied that defect by daily reading over the Moming Service of the Church before
he came out of his bedchamber’ '™ A more personal approach was adopted by the poet, Gilbert
West, who not only read prayers to his family every moming, but on Sundays he also assembled

the servants and read to them a sermon followed by prayers.'®®

Moreover, although the evidence
is difficult to uncover, this family worship appears to have been supplemented by more private
devodons. Newcastle, for instance, asked Bishop Hume 1o prepare prayers for him, followed a
course of basic theological reading, and ‘constantly read . , . the Lesson of the Day or if 1 omit
it one day, make it up alterwards’.'¥

Similar pattems of personal and family worship can also be discemed among the lower orders.
This piety was more firmly rooted in the liturgy of the Church of England than evangelical family
prayers.'® Occastonally it was incorporated within the parochial structure. John Benson, vicar of
Ledsham in Yorkshire, invited his parishioners 10 join him at the vicarage on Friday evenings,
where he read a chapler out of the New Testamenl accompanied by the exposition of Burkft,
sung a psalm, and concluded with evening prayers.'® Religious socictics were not simply a
phenomenon of the early years of the eighteenth century. James Hervey founded one at Bideford
in the early 1740s and Samuel Walker another at Truro in 1754. The Truro society in particular

was an influcntial example for the evangelical clergy within the Church of England later in the

' Yonas Hanway, Refleclions, essays and meditations on life and religion, 11, 31, quoted in Charles Smyth, Simeon
and church order. A study of the origins of the evangelical revival in Cambridge in the eighteenth century
(Cambridge, 1940), pp. 30-1; Willam Best, An essay on the service of the Church of England considered as a
daily service, with a view of reviving a more general and constant allendance upon it, quoled in Clarke,
Eighteerah-ceniury piety, p. 6.

Y [ egg, English church life, p. 102; The travels through England of Dr Richard Pococke, successively bishop of
Meath and of Ossory during 1750, 1751, and later years, ed. 1.J. Cartwright (Camden Society, n.s., xhi, xliv,
Landon, 1888.9), 1. 66.

V& The diary and letters of his excellency Thomas Hutchinson, ed P.O. Hulchinson (2 vals., London, 1883-6), 1,516;
Ralph Churton, ‘Biographical memoirs of Sir Roger Newdigate®, Gemsleman’s Magazine, 1xxva (1807), 634; B.L.
Add. 35590, fols. 436-7: Bishop Benson to Hardwicke, 22 Nov. 1749; A parson in the Vale of the White Horse,
pp. 90-1: Woodward wo London, 4 Sepr 1756.

18 “The life of Zachary Pearce’, in The lives of Dr Edward Pocock . . . by Dr Twells; of Dr Zachary Pearce . . .
and of Dr Thomas Newton . . . by themselves; and of the Rev. Philip Skelton, by Mr Bundy (2 vols., London,
1816), 1, 408. As Pulicncy lived in the pansh of SI Matin's-in-the-Ficlds, where daily service was held, this
statement must be taken to mean that he attended moming prayer daily.

% Samuel Johnson, Lives of the poers, ed. Mrs Alexander Nepier (3 vols., London, 1890), m, 264.

3% B.L. Add. 33069, fols. 157-65: Hume o Newcastle, § Aug. 1755; Add. 32071, fols. 71-2: Newcastle 0 Hume, 4
Dec, 1766. The prayers prepared by Hume are printed in Sykes, Chwrch and stale, pp. 437-9.

'8 Smyth, Simeon and church order, pp. 11-40.

'8 Herring’s visitution returns, , 144,



century.'? Lay piely based on the family was more common, though it did not necessadly include
praycrs. A typical case was Thomas Tumer, who kept a shop in the Sussex village of East
Hoathly. Despite his apparent occasional failure to attend the Sunday service, he was a religious
man, conscious of his own failings, and especially of his inability to sitay sober., His diary is
littecred with entries about his reading to himsclf, to his wife, and even to a neighbour, Samuel
Jenner, religiouns books such as Tillotson's Sermons, William Sherlock On death, or Edward
Young's Night thoughts.’® Judging from the number and range of cheap editions of popular books
produced by the S.P.C.K, Tumer was far more representative of the middle orders in Georgian
England than has hitherto been recognized. Bishop Beveridge’s Sermon on the common prayer,
for instance, went through thirty-eight editions between 1681 and 1799." Even more illuminating
is Edmund Gibson's Family devotion, which was published in 1705, reached its 22nd edition in
1754, and was still being reprinted in 1858."* Moreover, e number of chap-books on religious
subjccts suggests that this family piely may have been prevalent cven lower down the social
scale.'™

Until more research into the family and pnvate religious lives of eightcenth-century laymen is
completed, the implications of this evidence are unclear. As was hinted above, such research
would doubtless reveal considerable regional variations. Tentatively, however, it can be suggested
that the emphasis on public, especially sacramental, worship in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries has encouraged a perception of the eighteenth-century Church which emphasizes its
public worship. If that worship appears to have been lacking, perhaps it was because it formed
only one pan, in some cases possibly only a small pan. of the religious life of men and women
who had little time for clerical pretensions and who emphasized the lay character of the Church.
Al the very least, it can be said that the gap left in the nation’s spiritual life by the infrequency
of the Church’s public worship did not go wholly unfilled.

Whatever may be said in mitigation of the Church’s provision of opportunitics for public
worship, however, the bishops were not satisfied with the situation. Joseph Butler and Thomas
Secker were particularly critical of contemporary standards. Buller’s charge of 1751 was directed
wholly towards the improvement of the Church’s public worship, arguing that the ‘form of
godliness’ was nccessary ‘1o promote the power of il’. With regard to church services he urged
his clergy to perfom them as often as they could get a congregation.'” Secker was more specific.
He told the clergy that only in very exceptional circumstances was one service acceptable on

Sunday. and suggested that, if their parishioners would not attend when there was no sermon,

1% J.D. Walsh, ‘Religious societies: methodist and evangelical 1738-1800°, S.C.J{., »oau (1986), 297-302, esp. pp.
296-7. For religious societes see G.V. Portus, Caritas anglicana (London, 1912).

Y1 The diary of Thomas Turner 1754-1765, ed. David Vaisey (Ox{ord, 1984), passim.
192 Clarke, Eiglueenth-century piety, pp. 1-29.

19 Edmund Gibson, Family-devotion; or, a plain exhortation to mormng and evening prayer in fomilies (London,
1705; 22nd edn., London, 1754; reprint of 18th edn., London, 1858).

'™ Deborah M. Valenze, 'Prophecy and popular literature in cighicenth-century England’, J.EH.. xoax (1978), 75-92.
A selection of chap-books is published in John Ashton, Chap-books of the eighteenth-century (London, 1882).

95 Butler, ‘Charge to the clergy of Durham', in Works, u, 409,
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they should expound the catechism, which they ‘may reduce . . . with case into the form of a
sermon’. Where only three communion services were held each year, he urged the minister 1o
introduce a founth around Michaelmas, and then, if possible, to advance o a monthly communion.
Finally, he instructed them 1o use their ‘endcavours to procure a congregation® ‘on holidays, on
Wednesdays and on Fridays’. As a beginning, he continued, ‘your own houses will sometimes
furnish a small congregation’. The ideal of regular parochial worship had not been lost.**

To conclude, therefore, it is clear that the Church did not abandon the ideals of the christian
ministty during the eighteenth century, nor did it lack vigour in pursuing them. Compared with
the centuries before there is litte evidence of a decline in the standards of pastoral care or even
of a falling away from the ideals of the parochial system. Indecd, measured by the standards of
the early-rnodem period, rather than those of the ninetceth century, the Church coped well with
the problems of a growing population until it was overtaken by the rapid expansion of the 1780s
and after. Moreover, it should not be forgotten that churchmen were often their own ficreest
critics, as contemporaries occasionally pointed out.'” The strictures of a cleric like Zachary
Pearce, in his sermon before convocation, only differed from the attacks of dissenters and ant-
clericals, becausc he could see, and admiued. the problems which made manv abuses so difficult
1o reform.'®

196 Secker, Works, v, 429, 341-2, 350-1.
W The dean of Winchester. His characier of the English clergy, pp. 5-7
Y2 The dean of Winchester, His character of the English clergy, pp. 25-54.
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Table 2.1. Poor livings in England and Wales, c. 1736.

No. of No. of poor %age of poor
livings" livings® livings
All bishoprics 11866 5638 47.5%
Llandaff 232 183 79%
Chester 506 380 75%
St David's 475 356 75%
York 890 587 66%
Norwich 1219 792 65%
Hereford N 220 59%
St Asaph 152 89 59%
Lichfield & C. 639 372 S8%
Carlisle 128 74 58%
Bath & Wells 499 266 53%
Bangor 197 %4 48%
Lincoln 1509 712 47%
Gloucester 323 146 45%
Chichester 319 132 4%
Durham 197 77 39%
Worcester 274 107 39%
Ely 169 65 38%
Canterbury 268 94 5%
Bristol 315 110 35%
Oxford 243 76 31%
Exeter 718 211 29%
Pererborough 366 102 28%
Satisbury 504 121 24%
London 689 163 24%
Rochester 147 31 21%
Winchester 445 78 18%

[a] The figures for the number of benefices in each diocese are taken from Hirschberg, ‘The
government and church patronage’, pp. 112-13. Hirschberg compiled them from Browne Willis, A
survey of the cathedrals (3 vols,, London, 1742).

[b] The figures for the number of poor livings are taken from Green, ‘The first years of Quecn
Anne's Bounty’, pp. 242-3. Green's figures are calculated from The returns made by the
Governors of the Bounty of Queen Anne (London, 1736).
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3. Church and state: alliance or union

One of the themes this dissenation sceks to emphasize is the inseparability in eighteenth-century
society of church and state. Religion and politics were not regarded as discrete spheres of activity,
The two were inextricably linked in both the theory and practice of government. On the one
hand, the Church was an agent of the state, as well as a society charged with the salvation of
souls. On the other hand, many politicians were conscious that they were the leaders of a
christian polity, at the head of which stood the king, the godly magistrate. This concept of an
inseparable union between church and state was evident in contemporary theory, although the
subject was not one which attracted much cxplicit discussion. Political and ecclestological debate
during the whig supremacy was dominated by issues not indeed unconnected with, but tangential
to, the precise nature of the relationship between church and state. The Bangorian controversy in
the early years of George I's reign focussed on the ‘supermnatural’ powers' of the Church and the
importance of the visible church in the economy of salvation. None of the major protagonists -
Benjamin Hoadly, John Jackson and Arthur Ashley Sykes - were primarily concerned with where,
in the Church of England or any other visible church, the power to ordain priests and to order
indiffercnt matlers lay, or from where it derived. Similarly, the debate about the Test Act, so
prominent in the 1730s. was not about the necessity or legality of a church establishment, but the
need for such legislation to protect that establishment.

The absence of a vigorous debate about the nature of the reladonship between church and
stale was a manifestation of the degree of consensus that existed. There were indeed, as the first
part of this chapter will show, a number of critics of the church establishment. Some, especially
among the protestant disscnters, emphasized the difference between civil and religious matters and
attacked the principle of a national church establishment. Others asserted that the Church was no
more than a creaton of the civil power and wished to see it more clearly subjected to lay and
state control. Within the Church itself a third group defended the concept of an establishment, but
argued that it should be more tolerant and denied that the Test and Corporation Acts were
necessary [or its mainienance. The vast majority of members of the Church of England, both
clerical and lay, believed, however, not only that a church establishment was necessary, but that
church and state were linked in an indissoluble union. The stams quo, an established church
protected by a Test Act which excluded dissenters from civil office while guarantceing their
religtous liberty by a Toleration Act, was justified in two ways: by an almost utilitarian notion of
a ‘'politic alliance’ adumbrated by William Warburton, and by a2 more organic conception of

L' That is, the power of the Church to determine the salvalion of an individual. The phrase is HD. Rack's,
“'Christ’s kingdom not of this world™: the case of Benjamin Hoadly versus William Law reconsidered’, §.C.H.,
xu (1975), 283,
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church and state as ‘different integral parts of the same whole’.> The widespread and
unquestioned acceptance of the benefits, especially the social benefits, of an establishment has
long been recognized by historians. But contemporary perceptions of that establishment have been
obscured by the attention given to Warburton’s Alliance and to the emphasis of both Warburton
and many other eighteenth-century divines on what Richard Hooker described as the ‘polilic use
of religion’, the reinforcement given to the posilive laws of society by the fear of God.* By
concentrating on these strands of thought and stressing the civic utility of religion, historians have
created the impression that cighteenth-century theory subordinated the chusch to the state 1o an
extent that is not justified by a more detailed study of contemporary writings.*

The status quo criticized

The hostility of dissenters towards the Church of England arose from a practical grievance - their
exclusion, at least in theory, from participation in civic life by the Test and Corporation Acts. The
passage of ‘annual’ Indemnity Acts® from 1726 did litde to conciliate them. These acts only
allowed men further time to qualify for office, and thus did nothing to relieve dissenters who
were not prepared in principle to receive the sacrament according to the rite of the Church of
England.® Reasserting the protestant claim to freedom of copscience one group of dissenters
argued in the Old Whig thar it was their ‘unalienable’ right not only to worship God as they saw
fit, but to do so ‘without any interruption from the civil power, or being made subject to positive
or negative penalties upon this account’.” The establishment by the civil magisirate of forms of
worship and profcssions of faith was unjust. To subject men {0 civil penalties for refusing 0
observe forms of worship they could not ‘in conscience’ agree to use was persecution. It was to
deprive them of their rights for opinions in matters of religion, which ‘are not indeed properly
cognizable by the civil magistrate’. Buf such action by the civil magstrate was also ‘absurd’,
because it was ineffective. It was possible to prescribe outward behaviour, but the observance of

external rites was no evidence of belief in those inward principles. Consequently religion

! William Warburton, ‘The alliance between church and stale', in The works of the right reverend William
Warburton, D.D. lord bishop of Gloucesier (new cdn., 12 vols., London, 1811), vi. iii; Edmund Burke, ‘Speech
on a motion for leave 10 bring in 2 bill 10 tepeal and alier ceytain acts respecting religious opinions, May 11,
1792°, in The works of Edmund Burke (Bohn Library edn., 6 vols., Londor, 1854-69), vi, 115.

3 Richard Hooker, Of the laws of ecclesiastical polity. An abridged edition, ed. A.S. McGrade and Brian Vickers
(London, I975), p. 225.

4 Cf, Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the eighteenth century (Cambridge, 1934), cpL 7.

3 Indemnity Acts were not passed in the years 1730, 1732, 1744, 1749, 1750, 1753 and 1756, K.R.M. Short, “The
English Indemnity Acts 1726-1867", Church History, xiu (1976). 367.

6  Shon convincingly argues that the Indemnity Acts were primarily intended to give the *“‘careless churchman'™
additional time 10 qualfy for office. As occasional conformily appears 10 have been increasingly rare i
dissenting congregations, the participalion of dissenters in civic life was thus dependent on the unwillingness of
their neighbours to prosecute thern. Short, ‘English Indemnity Acts’, pp. 366-76.

7 The old whig: or, the consistent protestant (2 vols., London, 1739), 1, 15. The leading figure behind the Old Whig
was Benjamin Avery, chairrman of the Dissentng Deputies from 1736, Also involved were Benjamin Grosvenor,
Samuel Chandler, George Benson and fames Foster. Jeremy Goring., ‘The break-up of old dissent’, in C.G.
Bolam et 2al, The English presbyierians from Elizabethan puritanism to modern unitarianism (London, 1968), p.
177,

8 The old whig. 1, 16.
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contributed 1o the security of civil government only so far as ‘the internal habits and dispositions
of it are implanted and prevail in the mind'?

Samuel Chandler, one of the most famous presbyterian preachers of the period and a
contributor to the Old whig, developed this critique of the Church establishment He admitied that
the magistrate had the right to ‘enjoin by Law the external Acts of Vinue', since such acts were
necessary for the maintenance of civil society and could be regulated by human laws.' But to
support any religion, whether true or false, by lemporal penalties was ‘absolutely unlawful’,
Indeed, ‘true Religion’, by which he meant ‘Faith, Devotion, Reverence, the Love of, and
Submission to God’, was ‘incapable of being established’.!’ Thus, he concluded, there were only
two reasons for the establishment of a church: that the clergy might become rich and powerful, or
that they might be made the willing instruments of the civil magistrate. Chandler did not,
however, condemn all church establishments. Instead, he suggested an alternative similar to what
came 1o be known as concurrent endowment. 1f, as in cighieenth-century England, a society was
composcd of men professing several religions, he saw no reason why all should not be enntled to
the magistrate’s protection and favours.

For by such an impartial Procedure Envy and ill Blood would be prevented between the
several Members of the Society. every Man would be made easy in the Profession of his
own Religion, and the whole Society would receive all the Advantages thal Religion
could derive on Society."

Another prominent dissenter, Caleb Fleming, on the other hand, pushed these arguments to
their logical conclusion. No profession of faith could be used as a guide to belief since, he
claimed, the ‘Majority’ would be found willing to make any declaration ‘if the Arguments and
Motives of this World be but on that Side of the Question’.”? Like Chandler he drew a clear
division between ‘external behaviour’ and the ‘internal principles of the mind'." In reiterating Lhe
right to frecdom of conscience, he also argued ihal the division of christians into many sects was
a source of happiness. since it was a manifestation of the exercise of christian liberty.”* But
Flcming did not follow Chandler in claiming the favour of the civil magistrate for all these sects,

Instead he stressed the ‘absolute independancy' of religion, the province of which was ‘much Loo

% Ibid.. pp. 15-16.

19 Samuel Chandler, The history of persecwlion, in four ports. Viz. 1. Amongst 1the heathens. . Under the christian
emperors. lll. Under the papacy and inquisition. IV. Amongst protestants. With a preface, containing remarks on
Dr Rogers’s Vindication of the civil establishment of religion (London, 1736), pp. xxxi-xxxii.

D Jbid., pp. iil, v.

12 bid., gp. xxxiii-iv.

13 Caleb Fleming, A letter to the Revd. Dr. Cobden, rector of St Austin’s and St Faith's, and of Acton, and
chaplain in ordinary to his majesty, coniaining an exact copy of a pasioral episile to Lhe protestant dissersers in
his parishes, with remarks thereon. Wherein the puilt of our separation is endeavoured to be removed from the
door of the doctor; and some friendly advice tender'd to him. By a parishioner of the doctor's (London, 1738).
p- 38.

1* Caleb Fleming, Civil establishments in relipion, a ground of infidelity; or, the two extremes shewn to be united:
from an essay on establishments in religion; thoughts on miracles in general, &c. and from some defences of
subscriptions, written aguainst the Confessional; particularly, the plea of Dr Ibbetson, a deacon of St Albans. By
Philalethes Londiniensis (London, 1767). p. 2.
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sacred for the purpose of the magistrate’s interposing his authomty . . . for the public good’.
That authority, he contended, was confined to civil affairs, and his establishment of a sect did not
aid the propagation, but direcly undermined ‘the foundations of the christian religion’.'® Thus,
Fleming proclaimed himself opposed to ‘all establishmenis in religion whatsoever'."

The dissenicrs were attacking the Church establishment, at least in part, because they felt that
the authority of the civil magistrate should be confined to civil affairs. Some radical whigs, on the
other hand, developed strongly erastian, and often virulently antj-clerical, cnticisms of the
relationship between church and state. The anonymous author of the aptly-tiled pamphlet, The
state preferable to the Church, for example, asserted that by protestant principles the magistrate
was placed *above the Church’.”® He argued that the property of the Church should be vested in
the crown, ‘as a Trustee for the People’. and the clergy paid a competent maintenance by the
state.” The purpose of this proposal was to relieve the laity of the burden of taxes made
necessary by England’s involvement in European wars, by the appropriation of the wealth of the
Churches of England and Ireland, which was ‘far more considerable than is consistent with the
Purity of the Reformed Religion’.® This anti-clericalism, justified as hostility to ‘Priest-Craft’, but
not 10 ‘Priesthood’, was developed Uwough the pamphlet in anacks on the litigiousness, greed,
laziness and ignorance of the clergy, who were held responsible for the prevailing spirit of
infidelity.®

Radical whig erastianism found its strongest expression at times when its proponents belicved
they could detect the pernicious effects of clerical influence in civil affairs. Thus jacobite rioting
at Oxford provoked George Coade to demand the further reformation of the Church and the
universities.” The legislature had the authority to effect such a reformation because the Church
was ‘mecr Creatures, and Productions [sic) of civil Power . . . from whom alone it derived all
its Weallh, Power, Influence and Authority’.® The constitution of the Church of England, Coade
argued, was entirely dependent on the authority of parliament, and by it the clergy were excluded
from any power in matters ecclesiastical. The idea of two independent powers in the state was
subversive of all order and government, Indeed, the claim that the Church or clergy derived any
power by divine right or commission was ‘ridiculous and absurd’, ‘no more nor less than a Rag

18 fhid., pp. 23, 5.
7 [bid., ‘Adveriisment to the Reader',

18 The state preferable to the Church; or, reasons for making the sale of the whole present property of the Church,
in England and Irelard, for the service of 1he state; and for rendering the clergy more equal among themselves,
less vexatious and onerous to the laity, and more dependent on their head, by subjecting them 10 the exchequer
Jor their stipends, as practised in Holland ., . In a letter from a couniry gertleman io the represenative of his
county in parliamens (London, 1748), p. 9.

' bid., pp. 12, 13, 41,

2 Ibid., pp. 6. 3-4.

2V Jbid., pp. 11, 13, 42-4.

2 [George Coade], A blow at the rooi: or. an attemp! to prove, that no time ever was, or very probably ever will
be, so proper and convenient as the present, for inlroducing a further reformation into our national church,
universities and schools. Most humbly dedicated to His Royal Highnexs William duke of Cumberland. By an
impartial hand (London. 1749), pp. xiv-xx, 20-1. Por the attribution of this pamphiet to Coade, see W.R. Ward,
Georgian Oxford, University polilics in the eighieenth century (Oxford, 1958), p. 183, a. 36.

3 [Coade], A blow at the root, pp. 69-72.
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of Popery' *

Earlier in the century Bishop Edmund Gibson’s ultimately successful opposition to the
promotion of Thomas Rundle to the sec of Gloucester had provoked a flood of similar criticisms
from whig pamphleteers. Such interference in maaers of ecclesiastical patronage was perceived to
be a dangerous encroachment by the clergy on a temporal right.® The controversy, which rumbled
on throughout 1734, produced a great number of pamphlets, but perhaps the most significant was
a detailed refutation by Sir Michae! Foster, a future judge of King's Bench, of Gibson's treatise
on church law, the Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani. Foster, though of dissenting background,
was presumably a conforming member of the Church of England, but he believed that the Church
should be subordinmated 10 the state.”® Drawing on the history of the Reformation he argued that
this would aid the promotion of religion, since laymen were often better judges than the clergy of
the best means of so0 doing. More imporant, it was the only way of avoiding the establishment of
a ‘sacerdotal Empire’, on the partemn of the Roman Catholic Church, which would make the civil
magistrate ‘its Minister and Dependent’.” The clergy, argued Foster, had no divine right to any
jurisdiction, least of all to any dispensing authority. It was a fundamental principle of the
Reformation that ‘all Jurisdiction, as well ecclesiastical as civil, is vested in, and exercised by
Delegation from, the Crown'. The civil and spiritual couns, however, were not two independent
jurisdictions, each drawing its authority from the crown. The former were superior to the latter,
issuing prohibitions to restrain and correct their ‘Excesses’.”

Another group of radical whigs took the claim to individual liberty in religion as their starting
point, but did not draw from it the same conclusions as a dissenter like Chandler, combining it
instead with a pronounced erastianism. An early example is provided by Matthew Tindal in his
Rights of the christian church asserted, first published in 1706, He argued that no man had any
right to prescribe to another in matters of doctrine, worship or ceremony. But it was impossible
for iwo independent powers 10 coexist within a society.” Thus, since religion was necessary for
the support of civil society, the authority of the civil magistrate extended to it, for he was
responsible for determining ‘all those things, which the Good of the Society will not pemit to

¥ Jbid., pp. 72-3, 80-3.

B |Thomas Gordornt], A letter to Dr. Codex, on the subject of his modest instruclion lo the crown, inserted in the
Datly Journal of Feb 27th 1733. From the second volume of Burnei's History (London, 1732), pp. 12-18; [Arthur
Ashley Sykes], An argument proving, that the method taken for obstructing Dr Rundle's advancemens 1o the see
of G— is dangerous to his majesty's prerogative, our most excellent constitwion, the liberty of lay-subjects, and
the christian religion. Also a reply 10 The case of Dr Rundie's promotion to the see of G—, &c. impariially
consider'd; and 1o the Miscellany of Dec. 7. last (London, 1735), pp. 3-6. For the Rundle affair. see Norman
Sykes, Edmund Gibson, bishop of London, 1569-1748. A study in politics and religion in the eighteenth century
{London, 1926), pp. 155-9.

% Sir Michael Fosier, An examination of the scheme of church-power, laid down in the Codex juris ecclesiastici
anglicani, &c. (London, 1735); Michacl Dodson, Life of Sir Michae! Fosier, Knt. (London, 1811), pp. 1-2. For
Gisbon’s Codex, ses below p. 54.

Y Foster, Examination of the scheme of church-power, pp. 108-9, 4.
3 [bid., pp. 23, 5, 38-9, 40-3.

% Mauhew Tindal, The rights of the christian church asseried, against the Romish, and all other priesis who claim
an independent power over . With a preface concerming the government of the Church of Englond, as by law
established (2nd edn., London, 1706), pp. 234, 33(t.
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remain uncertain’.*® This authority did not sanclion persecution on account of private belicf, buL
there was ‘no Branch of Spiritual Junisdiction which is not vested in him, and . . . all the
Jurisdiction which the ArchBps, Bishops, or any other inferior Ecclesiastical Judges have, is
deriv'd from him’. The magisirale was even competent [0 ‘pardon all Excommumication, and
restore People to the Communion of the Church”.*

The emphasis of Thomas Gordon in his Sermon preached on January 30 was slighily
different. Like Tindal he asscried the right to private judgment in matters of religion. To set up
authority against conscience was both wicked and absurd - even the earty fathers, he claimed, had
differed over essentials.”? Gordon was not concerned merely with the question of jurisdiction in
church and state. He expressed a much deeper anti-clerical scntiment which was nonetheless
decply religious. In a manner characteristic of early eighteenth-century neo-Hamingtonian thought
he saw the priest, who claimed a divine commission and authority, as a vsurper.®® He denied that
a clergyman could do anything that a layman could not do, ‘if the Law appoint him'.* The notion
of ‘an indelible Character’ was, therefore, ‘errant Nonsense and true Priesteraft’, for the clergy
had no ‘Power and Designation’ which aymen could not take away. Indeed, it was within the
compelence of parliament to pass an act to reduce all the clergy ‘to Laymen, and create as many
Pricsts immediately out of the Lairy'*

These tendencies of thought were not confined to those outside the established Church. Not
only was Sir Michael Fosicr probably a conforming member of the Church of England, but many
other radical whigs also saw themselves not as assailants of the establishment but as its loyal
members proposing a necessary reformation.® There were even some clergymen who held views
similar to those of Chandler and other dissenters about liberty of conscience and the role of the
magisirate in religious affairs. The most prominent expoonent of such ideas within the Church was
Benjamin Hoadly, bishop of Winchester. His views were expressed most clearly not in his famous
sermon on the Natwe of the Kingdom of Christ, which lacked clarity and could easily be

interpreted as denying to visible churches any authority whatsoever,” but in his subsequent

9 [bid.. pp. 13-16.

N bid., pp. xxi-xxii, xlii.

32 [Thomas Gordon|, A sermon preached before the learmed Society of Lincoln's-Inn, on January 30. 1732. From
Job xxxiv. 30. That the kypocrite reign not, lest the People be ensnared. By a layman (Londor, 1733), pp. 2-3.
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¥ [Thomas Gordon], A supplement 1o lhe sermon preached at Lincoln's-inn, on January 30. 1732. By a layman.
Addressed to a very important and most solemn churchman, solicitor-general for causes ecclesiastical (London,
1733), pp. 5-6.

¥ (Gordon]. Sermon preached on January 30. 1732, pp. 37-8; [idem|, Supplement 1o the sermon, p. 7.
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¥ Benjamin Hoadly, The natwe of the kingdom. or church, of Christ. A sermon preach’d before the king, at the
royal chapel at St. James's, on Sunday March 31, 1717 (London, 1717); A report of the commintee of the lower
house of convocation, appointed to draw up a representation to be laid before the arch-bishop and bishops of
the province of Canlerbury; concerning several dangerous posilions and doctrines. corsained in the bishop of
Bangor's Preservative and his sermon preach’'d March 31, 1717. Read in the lower-house, May 10. 1717 and
valed, nemine contradicente, 1o be receiv'd and enired upon the books of the said house (London, 1717), pp. 34:
Andrew Snapc, A letter 10 the bishop of Bangor, occasion’d by his lordship’s sermon preach’d before the king at
St James's, March 3]st, 1717 {London, 1717), pp. 4-5.
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defences of thal sermon and other writings, He too reasserted the protestant claim 1o freedom of
conscience, since the right 1o judge men’s consciences was the prerogative of Christ alone.” The
fundamentals of Christianity were simple; the ‘Practice of all the Dutics we owe to our Selves,
and to our Neighbour'.® In the words of Hoadly's brother, the archbishop of Dublin, sins in
practicc were much more serious than ‘unwilful Errors in Faith, much less Mistakes in any
outward Conslitutions’, since ‘Practice is the end of all the Rest’.*® But such practical Christianity
was true religion only as long as it flowed from ‘sincere Belief’ in God, both ‘Govemnor’ and
‘Judge’, as revealed by Jesus Christ* By emphasizing sincerity rather than extemals such as
creeds and forms of worship Hoadly was diminishing the role of visible churches in the economy
of salvation. While lamenting the divisions of christians into different communions, he was ready
to admit that salvation was possible within other denominations and to acknowledge their
members as brethren, even those of the Church of Rome.*?

Upon these premises Hoadly denied the efficacy not only of persecution, but also of
legislation such as the Test and Corporation Acts which did nothing to promote the salvation of
souls. Smce Christ alone could lead men ‘to the fim Assurance of Another World’, il was
impossible 'to create that Inward sincere Belief, which alone made actions truly religious, 'by
Worldly Motives’. The annexation of ‘worldly Sanctions’ to the profession of a particular religion
brought no benefit to the Church since profession and practice, in as far as they were enforced by
‘the Considerations of rhis World, so far ccase 1o be Religion’.® As John Jackson, one of
Hoadly's most notable supporters during the Bangorian controversy, pointed oul, 1t was
‘unreasonable’ even 10 bring men to the profession of the ‘True Religion’ by annexing 1o it
temporal rewards and punishments. Such action was ‘impious’, since it ‘may make many
Hypocrites, and ruin the Souls of many, who might otherwise be saved in the sincere Profession
of even many Ermors’*

Hoadly developed the implications of this argument, limiting the role of the civil magistrate in
religion. Commenting on Romans xiii, 1-6 he asserted that ‘the Care of True Religion® was no
part of the office of the civil magistrate. The magistrate was the vicegerent of God. in that he

32 Benjamin Hoadly, An answer 1o the represemation drawn up by the committee of the lower-house of convecation
concerning several dangerous positions and docirings contain'd in the bishop of Bangor’'s Preservative and
Sermon (London, 1718), p. 50.

¥ jbid., p. 151.

‘0 John Hoadly, The nature and excellency of moderation. A sermon preach’'d in the cathedral-church of Sarum. al
the asizes held for the county of Wilts, March 9. 1706/7 (London, 1707), p. 12.

*!' Hoadly, Answer to the represeruation, p. 151,

*2  Benjamin Hoadly, 'An answer o the rev. Dr. Hare's scrman, inlituled, Church nuthority vindicated: with a

postscript, occasioned by the lord bishop of Oxford’s late charge 10 his clergy’, wn The works of Benjamin
Hoadly, D.D., ed. John Hoadly (3 vols., London, 1773), b, 905-6.
*3 Hoadly, Answer 1o the represenation, pp. 152-63. tndeed, it was harmful to the interests of tue religion to
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held an ‘Office, agreeable 10 God’s Will’, but that office was confined to the well-being of civil
socicty. Hoadly argued further that 'True Religion’ was best maintained and propagated when the
magistrate involved himsclf in the matter no funther than ‘1o restrain and penish Al such
Owward Actions. as are Violations of its practical Rules; and also injurious to the Members of
Civil Society, consider’d as such, committed to his Care’. Beyond that he should concem himself
to leave his subjects entirely free to follow the diclates of their own consciences, only restraining
the religions zeal of some from infringing the civil rights of others.” Thus Jackson claimed that
the ‘natural Right' to toleration had to be denied to atheists and papists, the one being ‘Enemies
to alt Mankind’ and the other ‘Traitors to all Protestant Govermments'.*® Hoadly indeed did not
deny that the civil magistrate had reason, and the right, to choose as his servants those whom he
believed to be ‘truly, and sincerely Religious'. 1f, however, the magistrate sought to do this by
annexing beforehand temporal advantages to the profession of religion, such privileges should not
be confined to the members of one denomination but extended to 'All, who give equal Proofs, or
make equal Profession, of their Belief of a Future Judgment® ¥

Hoadly. therefore, making vse of arguments similar 1o those of Chandler and Fieming, joined
with the disseniers in condemning the Test and Corporation Acts. Significantty, however, his main
concemn was not with the denial of nawral rights, but with the efficacy of temporal rewards and
punishments for the propagation of religion. He joined them also in drawing a sharp distinction
between religion and politics. But again his emphasis was different and he stopped short of
questioning the utility of the Church establishment. Despite the conviction of many churchmen
that his doctrines reduced the Church to ‘a State of Anarchy and Confusion’. Hoadly made very
clear his belicf that visible churches ought to be ‘orderly Societies’.* In 1736 he restated his
opinion that the Church of England was not ‘all perfection, and uncapable of Amendment’, yet he
was convinced ‘of its Excellency above any Other that I know of’. He reassured his clergy that
he would do nothing lo hurt its establishment or its legal revenues. There is, moreover, no
evidence 10 suggest that he ever reiracted the position he enunciated in the Reasonableness of
conformity, that those who separated from the Church of England over inessentials of lirurgy and
worship, as, he argued, did many of the disseniers, were commining the sin of schism.*

On ibe one hand, therefore, Hoadly bhelieved thal the civil magisirate was not concerned with
the support of true religion. On the other hand, he proclaimed his loyalty 10 the established
Church of England, of which the king was supreme head. The key to this paradox may lie in a

passage in his Answer to the representation of the lower house of convocation, where he implied

%5 Hoadly, Answer to the represeniation, pp. 220-2. 174-5,
4 Jackson, Grounds of civil and ecclesiactical government, p. 34.
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49 Benjamin Hoadly, ‘A charge delivered 1o the clergy, al the bishop's personal visilation of the diocese of
Winchester, in the year t736°, in Works, w1, 491-2; idem, The reasonableness of conformiry to the Church of
England, represerded to the disseming ministers. In answer lo the teruh chapter of Mr Calamy’'s Abridgement of
Mr Baxter's History of his life and times (London, 1703).
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that the establishment of a church by the civil magistrate was justified to enable him more
effectually ‘to punish the Outward Acts of Wickedness and Vice, and to encourage the Outward
Acts of Righteousness and Virtue’. Hoadly never made his posilion explicit, contributing perhaps
10 the misrepresentatdons of which he complained.® But his views may be clarified by those ol
John Jackson, who shared Hoadly’s opinions on so many issucs. Jackson followed Hoadly in
claiming that the civil magistrate was inlerested only in ‘the Profession of Religion in general’,
by which he meant the worship of God and virtuous and moral behaviour. Beyond that he was
obliged to ensure a ‘free Toleration’ 10 all. Yet Jackson did pol deny to the magistrate a more
extensive jurisdiction in matters of religion, embracing cven the ordenng of inessentials. He
simply asserted that such a jurisdiction was ‘meerly accidental, and no way essential to the Civil
Authority with which he is entrusted; and properly belongs to him, only with respect to those,

with whom he professeth the same Religion’.®

The status quo justified

Thesc groups of dissenters and radical whigs, whether or not they were members of the
established Church, formed only a small minority of the English elite, They were significant and
often vocal assailants of the establishment, but they had limle impact on the most pervasive
docirine of church and state. This is not to say that some of the ideas they expressed were not
held more widely. As will be seen. most churchmen were agreed about the importance of
sincerity in mauers of religion and the necessity of a toleration.”* But the vast majority, both
clerical and. as far as can be determined, lay, were prepared to accepl neither an interpretation of
the relationship between church and state which severely limited or abolished the role of the civil
magistrate in religious matlers, nor one which subordinated the church to the state. Instead they
saw that relatonship as some form of union or alliance. The purpose of the remainder of this
chapter is t0 examine more closely this understanding of the establishment in church and state.
First the ‘classic’ cighteenth-century doctrine, enunciated by Warburton in his Alliance, will be
outlined, It will be argued, however, that Warburion’s analysis was idiosyncratic, in many ways
no more representative of the Church as a whole than Hoadly's, since most wrilers, in contrast to
Warburton. emphasized the inseparability of church and siate.

{t is uncertain whether or not Warbunon intended the Alliance berween church and state 10 be
a descriptive treatise. In the preface to the 1736 edition he claimed to treat the subject
‘abstractly’; o 1748 that it was not ‘speculative’, bul was wrilten with the English constitution in

30 Hoadly, Answer 1o the representation, p. 172; 'Charge delivered in 1736, in Works, m, 491.
5 Jackson, Grounds of civil and ecclesiastical governmeni, pp. 29-31.
52 Sce below, pp. 58-9.

49



view.® The main outline of his theory, however, is clear. Warburnon argued that the relationship
between church and state was ‘a politic league and alliance for mutual support and defence’,
formed upon the principle that ‘TIHE CHURCH SHALL APPLY 1S UTMOST INFLUENCE IN THE SERVICE OF
THB STATE; AND THE STATE SHALL SUPPORT AND PROTECT THE CHURCH'* By this alliance the Church
received a settled maintenance for its ministers, an ecclesiastical jurisdiction with coactive powers
for the reformation of manners, and the right of churchmen to sit in the legislature. In remm the
state secured the dependence of the clergy and the recognition by the Church of the ecclesiastical
supremacy of the civil magistate. The Church thereby obtained protection against all external
violence. The magistrate, on the other hand, ensurcd that the state would receive the aid of
religion in enforcing those duties, so neccssary to civil society, which human laws could neither
reach nor enforce. Through the alliance he also prevenied the ‘mischiefs’ which the Church, as an
independent society, could do to the state.*s

Warburton thus emphasized the mumal benefits of the alliance. He was, nonetheless, equally
insistent that church and statc were separate and independent societies. He confined the province
of the civil magistrate (o the ‘bodies’ of men, to the preservation of Lheir “TEMPORAL LIBERTIES AND
PROPERTY' Morals were within his jursdiction in so far as they affected civil society, but marters
of doctmne and opinion, with one exception, lay outside it. The exceplion was what Warburion
called ‘the fundamental principles of Natural Religion’ - the being of a God, his providence over
human affairs, and the natural difference between good and evil. But the magistrate’s jurisdiction
only extended to those who denied these principles because they were ‘the very foundation and
bond of civil policy’.** The salvation of souls was, therefore, no concemn of the magistrate, but
was the province of the Church. 'CHrist’s KiNGDOM', argued Warburton, was formed into a society
'by divine appointment’, and ‘declared sovereign, and independent of civil govemment’. The
Church had the power of excommunication, ‘of expelling refractory members from its body', but
it had no civil coercive power beyond that.*

n the only recent study of the Alliance R.W. Greaves has claimed that the work was ‘one of
the most . . . influential books of the century’. This view has been widely shared by historians.
who have often assumed that Warburton enunciated the classic eighteenth-century doctrine of

church and state.*® Their readiness to portray the Alliance as representative of clerical opinion is

3 Warburion, 'Allience”, in Works, va, iii, viii. Cf. the passage delending tho Alliance in the ‘Dedicatiun lo the
edition of Books 1v. v. vi of the Divine legation of Moses; 1765°, where Warburion claims it was 'formed upon
a Model scrually existing before our eyes’. Works, v, 6. The 1811 editon of Warburton's Works reprinls the 4ih
edition of the Adliance (London, 1766). The first edition was published in 1736, with the rtitle The alliance
between church and stale, or the necessity of an established religion, and a test law demonstraled, upon the
Sfundamental principles of the laws of nature and nations. The 2nd edition followed in 1741, and the 3rd in 1748,
All editions underwent considerable revision by Warburion, much of it in (e form of cditorial notes.
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understandable. Written by a future bishop, it was the only treatlise of the period to emerge from
within the established Church which devoted itself to an examination of the relationship between
church and state. Nonetheless, such an interpretation is misteading. Warburton, indeed, suggested
as much himself, admitting in 1765 that, although his book was widely read, very few people
agreed with him.*

The Alliance was a contribution to the controversy over the Test Act, and tike so many of
Warburton’s works it was both perverse and polemical. It shared the perversity of s magnum
opus, the Divine legation of Moses, by adopting the premises of the Church’s assailants and
attempting to prove that, when rightly interpreted, they led 1o orthodox conclusions. In the
Alliance Warburton was attempiing ‘to shew the NECESSITY AND EQUITY OF AN ESTABUISHED
REUGION AND A TEST-LAW FROM THE ESSENCE AND END OF CIVIL SOCIETY. UPON THE FUNDAMENTAL
PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF NATURE AND NATIONS".® Following Chandler and Hoadly Warburton
claimed that sincerity, a man’s personal spiritual relationship with God, was the most important
factor in his salvation. The civil magistrate, therefore, had ho concem in spiritual affairs and it
was the ‘natural right’ of every man to worship God according to his conscience. Consequenty,
as has been shown, he rested his defence of the alliance of church and state, a ‘FREE CONVENTION'
between two independent societies, on the grounds of civil utility and the benefits it offered to
both.® Moreover, Warburion claimed that the same arguments of civil utility justified the Test
Act. In a society composed of many churches a Test Act was a necessary corollary of the terms
of the alliance, to protect the established Church against the violence of its rivals. It was also
necessary for the security of the state, to prevent religious comroversies from disrupting the
public administration. Such a law, howcver, did not overtum the principle of toleration since
exclusion from government was not a punishment. Places of honour and profit were not a trust, a
right which the subject could claim; they were part of the magistrate’s prerogative, ‘which he
may dispose of at pleasure’.®

Warburton belicved that his treatise justified the Church establishment on principles which
confuted the views of both papists and erastians, by whom he meant those who made ‘the state a
creature of the church’ and those who made ‘the church a creature of the state’.® But 10 many his
doctrine appeared 0 have pronounced erastian tendencies. Warburton’s assestion that spiritual
affairs were no concemn of the civil magistrate, and hence that utility rather than truth was the
basis of a religious establishment, was viewed with particular suspicton. This premise led him to
argue that, where there was more than one religious society in the state, the magistrate shouid
ally himself with the largest. Such action was again justified by the appeal to utility - ‘the larger

% Warburton, ‘Dedication lo the Divine legatior’, in Works, Iv, 6.

% Warburton, 'Alliance’, in Works, VI, 22. For a brief oulline of the argument of the Divine legalion see AW.
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the religious society is, where there is an equality in other pans, the better enabled it will be to
answer the ends of an alliance'.® Warburion atternpted to extricate himself from some of the
implications of this argument by claiming that, of all religions, Christianity was best fitted to
assist the civil magistrate and that ‘public usility and truth do coincide'. He developed the latter
idea in his thanksgiving sermon for the defeat of the '45 rebellion. There he argued that by the
‘natural influence of their respective powers' true religion produced civil liberty and civil liberty
encouraged the profession of true religion.®

In the eyes of Warburton’s critics, however, such reasoning could not disguise the fact that the
Church gained [ittle from the alliance. The state secured the influence of religion to sirengthen the
fabric of civil society. In retum the Church gained protection from exiernal violence. Yet the
experience of the primitive church suggested that such protection was of little importance in the
task of assisting men in the salvation of their souls. A number of opponents of the establishment
seized on this point. They used Warburton's theory as a weapon in their attack on the established
Church, alleging that the only reason the Church could have had for entering an alliance with the
state and allowing religion to be made the tool of politicians was to secure ‘all that is valuable to
our Clergy’, namely ‘Power and Riches’.®

Warburion’s rreatise was written in defence of the status quo, an established Church supported
by a Test Act. Tt is unswprising, therefore, that his conception of the role of the Church in
society differed little from that of other clergymen. Like them he emphasized the importance of
religion to civil society in supplying the deficiencies of human laws and promoting virtue among
the people. Like them he portrayed the Church as, in part, an agent of the state, responsible for
the distribution of charity, the provision of education, and the inculcation of the duty of obedicnce
to lawful authority.” But most churchmen differed from Warburton in their understanding of the
basis of the relationship between church and state. They were distrustful of the erastian
implications of Warburton’s arguments and, more importantly, they did not believe that the two
sacietics were linked merely by a voluntary, ‘politic’ alliance. They perceived church and state in
terms more reminiscent of the organic, indissoluble union described by Burke at the end of the
century. For Burke church and state were ‘ideas insecparable’, not the independent societies of
Warburion’s Alliance. A ‘religious, national establishment” was ‘essential’' to the state, the
foundation of the ‘whole constitution'. From such an establishment the state did not merely
acquire the influence of religion; it was ‘consecrated’ by the Church. The Church, likewise,

received not only protection against its rivals and a maintenance for its ministers. but also the

& Ibid., pp. 282-3, 242-3.

& Iid., pp. 169-75, 273; Warburton, ‘Sermon preached on the Thanksgiving Day for the suppression of the late
urnatwral rebellion in 1746, in Works, x, 330.

86 The old whig, or, the consistent protestant, 62, 13 May 1736, 64. 27 May 1736; A comment on the rev'd Mr
Warburton's Alliance between church and state. Shewing that an ecclesiastical-establishment and a test-law are
not supportable on his reasoning, either from the essence and end of society; or, from the fundamental principles
of the law of nature and nations . . . (London, 1748), p. 44.

67 See below, cpl 6, for a fuller discussion of the role of the Church.
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assistance of the state in propagatng true religion.®

Burke’s language was different from that employed in the first balf of the century.
Nonetheless, similar conceptions of the relanonship between church and statc were widely held at
that time. As Warburton himself acknowledged in the Alliance, 1t was a ‘common opinion’ that
the office of the civil magistrale extended to the care of souls.” Edward Bentham, for example,
Oxford’s regius professor of divinity from 1763 to 1776, claimed that magistrates were obliged
both ‘to execute justice' and ‘to maintain truth’. The government was responsible not only for
‘the safety, honour, and welfarc of our Soverecign and his Kingdoms’, but also for ‘the
advancement of God’s glory’ and ‘the good of his church’. It was, moreover, the ducy of the king
himself 10 seek ‘God’s honour and glory” and to preserve the ‘godliness’ of his people, as well as
their wealth and peace.” The implications of Bentham's assumption that the state had both secular
and spiritual functions was drawn out by William Freind, who was appointed to the deancry of
Canterbury in 1760. In a sermon before the house of commons he described the ‘Union
inscparable’ which existed ‘between a Free State, and a Church, mild in its Principles, pure in its
Doctrines, simple in its Forms, decent in its Worship’.”

It is unsurprising that such opinions should have been expressed by men of tory backgrounds
educaled at Oxford, a university more self-consciously a bulwark of the Church than Cambridge.
Freind's father, Robert, like his son a graduate of Christ Church, had been headmaster of
Wesmmninster School and an indmate of Francis Alerbury, while Bentham, though a ministerial
supporter by the late 1740s, had voted tory in the university clection of 1737.7 But similar views
were also prevalent among Cambridge educated clergymen wilth impeccable whig credentials,
such as Samuel Squire, for many years chaplain 10 the duke of Newcastle and his Cambridge
sccretary before obtaining the bishopric of St David’s through the earl of Bute in 1781, Squire
agserted that both the civil and ccelesiastical powers werc ‘ordained for edificadon’.” A
Cambridge contemporary, Philip Yonge, another of Newcaste's correspondents and future bishop,
commented similarly on the natural and necessary union of church and state. Explaining that the

two constilutions. civil and religious, ‘have been formed and have grown up as it were together’,

& Burke, ‘Reflections on the revolurion in France, and on the proceedings of certain societies m London relative to
that event’, in Works. 11,371, 364.

¢ Warburion. *Allianee’, in Works, vg, 63.

1 Edward Bentham, A sermon preached before the honouroble house of commons, at St. Margaret's Westminsier,
on Tuesday, Jonuary 30, 1749-50. Being the anniversary of tht martyrdom of K. Charles 1 (Oxford, 1750), pp.
29-30.
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Thursday. January 30, 1755. Being appoirued to be observed as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles ]
(London, 1755), p. 17.
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he wamed that any attempt to separate them wonld inevitably be attended with ‘confusion and
disappointment’.™

As has been said, Warburton's was the only treatise devoted exclusively to the relationship
between churcht and state. Statements such as those quoted above were commonplace in the
sermon literature of the period, but only a few churchmen made more than passing references to
the subject. One exception was Edmund Gibson, bishop of London between 1723 and 1748, who
analyzed the constitutional relatonship between church and state in the ‘Introductory Discourse’
10 his Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani. The importance of this book should not be
underestimated. First published in 1713 in two large folio volumes, it quickly established itself as
the definitive work on English canon law and was reprinted in 1761. It was made more accessible
by Richard Grey whose abridged edition. A system of English ecclesiastical law, first published in
1730, reached its fourth edition in 1743.” Gibsonr’s main preoccupation was to demonstrate that
the Church was an independent society. He assenied that the Church of England had a ‘Divine
Right . . . to the Exercise of Spiritual Discipiin (sic)’, which was embodicd in the constimtion,
recognized by parliament’s confirmation of the office of consecration in the Boock of Common
Prayer. The Tudor laws relating to the royal supremacy, he claimed, were intended only to
exclude the usurped power of the pope, not to deny the authorty belonging to every bishop by
the word of God.™ But it is clear from his account that church and state, though separate
societies, were nonetheless indissolubly linked. Gibson neither made the Church ‘a meer Creature
of the State’, nor did he assert her complete independence of it The prince, or civil magistrate,
was also supreme head of the Church. The administration of both temporal and spiritual matters
flowed from him, in temporal ‘as Suprcme and Sovereign in the State’, in spiritual ‘as Supreme
Head of the Church’.” Thus church and state, while distinct, could not be separated. The
‘Supreme Legislative Powers’ were not excluded from ecclesiastical affairs. On the contrary, they
had ‘a Right . . . to Establish and Encourage that Religion which they believe to be true’. A
national church was only justified ‘as the best Means of promoting Religion, and preserving Peace
and Order in the State’.”

A similar interpretation of the English constitution was pul forward by Gloucester Ridley.

Ridley was never advanced beyond a prebend of Salisbury, but he was a well-known writer who

?  Philip Yonge, A sermon preached before the honourable house of commons, at St Margaret’s, Westminster, on
Friday, January 30, 1756; being appvinied to be vbserved as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles |
(London, 1756), pp. 17-18.

7 Edmund Gibson, Codex jwris ecclesiastici anglicani: or, the stalutes, constitutions, canons, rubricks and articles

of the Church of England, methodically digested under their proper heads, With a commeniary, historical and

Juridical (2 vols., London, 1713; 2nd edn., London, 1761): Richard Grey, A system of English ecclesiastical law.

Extracied from the Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani of the right reverend the lord bishop of London. For the
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Gibson, Codex, pp. xviii, xvii.

7 fbid., p. xviii,
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collaborated with Archbishop Secker on Three letters to the author of The confessional, a reply to
Francis Blackbume’s proposals for liberal reform of the Church’s doctrine and liturgy.” He
developed his ideas on church and state in three semmons preached during the '45 rebellion and
published under the e Constitution in church and state. The purpose of these sermons was to
vindicate the Church of England and its members from the charge of schism made against them
by the Church of Rome. Part of Ridley’s defence was to deny the claim of the pope ‘to
Supremacy in Temporals over Christan Princes and their Subjects’, asserting instead the
supremacy of the civil magistrate. Like Gibson he emphasized the separateness of the Church.
The prince was not supreme over the ‘Universal Church’ or ‘the Church Militant on Earth’, nor
did his supremacy extend over the faith, christian duties or the means of grace. But Ridley too
believed also that the prince was charged with the promotion of religion, and in defence of his
argument he expounded the distinction, preserved at the Reformation, between the ordo and the
jurisdictio of the Church. Both prince and priest were ‘God’s Ministers, appointed to preserve and
continue his Church; yet with a Power not at all divided betwixt them, but totally distinct and
independent’. To the priest were committed ‘the Word and Sacraments’, with the power, ‘from
Christ by successive Dclegation’, to ‘exhort, reprove, and reject from Communion, Prince as well
as Subject’. Bul the priest was entrusted with no coercive power. That power, ‘the Sword’, was
committed to the prince, ‘from God by the Ordinance of Man’. To it both clergy and laity ‘must
be subject’, and ‘should it take Past with Error, They musi patiently endure’, as the Marian
martyrs had done.®

A differem approach 1o the question is illustrated by George Fothergill, the Principal of St
Edmund Hall, Oxford, who expounded a defence of the establishment based, like Warburton's, on
general principles rather than on an exposition of the constitution. Fothergill's intention was to
prove the importance of religion to ctvil society, and in so doing he demonstrated that the two
could not be separated. He condemned the view of human nature that suggested that man had ‘a
Love of Virtue from Virue's Sake’, insisting that although he may havé a disposition to the
practice of virtue and morality. such dispositions were commonly ‘perverted’ by his ‘passions’.
These passions were powerful enough to break through any purely human restraint, whether that
of reason, or the power of the magistrate, or the principles of benevolence and honour. Therefore
there was need of a higher sanction, which could only be provided by religion. '‘Reveal’d
Religion’, by which he meant Christianity, was even more fitted for this task. On the ome hand,
by manifesting ‘the true Source . . . and the proper Cure, of our Degeneracy’, it defined the
nature and purpose of reason, honour and benevolence. On the other, it explained the source of

civil government and secured obedience 1o it, by leaching that it was the ordinance of God

Gloucester Ridley, Three letters to the author of The confessional (London, 1768). Each lenter had beea
previously published separately.

8  Gloucester Ridley. Constitution in church and siale. Three sermons preached on occasion of the presen
rebellion, at St Ann’s Limehouse, and the chapel of Poplar, in Sept. and Oct. 1745 (London, 1746), pp. 1-3, 34,
67-74, 78-9.
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himself.* From these principles Fothergill drew two inferences fo justify the civil establishment of
religion in a manner very different from Warburton. The first was that the civil magistrate was
concemmed and obliged ‘to support and encourage’ both the intemal principles and outward
expressions of religion. Moreover, as the ‘morals of a people may and must suffer from a corrup:
Religion . . . or impure Worship of the Deity’, it was also the magistrate‘s duty to support the
true religion, namely that of the Church of England. Secondly, the magtsirate clearly had a duty
10 suppress vice, immorality and irreligion, because ‘all Attempts to remove the Influences of
Religion’ were also ‘Auempts against Publick Order and Happiness’.*

Even William Paley, writing later in the century, shared many of these assumptions. He did
not believe that religion or the Church were productions of the civil power. A church
establishment, he argued moreover, was ‘no part of Christianity’, explaining in language
reminiscent of Warburton that its justification and authority were therefore ‘founded in its
urllity’.® His reasoning, however, was an implicit rejecion of Warburton's Alliance. Paley
recognized that the civil magistrate had a role in religious affairs, since an establishment was ‘the
means of inculcating’ Christianity. Indeed, a properly ordered establishment united ‘the several
perfections which 2 religious constitution ought 1o aim at: - liberty of conscience, with means of
instruction; the progress of truth, with Lhe peace of society; the right of private judgment, with the
care of public safety'.® For Gibson, Ridley, Fothergill and Paley, as for so many churchmen in
this period, the church establishment was justified not merely on grounds of public wutility, but as
a means of propagating truth and helping men towards salvation. The church could exist, indeed
it had existed, without the support of the state, but the union of church and state was a necessary
part of a christian commonwealth.

Views such as these were not confined to the clergy, but were shared by many of the laity,
including prominent lawyers, despite the vested interest of their profession in limiting the
Jjurisdictional autonomy of the ccclesiastical courts. Two of the most influential lcgal treatises of
the century - Wood’s Institute and Blackstone's Commentaries - both advanced an interprelation
of the constitutional relanonship between church and state which emphasized that each was a
scparate society, but at the same time denied that the Church was completely independemt and
that the civil magistrate was excluded from spiritual affairs. Thomas Wood saw no incompatibility
between the two ideas. On the contrary the constitutional recognition of the imerdependence of

church and state, in the reception and acceptance of ‘the Law of Nature® and ‘the Revealed Law

81 George Fothergill, The importonce of religion o civil socizties. A sermon preached a1 St Mary's in Oxford, a
the assizes: before the honourable Mr. Justice Foriescue-Aland, and Mr. Justice Lee; and before the University:
on Thursday, March 6th. 1734-5 (3rd edn., Oxford, 1745), pp. 7-10, 10-21, 23, 25-6.
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of God' as part of the laws of England, assumed a separate ‘Spiritual Jurisdiction and Authority
i the Church’, He siressed, however, thal that jurisdiction was exercised within England ‘by the
King’s Authority as Supreme Governor of the Church’.®

In the late 1760s Wood’s Instityte was superseded by Blackstone's Commentaries as the
standard text on English law. Blackstone was concemed to emphasize the civil utility of a
national religion, the propagation of which ‘is, abstracted from it's own intrinsic truth, of the
utmost consequence fo the civil state’. But he too believed that church and state were
incorporated together, not merely linked in a politic alliance, for ‘christianity is part of the laws
of England’. In a christian commonwealth such as England the civil magistrate had a
responsibility for the maintenance and propagation of religion. Thus, he was competent to punish
sins against God, such as blasphemy and profane swearing and cursing. Such offences, argucd
Blackstone, were cognizable by both spiritual and temporal cousts. The spiritual courts punished
them, as they punished all offences, ‘for the sake of reforming the private sinner’; the temporal
courts, on the other hand, ‘resent the public affront to religion and morality . . . and correct
more for the sake of example than private amendment’. Apostasy likewise, corrected by the
ecclesiastical courts ‘pro salute animae’, was deserving of punishment by the civil magistrate
when publicly avowed with the intention of subverting religion. The ecclesiastical cournts also had
the power to censure heretics, ‘but not to exterminate or destmoy them’. But Blackstone
significantly excluded this crime from the purview of the civil magistrate. It was not a proper
subject of his concern because it did nol tend ‘to overturn christianity itsclf, or to sap the
foundations of morality’, and Blackstone praised the starute of Charles II’s reign abolishing the
wril de haeretico comburendo as the demolition of the ‘last badge of persecution in the English
law'.%

These ideas, emphasizing the unity of church and state, owed much to Hooker and other
Reformation writers, notably in their development of the concept of the godly prince. In his
exposition of the royal supremacy in Book vm of the Ecclesiastical polity Hooker denied that
therc was a ‘perpetual separation and independency between the Church and the commonwealth’.
There was indeed a distinction between church and state, temporal and spirifual, since cerain
powers - to administer the sacraments, to ordain, o judge as an ordinary, to excommunicate, and
S0 on - were never granted to the civil magistrate. In pagan societies ‘the Church of Chnist’ and
the state were necessarily two separate societies. Thus ‘Church and commonwealth import things
really different; but’, argued Hooker, ‘those things are accidents, and such accidents as may and
should always lovingly dwell together in one subject’.” He stressed the identity of church and

85 Thomas Wood, An institute of the laws of England; or, the laws of England in their natural order, according to
common use. Published for 1he direction of young beginners, or siudents in the law; and of others thal desire to
have a general knowledge in our common and statute laws. In four books (2 vols., London, 1720), 1, 6, 1, 859.
Cf., Lord Chief Justice Mansfield, who stated that ‘The external principles of natural religion are part of the
common law: the essential principles of revealed religion are part of the common law; so that any person
reviling, subverting, or ridiculing them, may be prosccuted at common taw.’ Parl. Hist. xv1,319.

8§ William Blackstone, Commentaries of the laws of England (4 vols., Oxford, 1765-9), 5v,43, 58-9, 434, 45.9.

8  Hooker, Ecclesiastical polity, ¢d. McGrade and Vickers, pp. 343, 352, 342, 339.
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state in a chrisian commonwealth, going further than any of the writers discussed above in his
claim that ‘within this realm of England . . . one society is both the Church and the
commonwealth’ and that a member of the one was necessarily a member of the other ®

Hooker was describing a society in which all the members professed, or were assumed 1o
profess, the same faith. Contrary to what is often suggested, however, eighteenth-century writers
had little difficulty in reconciling the Toleration Act of 1689 with this theory. The conclusions of
Locke’s Letter concerning toleration were widely accepted, although, as has been stressed, his
premise, that the business of civil government and of religion were wholly separate, was not.*
Thus Blackstone, for example, justified toleration within a church-state. He discussed the position
of nonconformists in the context of the crime of schism, which was no concem of the civil
magistrate, ‘unless their tenets and practice are such as threaten ruin or disturbance to the state’,
Severe laws against Roman Catholics were juslified, since their principles were ‘undoubtedly
calculated for the introduction of all slavery, both civil and religious’. But nonconformity in itself
was ‘a matter of private conscience’, and any persecution or oppression on grounds of conscience
in religion was ‘highly unjustifiable upon every principle of natural reason, civil libenty, or sound
religion’.*® Protestant dissenters, whose principles did not threaten the security of the state, were
therefore relieved from the penaltics of all penal laws relating to religion by the Toleration Act.”
Blackstone was emphatic that this ‘very just and christian indulgence’ did not undermine the
foundations of the national Church, and he stressed the difference between ‘toleratson” and
‘establishment’. It was the magistrate’s duty to protect the Church ‘bDy admitling none but it’s
genuine members to offices of trust and emolument’.® When ithe Commentaries were first
published Blackstone was accused by some dissenters of regarding nonconformity as sull ‘a
crime’, the penalties of which had merely been ‘suspended’, contrary to the opinion of Lord Chief
Justice Mansfield®” He was undoubtedly unsympathetic towards protestant dissenters, believing
that many of them had scparated from the Church of England ‘upon maters of indifference, or, in
other words, upon no reason at all'® But in later editions of the Commentaries he clarified his
positon, admitting that, ‘though the crme of nonconformity is by no means universally

abrogated, it is suspended and ceases 10 exist with regard 10" protestant dissenters who conform to
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the provistons of the Toleration Act.”®

In general it was widely held to be beneficial and charitable - to be christian - o tolerate the
adherents of other faiths, however misguided they might be. Even among tories hosulity to the
Toleration Act had all but disappeared by the 1730s.°¢ It was recognized not only that consciences
could not be coerced, but also that such action was undesirable. The importance of 'sincerity’ in
the economy of salvation was emphasized by clergymen throughout the eighteenth~century
Church, not merely by Hoadly and his circle. John Rogers, the royal chaplain whose writings
provoked Samuel Chandler’s attack on the establishment in his History of persecution, was as
emphatic as his critic about this point. He wamed his readers that, however awful the sin of
schism was, it was equally a sin for a person to comply with terms of communion, though lawful,
if he 'is persuaded in his Mind that they are unlawful . . . for to him who thinks them Sin, 10
him they are Sin: and he who can do what he is persuaded is a Sin, his Will is equally criminal,
and he would as certainly have done it if it had been really one'.”” Thus, the clergy of the Church
of England did not wish the resenlment of the magistrate to be directed against ‘the Case of a
Quiet Separation (out of a real Principle of Conscience)’ .’ On the contrary, they exalted the
virtues and advanrages of ‘Temper and Moderation 1owards such as differ from [us] in Point of
refigious Opinion’, toleration bringing 2 security to the Church which it had never enjoyed during
the previous century of ‘Religious Heats and Animosities’.” The Toleration Act became for many
one of the glorics of the Church of England, and the perfection of the English constitution was
that it guarantecd ‘Liberty of Conscience, and the free Exercise of Religion, consistentdly with the
Authority and Establishment of a Christian Church’ '®

William Warburton’s exposition of the theory of church-state relations as a ‘politic alliance'
was therefore a minority view in the mid-eighteenth century. His singularity can be explained,
and the idiosyncracies of his position better understood, by his views on two other issues. In the
first place, the Alliance was based upon his application of Lockean contractarianism to church-

state relations. Warburton claimed that the ‘treaty of convention’ between the two socielies was to
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be found ‘in the same archive with the famous ORIGINAL COMPACT between magistrate and people’.
His Lockeanism went further: he adopted Locke's analysis of the origins of civil society and
shared his belief in the essential distinctiveness of church and state.'™ A few clergymen shared
Warburton's regard for Locke, notably Benmjamin Hoadly and Edmund Law. On the whole,
however, Locke’s political thecory was not widely accepted in eighteenth-century England,
especially by clerical opinion.'” Attiludes towards the Essay on human understanding were
different - it was even quoted approvingly by Edmund Gibson on the subject of faith. But Daniel
Waterland, possibly the most prominent of the Church's theologians in the early part of the
century, saw this work as an exception. When recommending it to undergraduates in their second
year as ‘a book so much (and ! add so justly) valued', he added the waming, ‘however faulty the
author may have been in other writings™."*

Secondly, and perhaps more significantly for the formulation of his theory, Warburton denied
that the civil magistrate had any concermn in the tnith of a religion. He was able to argue in this
way because he differed from most of his clerical contemporaries over the natre of God’s
providential govemment. He rejected the widely held notion that ‘the ways of Providence are
unatierable’ and that therefore the history of the Jews as recorded in the Old Testament was
directly applicable to modern England, arguing that ‘the Christian oeconomy had revealed unto us
a different way of punishing the sins of particulars’.'* The Jewish state was a theocracy, in which
God himself was the supreme magistrate. Government was administered by the exertion of an
extraordinary providence. Religion and society were ‘thoroughly incorporated’, so the subject of
religion was ‘the State collectively’ as well as individuals separately, the sanctions of both being
temporal rewards and punishments. But now, Warburton assereed, mankind was only under a
common providence, and, the christian religion having ‘no public part’, having ‘individuals only,
for its subject’, impiety was only a private crime; punishment was under the gospel dispensation,
the sanctions of which were ‘future rewards and punishmenis'. Warburion did not deny God’s
providential government. Temporal punishments, he admitted, did still occur, but only individuals
were punished for their sins. God’s ‘visible interpositions in the revolutions of States and

Empires’ were reserved for the crimes of states, for the ‘neglect of GOOD FArTH, justice, and equity

100 Warburton, ‘Alliance’, in Works. vi. 164-5, 25-6.

12 JP. Kenyon. ‘The Revolution of 1688: resistance and contract', in Historical perspectives. Studies in English
thought and society, ed. Nejl McKendrick (London, 1974), pp. 43-69; John Dumn, 'The politics of Locke in
England and America in the eighteenth century’, in John Locke: problems and perspectives, ed J.W. Yolton
(Cambridge, 1969), pp. 45-80. For 1 more exaeme restatement of this positon see 1.C.D. Clark, English society
§688-J832. Ideology, social structure and political practice during the ancien regime {(Cambridge. 1985), pp. 45-

0.

' Edmund Gibson, The bishop of London’s second pastoral letter to the people of his diocese; particularly, 1o
those of the two grear ciies of London and Westminsier. Occasion’d by some late writings, in which it ix
asserted, ‘That reason is a sufficient guide in matiers of religion, without the help of revelarior’ (London, 1730),
p. S: Daniel Waterland, 'Advice 10 a young student. With 2 method of study for the first four years', in The
works of the rev. Daniel Waterland, D D., ed. William van Mildert (2nd edn., 6 vols., Oxford, 1843), v, 405.

1% Thomas Sherlock, A sermon preached at the cathedral church of Salisbury, October 6, 1745, On occasion of the
rebellion in Scotland (London, 1745), p. §; William Warburton, *‘Three sermons preached and published on the
occasion of the lale rebellion in 1745, in Works, ©x, 305.
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in the transactions of one of these communities towards all others’.®

This argument, however, was highly controversial and Warburton was atiacked by 2 number of
clergymen for his advocacy of it'® John Egerton even made a veiled criticism of his episcopal
colleague in a sermon before the house of lords. Egerton acknowledged thet the Jewish state was
a special case, since it was ‘literally a Theocracy’, the civil govermment being continued ‘under
the known and confessed direction of the Deity'. But the coming of Christ had not abrogated
God’s ‘moral government of the world’, as was demonstrated by the punishments that had been
visited on peoples other than the Jews: ‘Nineveh, Babylon, and other cities were destroyed on
account of their sins; and it was for transgression, that the old world was overwhelmed by the
deluge’. Consequently, it was evident that civil government ‘requires the hand of the Almighty to
maintain and support it'.)” This dispute was of cemral importance in the debate about church-
state relations: if God did indeed punish states for the private sins of their cidzens, then the civil
magistrate, whose care was the public good, was necessarily interesied in his subjects’ spiritual
condition. Indeed, it was his duty to promote piety and virtue.'® The case was neatly summed up
by John Wiicox, the master of Clare College, Cambridge. He reiterated the assumption of many
of his contemporaries when he claimed that the stability of government could only be guaranteed
by religion, ‘as it procures the Favour and Protection of Gob, wheo presides, with a peculiar
Providence, over Societies and Communities of Men’. God’s government, moreover, was
administered ‘with regard to Men's Actions’, and he wamed that ‘it i5 not to be doubted, he
dispenses his Favour to Nations and Kingdoms, or withdraws jt from them, as Virtue or Vice,
Religion or Impiety, respectively prevail among them'.'®

Warburton’s theory of church and state cannot thercfore be regarded as representative of
eighteenth-century opinion. What has been said of other writers may not convey the impression
that they were advocating a coherent altemative to the Alliance. But it is not the intention of this
chapter to suggest that Warburton should be replaced by, for example, Gibson as the exponent of
the orthodox theory of church-state relations. The aim is rather to show that there was no single
theory that commanded general assent. Warburion was atypical, not because he rejected the
orthodox theory, but because he did not share a set of widely held assumptions about church and

168 Warbunton, ‘Threc sermons’, in Works, . 2934, 308, 298-300; idem, ‘Sermon preached before the right
honourable the house of lords, January 30, 1760, in Works, x, 19. Warbvrion did concede that peoples (us
disunct from states) were punished for the sins of particulars 'by, what may be called, the national judgments of
famine, pestilence, or any other way that hurts not the Constitusion'. Works, 1x, 309.

16 P.g, Henry Siebbing, The history of Abraham, in the plain and obvious meaning of i, justified, against the
objections of the author of The divine legation of Moses, &c. To which is added, A state of the argument
concerning the knowledge of the docirine of a future siate among the ancienl Jews, as U stands upon the foot of
the lotest concessions of that learned writer (London, 1746), p. L00.

197 John Egerton, A sermon preached before the right honourable the lords spirilual and temporal in parliament
assembled, (n the abbey-chwrch, Wesiminster, on Friday, January 30, 176]. Being the doy appointed to be
observed as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles I (London, 1761), pp. 6-7, 11-12.

18 Thomas Fothergill, The reasonableness and uses of commemorating King Charles’s martyrdom. A sermon
preached before the University of Oxford, at St Mary’s, on Tuesday, January 30. 1753 (London, 1753), p. 14,

{®  John Wilcox, A sermon preached before the house of commons, at St. Margaret's Westminster, on Monday, Jan.
30. 1737. Being the day appointed 10 be observed as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles I (London,
1738). p. 13.
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state: that the civil magistrate had a duty to support the propagation of the true religion; that
religion was necessary for the security of the state, not only on grounds of civil utility, but also
because of the namre of God's providential government; in short, that in a christian
commonwealth church and state, though independent societies, were indissolubly united. Within
these parameters there were many differences of emphasis, which were themselves somelimes the
cause of great controversy. The different approaches to the subject of Gibson and Fothergill have
already been discussed. More controversial was the dispute between Gibson and Hardwicke over
the later’s judgment, as Lord Chief Justice, in the case of Middleton v. Crofis.'*®

This case, a prosecution for a clandestine marriage, came before Hardwicke on an application
for a prohibition to remove it from the ecclesiastical conrt. Hardwicke's judgment was complex,
bul the dispute between the Lord Chief Justice and Gibson centred on his comments on the force
of the canons of 1603. Hardwicke argued that these canons did not ‘proprio vigore bind the
laity’. He accepted the judgment of Lord Chief Justice Holt that they bound the clergy, having
been confirmed by the king, but he insisted that parliamentary confirmation was necessary before
canons bound the laity. Hardwicke admitted, however, that many of the provisions of the 1603
canons did bind the laity because they were ‘declaratory of he ancient usage of and law of the
Church of England, received and allowed here'.!'! This judgment provoked Gibson to write a long
memorandum proving that canons enacted according to the Submission of the Clergy Act were
binding upon both laity and clergy without explicit parliamentary approval. This paper remained
unpublished, but the basis of Gibson's argument was contained in the Codex. It was founded
upon the claim that England had ‘two Legislatures’, one of *persons Spiritual’ to frame laws for
the Church, the other of ‘persons Temporal’ to frame laws for the state. Such laws, when
confirmed by the king ‘as Sovereign, and Supreme Head’, became ‘obligatory to the People’."” At
heart, therefore, this controversy was about the nature of the royal supremacy in ecclesiastical
matters, Gibson belicved it lay in the king himself, whereas Hardwicke was suggesting a more
impersonal location, reminiscent of the king in parliament. It might be argued that this was a
division between a clerical and a lay interpretation. But this suggestion, however plausible, is
difficult to substantiate. Bishop Sherlock, a man no less vigorous in support of the rights of the
Church than Gibson, ‘approved’ Hardwicke's reasoning and ‘was entirely of opinion with the
Judgment'.’?

Some idea of the variety of emphases possible within the parameters outlined above can be
gained by examining the clergy's discussion of one topic related to the subject of church-state

relations; the obedience due (o civil government. A few clergymen believed that sovereignty

110 For this dispute sce Nowmman Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker. Aspects of English chwrch history 1660-1768
(Cambridge, 1959), pp. 203-4. Hardwicke's judgment is discussed at some lenglh by C.E. Croft, ‘Philip Yorke,
first earl of Hardwicke - an assessment of his legal carcer’, unpublished Ph.D, dissertalion, University of
Cambridge, 1583, pp. 92-105.

W2 Aik. 650, 653, 665.
M2 Gibson, Codex, p. xxix; Sykes, From Sheldon 1o Secker, pp. 203-4.
113 Lambeth Palace Library, Secker Papers VH. fol. 119: Hardwicke to Secker, 23 Nov. 1759.
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resided in the people and that government was contractual, but they were only a minority and,
like Warburton, their views on church and state were usually idiosyncratic.'® The majority
believed govemment to be the ordinance of God. Nonetheless they differed in their accounts of
the obedience due to it and consequently in their imcrpretations of 1640-2 and 1688.

James Beauclerk, the bishop of Hereford, was unqualified in his demands for submission to
govemment: governments were instituted by the *Wisdom and Goodness of the Almighty’, their
rulers were ‘his Vicegerents upon Earth’ and ‘their Persons and Offices are reputed sacred and
inviolate’. Disobedience and rebellion, he wamed, destroyed ‘the very Being of Civil Society’ and
he demanded obedience and submission ‘of all Christians as a necessary Duty’.'* The tone of
George Fothergill was very similar:

Sedition and Rebellion . . . can never be consider’d as indifferent or harmless Things,
by any real Friend w the social Interests of Mankind, any sincere Professor of the
Religion of the Blessed JESUS, or any rrue Son of That Church, whose Honour it has
ever been constantly to inculcate the Duty of Subjection to the higher Powers.
In contrast to Beauclerk, however, Fothergill was careful to define his position on 1688. Writing
in 1746 he was able to claim that the setttement of the crown in the Hanoverian line for so many
years made it evident who the higher powers were, ‘and has been over and over recognized (as it
was at first esiablished) by the supreme Wisdom of the Nation’. Even if anyone did still have
scruples, these could hardly have justified rebellion, as the setting up and removing of kings was
undoubtedly part of God's prerogative.''

Here Fothergill was advancing the providential argument, which had emerged as the dominant
imerpretation of the Revolution by the end of Anne’s reign.'” Many mid-century clergymen
appear 10 have been equally reluctant to abandon a position that allowed the continued advocacy
of the Church’s traditional case for non-resistance and submission to the civil magistrate, and yet
permitied its application to the house of Hanover. Thus, Bishop Trevor, although he admitted that
James II had breached his coronation oath and subverted the constimtion, insisted that ‘a glorious
Deliverer’ had been raised up for the nation by ‘a wonderful Providence™ .

Some of his cotleagues on the other hand made greater concessions o the principle of

resistance. Joseph Butler argued that government was of ‘divine appointment’, to which

gy James Thbetson, The heinous nature of rebellion. A sermon preached in the cathedral church of York, on
Thursdny, August 21, 1746. Before this grace the lord archbishop: the right hon. the lord viscourt Irwin, lord
lieurenant of the East-Riding; the right hon. the lord chief baron Parker, the honourable Mr baron Clarke; and
olhers; appointed by his majesty’s special commission o iry the rebels (London, 1746), pp. 12-13. Cf,,
Warbarton, 'Three sermons’, in Works, x, 291.

115 Tames Beauclerk, A sermon preached before the right honourable the lords spiritual and temporal in parliament
assembled, in the abbey-church, Westminster, on Thursday, January 30th, 1752. Being the anniversary of the
martyrdom of King Charles I (London, 1752), pp. 12, 10, 5.

N6 George Fothergill, The duty of giving thanks for national deliverances. A sermon preach'd al St. Martin's in
Oxford, before the mayor and corporation, on Thursday, Oclober 9th. 1746. Being the day appointed to be kept
as a general thanksgiving (o almighty God, for the suppression of the late rebellion (Oxford, 1747), p. 30.

U7 ].P. Kenyon, Revolution principles. The politics of party 1689-/720 (Cambridge, 1977), pp. 201-2; H.T.
Dickinson, ‘The ejghteenth~century debate on [he “Glorious Revolution™', History, 1a (1978), 36-7.

V18 Richard Tyevor, A sermon preach’d before the lords spiritual and temporal, in the abbey-church as Westninsier,
on the 5th of November, 1745. Being the anniversary of the powder plot (London, 1745), p. 18.
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submission was commanded by the laws of nature and of God. This rule of obedience was not,
however, absolute, but men were ‘apt enough of themselves to make the exceptions, and not to
need being continually reminded of them’. A similar doctrine was enunciated by Thomas Hayter,
created bishop of Norwich in 1749. He claimed that nothing ‘but a case of extreme necessity,
which will always explain itself when it comes’, could free subjects from their duty of obedience,
enforced by the ‘strongest and most sacred ties of human and divine laws™."*

In common with the other writers discussed so far Hayter believed that all power was derived
from God. He also argued that the obligation to do good arose with the power and was
inseparable from it Indeed. it was ‘impious 10 assen, that any man can properly be a vicegerent
and minister of God to us for evil’. Hayter weni no further than to point out that princes, as well
as subjects, were uvltimately accountable to God and that ‘Measures of Obedience’ were
determined by the particular laws of each community.'® Other clergymen, however, developed
this idea to limit resistance in another way. Philip Yonge demanded ‘submission and obedience’
to kings, who were ‘fathers of their people', but he admitted that at the beginning of the
Rebellion ‘free, and legal, and parliamentary opposition to illegal acts’ had been justified.'” In a
similar fashion Gloucester Ridley defendcd the events of 1688. Resistance ‘on the Score of
Religion’ was never justified, even if the prince should support ‘Error’, but, he claimed, such
unqualified obedience was due only in ecclesiastical matters. In civil affairs Ridley quoted
Machiavelli and Bishop Bilson to prove that resistance was not only lawful, but ‘laudable’, if *the
Nobles and Commons join together to defend their ancient and accustomed Liberty, Regiment and
Laws" against a prince who was attempting to subject the kingdom to foreign rule or {o ‘change
thec Form of the Commonwealth from Imperie (or just Government) to Tyranny'.'?

This diversity of views on the nature of the obedience due to civil government may give some
idea of the variety of emphases in contemporary attitudes to church and state. Nevertheless, on
this particular question, as on the broader subject, it is important not to ignore the common
ground that existed. Through the century in the teaching of the Church it is possible to identify
the emergence of a concept of obedience due to the state, 8 more impersonal embodiment of
lawful authorily than the king. It was widely accepted that 'Govemment in general’ was the

ordinance of God, yet the particular form of government in any communily was 'the Imvention

% Joseph Buuer. ‘Sermon preaclied before the hovse of lords, Jan. 30, 174041°, in The works of Joseph Buler,
D.CL. sometime lord bishop of Durham, ed. W.E. Gladstone (2 vols., Oxford, 1896), n, 334-5; Thomas Hayrer, A
sermon preached béfore the honourable house of commons, at St Margaret's Westminsier, on Wednesday, June
11, 1746. Being the anniversary of his majesty’s happy accession 1o the throne (London, 1746). pp. 11-12.

% Hayter, Sermon preached June 11, 1746, p. 10; idem, A sermon preached before the right honourable the lords
spiritual and temporal in parliament assembled, in the abbey-church Westminster, on Tuesday. January 30, 1749-
50. Being the day appointed io be observed as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles 1 (London, 1750), pp.
10-11.

128 Yonge, Sermon preached January 30, 1756, pp. 7, 1); idem, A sermon preached before the right honourable the
lords spiritual and temporal in parliament assembled, in the abbey-church, Westminster, on Tuesday, January 30,
1759. Being the day appoinied to be observed as the day of 1he marryrdom of King Chaorles I (London, 1759), p.
16.

12 Ridley, Constitution in church and stale, pp. 79-81.
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and Contrivance of Man'.'? Repeatedly the clergy talked of the importance of submission to
‘lawful authority’, for, as bishops Keene and Hayter pointed out, Christianity taught duties to
govemnors as well as to the governed.'” The implicaton of these argumerds was drawn out
explicitly by Edward Bentham. Christianity demanded obedience o the civil magistrate, yer, he
argued, it did not concern itself with ‘the distribution of civil rights and privileges’. Thus, the
constitution of each country prescribed what ‘is Law, what are the boundaries and measures of
the Magistrate’s authority., and the Subject’s obedience'® It was not the prince in person who
was entitled 1o absolute obedience, but the law, the state. Even Thomas Fothergill, the younger
brother of George, dectared, in a sermon before the University of Oxford denounced in the
Monthly review as reviving jacobite principles and the ‘doctrine of passive obedience’, that
submission was due ‘to Govemment’. The use of the abstract is significant. As Fothergill
explained, Christianity left men free ‘from the Laws and Constitution of their Country, to
determine, to whom, and in what Measure, that Obedience was due’.’* Belief in divine right had
nol been destroyed by the Revolution, although perhaps a shor-lived doctrine of the divine,
indefeasible, hereditary right of kings had been. The divine right of govemment, which in
England was a govemment in which sovereignty was vested in the impersonal trinity of king,
lords and commons, bounded and defined by the laws, was stll vigorously asserted.

The necessity of an established Church was widely accepted in cighlteenth-century England. Only
a small minority on the periphery of political life, though admittedly often a vocal minority,
rejected the idea of the establishment. Another minority, including some members of the
established Church itself, denied that the Test and Corporation Acts were essential for its
maintenance. The majority of the political elitc, however, believed that the establishment was
necessary and benecficial, accepting the need for the Test and Corporation Acts to protect it from
its assailants and for a toleraton guaranteeing freedom of worship to those who could not in
conscience conform. William Warburton’s doctrine of a ‘poliic alliance’ founded on
considerations of civil utifity was not, however, widely shared as an exposition of this relationship
between church and state. Warburton’s theory was too dependent on the assumptions and
arguments of those who wished to change Lhe Revolution setlement of the Church. The
dichotomy suggesied by the title of this chapter - union or albance - is a little misleading:
‘alliance’ was used by many clergymen as a synonym for ‘union’. Nonetheless it serves to
emphasize that most members of the established Church, laity as well as clergy, believed that in a

B Hayter, Sermon preached Japuary 30, 1749-50, p. 10.

% Yonge, Sermon preached January 30, 1756, p. 7: Hayler, Sermon preached January 30, J749-50, pp. 9-10;
Edmund Keene, A sermon preached before the right honourable the lords spiritual and lemporal in parliament
assembled, in the abbey-church Westminster, on Tuesday, January 30, 1753. Being the day appointed to be
observed as the day of the martyrdom of King Charles ! (London, 1753}, pp. 21-2.

2% Bentham, Sermon preached January 30, 1749-50, p. 1).

% Fothergill, The reasonableness and uses of commemorating King Charles’s martyrdom, pp. 17-18; The monthly
review, v {1753), 471, 319.
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christian commonwealth spiritual and temporal could not be clearly separated, so church and state
were necessanly incorporated together. The rest of this dissertation will be concemed with the
practical expressions of this relationship. The next section, through a stidy of the crown’s
ecclicsiastical patronage, will explore the attitudes of the government towards the Church. Then
the clergy's perception of their relationship to the secular state will be examined. Finally,
consideration will be given to the Church in mid-century polifics, a role made inescapable by its
links with the state.
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PART I1I:

PATRONAGE AND THE CHURCH
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4. The control of ministerial patronage

The practical relationship between church and state rcflected that embodied in political and
constitutional thought. In theory chiurch and state were linked in an organic union. In practice the
Church performed many functions cssential to the well-being of the state, while the civil
magistrate was responsible for the protection and advancement of religion. In praclice, as in
theory, the Church was at the same time an independent corporation, or, rather, an agglomeration
of scparate corporations, over which the state had little direct influence. Even in a period when
church-state relations were an infrequent subject of parliamentary debate, the Church was still an
important political issue, demanding the constant attention of government. Ministers were required
1o formulate and implement an ecclesiastical policy, not simply because religion was constandy
threatening to re-emerge as the central issue of party politics, but because the Church was of
crucial importance in the administration of the state.

Parliamentary supremacy in ecclesiastical affairs provided an ultimate control. But stalute
could only create the framework for church-state relations; it was not a tool for the day-to-day
govermment of the Church. Morcover, for reasons which will be discussed later, mid-eighteenth-
century politicians were wary ol pariiamentary interfecence in church affairs. Buc if conirol over
the Church was impossible, the appointment of its ministcrs offered opportunities for moulding its
character. Patronage, therefore, was of central imporiance in the rclationship between church and
swate; it was an integral part of the ecclesiastical policy of any ministry. Before discussing the
relationship between patronage and policy during the period 1742-62, however, it is necessary @
understand who controlled the disposal of ministeriat patronage.

As in most European countries ecclesiastical parronage was not vested in the state. In 1742 the
crown was patron of only 9.6% of all preferments.! Even this patronage was vested in several
individuals. The lord chanceltor nominated to all crown livings valued at £20 or under in the
king's book without reference to the king, and he guarded his rights jealously.* He was patron of
783 out of 902 crown benefices. The chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster presented to a further
40. Thus, only 79 were in the gilt of the king himself.* The Church (Uirough individual bishops)
decided whom to ordain, but after that it had little control over who was appoinled ta its jivings
among the group of ordained ministers. Only 26% of livings were in the hands of churchmen,
mainly bishops and cathedral chapters, although this figure rose to 88.8% in the diocese of
Bangor and 90.1% in St Asaph. In Norwich, on the other hand, it fell to 11.9%. In addition,

b D.R. Hirschberg, ‘The government and church patronage in England, 1660-1760°, J.B.S., xx (1980-1), 112-13.

2 For the opposition of Lord Chancellor King 1o proposals 1o wransfer the chancellor’s paronage back la the king,
see Norman Sykes, Edmund (Gibson, bishup of London, 1669-1748. A study in politics and religion in the
eighteenth century (London, 1926), pp. 109-15.

3} The figures have been calculated from John Ecton, Thesaurus rerum ecclesiasticarum. Being an account of the
valuaiions of all the ecclesialical benefices in the several divceses of England apd Wales . . . (2nd edn.,
London, 1754), There were a small number of olher livings to which the crown had the right o present
alternately with other patrons. In addition the Prince of Wales presented o 69 livings.
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educational foundations, especially Oxbridge collcges, presented to 6.7% of livings, concentrated,
as might be expected, in the dioceses of Ely and Oxford.*

The majority of church livings in England and Wales, 53.4%, were comurolied by private
individuals.® Advowsons, the right of presentation to a bencfice, were bought and sold. They were
regarded in law as property. Indeed, they were often an extremely valuable species of propery,
and patronage rights werc fiercely defended by laymen. If a bishop refused to institute a
nominated clergyman, the patron could force him to justify his action in the Cournt of Common
Pleas by a writ of guare impedit.® One reason why the right of patronage was so valued, was that
it was a means of providing for family members. During the eighteenth centry about 20% of
incumbents in the archdeaconry of Lewes were related to their patrons, Nepotism such as this was
regarded as perfeclly legitimate. Both William Webster and Richard Newton, neither of whom
were slow to criticize the Church establishment, allowed that ‘Affinity and Friendship’ were
‘reasonable Considerations’ in the disposal of preferments.” Private patronage was also valued
because it allowed laymen to prefer clergy of whose political or theological views they approved.
In the later years of the century the evangelical revival within the Church was sustained, at least
in part, by the provision made for godly clergy by sympathetic patrons. Similarly, tn the first half
of the century, professed tories were nol forced to beg preferment from whig ministers and
bishops, but could tum to tory politicians and many of the Oxford colleges.”

The influence of the ministry over the Church, however, was not as restricted as these figures
might suggest. Although the crown was the patton of only a fraction of parochial livings, it
appointed many of the Church's dignitaries. The king nominated to all bishoprics, to twenty-five
deaneries,’ to the canonries of Westminster, Windsor, Worcester and Christ Church, to nine of
twelve at Canterbury, and to the four residentaryships of St Paul's. In addition, the lord
chancellor presented to six prebends of Bristol, to five each of Gloucester and Norwich, and 10
four of Rochester.” If it was visionary for ministers to attempt to control the Church through the
appoinmment of its clergy, they could at least hope to mould its character through the choice of its

govemors.

% Hirschberg, ‘The government and church pawonage', pp. 112-13. In the diocese of Oxford educational
foundations were the patrons of 35.8% of livings, and in Ely of 28.4%. In only three other dioceses did this
figure rise above 10%: Winchesier, Salisbury, and, surprisingly, Chester.

5 Hirschberg, ‘The government and church pawonage’, pp. 112-13.

6  Richard Bum, Ecclesiastical law (2 vols., London, 1763), u, 115-16; G.F.A. Besl, Temporal pillars. Queen
Anne's Bounty, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and the Church of Englund (Cambridge, 1964), pp. 47-58.

7 William Webster, A freatise on places and preferments, especiolly church-preferments (London, 1757), p. 12
Richard Newton, Pluralities indefensible. A treatise humbly offered 1o the consideration of the parliamem of
Great-Britain. By a presbyter of the Church of England (London, 1743), pp. 310-11; P.A. Bezodis, 'The English
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the gift of the bishops of those dioceses. There was no dean of St David’s.
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The duke of Newcastle as ‘ecclesiastical minister’

Both contemporaries and historians bave agreed that throughout the mid-eighteenth cenlury
ministerial ecclesiastical patronage was controlled by the duke of Newcastle. Edmund Pyle's oft-

quoted account, though particularly caustic, is not untypical:

The Archbishop of Canterbury! . . . seces he’s a cypher who they will let have no
influence, & will gladly lay any blame upon. The Minister himself is the Fac Totum in
ecclesiastic affairs, & a swect manager he 18, for whal with the last Election, & his
pitiful passion for the Chancellorship of Cambridge he has involved himself in promises
of church preferments to the greatest degree of perplexity. There are now two vacant
stalls; one at Durham, & one at Canterbury; & he durst not dispose of either of them. He
torments the poor Archbishop for everything that falls in his gift, so that if a thing drops,
he is forced to give it away the moment he is informed of it, for fear of the Duke of
Newcastle. He is as great a plague to the other Bishops, asking even for their small
livings. Ely'? gives him everything (they say, by bargain:) Chichester, Peterborough,
Durham, Gloucester, Salisbury,” &c., &c., are slaves to him, in this respect. Only
London & Winchester give him flat denials, unless we arc 1o add York," which is a
point problematical. As 1o the Lord Chancellor,”® it is a kind of bargain made with
everyone that enters upon that high office, ‘that the Minister shall dispose of most of the
church preferments in his gift"."”

Nomman Sykes, in the most comprehensive modern assessment of Newcastle's role emphasizes his
weakness, incompetlence and vacillation. But, in common with most contemporaries he concurs in
Pyle’s claim not only that Newcastle’s control of crown patronage was almost complete, but that
he also encroached on that of the lord chancellor and the bishops.” Some recent historians of the
whig supremacy have taken this argument a step further, rationalizing the complex process of

ecclesiastical patronage and concentrating it all in the ‘unofficial post’ of ‘ecclesiastical minister’,

11 Thomas Herring

2 Mauhias Mawson

4 William Ashburmham; John Thomas; Richard Trevor; James Johnson: John Gilbert,

¥4 Thomas Sherlock and Benjamin Hoadly

13 Manhew Huton

18 The ear} of Hardwicke.

17 Memoirs of a royal chaplain, 1729-63. The correspondence of Edmund Pyle, D.D. chaplain in ordinary to
George I, with Samuel Kerrich, D.D., vicar of Dersingham, rector of Wolferton, and rector of West Newton, ed.
Albert Hartshorne (London, 1905), p. 218: Pyle to Kerrich, 8 OcL 1754,

18 Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the eighteenth century (Cambridge, 1934), pp. 176-7; Sykes,
Gibson, p. 112; Sykes, “The duke of Newcastle as ecclesiastical minister’, £H.R., Lvi (1942), 59-84. Cf., 'Ths
life of Dr Thomas Newton’, in The lives of Dr Edward Pocock, the celebrated orientalist, by Dr Twells; of Dr
Zachary Pearce, bishop of Rochester, and of Dr Thomas Newton, bishop of Bristol, by themselves; and of the
Rev, Philip Skelton, by Mr Burdy (2 vols., London, 1816), I, 100; D.A. Winstanley, The university of Camnbridge
in the eighteenth century (Cambridge, 1922), pp. 35-6: Reed Browning, The duke of Newcastle (New Raven,
1975). p. 188. D.R. Hirschberg has made some acule criticisms of the prevailing orthodoxy. ‘The government
and church pawonage’, pp. 127-39. However, his emphuasis on Newcasile as the ‘coordinator’ of ecclesiastical
preferment, ‘the central clearing house for personnel appoinments” diminishes loo much Newcasue's influence. If
his ‘stewardship’ was indced ‘something of a golden age’, it was because he was allowed 10 pursve 2 consistent
policy towards the Chucch for over a decada rathey than because of his willingness to supervise the appointment
process.
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occupied from 1723 to 1736 by Edmund Gibson, bishop of London, and then by Newcastle."”

Newcastle did indeed describe himself as ‘the Ecclesiastical Minister’,® and there is little
doubt that in the 1740s and 1750s he exercised more control over ecclesiastical appointments than
any other politician or clergyman in the eighteenth century. However, as he himself knew, his
influence was severely limited. These limitations have often becn ignored, but awareness of them
is essential for an understanding of the operation of the patronage system and hence of the parn
played by patronage in the ministry’s ecclesiastical policy.

For Sykes, as for Pyle, one of the characieristics of Newcastle as ecclesiastical minister was
his engrossment of the patronage of the lord chancellor and the bishops. As has already been
noted, the lord chancellor presented to the great majority of crown livings. The bishops were also
influential patrons. Some, such as those of Peterborough, Oxford and Gloucester, had only a
meagre patronage. The archbishop of Canterbury, on the other hand, was the patron of 152
livings, and, according 10 the Clergyman’s Intelligencer, the bishops together presenied to over
1300 livings and 530 cathedral dignities.” Influence over such an extensive patronage would
indeed bave made Newcastle ‘the Fac Totum in ecclesiastical affairs’. In fact, there is litde
evidence to substantiate this claim.

From the beginning of the period under discussion until Newcastle’s resignation in November
1756 and the brief interlude of the Pitt-Devonshire administration, Hardwicke was lord chancellor.
That recommendations and advice on ecclesiastical matters should have passed between Newcastle
and the lord chancellor is not in the least surprising considering the personal and political
friendship between them. Newcastle regularly consulted Hardwicke over the disposal of crown
patronage,” and often recommended clergymen to him for livings in his gift® But such
recommendations were not guaranteed of success.” Hardwicke guarded jeatously the patronage
rights of the greal seal. In 1752 a dispute arose over the rectory of St Mary Woolnoth. Newcastle
believed that the presentation lay in the king, and nominated Mr Black. Hardwicke believed il to
be in the chancellor and nominated Charles Plumptre. Hardwicke supponted his right with a
number of legal precedents and refused to depart from his nomination, believing it his ‘duty, for

19 Browning, Newcasile, pp. 78-9; W.A. Speck, Stability and sirife. Englond 1714-60 (London, 1977), p. 93.
Betweest 1723 and 1736 conwol of czown palronage rernained in the hands of Walpole and the secretanies of
state. Although he was pecuiiarly influential, Gibson wes one in a succession of ecclestastical advisers, like Wake
before him, and Pouter, Sherlock, Herring and Secker after iim. Bul this interpretation has encouragad the belief
that {736 marked a decisive advance in lay control of the Church and in ils subservience 1o consideratons of
‘partisan politics'. T.F.J. Kendrick, 'Sir Robert Walpole, the old whigs and the bishops, 1733-6: a swudy in
eighteenith-century parbamentary politics’, HJ., xa (1968), 421-45. Cf.. D.G. Bames, ‘The duke of Newcastle,
ecclesinstical minister, 1724-54', Pacific Historical Review, m (1934), 164-91. Bames is a luwle more
sophisticated, dividing Newcastle’s tenure as secretary of stale inw three penods: 1724-36, 1736-42 and 1742-34.
[n the middle period he sces Walpole as an obstacle to his ‘unrestricted control’.

B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 472: Newcastle to Pelham, 27 Aug. 1750.

U The clergyman's intelligencer: or, a compleal alphabetical list of all the patrons in England and Wales, with the
dignities, livings, and benefices in their gift (London, 1745).

% '] seldom, of never, mention any to His Majesty, withow having, previously, inform’d your Lordship, and my
Brother of it." B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 479: Newcastle 1o Hardwicke, 27 July 1750.

B B.L. Add. 32714, (ols. 551-2; J. Plumptre lo Newcastle, 30 Jan. 1748; Add. 32718, fols. 27-8: J. Sherwin to
Newcastle, 18 Jan. 1749; Add. 32724, fols. 370-1: Richard Newlon to Newecastle, 16 June 1751,

% E.g. B.L. Add. 32704, (ols. 89-90, (134: Lord Irwin o Newcastte, 24 Feb., 6 Mar. 1745.
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His Majesty’s Service, to make the utmost Stand against it'. However, as Black had ‘a very good
Character’ and was recommended by the French ambassador, the duc de Mirepoix, and his
preferment would lay a ‘great Obligation” upon the ambassador, Hardwicke consented, once his
right bad been established, to present Black to the Jiving of Hampton. However, he told
Newcastle, that if Black declined Hampton, he considered himself ‘discharged from any
Engagemt'.” Sir Robenn Henley, appointed lord keeper following Newcastle’s return 1o power in
1757, was no more compliant. Newcastle was conscious of the danger of recommending
candidates too frequently. He felt unable even to convey a recommendation of the duke of
Grafton to Henley, advising the duke that he would be more certain of success if he wrote
himself.”

Newcastle's relationship with the bishops was different from that with Hardwicke, but he came
no nearer to controlling their patronage. He was sometimes very pressing in his applications, and
provoked a plaintive cry from Archbishop Herring: ‘I wish, I knew how to parry against his
Grace, for my Friends are somewhat disposed to murmur, if not clamour’.” But it is significant
that his complaint referred to Sussex livings in which Newcastle, as lord lieutenant, considered he
had a particular interest.” Moreover, Herring was not as helpless as he liked to suggest, and twice
refused to present a candidate recommended by Newcastle (0 Ringmer, appointing instead in 1748
lus Oxford chaplain and in 1754 a man suggesied by Lord De La Warr, another prominent local
landowner.” In fact Newcastle was more inclined 1o complain about the unwillingness of the
bishops to do favours for him. He was profuse in his thanks when Bishop Keene appointed his
nominee, Johm Morgan, to the commissaryship of Richmond, commenting that it was ‘A Favour, ]
have not yet found, from Any of Those, who may have had equal Obligation to Me with
yourself; except the present ArchBistiop of York™.®

In most cases Ncwcastle was simply forwarding the applications of others. In December 1750
he received letters from Job Charlton and John Thornhagh, two Notlinghamshire friends, asking
him to recommend 10 the archbishop of York candidates for a vacant prebend of Southwell.! In
1755, at the application of the ear! of Powis, he wrote to Bishop Pearce recommending Robert

% B.L. Add. 32726, fols. 306-7: Hardwicke w Newcaste, 20 Mar. 1752: ibid,, fols. 308-9: Hardwicke o
Newcastle, 20 Mar. $752; ibid,, fols. 310-13;: Newease 10 Hardwicke, 21 Mar. 1752; ibid., fols. 395-6:
Hardwicke 1o Newcaslle, 10 Apr. 1752. The dispute arose because St Mary Woolnoth was a vnited living worlh
more than £20 p.a. m the king’s books. But before it had been united, the crown living, which gave the crown
the might of allernate presentations to the umited living, had been worth £18 p.a.. and hence in the gift of the
chancellor.

% B.L. Add. 32873, fol. 424: Newcaste to Grafion, 2 Sept. 1757; Add. 3287t, fol, 456: Newcastle 1o Henley, 30
June 1757; Add. 32872, fol. 417; Newcastle o Henley, 2 Aug. 1757.

27 B.L. Add. 35599, fol. 205: Herring to Hardwicke, 27 July 1754.

B  B,L. Add. 35599, fol. 205: ibid., fols. 148-50: Herring io Hardwicke, 27 Jan. 1754.

2  B.L. Add. 32714, fols. 156-7: Hering to Newcastle, 29 Jan. 1748; Ada. 35599, fol. 205.

56 BL. Add. 32732, fol. 709: Newcastle o Keene, 22 Scpt. 1753. The archbishop of York was Hutton. Cf.,
Edmund Pyle's commeunt quoted above, p. 70.

3t B.L. Add. 32723, fols. 385-6: Job Charlton to Newcastle, 15 Dec. 1750; ibid., (ols. 407-8: John Thomhagh 10
Newcastle, 22 Dec. 1750. Charlton was M.P. for Newark, 1741-61. He was Newcastle’s manager at Newark, and
acted as intermediary betwcen Newcaslle and Lord Middleton, the lezder of the Notlinghamshire tories. John
Thomhagh was M.P. for Nottinghamshire, 1747-74.
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Lewis for the chancellorship of Bangor. A few days later Pearce received a similar letter from
Hardwicke communicating the wishes of Sir John Wynn for John Parry.’? But with the bishops, as
with Hardwicke, Newcastle’s recommendation was no guarantee of success. In January 1749
Newcastle wrote to Archbishop Hutton, at the request of Leveson Gower. for a prebend of York.
Hutton replied that he felt unable to promise ‘one of the best Prebends in my Church to an entire
Stranger, unconnected with me or my Diocese’. who was son-in-law to Bishop Smalbroke and
already prebendary of Chester. He added that ‘It will be impossible for me to preserve the
confidence of my own Dependents, or maintain the share of estecem and affection I have met with
among my Countrymen & Clergy, if they find themselves slighted in the first Instances of favour
I have in my power to dispense’.” Letters from clergymen like Jacgues Steme, precentor of York,
informing Newcastle that he had made the vicarage of Aldborough his option, ‘that T might
secure a Clerk agreeable to Your Grace in your own Borough', were few and far between.*

Newcastle's direct influence over ecclesiastical patronage was limited, therefore, to those
crown livings in the gift of the king. His frequent recommendations to the lord chancellor and the
bishops undoubtedly carricd great weight, but it cannol be said that e nominated to livings in the
gift of others. In 1723 he had declared that he was ‘an ecclesiastical politician’.® This early
profession may help to explain Newcastle's interest in church affairs, but his influence over the
disposal of crown patronage derived from his occupancy of the office of secretary of state. The
secretaries of stale were responsible for issuing warrants for crown livings, and this administrative
function enabled the senior secretary of state to claim an interest in the disposal of ecclesiastical
preferments. However, the right to advise the king on this subject was also claimed by the first
lord of the treasury, at least when he was regarded as the first minisier. Thus, when Herring was
puzzied about where 10 make a recommendation for the vacant deanery of Ely during the Pilt-
Devonshire administration, Bishop Keenc could only report a division of opinion within the
ministry. Keene “said he had put the question to Lord Holdernesse, who answerd, where but to
the senior Secretary? The moming after he put the same question to the D. of D{evonshire] . . .
whose answer was, any commands from me [Hemring] on that subject he would take care (o
agend to'.*

Consequently, Newcastle’s posilion as secrelary of state for the southem department {rom
1724 to 1730 gave him litle influence over ecclesiastical appoiniments. Control of crown

patroriage was divided between Lord Townshend, the senjor secretary of state, and Walpole, wilh

32 Westminster Abbey Library and Muniment Room, Pearce Papers, WAM 64535; Newcasile to Bishop Pearce, 12
Dec. 1755; WAM 64532: Hardwicke 1o Bishop Pearce, 23 Nov. 1755. Powis, lord lieutenant of Shropshire, was
the Jeader of the county’s whigs. Sir John Wynn was a Welsh M.P. between 1740 and 1768, represenling
Camarvonshire 1754-61. See also, e.g., B.L. Add. 32698, fol. 349: earl of Malton to Newcastle, 19 Nov. 174[;
Add, 32709, fol. 304: H. Rolle to Newcaste, 6 Dec. 1746.

%3 B.L. Add. 32718, fols. 35-6: Huuon w Newcastle, 23 Jan. 1749. T have not been able to identify which Leveson
Gower was requesting the prebend.

¥ B.L. Add. 32720, fols. 319-20: Steme to Newcastle, 13 May 1750.

3% B.L. Add. 32686, fol. 316; Newcastle 1o Walpole, 25 Aug. 1723. Newcastle may have been referring to his
posilion as lord chamberlain, whereby he appointed roysal chaplaine.

36 B.L, Add. 35599, fol. 339: Hemring to Hardwicke, 3 Dec. 1756.
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Gibson acting as their ecclesiastical adviser.” After Townshend’s resignation Harrington was
appointed to the northermn depariment and also succeeded Townshend as leader of the house of
lords. Newcastle, however, though still at the southem deparment, effectively became scnior
secretary of state.® But he did not immediately assume Townshend’s mantle in ecclesiastical
affairs, and even the breach between Gibson and Walpole did not increase his influence. Only
when the balance of power inside the ministry began to move away from Walpole in the lawe
1730s did Newcastle become more prominent.® Letters about the disposal of bishoprics and
deaneries began to appear regularly in his comespondence in the early 1740s, though as late as
1741 a successful application for preferment was still believed to require a letter ‘to Sr Robent
himself'.*°

Thus, only at the beginning of the period under discussion, with the resignation of Walpole,
did Newcastle begin to become particularly influential in the disposal of ecclesiastical patronage.
But it was another two and a half years before he emerged as the only channel for ministerial
recommendations to the king. Unrll then other channels of application cxisted within the
administration. Wilmington was only a titular appointment at the treasury, but Canteret, the new
secretary of state for the northern department, was a favourite of the king and the rival of the
Pethams. J.B. Owen has shown that Carteret’s main concemn was foreign policy, and that he had
little interest in patronage and dorgestic politics.*’ But he did not abandon his right to advise the
king on ecclesiastical affairs. Edward Young, who was seeking preferment at this time, noted that
he needed the support of either Newcastle of Carteret.** The latter's position was particularly
strong when he accompanied George 11 to Hanover in 1743. Two bishoprics fell vacant during
this period. Bath and Wells was disposed of without reference to Newcaste.*® St Asaph, on the
other hand, vacant by the promotion of Isaac Maddox to the sec of Worcester, was given to John
Thomas in accordance with the recommendation of the Pelhams. It is signiGcant, however, that
Thomas was Carteret’s ‘friend’, and that the deanery of Peterborough vacated by him went not to
John Newcome, Newcaslle's nominee, but to Robert Lamb.* The two years between 1742 and
1744 when Carneret was secretary of state are an interesting interlude. It was the only period
between 1721 and 1756 when those holding minisierial offices enabling them to advise the king

37 8ykes, Gibson, p. 83. For Townshend's importance in church affairs, see HM.C.. 10th Repon, Appendix, Part I,
p. 243: Gibson to Townshend, & July 1729,

38 I.C. Sainty, ‘The origins of the leadership of the house of lords', B.[H.R.. xwva (1974), 53-73; Browning,
Newcastle, pp. 56-9. The secretary of state for the northern department is generally regarded as being the ‘senior’
secrelary; but il is difficull o regard either Harrington (sacretary of state for Lhe northem department, June 1730
to February 1742 and November (744 o November 1746, excepl 10-14 February 1746) or Chesterfield (February
1746 to February 1748) as senior 0 Newecastle. On Chesterfield's resignation Newcastle moved o the northern
department,

% Panshanger MSS, Hert{ordshire Record Office, D/EP/F249: John Atwell to earl Cowper, 21 Nov. 1741.

40 Henfordshire R.0., D/EP/F257: Lady Sarah Cowper to earl Cowper, 30 Mar. 1741,

4 JB. Owen, The rise of the Pelhams (London, 1957), p. 168.

%2 The correspondence of Edward Young [683-1765, ed. Henry Pettit (Oxford, [971), p. 158: Young to Duchess of
Portland, 711 June 1743.

43 Pearce Papers, WAM 64666: Balh o Pearce, 14 Aug. 1743.

“ B, Add. 32700, fols. 122-3: Newcastle to Carterel, 13 May 1743; ibid., fols. 134-5: Carterel to Newcastle, 22
May 1743; ibid., fols. 278-9: Newcasule o Careret, 22 July 1743.
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on ecclesiastical affairs could not be regarded as political allics. Inevitably, the control of
patronage, itself only a symbol of political power, became a significant issue in the struggle for
power. Newcastle’s reaction to the appointment of Thomas, despite his recommendation of him, is
iluminating. He feared that it was a sign of Carteret’s increasing dominance of the ministry
following the apparent success of his foreign policy: ‘Another Detfingen . . . might possibly
make a First Commissioner of the Treasury, as the last probably did, a Bishop of St Asaph’.* But
following Pelham’s victory over Bath in the struggle to succeed Wilmington as first lord
Newcastle consolidated his control over ecclesiastical patronage. By December 1743 Young was
describing him as ‘our Pope’.*

Newecastle encountered similar problems when he returned to power in 1757 with Pitt at the
southern deparmment. Pitt claimed thac he ‘wouold willingly relinquish’ all power over the
disposition of offices.” He did nol, indeed, challenge Newcastle’s position as ‘ecclesiastical
minister’ by demanding the right to advise the king on appointments o church dignities. But, as
Hardwicke had commented, he was vnwilling 1o abandon all influence.®® As early as March 1758
he was writing {o Newcastle to ask to ‘be indulged an humble Prebend in the name of the
Commons of England’'.®® Soon after Reeve Ballard became a prebendary of Westminster. The
imponiance of Pitt’s intervertion on this occasion should not be overemphasized. Ballard was
chaplain to the speaker of the house of commons, who was also pressing for his preferment, and
it was an established madition that speakers’ chaplains were rewarded with a prebend of
Westminster on the petition of the house.® The following year, however, the vacancy of the
bishopric of Gloucester, following the translation of Necwcastle’s friend, James Johnson, to
Worcester, prompled Pitt to interfere more decisively in patronage affairs. Pitt pressed for the
advancement of William Warburton, telling Newcastle that ‘he wished one bishop, one time or
other’ > Newcastle was nol anlipathetic to Warburton, who was a close friend of Charles Yorke,
the solicilor-general and son of Lord Hardwicke. Two years earlier he had promoted him to the
deanery of Bristol on the recommendation of Ralph Allen and Sir John Ligonier.*? But there is no
evidence to suggest that Newcaslle had thought of bringing Warburton onto the bench, and he
had already made plans for the disposition of the see of Gloucester. Hardwicke was pushing for
the advancement of John Green, dean of Lincoln. More impornantly, Newcastle had promised a
bishopric 1o John Ewer, the earl of Granby's tutor. In the end Pitt won and Warburton was raised

to the episcopate. The situation, however, was signilicanfly different from that in 1743. Then

S B.L. Add. 32700, fol. 314: Newcastle to the earl of Orford, 22 July 1743,

46 Correspondence of Young, p. 171: Young to Duchess of Portland, 10 Dec. 1743.

7 Quoted in Basil Williams, The life of William Pint ear! of Chathomn (2 vols., London, 1913), 1,320-1.
%  B.L. Add. 32870, fols. 31-2: Hardwicke to Newcasltle, 4 Jan. 1757 [in fact, 1758).

49 B.L. Add. 32878, fol. 420: Pill 1o Newcasile, 29 Mar. 1758.

56 See below, p. 83, n. 115.

St B.L. Add. 32897, fol. 173: ‘Heads of Mr Pin's Conversation’.

2 B.L. Add. 32874, fol. 342: Ligonier to Newcastle, 27 Sepl. 1757, Add. 32875, fol. 161: Charles Yorke (o
Newecastle, 17 Oct, 1757; ibid., fol. 163: Ralph Allen o Newecastle, 17 Oct 1757.
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Newcastle had feared that he did not have the confidence of the king. In 1759 Warburion's
promotion was a concession [0 Pift to keep him in good humour, to secure ‘union and harmony
amongst those who are to carry on the king's service’,™

Thus, between Carteret's resignation in 1744 and the accession of George I successive
secretaries of state left the management of ecclesiastical patronage to Newcastle.™ But the key to
his control of ministerial recommendations before 1754 lay in the fact that his brother was first
lord of the mweasury. Henry Pelham renounced all influence over ecclesiastical patronage.®® He
forwarded any applications he received to Newcastle, retuming to the applicants non-committal
answers denying his involvement in the disposal of preferments. Any comments or
recommendations by Petham were made ‘privately’.® Occasionally this private influence was
considerable.®” But publicly ecclesiastical affairs were Newcastle's ‘department’; and in 1752
Pelham could write to him that ‘it is notorious to all the World, that you are the only person in
the Administraton that has spoken to him {the king] upon these points of business for many
years’’* When Newcastle became first lord of the treasury on his brother’s death in 1754, his
position as ecclesiastical minister was well-established and the precedent of Walpole was enough
to preserve his influence.” However, unlike the lord chancellor Newcastle did not present to
crown livings himself. He was merely the channel for ministerial recommendations to the king,
‘the only person in the Administration’ 10 advise the king on ecclesiastical affairs.® Newcastle
had great influence over the disposal of preferments, but other channels existed and the king

himself was no mere cypher,

The king and the court

The court, many of whose members enjoyed the right of personal attendance on the king, offered
an alternative avenue for recommendations. During the carly years of George I's reign Queen
Caroline exercised considerable influence over the disposal of ecclesiastical preferments through

53 B.L. Add. 32900, fol. 20: Newcasile to Granby, 13 Dec. 1759.

3% After the accession of George [T Newcastle's vontrol of patronage was challenged by Lord Bute. Even afler
Bule's appointmenl as secretary of siate, however, Lhat challenge depended on Bute's position af court, and is
therefore dealt with below.

35 B.L. Add. 327186, fols. 379: Pelham to Neweasile, 27 Sept. 1748; Add, 32729, fol, 337: Petham 10 Newcastle, 22
Sept. 1752.

56 Add, 32712, fols. 299-303; Pelham to Andrew Stone, 1 Aug. 1747; Add. 32721, fols. 500-2: Pelham 1o
Newcasue, 3 July 1749; B.L. Add. 32726, fols. 489-90: Pelham o Newcastle, 24 Apr. 1752.

51 On the promotion of Jonathan Fountayne to the deanery of York, for example, Bishop Sherlock wrote: 'I write
this post to Mr Pelham, and acknowledge his favour, as far as 1 dare: I fonow the Duke reckons all Ecclesiastical
matiers to belong to his depariment; and (hat Mr P—— chuses not 1o interfere: however 1 cou'd not bul own my
obligation after the zccount you gave me, If you see him, you will make my Compliments to him, & supply my
lame leter to him.” B.1.. Add. 41843, fol. 113: Sherlock to Charles Longwith, 23 July 1747,

58 R L. Add. 32730, fol. 144: Pelham to Neweastle, 19 Oct. 1752; Add 41843, fol. 113.

% But in 1758 Newcasle feared, with hile cause, that the king was inlending to receive ecclesiastical
recommendations through Holdemesse, secretary of state for the narthemn depariment Add. 32878, fol. 352:
Newcase o Hardwicks, 25 Mar. 1758. It is an mteresting comment both on Newecastle's interest in the Church,
and on the basis of his carlier conirol, that special directions were necessary when he returned to power with Lhe
Rockingham ministry m 1765 as lord privy seal, but with responsibilily for ecclesiastical patronage. See Sykes,
‘Newecastle as ecclesiasical minister’, p. 77.

@ B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 479; Newcastle 1o Hardwicke, 27 July 1750.
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her vigorous patronage of an esoteric circle of clergymen. Sykes was dismissive of her
influence.® But an impressive list of clergy claimed her as one of their patrons, including Francis
Hare, Joseph Butler, Thomas Sherlock, John Potter, Thomas Secker, Zachary Pearce and Roben
Clayton, all of whom were, or later became, bishops. Pressure from the Queen resulted in the
promotion to the bench of the ‘lory’ Thomas Sherlock in 1728, despite the opposition of both
Walpole and Bishop Gibson.® She was also responsible for Poter’s elevation to the primacy in
1737, but Joseph Butler was perhaps the clergyman whose career owed most to her intervention.
Despite the talents he had revealed while preacher of the rolls, by the carly 1730s he was ‘bured’
in the valuable Durham rectory of Stanhope. Queen Caroline brought him back to London in
1736 as her clerk of the closet, and, although she did not have time to provide for him while she
was alive, recommended him ‘particularly and by name’ on her death-bed.* The following year
he was made bishop of Bristol, retaining both Stanhope and a prebend of Rochester in
commendam.

After the Queen’s death in [737 the court at St James's lost most of its attraction for aspiring
clergymen. Apart from the lord chamberlain, who appointed royal chaplains, it had no formal
voice in patronage affairs. But it remajned another avenue for solicitations and courl
recommendations could carry great weight. In 1752 Lady Yammouth wanted a canonry of Windsor
for William Carmichael. Newcastle believed thal it was useless to oppose him, and Hardwicke.
who had suggested Barnard for the vacancy, concurred, denying that he could even ‘think of
contending with the powerful Interest, which You mention'.® Canmichael did oot get the canonry,
but it was the king himsel{ who decided against him, because he had already been promised an
Irish bishopric.® Similarly, carl Cowper sought the assistance of friends at coun - the duke of
Grafton, Lord De La Warr, and Stephen Poyntz - in obtaining preferment f{or his brother,
Spencer.” But court recommendations never outranked ministerial ones. They were a useful
means of seconding applications to Newcastle, or perhaps of making it impossible for him to
ignore an application. Both Carmichael and earl Cowper applied to Newcastle, as well as 1o cournt

connections, for support.®

4 Norman Sykes, 'Queen Caroline and the Chweh', History, xa (1927), 333-9.

¥2  Gibson Papers, St Andrews University Library, M§ 5200: Gibson to Newcasile, nd.; MS 5201: Gibson lo
Walpole, n.d.; MS 5202: Gibson to Walpole, n.d.

63 Gibson Papers, St Andrews University Library, MS 5316: Hare 10 Gibson, 12 Aug. 1736; John, Lord Hervey,
Some materials towards memoirs of the reign of King George I, ed. Romney Sedgwick (3 vols., London, 1931),
I, 343-4.

& Beilby Porteus, ‘A ceview of the life and character of Archbishop Secker', in The works of Thomas Secker. LL.D.
(new edn., 6 vols., London, 1811), 1, ix.

65 B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 217: Newcasile to Herring, 8 July 1752; ibid., fol. 283: Hardwicke to Newcaste, 17 July
1752.

§6  B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 126: Newcasle o Hardwicke, 18 Oct. 1752.

51 Letters of Spencer Cowper, dean of Durham 1746-74, ed. Edward Hughes (Surtees Society, 165 (1930), London
and Durham, 1956), pp. 18-19, 24, 31-2, 32-3; Henfordshire R.O., D/EP/F249: De La Warr 10 Lord Cowper, 3
May 1742, 24 Dec. 1743; D/EP/F247: Lady Sarah Cowper to Lord Cowper, 10 Nov. 1741.

$¢  BL. Add. 32727, fols. 389-90: Carmichael o Newcastle, 11 June 1752; Add. 32707, fol. 241: carl Cowper lo
Newcastle, 23 May 1746, Lenters of Spencer Cowper, p. 34; Spencer Cowper 1o earl Cowper, 2 Feb. 1744,
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Thus the influence of the court was limited, and there was no sense in which it was ever an
alternative channel of ecclesiastical patronage. But its importance could be inflated. Just as the
control of patronage became a political issue during the struggie between Carteret and the
Pelhams, so the nexus of influences at court occasionally raised questions of the king's confidence
in his ministry. Newcastle was disturbed when the earl of Orford used his personal credit with the
king to obtain a preferment in opposition to Newcastle.” More importantly, in 1752 Newcastle
believed that in the king’s prejudice against Bishop Trevor he could sec ‘the terrible Effects of a
certain Influence’.”® Newcastle was not over-reacting. The long vacancy of Durham worried even
the calmer Henry Pclham, who expressed concern about the situation in the closet and ‘the
present unsettled State of the Administration’.” Consequently, it is not altogether surprising that
Newcastle proclaimed the success of Trevor as ‘a great Stroke, against Some of Our Great
Opposers’.”?

To talk of the court as an altemative avenue of solicitations, or merely as a means of
supporting applications made through ministers, suggests that the king was believed o have an
active voice in the disposal of ecclesiastical preferments. Such an interpretation runs counter o
the opinion of Noman Sykes, who claimed that George II presented no barmier 10 Newcastle's
control of church patronage. Sykes did not deny that the king could be difficult and stubbom, but
argued that he was ‘moved less by concem for the reputation of the bench than by a delight in
teasing his ecclesiastical minister’.” Here Sykes was merely reiterating the orthodox interpretation
of George II7° But recently there has been some reassessment of the king's political activities,
and J.B. Owen has suggested that he was far from ineffectual.” In ecclesiastical matters, Owen
argued, ‘George Il had idcas of his own, and Newcastle . . . was far from undisputed master of
episcopal appointments’. Although his account was shon and impressionistic,”® his conclusions are

bome out by a detailed siudy of the disposal of the crown’s patronage.

8  Letters of Spencer Cowper, pp. 32-3: Spencer Cowper o earl Cowper, 14 Jan. 1744.

70 B.L. Add. 32728, fols. 86-7: Newecaslle to Andrew Sione, 24 June 1752,

T B.L. Add. 32730, fols. 42-3: Stone to Newecasue, 6 Oct. 1752; ibid., fol. 36 Pelham to Neweastle, 5 Ocr. 1752.
7 B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 126: Newcasle o Hardwicke, 18 Oct. 1752.

73 Sykes, 'Newecastle as ecclesiastical minister’, p. 61. Paradoxically, Sykes's earlier comments attribute a rather

more influental role 1 George II, although he stil denies that his intervention was either ‘well-infarmed or
intelligent’. Sykes, Chuwrch and state, pp. 39-40.

74 E.g. Richard Pares, King George I/l and the politicians (London, 1953), pp. 624, 183; LB. Nsmier, England in
the age of the American revolution (2nd cin., London, 1961), p. 45,

75 1B. Owen, ‘George II reconsidered’, in Statesmun, scholars and merchants. Essays in eighteenth-century history
presented to Dame Lucy Sutherland, ed. Anne Whiternan, J.S. Bromley and P.G.M. Dickson (Oxford, 1973), pp.
113-34. Jeremy Black has reached similar conclusions about George II's influence over foreign policy in the
1730s. ‘George II reconsidered: a consideration of George's influence in the tonduct of foreign policy in the first
years of his reign’, Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs, xxxv (1682), 35-56.

76 Qwon, ‘Ceorge I reconsidered’, p. 122. In fact, of Owen’s four examples, two have nothing to do with the
king’s influence, The transistion of Butler to Durham was nol ‘insisted on' by the king, but had been agreed by
the ministers in 1748 when Sherlock, conwrary 1o expectation, accepted London. (B.L. Add. 32716, fols. 277-9:
Newcaslle w Pelharn, 17 Sepl 1748; Add. 32717, fol. 25: Pelham to Newcastle, 4 Oct. 1748.] Secondly, it is
hardly sccurate 10 suggest that ‘all (my emphasis) that he was prepared to grant Dean Ashburnham, after many
years of unsuccessful supplicaion by Newcastle, was the bishopric of Chichester’. Chichester was precisely what
the duke had hopead 10 obtain for Ashburmhamn. [B.L. Add. 32729, fol. 373: Newcastle 10 Petham, 28 SepL 1752).
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In the first place, there is no doubt that George 1l formed his own opinions about the merit of
candidates for ecclesiastical preferment. This was revealed most clearly on the vacancy of the
archbishopric of Canterbury in 1757. The king took advantage of lhe interlude of the Pit-
Devonshire administration to determine a series of appointments bimsclf, paying littde regard to
his ministers. Huflon was translated from York to Canterbury, Gilbent from Salisbury to York,
Thomas to Salisbury, and the bishopric of Peterborough, vacated by Thomas, was filled by
Richard Terrick. The earl of Holdemesse, one of the secretaries of state, made it clear in a series
of letiers to Newcastle that this was the work of the king, not of his ministers. All four
clergymen were personal favourites of the king.” Hutton's promotion was expected - there was no
obvious alternative candidate, but the subsequent preferments appear to have surprised not only
Newcastle, but also the king's ministers.”® Secondly, the king's approval of ministerial
recommendations was not given automatically, and he thereby constituted the most formidable
check to Newcastle’s power, Not that it should be supposed that Newcastle was striving for
complete control over crown patronage and George II was resisting doggedly. Newecastle knew
that he could merely advise the king, who was free to accept or reject that advice. He also knew
that his influence derived from his ministerial position, and he made few personal
recommendations.” Nonetheless, against the reports of George ['s complaims about his lack of
influence must be set a record of successful oppositon [0 4 series of ministerial
recommendations.*

On most occasions, it is true, George II accepted the recommendations of his minister for
bishoprics. Even when he raised objections, he was usually persuaded to acquiesce in time. In
March 1743, on the transtation of Herring to York, Matthew Hurton was proposed for the vacant
bishopric of Bangor, largely through the influence of Lord Hardwicke. George 1I, however,
opposed Hutton, believing his recommendation by Newcastle proceeded from some ‘private View,
personal Consideration, or ill-grounded Partiality”. Newcastle acknowledged that the king's
reaction made it ‘highly improper' for him to mention the affair again, and the assistance of
Archbishop Potter and Lord Carteret was enlisted to second Newcastle’s application. They
eventually convinced the king that Hutton was the most ‘reputable’ choice.® Ironically. Hufton

later became something of a favourite with George 1I, who personally nominated him lord

77 For Huuon, Gilbert and Thomas see below, pp. 78-9, 82, 80 respectively. For Terrick, see B.L. Add. 35598, fols.
429-30: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 3 Oct. 1749; Add. 32728, iols. 105-6: Newcastle to Pelham, 26 June 1752.

% B.L. Add. 32870, fols. 277, 337: Holdernesse to Newcastle, 14, 25 Mar. 1757; ibid., fol. 346: Newcastle 10
Philip Yonge, 29 Mar. 1757. Newcastle had hoped thar Pelerborough would have been given to Yonge. Add.
32878, fol. 330: Newcasile to Pia, 24 Mar. 1758.

'] have, hitherto, had very few Recommendations of my own - one, thal was pcrsonal 1o myself; and was a near
Relation of mine, and next Heir to the Eazl of Ashbumham; the King was pleas'd 10 refuse.” B.L. Add. 32721,
fols. 479-80: Newcastle 10 Hardwicke, 27 July 1750,

10 g, ‘Life of Newton', p. 83.

B B.L. Add. 35589, fols. 346-7: Hardwicke to Somerset, §1 Nov. 1747; Add. 32700. fol. 87: NewcasUe to Hunon,
30 Mar, 1743; Add. 32700, fol. 100;: Pouer to Newcastle, 7 Apr. 1743; Add. 32702, fol. 253: Canerer (0
Newecaslle, 4 Apr. [1743]. Huston was also supported by a number of Yorkshire whigs, notgbly Richard Arundell,
M.P. for Knaresborough [Add. 32702, fol. 293; Add. 32713, fot, 311: Arundell 10 Newcastle, n.d.]. It is possible
that the king's accusations of personal inrerest may have stermmed from here, as Arundell was Pelham's brother-
in-law.
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almoper in 1748.%

On the other hand, George II intervened decisively in the disposal of the bishopric of
Peterborough in 1747. The previous year Archbishop Potter had recommended John Thomas for
the see of Exeler. Potter was out of favour both with the ministry and at court because of his
Rirtations with Leicester House,® and George Lavington, who had long been promised a bishopric
by Newcastle and Hardwicke, was appointed.* Thomas, however, had particularly recommended
himself to the king by his conduct as his chaplain while Prince of Wales, and despite Newcastle’s
recommendation of Zachary Pearce, to whom he had given strong assurances of the next
bishopric, on the death of Bishop Clavering George {1 decided to give Peterborough to Thomas.®
Concern was expressed about Thomas's loyalty to the ministry, and Bishop Gibson was
dispatched to sound him on the subject. Gibson reported that Thomas had assured himz of ‘his
affection (o the present Administration” and that ‘during the strugle [sic] between Ld Granville
and the Lords, he had openly and constantly declar’d his wishes for the continuance of the
Ministry’.* However, this does not necessanly imply that political considerations might have
enabled Newcaste to put a negative on the king’s wishes. Although Thomas referred explicitly
only to Granville, his recommendation the previous year by Potter and bis connection with Sir
George Lee™ would suggest that he was also suspected of links with Leicester House. In the eyes
of George II any political, or even social, connection with his son was an absolute bar to
preferment, and it is at least plausible that he was as intcrested as Newcastle in Thomas’s reply to
Gibson’s inquiry.

But the relationship between Newcaste and the king should not be oversimplified. It is
misleading (o sec it as one of acquiesceni harmony, punctuated by occasional conflict which was
‘won’ by either George or his minister. The reality was more complex. It was well illustrated
when the see of Durham became vacant in 1752. This incident has been portrayed as one of the
most sinking examples of ministerial pressure overcoming royal resistance.® At first sight, indeed,
it appears to have been precisely that. Nothing could have been stronger than the negative put by
the king upon Richard Trevor when Newcastle suggested him for aanslation: ‘No 7 beg his
pardon, not the Bp of St Davids, He is a High Church Fellow, a stiff Formal Fellow, & nothing
¢lse. There are a great many better than He’® Newcastle doubted of success, but four months

¥ B,L. Add. 32717, fol. 225: Newcaste to Hardwicke, 30 Ocl. 1748; ibid., fols. 233-4: Newcastle to Hutton, 30
Oct. 1748,

83 Memoirs of a royal chaplain, p. 127: Pyle 1o Kerrich, 17 Oct. 1747; B.L. Add. 32711, fols. 61, 139-41: Gooch lo
Newcaslle, 16, 26 May 1747; Add. 35598. fols. 242-4: Herrmg o Hardwicke, 20 May 1747,

8 R, Add. 32708, fol. 228; Hardwicke to Newcastle, 4 Sept. 1746; Add. 32709, fol. 322: Hardwicke lo
Newcastle, 12 OcL. 1746.

85 B.L. Add. 32712, fol. 383: Newcastie 10 Bath, 14 Aug. 1747.
8 B.1, Add, 32712, fol. 243: Gibson 1o [Andrew Stone], 26 Suly 1747.

57 Before joining Leicesler House al the beginning of 1747, Lee was an ally of Granville, and tesigned with him in
1744, For his conneclion with Thomas see B.L. Add. 35592, fols. 14-15: Lee 1o Hardwicke, 13 Jan. 1753.

8 Sykes. ‘Newcastle as ecclesiastical mimster’, p. 61; Church and state, p. 39.
8% B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 2]; Newcastle 10 Pelham, 18 June 1752.
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later Trevor was nominated to Durham.*

After Canterbury the bishopric of Durham was the wealthiest see in the country. It was also
one of the most impornant, its occupant being ranked the fourth most senior bishop behind the
archbishops and the bishop of London. It had therefore to be filled by a bishop who had already
proved his ability in one of the less imporiant dioceses, Contemporary praclice, moreover,
dictated that seniority was some claim to promotion.”” Thus, the choice both of the king and of
Newcastle was limited. The situation in 1752 was complicated by division within the ministry.
Petham and Hardwicke advocated Trevor strongly.®* But Herring wrote to Newcastle in Hanover,
arguing that Bishop Hayter of Norwich should be appointed, claiming that the 'vast importance of
his station {preceptor to the Prince of Wales] . . . does naturally supersede the other accidental
consideration of Seniority’. In the evenmt of Hayter not being chosen, Herring recommended
Trevor.”® However, this recommendation did not provide the king with an altemative. As
Newcasue commented, the archbishop's letter was ‘very ignorant’ in this respect.* Hayter was
failing in his duties as preceptor, and on being shown the letter George 1I merely commented that
‘He was not at all satisficd with the B. of Norwich’ %

But Hermring's letter is also interesting for the list enclosed with it of the bishops who might be
considered candidates for this translation in order of seniority: Hayter, Secker of Oxford, Maddox
of Worcester, Gilbert of Salisbury, Thomas of Lincoln, and Trevor.*® This list provides a useful
summary of the choice before Newcastle and the king. Two names were missing: Benson of
Gloucester, and Mawson of Chichester. Benson was in many respects an obvious choice. As
prebendary at Durham he was familiar with the diocese. Between 1742 and 1743 he had
performed all ordinations for the infim Bishop Chandler during his period of residence, and had
even carried oul a visitation in 1746 He had wiped oul the stain of joining a ‘formed
opposition” to the court in the late 1730s and carly 17405 and was much in favour with the
king.*® But Benson had decided as early as 1736 that he would not accept a translation, and in the
event died before Durham was filled.® Mawson had already been chosen as the most proper
person to succeed Gooch at Ely.'™ As to the rest of Herring's list, the king ‘slightcd Worcester

% B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 24: Newcastle o William Murray, 18 June 1752.

'  HM.C., 10th Repon, Appendix, Pant I, p. 302: Bishop Thomas to Edward Weston, 13 SepL 1748: B.L. Add.
35598, fols. 348-51: Heming to Hardwicke, 20 Secpt. 1748.

92 B.L. Add. 32727. fol, 400; Pelham to Newcastle, 12 June 1752.
% B.L. Add. 32728, fols. 46-9: Hermring ta Newcastle, 19 June 1752.

%% B.L. Add. 32728, fols. 105-6: Newecastle to Pelham, 26 June 1752, Or, as he commented 1o Herring's patron,
Lord Hardwicke, ‘a liltle mistaken'. Add. 32728, fol. 138, Newcasile to Hardwicke, 1 July 1752.

%5 B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 157: Newcasie  Pelham, 1 July 1752.
% B.1. Add. 32728. fol. 50.

97 Letters of Spencer Cowper, pp. 66, 148: Spencer Cowper to earl Cowper, 14 Oct 1746, 1 Sept. 1752; 1.C.
Shuler, “The pastoral end ecclesiastical administration of the diocese of Durham 1721-1771; with particular
reference to the archdeaconry of Northumberland', Ph.D. dissertation, University of Durham, 1975, p. 149.

% B.L. Add. 32722, fol. 233: Newcasie 10 Pelham, 23 Aug. 1750; Add. 32728, fols. 234: Newcastle to William
Murray, 18 June 1752, The letter to Murray implies that the thought of offering Durham lo Benson may have
been in the king's mind.

99  Henry E. Hunlington Library, Szn Marino, Gibson Papers, bound volumne, #23: Benson to Gibson, 23 July 1736.

10 B[ Add. 32730, fol. 126: Newcastle 1o Hardwicke, 18 Oct. 1752.
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extrearnly, & said nothing in Favour of any Body’.'” His prejudice against Maddox is explained
by his opposition to the Regency Bill the previous year, in which the king regarded himself as
being peculiarty concemned.'™ As for the others, in the eyes of the king Secker had not altogethes
expunged the sin of his connection with Leicester House in the late 1730s and early 1740s, and it
had only been with great difficulty that the ministry had persuaded the king 10 give him the
deanery of St Paut's in 1750." Gilbert, although a favourite of George II's, had been t0ld by
both the king and Newcastle that he could expect no further ranslation when he accepred
Salisbury in 1748.'* This left only Thomas, who had been consecrated the same day as Trevor.
But Trevar had cerain advantages that could be urged against Thomas. As Herring pointed out,
aside from his abilitics, ‘that of being of the Honourable Family he is and already possessed of
an ample Fortune, he will . . . be the better enabled {o fill up this great Post wth Dignity &
Generosity’.'® Moreover, as the objection against Trevor was primarily political - ‘that He was a
Tory” - the assurance that he had the support of the whigs at Durham doubdess helped to
rcconcile the king to his promotion.!® When the king finally made the decision, he went over a
list of all the bishops and ‘seem’d to distinguish only’ Mawson, Lavington and Thomas of
Peterborough.'” Both Lavington and Thomas were junior 1o Trevor. George U finally nominated
the person he had opposed, but he had himself helped to discount all the other candidates.
Prebends were a source of greater contention. Newcastle was frequently teased by the number
of candidates. In 1752, while in Hanover, he received twenty-three applications for three
vacancies, and Herring once remarked that he could not ‘help smiling to see wth how much more
ease yr Grace fills up a Bishoprick than 2 Prebend'.'® It was also difficulties in the disposal of
prebends that provoked Newcastle’s pathetic lament (o Halifax: “Your Lordship is mistaken, If
you think, I can do what [ please. The King has His own Way of thinking, & acting, in the
Disposal of Prefermenis, and particularly Ecclesiastical ones. It was from this Cause, that a great
Number of Ecclesiastical Prelerments were undispos'd of, for near Two Years.'® The preferments

ot BL. Add. 32728, fol. 157: Newcastle 1o Pelbam, ! July 1752.

12 BL. Add. 32724, fols. 280-1: Newcaslle to George II, 10 May 1751; ibid., fols. 242-3: Newecastle 1o Bishop
Bamard, 13 May 1751.

18 B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 471: Newcastle 10 Pelhamn, 27 July 1750 Add. 32722, fols. 232-3: Newcastle to Pelham,
23 Aug. 1750.

o4 B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 36: Pelham 10 Neweastle, 5 Oct. 1752

168 B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 47: Heming to Neweastle, 19 June 1752.

16 B.L. Add. 32728. fol. 157: Newcaslle to Pclham, 1 July 1752 Add. 32729, fol. 115; Pelham to Newcaslle, 17
Aug. 1752; Newcasue of Clumber Papers, Noltingham Universily Library, Ne.C. 1389: Newcasile o Pelham, 18
Oct 1752. For Trevor's links with the Vanes, one of the leading whig families in the north-easy, see Leflers of
Spencer Cowper, p. 165: Spencer Cowper 1o ear] Cowper, 15 Sept. 1753, It is not surprising, however, thal he
was suspected of ryism, as his family mainained links wth some members of that party. The diary of Benjonin
Rogers rector of Carlion, 1720-71, ed. C.D. Linnelt (Publications of Bedlordshire Historical Record Society,
XXX, Streatley, nr. Luton, 1950), p. 1 and passim.

19 Nottingharn University Library. Ne.C, 1389: Neweastle to Pelham, 18 OcL 1752.

'®  Nottingham University Library, Ne.C. 1468; B.L. Add. 32852, fol. 473: Herring to Newcastle, 15 Feb. 1755, The
vacancies in 1752 were at Canterbury, Windsor, and Durham, Bishop Benson’s prebend of Durham having fallen
o the crown because he died sede vacante. Al the time Newcastle mistakenly believed there were two vacancies
at Durham.

1% B.L. Add. 32736, fols. 182-5: Newcastle 1o Halifax, 8 Aug. 1754.
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to which Newcastle referred were the canonries vacant in 1752. But not only did the king refuse
10 dispose of them for two years; he finally gave them away in a manner which caused Newcastle
great embarrassment. The king bimself decided 1o refuse the request of Hardwicke and Herring,
supported by Newcastle, {or Francis Bamard to exchange his prebend of Norwich for one of
Windsor."® The canonry of Canterbury went to William Tatton, at the solicitation of Lord
Abergavenny, much to the anger of the duke of Dorsét, who had a claim to Newcastle’s interest
by having obtained an lrish bishopric for John Gamett, one of Newcastle’s Cambridge friends.'!
The king's personal influence was also apparent in 1749 in the disposal of a residentiaryship of St
Paul’s. There were four candidates - Francis Barnard, William Ashburmham, Richard Terrick, and
Edward Townshend. The king was ‘pleased absolutely to refuse’ Newcastle's recommendation of
Ashburmham. He likewise ignored the strong recommendations of Herring and Hardwicke for
Bamard, and bestowed it instead upon Richard Terrick.''?

Most in Terrick’s favour was the fact that he was a royal chaplain. Newcastle remarked that
‘The King is . . . strongly inclined to give the Preference to His own Chaplains vpon all
Occasions’, so strongly in fact that there were ‘Difficulties, and disagrecable Incidents® whenever
he recommended anyone not a chaplain.'™ Consequently Newcastle often suggested to patrons that
they apply 1o the lord chamberlain 10 make their candidates for preferment royal chapiains.'™
They were regarded as the king's personal servants, and had a claim (o his patronage in the same
way that the domestic chaplains of bishops or noblemen had a claim to their patronage.'® Thus,
when Newcastle recommended Richard Newton, the principal of Heriford College, for a canonry
of Christ Church, the king complained, ‘You are always for your own people, I have no

preferments to dispose of Mysell’. George soon consented to Newton's promotion, but for some

N4 R, Add. 32736, fols. 182-5: Newecasle wo Halifax, 8 Aug. {754, The application by Hardwicke and Heming
was ‘an Act of Charity and humanity', since Bammard's lameness made it difficult for him 1o perform his dury ai
Norwich and in his City living. Hardwicke offered the prebend of Norwich, worth about the same as that of
Windsor, for Richard Blacow, who had distinguished hirself in the whig cause ai Oxford. By 1754 wwo
canonries were vacant at Windsor, and Blacow received one of them. Hardwicke managed 1o provide for
Bamsard, however, by obtaining a royal dispensation for non-residence at Norwich. B.L. Add. 32728, fol. 60:
Hardwicke to Newcastle, 19 Jurie 1752: Add. 35599, fol. 197: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 19 June 1754,

1 B.L. Add. 32736, fols. 183-4. Newcastle was guilty of some distortion here. While in Hanover he had urged the
case of Tatton. But during the interval before the canonry was disposed of, Dorset had insisted smongly on
Newcastle’s obligation to him. Moreover, a contested election was raking place in Kent, and Dorset argued Lhat
the setung aside of his nomination for a preferment in his own county would weaken his interest there. The
proposal wrecked by the king's preferment of Tatton was not the preferment of Curteis, Dorsel’s
recomumendation, but the simultaneous provision for them both by waiting unul another vacancy occurred. B.L.
Add. 32728, fol. 408: Newcasile 10 Pelham, 27-29 July 1752; Nowingham University Library, Ne.C. 1389
Newgasde 10 Pelham, 18 Oct. 1752; B.L. Add. 32732, fols. 501-2: Dorset 10 Newcasue, 19 Aug. 1753; ibid, fols.
522-3: Newecastle to Dorsei, 24 Avg. 1753.

12 BL. Add. 32719, fo). 105: Newcastle to Sherlock, 5 Sept. 1749; ibid., {ol. 239: Neweastle to Lord Bateman, 13
Oct, 1749; ibid., fols. 50-{: Hardwicke to Newcaste, 13 Aug. 1749; ibid., fols. 176-7: Herring to Newcasde, 17
Sept. 1749; ibid., fols. 197-8: Newcastle to Hardwicke, 29 Sept 1749.

13 B.L. Add. 32719, fol. 239; Newcastle to Bateman, 13 Oct. 1749; Add. 32721, fol. 480: Newcastle 16 Hardwicke,
27 huly 1750.

14 Ee, BL. Add. 32721, fols. 497-9: Newcastle 10 Bath, 30 July 1750; Add. 32866, fol. 349; Newcasde 10
Rockingham, 3 Aug. 1756.

115 By the same argument the chaplains 1o the house of commons had a claim to preferment as the servants of the
nation. Arthur Onslow claimed that they ‘have been always provided for, in the Churches of Weslminsler or
Windsor'. [B.L. Add. 32699, fol. 130: Onslow to Newcastle, 31 Mar. 1742.] Newcastle could nol ignore this
precedent, and Onslow provided for five chaplains in this way: Richard Terrick in 1742, John Fulham in 175()
Richard Cope in 1754, Reeve Ballard in 1758, and Charles Bardett in 1761.
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time it appeared that he was going to bestow the vacant canonsy of Windsor on Dr Medlycot, an
old chaplain.”® Similarly, in 1748 he would not give Jonathan Shipley, chaplain to the duke of
Cumberland, either a residentiaryship of St Paul’s or a canonry of Christ Church, peremptorily
refusing to ‘prefer His Son's Servants to His own'. In one sense, Newcastle was not too
distressed at this, as it cleared the way for him fo obsain the residentiaryship, the more valuable
of the two, for his friend, James Johnson, then attending the king in Hanover. But it also caused
him considerable embarrassment, as he had promised to obtain some preferment for Shipley.'”
Again the king relented. But only afier it had been pointed out that Shipley was not ‘only a
private domestic Chaplain’ to the Duke, but ‘Chaplain Genl to the army’, a commission granted
him by the king !

The royal chaplaincies, in the gift of the duke of Grafion, as lord chamberlain, were therefore
an imporant step Lo preferment in the Church. Chaplains attending the king in Hanover had the
first claim to any preferment that fell, a claim supportcd by both Newcaste and Hardwicke, and
ultimately, ‘by divine right’, to a bisbopric.'” In this manner Richard Trevor was given a canonry
of Christ Church in 1735;'® John Thomas was appointed to the deanery of Peterborough in 1740;
Johnson received the residentiaryship of St Paul's in 1748 and was doubQess helped to the see of
Gloucester in 1752; while Drummond was made prebendary of Westminster just beforc his
departure for Hanover in 1743. This view of royal chaplaincies, not as preferments in themselves,
but as pledges of further royal patronage was echoed by some clergymen, who used their long
service as chaplains as a claim to preferment.'? But, as Bishop Gooch pointed out, ‘the
Advantages of Chaplainships . . . must arise from Merit, & Conduct & good Service'.'Z
Nonetheless, the failure to promote the chaplains provoked criticism, and Archbishop Potter
speculated whether they should be made posts of honour and given to those already possessed of
church dignities.'®

On the accession of George 111 the king’s influence over ecclesiastical palronage became more
manifest. The new king was determined to break the chains that had confined his grandfather, and
it was soon apparent that recommendations would be received nol only through Newcastle, but

also through the court. and especially George IIT’s favourite, Lord Bute. Even after his

18 Nottingham University Library, Ne.C. 1389: Newcastle 10 Pelham, 18 Oct. 1752; Ne.C. 1394¢: Newecaste o
Petham, 11 Nov. 1752.

U7 B.L. Add. 32717, fol. 235: Newcastle to Stephen Poyniz, 30 Oct 1748; ibid., fol. 224: Newcastle to Pelham, 29
De1, 1748; ibid., fol. 157: Newcastle to Pelham, 19 Oct. 1748,

L% B Add. 32717, fols. 300-3: Poyniz to Newcasile, § Nov. 1748.

e B.L. Add. 32717, fol. 225; Newecastle o Hardwicke, 29 Oct. 1748; ibid., fol. 204: Hardwicke to Newcaste, §
Nov. 1748; The Harcourt papers, ed. Edward William Harcourt (14 vols., Oxford, [1880-1905)), vm, 21: Williant
Mason 10 Lord Nuneham, 15 Jan. 1762.

1D pyblic Record Office, S.P. 36/36/334: Newcastle to Lord Talbot, 11 Sept. 1735,

2 BL. Add. 32700, fols. 1-2: Potter to Newcastle, 5 Jan. 1743; Add. 32704, fol. 504; Duchess of Portland to
Newecaslle, 15 July 1745; Add. 32709, fol. 248: John Whalley 1o Newcastle, {9 Nov. 1746; Add. 32714, fol 478:
B. Regis 1o Newcastle. 11 Apr. 1748.

2 B.L. Add. 32703, fol. 59: Gooch lo Newcastle, 21 Mey 1744.

B B.L. Add. 35599, fols. 102-3: Hemring to Hardwicke, 25 Sept 1753; Add. 32699, fols. 311-12: Potter to
Newcastle, 19 July 1742,
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appointment as secretary of state of the southem department in March 1761 his influence over
patronage derived not from his position in the ministry, as had been the case with Carteret in
1742-4, but from his role at court. Almost immediately, hopeful clergymen began 10 present their
compliments to Bute.,”* It was not until mid-1761, however, that the influence of George Il and
Bute over ecclesiastical preferments was clearly seen. The bishop of London and the archbishop
of York died in quick succession. Newcastle was horrificd to leamn that Bute and the king were
mclined to favour Thomas Hayter, bishop of Norwich, for London. Newcastle was bitterly
opposed 10 Hayter’s advancement. Not only did he believe that the bishop bad forfeited all claim
to promotion by his behaviour as preceptor to the Prince of Wales, but he had never forgiven him
his support for the attack madc in the aftermath of that affair on three of Newcastle's closest
colleagues, Andrew Stone, William Murray and James Johnson.™ Consequently he set up John
Thomas, bishop of Lincoln, as his candidate for the vacant bishopric, in the hope that the support
of Lord Granville, who was in favour at the new court and had been an early patron of Thomas,
would ult the scales against Hayter. But Newcastle was disappointed. Hayter was made bishop of
London, George 111 complaining that Newcastle wished to recommend ‘to everything®.'*

During the crisis Newcastle bad seriously considered resigning.'” The contrast with George
[I’s reign is, however, less clear than either Newcastle's reaction or the above account would
suggest. Earlier in 1761 Samuel Squire, a former chaplain of the duke and his university
secretary, had been raised 1o the episcopate as bishop of St David's.'® On the death of Bishop
Hoadly John Thomas, bishop of Salisbury, had been rtranslated to Winchester, Robert Drummond
from St Asaph to Salisbury, and Richard Newcome from Llandaff to St Asaph, The vacant
bishopric had been filled by John Ewer. All these promotions were approved by Newcastle.
Likewise, Hayter's transiation was accompanied by that of Drummond to York, of Thomas
(bishop of Lincoln) to Salisbury, and of Yonge, another of Newcastle’s formes chaplains. 10
Norwich. The bishoprics of Lincoln and Bristol were filled by John Green and Thomas Newton
respectively. The former was a client of the earl of Hardwicke, the latter a friend of William
Pulteney, to whom Newcastle had long promised a bishopric. Finally, the deanery of Lincoin,
vacated by John Green, was given 1o James Yorke, Hardwicke’s son. All these, likewise, were

recommended by Newcastle.'® Between the accession of George III in October 1760 and his

1% E.g., B.L. Add. 32918, fol. 263: Drummond to Newcasile, 4 Feb, 1761.

12 Allegations of jacobilism made against Lhese three were investigated by the privy council in 1753 and were then
the subject of a parliamenlary debate.

1% R.L. Add. 32927, fol. 68: Newcastle t0 Hardwicke, 17 Auvg. 1761; Awobiography and political correspondence
of Augustus Henry third duke of Grafion, ed. W.R. Anson (London, 1898), p. 34: John Young 10 Grafton, 11
Sept. 1761; The Devonshire diary. Williom Cavendish fourth duke of Devonshire. Memoranda on siate of affairs
1759-62, ed. Peter D. Brown and Karl W. Schweizer (London, 1982). pp. 102-3; B.L. Add. 32925, fol. 155:
Newcastle to Hardwicke, 18 July 1761; Add. 32926, fol. 187: Newcastle w Devonshire, 5 Aug. 1761; HM.C.,
10th Reporl, Appendix, Part [, p. 322: Bishop Thomas o Edward Weston, 23 July 1761.

M BL, Add. 32926, fol. 302: Hardwicke to Newcasde, 8 Aug. 1761.

'8 Despite the close conneclion berwesn Squire and Newcastle, however, some doubt can be cast on Newcasde's
support for im on this occasion, Ses Notes and Queries, 1st series, L 65-7: G. Cruch? 10 William Robinsor, 12
Oct. 1761, which suggests that Squire had petitioned Bute for this preferment.

2 B.L. Add. 32929, fol. 7: Newcastle to Scarborough, 1 Oct. 1761,
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resignation in May 1762 the advancement of Hayter was Newcastle's only defeat in the field of

ecclesiastical patronage.

The distribution of patronage was a complex process. Newcastle's control of it was far less
absolute than many contemporaries and historians have believed. He had no control over the
patronage of the lord chancellor or the bishops. He did not even monopolize recommendations to
the king, who was himself a far more active participant in the disposal of preferments than is
generally supposed. Such limitations on ministers were an intringic part of ecighteenth-century
government, and awareness of them 1is essential for a proper understanding of Newcastle's
ecclesiastical patronage. But they should not be allowed to detract from the inflluence Newcastle
did possess. His influence over the creation of bishops, deans and canons was probably greater
than that of any other minister in the eighteenth century. The main reason for this was that, for
much of the period, the ministry’s patronage power was concentraied in the hands of a
triumvirate, who were personal friends as well as political allies, and, in particular, that the first
minister, the secretary of state’'s most powerful rival in patronage affairs, was Newcastle’s own
brother. Despite the limits to his power it iS not inaccurate to see him as primarily responsible for
the character of the church leadership between (742 and 1762. It is with the aims and objeclives
underlying Newcastle's disposal of church preferments, with his ecclesiastical policy, that the next
chapter will be concemed.
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5. The disposal of ministerial patronage

Patronage, including church patronage, has been widely perceived as a managerial tool, as an
jnstrument of politicians struggling 10 maintain themselves in power. Some comtemporaries
condemned Newcaste’s disposal of church preferments on these grounds, In 1754 Edward
Cobden resigned as royal chaplain because he believed less worthy men were being promoted
ahead of him for their support of ministerial candidates in parliamentary elections.! Another royal
chaplain, Edmund Pyle, echoed his complaint, claiming that the demands of politicking at
Wesminster and Cambridge determined Newcastle's clerical appointments.> Historians,
preoccupied with the politics of parliamentary management and ministerial intrigue and
encouraged perhaps by the duke’s own reticence on the subjecl, have followed such
commentators. They have dismissed his ecclesiastical patronage as an exlension of the system of
secular patronage. exploited by the ministry in order to maintain iself in power? Even
ecclesiastical historians bave endorsed this view. Nomman Sykes. for example, described
Newecasde’s patronage system as a ‘promiscuous and complicated game of barter’, in which the
interests of the Church were repcatedly sacrificed 10 the needs of parliamentary management.

But eighteenth-century politics consisted of more than the struggle for power. Men did not
enter politics simply for what they could gain. Nor, for the most part, did they do so because they
wished to change society, or 10 preserve it from change. Politicians were nol primarily concerncd
with legislation and reform, bul with the business of govemment. Newcastie and others of his
class entered politics because they believed that they had a responsibilily (o assist in the
government of the stale, whether merely as justices of the peace in their own counties, as
members of one of the houses of parliament, or as ministers of the crown.® Administration was
inseparable from politics. Because of this. because posts in the civil administration were filled
with the nominees of politicians, it was inevitable that the bureaucracy of the cighteenth-century
state was politicised. There can be no doubl, therefore, that the demands of pany politics and
parliamentary management were an integral pari of the patronage system. But, as the first pan of

this chapter points out, ar tcast as far as Newecasle'’s ecclesiastical appointments were concemed,

' Edward Cobden, An essay lending to promoie religion (London, 1755), p. 39.

2 Memoirs of a royal chaplain, 1729-63. The correspondence of Edmund Pyle, D.D. chaplain in ordinary 1o
George 11, with Samuel Kerrich, D.D., vicar of Dersingham, rector of Wolferton, and rector of West Newton, ed.
Albert Harishorne (London, 1905), p. 218: Pyle to Kerrich, 8 Oct. 1754. Quoted sbove, cpt 4, p. 70,

3 In their debatc over the nature and efficacy of patronage both LH. Plumb and J.B. Owen shared this assumption.
Whatever i1s imporiance as 2 condition for a minigiry's survival, whethier it is seen as ‘private charity” or as
‘public comruplion', ils purpose was managenal. Sece JB. Owen, 'Polilical palronage in eighteenth-century
England’, in The triumph of culture: eighteenth-cemtury perspectives, ed. P. Friiz and D. Williams (Toronto,
1972). pp. 369-87: J.H. Plumb, The growrh of political stabiliry in England 1675-1725 (London, 1967), pp. 188-
9.

4 Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the eightcenth century (Cambridge, 1934), p. 175; idem, 'The
duke of Newcastle as ecclesiastical miruster’, £.H R 1.vi1 (1942), 59-84.

5 E.g., Lord Edmond Fiumaurice, Life of William earl of Shelburne (2nd edn., 2 vols, London, 1918), ), 88:
Fiizmaunce to Bule, 23 Apr. 1761,

87



management iS al besi a partial explanation of his disposal of paironage.

The rest of the chapter argues that it was not pany politics, but politics understood as the
business of government, thal dominated Newcastle's ecclesiastical policy. The Church was not
just a source of jobs. It was also an agent of the state, an integral part of the domestc
administrative system. The peace, prosperily and security of the siate were dependent on i(s
activities.® Theological considerations were given little emphasis by Newcastle. He did not ignore
the spiritual interests of the Church. On the contrary, he was acutely aware of its role as an
independent society charged with the salvation of men's souls and he was anxious to show
himself sensitive to the concems and preoccupations of the Church’s leaders. But his
ecclesiastical policy was not dirccted at a fundamental change in the namre of the Church. Rather,
his (irst objective was to ensure that the Church performed its secular functons as the provider
and organizer of charity, as the educator of the nation’s youth, and as the inculcator of doclrines
of loyalty, obedience, and morality. He sought to implement this policy not by reform which,
even if necessary, was undesirable. Church reform, the ministry believed, would provoke political
controversy and thus be counter-productive.” Newcastle tumed instead to patronage as an
instrument of policy. He sought to promote men who were loyal to the Hanoverian succession,
and thus would preach the duty of loyalty to the regime, and who would be diligent in
pcrfomming the other duties of clergymen. In particular, he nominated as bishops men of pastoral
and administrative ability, those most capable of goveming the clergy and providing leadership
for the Church both as a spiritual and, in particular, as a political institution.

Patronage and parliamentary management

No one would deny the time and attention devoled by Newcastle o ecclesiastical affairs.
Ample testimony to this is provided by his papers; over 25% of the letters preserved in the
domeslic series of his correspondence for the years when he was secretary of state are concemed,
al least in part, with the Church. The vast majority of these, moreover, discuss the distribution of
patronage.’ No political historian, however, has treated his ecclesiastical patronage as a separate
subject. Church preferments are Seen as just one more group of jobs distributed by Newcastle, as
by all eighteenth-century politicians, 10 gain and maintain support. Like places and pensions they
were exploited in two distnct ways, On the one hand parochial livings and canonries, like places
in the customs service, were used for ‘rewarding powerful lay politicians’ by bestowing them
upon their clients” On the other hand they were the reward for loyal political service by the

clergy, bishoprics being especially important as a source of 'dependable pro-ministerial voting

The role of the Church as part of the state apparatus 1s discussed w chapier 6.
See chapter 9 below.
The domestic correspondence for 1724-34 is contained in B.L. Add. MSS 32687-32737,

Richard Pares, King George 1l and she politicians (Oxford, 1953), pp. 24-5. Roy Poner. English society in the
eighteenth century (Harmondsworth, 1982). p. 184,
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fodder in the House of Lords’.' To view ecclesiastical patronage simply as a tool of
parliamentary management, however, is a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of the
patronage system in eighteenth-century politics and govemment

In the first place, the patronage of a church living was regarded as a property right. But that
right carried with it an obligation, and contemporary discussions of the nature of patronage
emphasized its character ‘as a Trust’.! In 1734 the Weekly Miscellany wrote that patrons were
trustees in three respects: ‘“They are Trustees for the Clergy, who dedicate themselves to the
Office of the Priesthood; they are Trusiees for the People, for whose Happiness they were
dedicated, and the Priesthood appointed; they are Trustees for Religion, whose Interest and
Honour ought to be promoted, as far ag may be, by the Administrations of the Clergy'.* The
practical implications of this view were set out by Bishop Pearce on his arrival in the diocese of
Bangor. Promising his clergy to discharge faithfully the trust placed in him as patron of a large
pumber of parochial livings, he assured them that the best recommendation to his favour would
be ‘Good Leaming & a good Life, joynd to Diligence in the discharge of their Duty'.® The
corollary of this concept of patronage was, as Edward Bentham pointed out, ‘that Posts of Honour
and Employment are Objects of a very laudable Ambition’ - an interesting comment on place-
seeking."

Such discussions of the duties of patrons were rare. Pamphletecrs took up the issue only when
they believed that the trust was being disregarded. The article in the Weekly Miscellany, for
instance, appeared in the context of the controversy over the appointment to the bishopric of
Gloucester of Thomas Rundle, who was accused of socinian tendencies. Morcover, few politicians
appear in their correspondence to be concemed about the faithful discharge of their trust, although
in early 1743 Henry Liddell, later baron Ravensworth, spent weeks agonizing over the choice of a
suitable clergyman to recommend (or the Jiving of Whittingham.'* But it should not, therefore, be
supposed that most patrons paid scant regard to the obligations incumbent on them. It is
important (0 remember that the vast majority of the political nation were practising members of

the Church of England, aware of the purpose for which the livings in their gift had been

'8 Porler, English society, pp. 77, 129; L.H. Plumb, England in the eighteenth century (Harmondsworth, 1950), pp.
42-4; JB. Owen, The eighteenth century. 1714-18]5 (London, 1974), pp. 1534; H.T. Dickinson, Walpole and
the whig supremacy (London, 1973), pp. 79-80; Sykes, Church and state, pp. 63-5.

' William Webster, A treatise on places and preferments, especially church-preferments (London, 1757), p. 15.

12 The Weekly Miscllany, oo, 6 July 1734, p. 1.

13 Wesminster Abbey Librucy and Muniment Room, Pearce Papers, WAM 64862, fols. 7-8: Charge delivered at the
primary visitation at Bangor. 1749, Cf.. WAM 64864, fo). 8: Charge delivered al the primary visitation al
Rochester, 1757,

4 Faward Bentham, A letter 1o a fellow of a college. Being the sequel of a letter to a young gentlernan of Oxford
(London, 1749), p. 64. Cf. John Spry who claimed thal the pursuit of ‘Honours of Apostalical Instmtion” was
‘Innocent at least'. A sermon preached in Lamberh Chapel at the consecration of the right reverend fathers in
God, John, lord bishop of Bristel, and John, lord bishop of Bangor, on Sunday, July 4. 1756 (Oxford, n.d.), p.
17.

3 Edward Hughes, North cowury life in the eighteenth century. The north-east, 1700-50 (Oxfard. 1952). pp. 337-
40.
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instituted.'* Thar patronage was a trust was an unspoken assumption, which It was only necessary
10 articulate occasionally.

Because patronage was a Lrust, it was scen to be the duty of pawtrons to favour deserving men.
Doing so, moreover, brought them credit. Ncwceastle and Hardwicke received numerous letters
from clergymen expressing the hope that they would not ‘discredit’ their recommendations,'” The
disposal of crown patronage, therefore, was important to the standing of politicians, not only in
the crude equation of political support in retum for favours received. but also because its
bestowal on worthy and deserving objects enhanced their reputation. The canl of Macclesfield
made this point explicily, When suppoming the nomination of Thomas Hunt for the Hebrew
professorship at Oxford, he referred to his recommendation of James Bradley (o be astronomer
royal in succession t0 Halley. This appointment, he claimed, had given general satisfaction at
home and abroad and ‘has done great credit to the Persons who appointed him, as well as to
those who recommended him".'

In the second place, the only way in which patrons could inform themselves of deserviog
clergymen was through personal knowledge or personal recommendation. It was for this rcason
that the post of mtor to a nobleman’s son was so valued. If performed well it was a guarantec of
future preferment.”” Thus Newcastle and Hardwicke relied on the recommendations of others to
infoom them of proper candidales for livings in the gift of the crown. The smaller the livings and
the further from London, the more ministers were dependent upon information from others.
Conversely, the natural chanmnel for applications to be made and forwarded 10 ministers was
through those who were acquainted with them, particularly lords licutenant and members of
parliament. When Newcastle commented on the number of recommendations he received from
Thomas Townshend, the member of parliament for Cambridge Universily, Townshend defended
himself on preciscly these grounds, arguing that, as he ‘served in parliament for a corporation
consisting chiefly of Clergymen’, his frequent solicitations for church preferments could not be
regarded as improper.® In the opinion both of those ministers responsible for nominations to
crown livings and of those who wished t0 be preferred to them, recommendations were best made

through local politicians who were acquainted with both.

16 See above, cpl. 2, pp. 35-7. for some commenls on lay piety. In this context the statement of Edmund Burke,
though datng from the 1790s, is significant. He claimed that ‘we prefer the Protestant [aysiem of religion]; not
because we think {1 has less of the Christian religion in ik, but because, in our judgment, it has more. We we
Protestants, nol from indifference but from zeal'. *Rellections on the revolution in France, and on the proceedings
of certain societies in London relative to thal event’, in The works of Edmund Burke (Bohn Library edn.. 6 vols..
London. 1854-69), b, 362-3.

17 E.g. B.L. Add. 32732, fol. 445; Bishop Jahnsan to Newcasde, 11 Aug. 1753; Add. 35598, fols. 5-6: Bishop
Herring 10 Hardwicke, 22 Dec. 1737

13 B.L. Add 32712, fols. 171-2: Macelesfield 10 Newcaslle, 20 July 1747. Bradley wus asironomer royal betweci
1742 and 1762. For an assessment of his work see Enic G. Forbes, Greenwich Observatory. 1. Origins and early
history (1675-1835) (London, 1975), especially pp. 97-8.

1% E.g., John Hume, wtor 10 Newcastle's nephew, Lord Lincoln, and John Ewer, tulor o the earl of Granby, both of
whom became bishops,

2 B.L. Add. 32724, fol. 494: Townshend to Newcaslle, 30 July 175}).
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In many cases, a member of parliament can only be discovered to bave made one application
10 Newcastle or Hardwicke, and then for a living either in or neighbouring his constituency or
estate. Edward Thompson® applied in 1741 for the rectory of Welton; Sir William Wentworth®
for Felkirk; William Levinz® for Epworth in 1746; Sir John Abdy* for Fobbing in 1730; Samuel
Kent® for Hitcham in 1753; Charles Gore® for the mastership of the free school at Berkhamsted
in 1753.7 Similarly, in 1749 Robert Brstow, M.P. for New Shorcham, recommended Mr
Morrison for the vicarage of Eastwood, which lay in the middle of his estate, and in 1750 John
Campbell, although M.P. for Naimshire, asked for the presentation to Narbeth, which lay near his
estate in Pembrokeshire.® The application of Levinz is particularly interesting. He was persvaded
to withdraw his pretensions when the duke of Leeds applied for the living for John Hay, but with
a promise to his nominee, Hutton, of preferment when something suitable fell vacant. In 1753
Hurton solicited him for the living of Wadingham in Lincolnshire. Levinz, however, in
acquainting Newcastle of this, assured him that he realized Newcasde would probably wish to
dispose of it at the recommendation of the 'Lincolnshire gentlemen’.”

Noble and powerful gentry families could be more demanding. But their applications also
display striking regional characteristics. The marquis of Rockingham and Lord Irwin, lords
licutenant of Yorkshire, applied only for livings in that county; as did earl Brooke, the lord
licutenant of Warwickshire, and the duke of Dorset, lord lieutenant of Kent.® The carl of Powis
was one of the most {requent solicitors of crown livings, but he too reswuricted them to Shropshire,
of which he was lord lieutenant, and north Walcs, especially Montgomeryshire, where he
posscssed large estates.” Nor did he make any claim to monopolize government patronage in
Shropshire, declining on one occasion to ‘interfere’ with the application of Sir Orslando

2 M.P. for York.

2 M.P. for Malton.

B M.P. for Nottinghamshire.

¥ M.DP. for Essex.

B M.P. for Ipswich.

% M.P. for Herifordshire.

27 B.L. Add. 32697, fols. 29, 82: Edward Thompson to Newcastle 21, 26 May 1741, ibid., fol. 269: Sir Wilkam
Wentworth to Newcastle, 2 July 174%; Add. 32706, fols. 57-8: Willkam Levinz 1o Newcastle, 28 Jan. 1746; Add.
32720, fols. 65-6: Sir John Abdy to Newcastle, Jan. 1750; Add. 32733, fols. 158-9: Herming to Newcasle, 29
Oct. 1753; Add. 32732, fols. §1-2: Charles Gore to Newcaslle, n.d.[1753].

2 B.L. Add. 35590, fols. 248-9: Robert Bristow 10 Hardwicke, 8 Feb. 1749; Add. 35598, fols. 398-400: Herring to
Hardwicke, 7 Feb. 1749; Add. 32720, fols. 131-2: John Campbell to Newcastle, 9 Feb. 1750; Add. 32723, fols.
262-3: Campbell 1> Newcastle, 12 Nov. 1750.

2 BJL. Add. 32706, fol. 95: duke of Leeds ta Newcastle, 3 Feb. 1746; Add. 32731, fols. 365-6: Levinz to
Newcastle, 12 Apr. 1753.

30 B.L. Add. 32732, fols. 522-3, 609-10: Rockingham to Newcastle, 27 Aug.. 5 Sepi. 1753, Add. 35592, fols. 367-
8: Rockingham to Hardwicke, 13 June 1754; Add. 32698, fols. 263-4, 325-6: Irwin to Newcastle, 4, 16 Nov.
1741; Add. 32699, fols. 1034: Irwin to Newcasde, 10 Mar. 1742; Add. 32704, fols. 89-90, 113-4: frwin o0
Newcastle, 24 Feb., 6 Mar. 1745; Add. 32719, fols. 212-13: Irwin to Neweaslle, 21 OcL 1749; Add. 32713, fol.
319: Brooke to Newcastle, 25 Oct. 1747; Add. 32721, fols. 173-4, 287-8, 495-8: Brooke ta Newcastle, 26 June,
6 July, 28 July 1750; Add. 32725, fols. 408-10: Brooke w Newecastle, 15 Nov. 1751; B.L. Add. 32701, fol. 230:
Dorset to Newcastle, 2 Nov. 1743; Add. 35591, fols. 328-9: Dorset 1o Hardwicke, 5 May 1752.

31 BL. Add. 32704, fol. 445: Powis 10 Newcasile, 1 July 1745 Add. 32707, fol. 55: Powis 1o Newcasde, 14 Apn
1746; Add. 32732, fols. 586-7, 657-8: Powis to Newcaslle, Aug. 1753, 16 Sopt. 1753; Pearce Papers, WAM
64535, Newcastle 10 Pearce, 12 Sept 1755.
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Bridgeman, another Shropshire landowner and son-in-law 1o the previous lord lieutenant, the last
ear] of Bradford, for the living of Kinnerly.** Recommendations like that of the Cheshire magnate,
the earl of Cholmondeley, for the living of Great Marlow were few and far between,

In many cases these leucrs of recommendation from lords lieutenant and members of
parliament were mercly communicating the applications of others who had no acquaintance with
the ministers. Indeed, sometimes they felt obliged to forward such applications even though they
were unwilling to support them themselves. The ear]l of Coventry was quite candid about this
practice. He semt Newcastle a letter from Dr Nash, asking for a recommendation for the deanery
of Worcesler, He did indeed give Nash an excellent character, claiming he was a good whig ‘of
uncommon Leamning and Merit’, but added that if Newcastle was engaged to anyonc else ‘1
shou'd take it as a favour 10 receive such a Letter from your Grace, as may convince Dr Nash of
the sincerity of my Recommendation’.® Few patrons were so ingenuous. In 1752 the earl of
Winchilsea made a strong application for the prebend of Durham vacant by Bishop Benson's
death for his brother-in-law, Marriott. Henry Pelham, however, made some inquiries into the
marter, and was able to assure his brother that Winchilsea’s leiter was ‘nothing’, and that he was
‘not much concem’d’ about it, being far more anxious not to be disappointed in anything for
himsel f.*

Many contemporaries were aware of the shortcomings of the patronage system. In the early
1720s, for example, Bishop Gibson drew up a scheme for the more equitable and effective
management of crown livings, suggesting that they should be bestowed only upon clergymen
officiating within the diocese where the vacancy occurred or who were members of one of the
universiies and natives of that diocese. To this end he also proposed that the patronage of the
lord chancellor and the duchy of Lancaster should be transferred 1o the king himself. As a result
Lord Chancellor King threw his considerable influence against Gibson and his scheme was
defeated.® It is not clear, however, that the distribution of paironage by diocese was not Lhe
normal practice, at least in the period 1742-62. As has been shown, recommendations usually
came only {rom those with tocal knowledge. Newcastle, morcover, made it a general rule that
such rccommendations should have priority, informing the marquess of Rockingham that he felt
obliged to give preference to a clergyman suggested by the duke of Grafton for a living in
Suffolk.* Gibson had also hoped that his scheme would have encouraged the ministry to rely on
the bishops for advice about deserving clergy. This, it is true, did not happen, although the

32 B.L. Add. 35592, fols. 335-6: Powis o Hardwicke, 29 Apr. 1754.

3 B.L. Add. 32725, fols. 225-6: Coveniry to Newcastle, 9 Oct [751; ibid., fols. 257-8: Nash to Coventry, 8 Sept
1751.

Mo BL. Add. 32730, fols. 1-2: Winchilsea o Newcaslle, 1 Oct. 1752; ibid., fols. 144, 183: Pelham 10 Newcastle, 19,
27 October 1752 It is within this conrext that Newcastle's applicatons to the archbishop of York for a prebend
of Souhwell in 1750 are best undersiood [sec above, cpt. 4, p. 72]. It was nawural for Charhon and Thornhagh,
who were probably unacquainted with Hutton, o make their applicalions 1o him through Lheir lord liestenant and
political ally.

35 Sykes, Gibson, pp. 110-12.

6 B.L. Add. 32876, fol. 104; Neweastle to Rockingham, 24 Nov. 1757,
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ecclesiastical hierarchy, and especially the archdeacons, could have been utilized to provide an
effective intelligence network.”” But the Church had its own patronage, and bishops certainly
relied on their brethren and other clergy for recommendations in the disposal of their livings.®
Many prominent laymen would have objected to the extension of episcopal influence. They did
not believe that the bishops were better qualified than themselves to judge the merit of a
clergyman, and they were suspicious of any hint of clericalism, which, they feared, would
undermine the essentially lay character of the Church of England.”

The rationale of the patronage system was, therefore, primarily functional, In the absence of
any system of competitive examinations it performed an indispensable role in the business of
government, the filling of vacancies in both the Church and the civil administration. The vesting
of patronage in the hands of ministers of the crown and the reliance on personal
recommendations, however, politicised the system and ensured that considerations of party politics
could never be entirely divorced from patronage.

Firstly, places tended to be besiowed upon roinisterial whigs. Tories and dissident whigs were
not excluded from consideration by Newcastle. On the contrary, numerous examples can be found
of his promotion of men linked with his political opponents. On the one hand, he promoted
Jonathan Fountayne, ‘the first Whig of a very Tory Family’, 1o the deancry of York. He secured a
canonry of Christ Church for Richard Newton, the principal of Herford and former tutor of
Henry Pelham, who had been ‘always wt they call a Tory, but never a Jacobite'* He
recommended William Richardson, the master of Emmanuel, for a royal chaplaincy, despite vocal
protests from some of his parliamentary supporiers. If Newcastle had hoped that he would be
tempted away from the opposition in Cambridge as a result, he was to be disappointed. Soon
afterwards Richardson became one of the managers of the Prince of Wales’s campaign for the
chanceliorship.*’ On the other hand, in 1739 Zachary Pearce was promoted to the deanery of
Winchester, and thence in 1748 to the bishopric of Bangor, although his patron, the earl of Bath,
was on both occasions in opposition to the minisiry. Finally, in 1757 he received the bishopric of
Rochester and deanery of Westminster, which, Pearce claimed, he accepted only at Newcastle's
personal and particular request.*? Newcastle also, admittedly after many delays, secured first 2
prebend of Westminster and then the bishopric of Bristol for another of Bath’s clients, Thomas
Newton, in spite of the waming he had received from Pelham that he was ‘not 2 man you will

37 But Newcsastle and Hardwicke often made inquiries Lhrough the bishops about the merit of clergymen
recommended for preferment. See below, pp. 115-16.

38 E.g. Pearce Papers, WAM 64652: Bishop Sherlock to Pearce, 26 June 1737.

3% For un exlreme statement of this opimion see [Thomas Gordonl, A lelter to the reverend Dr Codex, on the subject
of his modest instruclion o the crown, inserted in the Daily Journal of Feb. 27th [733 (London, 1734), pp. 16-
19. See also Sir Michacl Foster, An examination of the scheme of church-power, laid down in the Codex juris
ecclesiastici anglicari, &c. (London, 1735), pp. 67-9.

40 B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 182: Pelham 10 Newecastle, 27 Ocr 1752,

41 B.L. Add. 32703, fo). 59: Gooch to Newcastle, 2) May 1744; Add. 35590, fol. 88: Dupplin to Hardwicke, n.d.
[1748]; Add. 35598, fol. 228: Herring to Hardwicke, 16 Sept. 1746.

42 ‘'The life of Dr Zachary Pearce', in The lives of Dr Edward Pocock . . . by Dr Twells; of Dr Zachary Pearce
- . . and of Dr Thomas Newson . . . by themselves: and of the Rev. Philip Skelion. by Mr Bundy (2 vols,,
London, 1816), 1, 401-2.
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get credit, among the Whigs, by providing for’.*> Similarly, in 1751, the posts of judge of the
prerogative court of Canterbury and dean of the arches fell vacant. The most distinguished civil
lawyer of the period was Sir George Lee, who, until the death of the Prince of Wales, had been
one of the leaders of the Leicester Housc opposition. Nonetheless, with the approval of Newcastle
and Hardwicke, Thomas Herring, the archbishop of Canterbury, appointed him to both, asking ‘no
retumn, but . . . a faithful discharge of the great Trust & the Advice . . . of an honest & able
Fricnd’ .

The majority of church preferments were bestowed on ministerialists, therefore, not because
Newcastle adopted a vigorous policy of exclusion, but because tory peers and members of
parliament in particular neither were prepared to petition, nor had close social contacts with, whig
ministers. Equally, clergymen with lory sympathies were averse to begging favours from local
whigs, Even if the ministry did not demanrd unwavering support in returmn for preferment, clients
were generally recognized to be under some obligation to their patrons. The complex operation of
the patron-clicnt rslationship is partly revealed in Zachary Pearce's rccollection of a conversation
with his pamon and friend, William Pulteney, on his promotion 1o the deanery of Winchester.
Pulteney, he reports. said to him:

‘Doctor Pearce, though you may think that others besides Sir Robert [Walpole] bave
contributed 10 get you this digniry, you may depend on i, that he is all in all, and that
you owe it entirely to his good will towards you. And therefore as I am engaged in
opposition 1o him, it may happen that some who are of our pany, may, if there should
be any opposition for Members of Parliament at Winchester, prevail upon me to desire
you to act there in assistance of some friends of ours; and Sir Robert, at the same time,
may ask your assistance in the election for a friend of his own against one whom we
reccommend. [ tell you, therefore, before-hand, that if you comply with my request rather
than with Sir Roberi’s, to whom you are so very much obliged, I shall have the worse
opinion of you.'®

Secondly, it was easy for considerations of parliamentary management to be dragged into
patronage affairs. For those politicians who were prepared (o petition ministers for places, for
those who linked themselves to the minisierial patronage network, it was important to be
successful, The interest of such men was damaged by the repeated failure of their
rccornmendations; their clients would tum to other patrons. For precisely the same reason that
Newcastle was worried about the promotion of John Thomas on the nomination of Lord Caneret
in 1743 or about the delay in Trevor's appointment to the bishopric of Durham in 1752, members
of parliamen: were concemed if the candidate of a rival Jocal interest was preferred to theirs. Just
as, on occasions, Newcastle saw church appointments as an important symbol of his interest in
the closet, so his supporters saw them as signs of their credit with the ministry.

3 “The life of Dr Thomes Newton', in The lives of Pocock, Pearce, Newton and Skelton, 1, 101-3; B.L. Add.
32730, fol. 183; Pelham 1o Newcastie, 27 Oct. 1752,

% B.L. Add. 35599, fal. 54: Hemring to Lee, 18 Dec. 1751; Add. 32725, fols. S11-13: Herring to Lee. 18 Dec.
1751,

45 Life of Pearce’, p. 392. Winchesler was not coniested in 1741.
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The problems caused for Newcastle in the disposal of patronage because of the emphasis
placed by politicians on the fate of their recommendations as a demonstration of their credit with
the ministry emerged clearly in the application of earl Gower and Lord Anson in 1750, while
Newcastle was in Hanover, for a prebend of Worcester for Thomas Hintor. At the end of 1749
Newcastle had promised, ‘as far, as it depended upon mc'. to obtain the next prebend of
Worcester for Lewis Crusius, the master of Charierhouse. This promise was given to the duke of
Marlborough and Lord Bateman, who were becoming uneasy at the delay in Crusius’ preferment,
Nonetheless Bateman was sill concemed that the duke’s waming about the difficulty of obraining
prcbends for clergymen who were not king’s chaplains implied that he was less than fully
committed (o Crusius’ cause.* Consequently, Newcastle's situgtion was difficult when, soon after
receiving a letter from Bateman reminding him of his promise, he reccived one from earl Gower,
enclosing an application from Hinton for a prebend of Worcester, adding ‘that this long neglect of
a Man of so good an interest must be highly detrimental to the Whig interest’ in Lichfield, where
Gower and Anson were atlempting to establish their influence against the tories.*” His predicament
was not improved by two other applications, {from George Harrison. M.P. for Hertford, and from
Lord Decerhurst, although both were of later date and less weight than Gower's.

In the first instance he replied to Gower suggesting the second vacancy at Worcester, or one
of Canterbury with the concurrence of the archbishop.® Bur this did ot sausfy Gower and
Anson, and Newcastle received a series of letters from Petham, Hardwicke and Herring relating
their displeasure, Hermring reported that Gower and Anson were united ‘in considering & pressing
it on yr Grace as of the last consequence, Thar Hinton be immediately taken care of’.** Hardwicke
was more explicit about the implications of refusing them. He told Newcastle that Gower thought
it a great btow 'to his Credit in Staffordshire’, which cxposed him 1o ‘Reproach & Ridicule’, and
commenled ominously ‘I would the rather wish him in present good humour with you’*® Two
letters from his brother, howcver, must have been particularly irmitating to Newcaste. Pelham
accepted Gower’s statement, that his application predated that of Baleman, and, having disclaimed
all interest in church preferments, added that 'Lord Gower deserves better of the King than all of
them put together’ s As Newcasle commented with annoyance to Hardwicke, Pelham had

approved the promise to Bateman. He concluded the sarne letier with the plea, ‘Get me out of the

4 B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 476: Newcastle o Hardwicke. 27 July 1750; Add. 32719, lols. 22%-30: Bateman w0
Newcaste, 8 Oct 1749; ibid.. fols. 23940; Newcaste 10 Baleman, 13 Oci. 1749; ibid., fols. 2534: Baternan 10
Newecaste, 15 Ocu 1749,

“? B.L. Add. 32720, fols. 225-6: Batemnan lo Newcasue, 17 Apr. 1750; Add. 32721, fol 135; Gower to Newcaslle,
2) Jume 1750; ibid.. fols, 137-8: Himwon o Gower, 13 Junc 1750.

¥ B.L. Add. 32721, fols. 221-2: Newcastle 10 Gower, 4 July 1750; Add. 32720, fols. 437-8: Deerhurst 10
Newcaslle, 31 May 1750; Add. 32721, fols. 99-100: Newcustle to Deerhiugsl, 12 June 1750; ibid., fols. 202-5:
Deerhurst to Newcaslle, 30 June 1750,

9 B.L. Add. 32721, fols. 347-8: Herring to Newcaslle, 12 July 1750.
3¢ B.L. Add. 32721, fo). 417; Hardwicke 1o Newcastle, 20 July 1750,

5 B.L. Add. 32721, fols. 361-2: Pelham to Newcasile, 13 July 1750; Add. 32722, fol. 34: Pelham lo Neweaste, 3
Aug. 1750.
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Scrape with Gower & Anson; or, at least, let others share it with me’.*> However, this should not
be interpreted as a ‘private and despaining’ plea to others Lo extricate him from the consequences
of his own machinations.® Rather it was a request to Hardwicke, as ‘a common Friend’ to both
pariies, to act as an intermediary. For accompanying the private letter with this plea, was a long
second letter to Hardwicke, clearly written to be shown 1o Gower if necessary, containing lhe
basis for an accommodation. Afier defending himself as to dates, which, as Pelham remarked.
‘seem to have a good deal to do in this dispute’, and explaining the strength of his engagement to
Bateman, he offered to recommend Hinton either for the second vacancy at Worcester, or, as that
was unlikely 1o be worth the wait, the first prebend of Windsor, Wesminster or Canterbury,
providing he had the concurrence of all the king's servants.® Gower and Anson accepted these
proposals, and Hinton was made a canon of Windsor in 1751, nearly a year before a prebend of
Worcester fell vacant to provide for Crustus.

The importance of managerial considerations in the disposal of patronage was also accentuated
when recommendations from rival groups of local politicians conflicted. In October 1747 the earl
of Orford applied 10 Newcaste for the living of Buckland Brewer in Devon, for one of his
chaplains when it became vacant. The incumbent dying. his application was followed by others
from Thomas Benson, M.P. for Bamstaple, and Lord Rolle, who was supported by Sir Bourchier
Wrey, the other member for Bamstaple. Orford had litle regard for Rolle and Wrey, former tories
who had gone over 1o the ministry on Walpole’s fall. Moreover, he doubted the genuineness of
their conversion, ‘Lord Rolles haveing given bul one Vole since he was a Peer [in January 1748)
and that against the Court".® The dispute rapidly escalaled from one about a presentation to a
small Devon living, into one about Devon politics and the interest of Orford, Rolle and Wrey in
the county.* Newcastle was caught in the middle as both staked their credit with the ministry on
the oulcome. For Wrey the issue was whether Orford should be allowed two successive
prescntations to the same living, ‘each Time in Prejudice to my Sclf & . . . against The Interest
& Inclination of a whole County’. He reminded Newcastle of his services to the govermment and
argued thal his clectoral interest would be damaged if he werce disappointed:

How contemptible Then must I appear my Lord In thc Face of all Those Gentlemen,
who 1 ventured to oppose In Person at The Late Elections for Both Exeter & Bamstaple,
& In Both Places. with some Honor perhaps & encrease of Interest to The Friends of
The Gover'ment, & at no inconsiderable expence to my Self & ray Rclations, if 1 do not
appear to merit from your Grace, some Little Preference to Those, who neither on Those,

or occasions of much higher Importance Have given us The least Assistance in that
Country.”

52 B L. Add. 32721, fol. 483: Newcasue to Hardwicke, 27 July 1750.
S Sykes, Church and siate, p. 175,
34 B.L. Add. 32721, fots. 473-82: Newcastle to Hardwicke, 27 July 1750.

35 B.L. Add. 32715, fol. 154: Orford 10 Neweastle, 4 Junc 1748; Romney Sedgwick (ed), The house of commons
1715-54 (2 vols., London, 1970), o, 391, 558.

6 B.L. Add. 32713, fol. 290; Orford to Newcaslle, 20 Qct. 1747; Add. 32714, ful. 65: Rolle to Newcastle, 17 Jan.
1748, ibld., fol. 88: T. Benson 1o Newcasile, 17 Jan. 1748; ibid., fo). 307: Wrey o Neweaslle, 5 Mar. 1748.

57 B.L. Add. 32715, fols. 146-7: Wrey to Newcaslle, 2 June 1748.
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Orford, on the other hand, was furious that ‘two such insigniticant Fellows as These’, who had
little influence in Devon, should be placed in competition with him. He reminded Newcastle that
at the last clection he had chosen ecight members of parliament, *without putting the Government
to One shilling expence’. He argued that the point now in dispule was ‘wither [sic] these two
Gentlemen or myself, have the greatcst Weight with Your Grace, and the rest of the
Administration’, and threatened to resign as Jord lieutenant if their interest was preferred.®
Newcastle succeeded in calming the troubled waters, and an agreement was reached to keep the
living vacant until another became available and both candidates could be provided for together.
But the affair was still simmering at the end of 1748.%

Considerations of party politics also impinged on patronage in another way. As both the
muinistry and members of parliament knew well, parsons could be important as electoral agents.
Thus, when Henry Pelham forwarded 10 Newcastle a recommendation he had received from the
ear] of Cholmondeley, he added the comment that ‘it is proper in a corporation town to consider
who you place there’® A committed clergyman was capable of swinging an election, and
Pelham’'s especial concem in this case is not surprising. Marlow was a particularly volatile
constitutency which witnessed a contested election in 1754,

The imponance of ‘recommendations from persons you daily want for the conduct of affairs’,®
therefore, was not lost on Newcastle. The risk of offending ministerial supporiers could not be
taken lightly, but it is not obvious that the interests of the Church were subordinated to the
demands of parliamentary management. Indeed. it would be surprsing if they had been. since the
widespread acceptance of patronage as a irust meant that it was worihy, not merely successful,
recommendations which reflected credit on the patron, It is clear from Newcastle's
correspondence with Gower and Anson that Hinton was destined 10 receive a crown prebend in
the ncar future. Their veiled threats merely accelerated the preferment for which he was already a
candidate. Where more detailed investigation into the standing of clergymen is possible, merit can
be seen to have been a prerequisite for preferment, whatever the political claims of ejther the
patron or his candidate. When the duke of Marlborough applied for a caponry of Windsor for
Erasmus Saunders in 1751, his only concern appeared to be his own politcal interesl at Windsor
and in Oxfordshire. Newcastle, however, did not know Saundcrs and questioned his suitability for
such a preferment Marlborough replied that he had an excellent character, and assured Newcastle
that ‘if there is any Bishop on the bench that has heard of Mr Saupders & does not give him a

good character both as a man & as a parson [ beg hc may not have this or any other

38 B.L. Add. 32715, fol 154: Orford to Newcastle, 4 June 1748,

5 B.L. Add. 32717, fols. 365, 538-9: Wrey 1o Newcastle, 29 Nov., 26 Dec. 1748. 11 is nol aliogether clear how Lhis
affair was sccommodated. Ashburion and Peter’s Tavy were the Livings that fel} vacant at the end of 1748 and
provided the means of satisfying both pawrons. But a leuer from Edward Walpple six months lster 1alked of
Newcastle's promise lo present his nominee 10 Ashburion Add. 32718, fols. 324-5: Edward Walpole w
Neweastle, 14 June 1749.

&  B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 198: Pelham o Newcastle, 3 Nov. 1752; ibid., fols. 169-70: Cholmondeley to Newcaslle,
27 Ocl. 1752; Add. 3273}, fols. 123-5: Cholmondeley o Newcastle, Jan. 1753

8. B.L, Add. 32853, fol. 336: Beniinck 1o Newcastle, 18 Mar, 17535,
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preferment”.®

Even in those preferments which at first sight owed most to party politics merit was not
ignored. In 1753 Henry Pelham told his brother that Sir Kenrick Clayton was staking all his
interest on obtaining 2 prebend for Dr John Thomas. Pclham reminded Ncweastle that Clayton
‘has a borough absolutely of his own, and is of greal use in choosing two Members att [sic]
Marlow, besides his interest in other places’, and expressed concern that if he was disappointed
he might be tempted into opposition.®® The prebend of Westminster that was bestowed upon
Thormas in April 1754 could easily be seen as a political nomination. But Thomas was 'a
thoroughly conscientious man, well worthy of respect’, who later became dean of Westminster
and bishop of Rochester.® Moreover, the rise in the Church of Josiah Tucker, first to a prebend of
Bristol and then fo the deanery of Gloucester, might appear as one of the most blatantly political
advancements of the century. Tucker was a leading figurc in the whig Union Club of Bristol, and
was a prominent and active supporter of Robert Nugent and the whig interest there in the
elections of 1754 and 1756. It was Tucker's polifical merit that Nugent stressed when applying
for preferment for him to Newcastle and Hardwicke.*® But Tucker was also one of the foremost
political economists of the century and, more relevandy. contemporaries thought highly of him as
a churchman. He was reckoned ‘an excellent parish-priest, and an exemplary dean in keeping his
residence and performing his duty’, and it was a matter for praise thal he wrote ‘over 300
sermons and preached them all again and again’.*

Parliamentary management was, therefore, an integral and unavoidable pan of the paironage
system, but it was not its rationale. The problems of soothing ruffled pride and arranging
accommodations between rival groups of ministerial supporters do not represent the bulk of
Newcastle's ecclesiastical correspondence. That considerations of party polities were of only
secondary importance is equally evident if episcopal appointments are examined.

The view that bishops were no more than ministerial voting fodder was common among
contemporaries, as well as historians. Opposition politicians claimed thal ministers used the
promise of advancement to richer and more prestigious sees as a bribe with which to corrupt the
bench. Consequently a bill to prevem the {ranstation of bishops was brought into the house of
comumorns in 1731 with the avowed intention of lessening their dependence on the ministry.” Half
a century later the same belief informed the ideas of Richard Watson. His proposals to make the

revenue and pawonage of bishoprics more equal were intended to increasc episcopal independence

82 g.1. Add. 32724, fols. 7980, 328: Marlborough to Newcastle, 19 Jan., 2 Iune 1751. Saunders was not given the
canonry of Windsor, but becarme a prebendary of Worcester in December 1751.

63 B.L. Add. 32731, f{ol. 422: Pelham to Newcasile, S May 1753.

6 C.J. Abbey, The English church and its bishops 1700-1800 (2 vols., London, 1887), 0,75.

8 Sir Lewis Namier and John Braoke (eds), The house of commons 1754-90 (3 vols., London, 1964), 1, 2834; B.L.
Add. 32736, fols. 133-4: Nugenl 10 Newcastle, ] Avg. 1754; Add. 35594, fols. 215-6: Nugent 1o Hardwicke, 27
Sepl. 1756; Add. 32866, fol. 324: Newcasue w Nugenal, 31 July 1756.

% ‘Life of Newton', pp. 107-8; George Shellon, Dean Tucker and eighteenth-cerdury economic arnd political
thought (London, 1981), p. 185; B.L. Add. 35590, fots. 277-8; J. Fosler 1o Hardwicke, 20 Apr. {749.

8  Sykes. Gibson. pp. 149-50; Linda Collay, /n defiance of oligarchy. The tory party 1714-60 (Cambridge, 1982), n.
106.
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in the house of lords. They were framed not so much as a plan of ecclesiastical reform, but more
as part of the political campaign for economical reform.® The basis of this opposition critique -
the tendency of bishops to support the ministry of the day - cannot be denied. But it is not so
clear that that support was gained by Lhe deliberate exploitation of the patronage at ministers’
disposal.®

Firstly, an examination of episcopal careers hardly suggests the systematic use of translation as
a tool of parliamentary management. Multiple translations were rare. Of the fifty-six bishops who
sat on the bench between 1742 and 1762, only one, Benjamin Hoadly, was translated three times.
Appointed bishop of Bangor in 1715 he rose rapidly in the Church, passing through the sces of
Hereford and Salisbury before his elevation to the bishopric of Winchester in 1734, A furher
twelve were translated twice. Eight were removed for a second time to one of the five major sees
of Canerbury, York, London, Durham and Winchester.”® One went to Salisbury, which Thomas
Sherlock reckoned as valuable as London.” Two went to Ely, another rich see, considered
especially imponant because of the relation it bore to Cambridge University, and manslation to it
was always regarded as the prerogative of the senior Cambridge-educated bishop on the bench not
possessed of better preferment.’? This leaves only John Hough, who cnded his career at
Worcester, another one of the wealthiest sees, to which he had been (ranglated in 17{7. Unless a
bishop was distingujshed or senjor enough to merit a place among the half-dozen most eminent
churchmen in the country, the most he could hope for was onc translation. What was supposed to
be the ‘sirongest weapon of discipline possessed by the political ministers'™ cannot have had the
influence attributed to it by both contemporaries and historians.

Secondly, in individual cases there is clear evidence that ministers paid scant regard to voting
records when considering the claims of bishops to preferment. Although Hoadly’s rise in the
Church was exceptional, he has still been scen as ‘the prime example of the place-seeking
prelates of Hanoverian England’.™ He did indeed perform valuable work as an apologist for the
Walpole administration in the carly 1720s, writing in the London Journal under the pseudonym
‘Britannicus’.” But belween 1742 and 1761 he atiended parliament onfy twice, and did not even
qualify himself for proxy voting in the parliaments of 1748-54 and 1754-61. If it is argued that

Hoadly made use of the independence given him by the see of Winchester, his case should be

8 Richard Watson, 'A Jeuier to his grzce the archbishop of Canterbury, printed in 1784°, in Sermons on public
ocasions. and fracts on religious subjects (Cambridge, 1788), pp. 399-405; Timothy J. Brain, ‘Some aspects of
the life and work of Richard Watson, bishop of Llandaff, 1737-1816’, Ph.D. dissertaton, University of Wales
(Aberwystwylh), 1982, p. 160.

%  The conduct of the episcopate in the house of lards, including its support of the minstry, is examined in chapler

8

7 Thomas Secker, Thomas Herring, Malthew Hulton. John Gilber, Robert Drummond, Thomas Sherlock, John
Egerton, and John Thomas.

" John Hume. H.M.C., 101h Repon, Appendix, Part I, p. 302: Sherlock 10 Edward Weston, 13 OcL 1748.

72 Thomas Gooch and Maithias Mawson. Being the senjor Cambridge bishop was the basis of Gooch's clzim 1o the
see in 1748, B.L. Add. 32714, fo). 113: Sherlock o Newcasile, 26 Jan. 1748.

73 Sykes, Church and state, p. 63.
M W.A. Speek, Stability and strife. England 17]4-60 (London, 1977), p. 76.
7S The works of Benfamin Hoadly. D.D.. ed. John Hoadly (3 vels., London, 1773), m. 1-395.

95



compared with that of Bishop Gibson. After his breach with Walpole over the Quakers Tithe Bill
of 1736, Gibson attended the house of Iords on eight occasions. Five of these were days of only
formal business. On the other three he voted against the ministry over the Spirituous Liquors Bill
of 1743 and on the clause relating to the orders of Scottish episcopalians in the Bill for disarming
the Highlands in 1748.7 Nonetheless. he was offered the archbishopric of Canterbury in 1747.7
The career of Thomas Secker deserves more detailed consideration because he is often
portrayed as a bishop who was confined 1o the poor sees of Bristol and Oxford for sixteen years,
with only the onerous parish of St James's, Westminster, as a commendamn, as a ‘deliberate
punishment for an early display of episcopal independence’.”™ When his merit was finally
rewarded with the deanery of St Paul’s, however, the opposition to his promotion came not from
the ministry, but from the king. George Il believed that Secker had joined Leicester House in
open opposition to him and his court. In a letter to the king upon his promotion Secker admitted
that he had made ‘great mistakes’, which were unspecified, but in later life he denied ever having
any connection with the Prince of Wales’s party. Just before the fall of Walpole he had acted as
intermediary between the ministry and the Prince, but in his autobiography claimed that, contrary
to the belief of the king, he had no influence over him.” Secker had certainly joined the
parliamentary opposidon on several occasions between 1739 and 1743, supporting place and
pension bills and crilcizing elements of the ministry’s forcign policy. He was also an active
leader of the episcopal opposition to the ministry over the Spirituous Liquors Bill of 1743 and the
clause relating to episcopal orders in the Bill for disarming the Scottish Highlands in 1748,
addressing the hovse on both occasions.®® But in the eyes of the ministry Secker had wiped off
the stain of having joined a ‘formed opposition’, and ‘has expressed his Resolution in the rightest
manner on that Subject’.® Hardwicke, indeed, believed thal his promotion was the more desirable
‘as it shows that Desert will meet with Regard, notwithstanding some litde Courn-Objections’.?
Moreover, Secker was offered St Paul's despite his somcwhat irregular attendance in the house
of lords. Between the sessions of 1741-2 and 1749-50 Secker was present in the house on only
16.3% of those days on which it was sining. In fact his attendance record was even poorer than
this figure might suggest, because he was in good health and residing in London for the majority

of every one of the parliamentary sessions of this period.® Even when he had been relieved of his

7 Parl. Hisi., x@, 1439, xiv, 272. The daily altendance of the bishops and peers is recorded in the Jownals of the
house of lords.

T B.L. Add. 32713, fol. 241: Gibson 1 Newcastle, 12 Oct. 1747.
™ Sykes, Church and state, p. 3.

7 B.L., Add. 32722, fols. 65-6: Secker to George [1, 7 Aug. 1750; Add. 35587, lols. 2-5: Secker to Hardwicke. 7
Jan. 1742; 'The awtobiography of Archbihsop Secker’, L.P.L.. MS 2598, fols. 28-30, 48-9 (Transcript of
Professor Norman Sykes); Beilby Porteus, 'A review of the Ufe and character of Archbishop Secker’, in The
works of Thomas Secker. LL.D. (new edn., 6 vols., London, 1811), 1, xiji-xiv.

¥ ‘Repons of debates in the house of lords from 1735 to 1745 by Dr Secker', B.L. Add. 6043, passim.

8 B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 418: Hardwicke to Newcastle, 7 Aug. 1750; Add. 32720. fols. 217-8: Heming Ilo
Newcastle. 13 Apr. 1750; Add. 32721, fols. 171.2: Newcastle to Pelham, 27 July 1750. Secker appears o heve
been offered St Paul's in 1748, L.P.L., MS 2598, fol. 39 (Sykes transcppt).

82 g 1. Add. 32722, fol. 108: Hardwicke 1o Newcastle, 10 Aug. 1750.
8 See. below, 12bte 8.1 for further figures of bishops® parliamentary attendance.
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parochial respongibilities he did not become more diligent in the discharge of his political duties.
But he was stil Newcastle's preferred candidate when the archbishopric of Canterbury became

vacant in 1758,%

Patronage and the interests of the Church

Norman Sykes saw the primacy accorded by Newcastle to parliamentary management in the
disposal of patronage as the cause of his neglect of the interests of the Church. The argument that
party-political considerations were, at best, of secondary importance does not, however, entail as
its corollary that these interests were taken into account. Indeed, tay, especially whig, hostility 1o
clericalism and the infrequency with which Newcastle enquired into the theological opinions of
clergymen might be regarded as prima facie evidence that he paid littie attention to the spiriluat
interests of the Church, despite his obvious piety and the presumption that he accepted thar
patronage was a trust.®

But such arguments should not be given too much weight. The theology of clergymen was of
less relevance to ccclesiastical patronage tn the mid-eighteenth century than it had been before
1715 or was to become in the 1780s and 1790s. Within the Church a cooscious reaction against
the divisions of carlier decades 100k place. Controversy over dispuled points of theology. or even
about the nature of church-state relations, was avoided. The discussion of ‘subtile questions
lending to Strife & fruitless Disputation’ was deprecated. Instead, irenicism, moderation and
‘christian Charity' were urged as virtues.® Hoadly and Sherlock, it is mue, were widely regarded
as leaders of opposing parties in the Church.” But, although they both lived until 1761, they werc
men of an older generation who had no obvious successors among the clergy. Within Newcastle's
episcopate were mecn of widely different theological views, who were able to work together
harmoniously without the party divisions of the late seventeenth century. Thomas Herring,
speaking of his sermon before the S.P.G., said he was belicved to have gone ‘as high as [ could
in ye Lower Region’, adding that ‘I am not got so far, as discarding Demoniaks, melting down
Miracles, & tuming Redemption wholly into Metaphor - but 1 have not lost my Charity for them
that do'.® Herring, moreover, thought Hoadly's Plain account of the sacrament of the Lord's

84 B.L. Add. 32878, fol. 276: Hardwicke to Newcastle, 20 Mar. 1758. Between 1751 and 1756 Secker altended the
house of lords on 19.25% of the days on which it was sitting.

85 These observations can also be applicd (o Hardwicke. He rarely yeferred w the theological opinions of candidates
for prefarment. On the other hand, there is no doubling his picty. He employed a local clergyman to read prayers
in his privale chapel three times a week, and at Wimpole he built *a very beautiful Church . . . wth a the
plainness & Elegance wch suits a Protestant Congregalion'. The diary and letters of his excellency Thomas
Hutchinson, ed. P.O. Huichmson (2 vols., London, 1883-6), 1. 516; Portland MSS, Natingham University Library,
PWV/121/79: Archbishop Herring to William Herring, 12 June 1750,

8  Ashridge MSS, Herntfordshire Record Office, AH. 1996, fols. 12, 9: Charge to the clergy of the diocese of
Bangor by Bishop John Eperon, 1758; R.W. Greaves, On the religious climale of Hanoverian Englond
({naugural leciure, Bedford College, London, 1963). Sec also the Appendix, which questions the value of defining
theological concerns in party-terms, such as high-church, low-church, and latitudinarian,

¥ The works of the right reverend William Warburton, D.D. lord bishop of Gloucesier (new edn., 12 vols., London,
1811). v. 6-7.

% Nottingham Umversity Library, PWV/120/17: Thomas Herring 10 William Herring, 27 Feb. 1738.
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Supper, which lowered the sacrament to a memorial service symbolizing christian unity, ‘a good
book, and as to the sacrament in paricular, as orthodox as Archbishop Tillotson'.* Joseph Butler,
on the other hand, put up a cross in the episcopal chapel at Bristol and was a reader of books of
‘mystic piety’, which later gave rise to rumours of his deathbed conversion to Roman
Catbolicism.”® Both Herring and Butler looked on Thomas Secker as a friend as well as a
colleague. Yet his theology was mildly evangelical in tone. He distrusted the *Extravagancies' of
the methodists, but was well aware of their virtues.” He believed thal the Church had ‘lost many
of our people to sectaries by not preaching in a manner sufficiently evangelical”, and exhorted his
clergy ‘to set before your people the lamentable conditon of fallen man, the numerous actual
sing, by which they have made it worse, the redemption wrought out for them by Jesus Christ,
the nature and importance of true faith in him, their absolute need of thc grace of the Divine
Spirit in order to obcy his precepts’.”

This cmphasis on irenicism extended to rclations with other denominations of christians.
Clergymen did indeed define the via media of the Church of England by refercnce 1o the errors of
dissent and popery. Many saw both as still dangerous threats to the security of the true religion.”
But in praciical relations the virues of charity and toleration were stressed. The majority of
churchmen looked upon the Toleration Act ‘as part of our Establishment'.* Even Thomas
Sherlock, the leadcr of the ‘Tory Clergy'*” was deeply involved in discussions with leading
dissenters in the mid-1740s about the possibility of a comprehension.® Catholics, on the other
hand, were viewed with greater distrust. The spread of catholicism was a constant fear.
Archbishop Herring urged upon the ministry the necessity of 1aking ‘proper measures . . . o
stop or discourage the illegal & ungrateful practises of these Zealots’ in their prosletizing., He
fretted at iis inactivity, reminding it that every convert became ‘an ireconcilable Enemy to our
King & Government'.”” Herring’s concem arose from a belief that the catholic community was
abusing the advantages it c¢njoyed because of the toleram attitude of the establishment towards

& Leners from the late most reverend Dr Thomas Herring, lord archbishop of Canterbury, to Willian Duncombe,
esq; deceased, from the year 1728 to 1757, ¢d. Johm Duncombe (London, 1777), p. 28: Herring to Duncombe, 9
Nov. 1735. William Van Mildert claimed that Hoadly's book 'lowers the imporance of that sacrament more
perhaps than had ever been done before, except by Secinian sriters’. The works of the rev. Daniel Waterlond,
DD . . . To which is prefixed a review of the awhor's life and writings, by William Yan Mildert (2nd edn., 6
vols., Oxford, 1843), 1. 161.

90 The works of Joseph Butler, D.C.L., ed. Samuel Halifax (new edn., 2 vols., London, )844), 1, xxxv - xxxviii.

9 L.P.L.. MS 1719: Thomas Sccker to his brother, 14 Sept. 1739.

92 Thomas Secker, 'Charge delivered to the clergy of Canterbury in 1766°, in Works, v, 479-80. The best account of
the evangelical lendencies in Secker's theology is given by James Downey, The eightcenth-century pulpit. A
study of the sermons of Butler, Berkeley, Secker, Sterne, Whiteficid and Wesley (Oxford, 1969), pp. 89-114.

93 E.g., Hertfordshire R.O., AH. 1941B, p. 4: Charge 10 the clergy of the diocese of Hereford by Bishop Hemwry
Egerton, 1737.

% 'Papers relaling to the Aserican colonies', L.P.L., MS 1123/1/74: Herring to Samue} Chandler, 7 Feb. 1754.
%5 B.L. Add. 32717, fol. 38: Pelham to Newcasde, 7 Oct 1748.

%  G.F. Nuttdl, Calendar of the correspondence of Philip Doddridge D.D. (1702-1751) (London, 1979), pp. 266-7:
Sohn Barker 1o Philip Doddridge, 2 Fab, 1748.

97 B.L. Add. 32723, fol, 297: Herring to Newcastle, 26 Nov. 1750; Add. 35599, fol. 107: Herring 10 Hardwicke, !
Oct. 1753.
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them, but he acknowledged that measures against popery were ‘a mater of delicacy'® This
tolerance, widely shared by the clergy, was suramed up by Archbishop Blackbume:
It is not my intention to break in upon yt tacit Connivance wch ye Roman Catholics by
His Majesties great Lenity cnjoy, at prescnt, in the private exercise of their Religion, Nor
is it my Principle, (as by my Conduct it has ever appear'd) 1o be grievous to any one,
who behaves quictly & peaceably under ye Established Govemment, on the account of
his Opinions merely Religious.”

Newcastle’s ecclesiastical patronage reflected and encouraged this tendency in the Church. Few
of his episcopal nominees engaged in controversy with other churchmen, at f{east until the
movement for the abolition of clerical subscription became prominent in the late 1760s. George
Lavingion and John Green both published fierce anonymous attacks on the mecthodists.'® If they
are excluded only William Warburton, who, despite his ctaim to be defending orthodoxy, attracted
more critics with every publication, falls into this category.'® Warburton's promotion to the
episcopate was due, however, 10 pressure {rom William Pint.'?

The encouragement of moderation within the Church not only mirrored the theological aims
and preoccupations of contemporary churchmen, but also furthered the whig minisiry’s policy,
pursued by both Walpole and Newcastle, of avoiding the recurrence of the bitter parliamentary
disputes over religion which had characterized the reign of Anne!® If there is litde direct
evidence that Newcastle deliberately exploited his control of ministerial patronage in this way, it
is clear that a number of eminent clergymen, who were noted controversialists, did not receive the
preferments they fell they deserved. Edward Cobden, the royal chaplain who resigned because he
claimed that less worthy men were being promoted ahead of him, was partticularly critical of
dissenters and was believed o favour a more restrictive interpretation of the Toleration AcL'™
Another royal chaplain, Henry Stebbing, advanced no higher in the Cburch than the archdeaconry
of Wiltshire and the chancellorship of Salisbury despite the repeated recommendation of Bishop

Shertock. Stebbing, however, was best-known by conlemporaries for his many coniroversial

%  B.L. Add 35599, fols. 161-2: Herring to Hardwicke, 3 Mar. 1754.

% “Archbishop Blackbwmn’s visitation retumns of the diocese of York, 1735°, ed. R. Trappes-lomax, Publications of
the Catholic Record Sociery, oo (1932), p. 384: Blackbume 1o Viscount Trwin, 18 Oct. 1733,

W George Lavington, The enthusiasm of methodisty and papisis compared. In three parts (2 vols., London, 1754);
Tohn Green, The principles and practices of the methodists considered, in some letters to the leaders of the secl,
the first addressed to the reverend Mr B—e (London, 1760); idem, The principles and practices of the methodists
farther considered; in a letier 1o the reverend Mr George Whuefield (Cambridge, 1761).

100 The best accounl of Lhe controversies Warburton was involved in is AW, Evans, Warburton and the
Warburioniars. A study in some eighteenth-cenlury conlroversies (London, 1932). Sce also, Leslie Stephen,
Essays on freethinking and plainspeaking (Londor. 1873), pp. 279-325; Roben M. Ryley. William Warburion
(Boston, Mass., 1984).

2 B.L. Add. 32897, fol. 173: *Heads of Mr Pitt's Conversation'; Richard Hurd, *Some account of the life, wrilings,
and character of the ruthor', m Warburton, Works, L. 70.

18 See chapler 9 below.

104 Caleb Fleming, A letter 1o the Revd. Dr Cobden, rector of St Austin's and St Faith's, and of Acton, and chaplain
in ordinary to his majesly, containing an exact copy of a pastoral epistle to the prolestan! dissenters in his
parishes, with remarks thereon . . . By a parishioner of the doctors (London, 1738).
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writings, including a series of attacks on William Warburton.!® Likewise, George Home, one of a
group of Oxford high-churchmen called Hutchinsonians, who was later to become dean of
Canterbury and bishop of Norwich under George ITI, noted in the 1750s that he and his friends
had no hope of preferment from either the civil or the Church establishment.’® Hutchinsonianism,
however. was stridendy critical of contemporary theological opinions and, in his private writings
at Jeast, Home went as far as to suggest that Archbishop Tillotson was guilty of heresy.'”

One reason why theological controversy was dcprecated was that churchmen of all shades of
opinion agreed that the beliefs they shared were under threat from (wo lendencies in
contemporary religious thought.'® On the one hand the foundations of revealed religion were
being challenged by the deists. On thc other hand trinitarian christianity was increasingly
questioned by socinians and arians. Much of the Church’s energy in the first half of the
eighteenth century was devoted 10 the refutation of these assaults.® Again Newcastle’s patronage
reflected the concerns of the Church. On two occasions during the Walpole era churchmen had
been roused to protest against the preferment of heterodox clergy. In the late 1720s there was
some talk of raising to the episcopate Samuel Clarke, who denied the doctrine of Christ's oneness
with the father. A few years later the ministry proposed to fll the bishopric of Gloucester with
Thomas Rundie, who was accused of, and did not deny, socinian tendencics. Clarke's prowmotion
was quietly vetoed by Bishop Gibson."® But he was not so successful over Rundle, whose
proposed advancement provoked a storma of controversy, before the ministry, bowing to clerical
pressure, gave Gloucester 1o Manin Benson and compensated Rundle with the lrish sce of
Derry.!'t However, there was no recurrence of such episodes after Newcastle had gained control
of ecclesiastical patronage in 1742, nor is there any hint that Newcastle even considered the
promotion of those whose orthodoxy was in doubL Indeed, when Roberi Clayton, the bishop of

& Evans, Warburton and the Warburtonians, pp. 111-14, 135; Henry Stebbing, Polemical tracts; or a collection of
papers written in defence of the doctrines and disciplines of the Church of England (Cambridge, 1727); ideny, An
axamination of Mr Warburton’s second proposition, in his projected demonstration of the divine legation of
Moses. In which the faith of the ancient Jewish Church, touching the doctrine of a future state, is osserted and
cleared from the awthor's objection (London, 1744); idem, An enquiry vuo the force and operation of the
onnulling clauses in a late act for the preventing of clandestine marriages, with respect to conscience (London,
1754). idem. A dissertation on the power of stales to deny civil protection to the marriage of minors made
withow the conscrt of their parenss or guardians (London, 1755); B.L. Add. 32718, fols. 339-40: Sherlock 10
Newecasile, 24 July 1749, For the minisiry’s opposilion (o Stebbing's preferment see Add. 32717, fols. 74-5:
Hardwicke 10 Newcastle, 9 Oct 1748; Add. 32719, fols. 97-8: Sherlock 1o Newcastle, 3 SeplL. 1749.

1% Cammonplsce book, Home papers, Cambridge University Library, MS Add. 8134/B/1, p. 2.

107 C.UL., MS Add. 8134/BN, p. 111; C.B. Wilde, ‘Huichinsonianism, natural philosophy and religious controversy
in eighteenth-century Brilain’, History of Science, xvia (1980), 1-24.

188 See, e.g., the correspondence belween John Hough and Edmmd Gibson, who held suikingly different opinions
abour the atritude the Church should have adopted towards protestant dissent, bur were united in a belief that the
grealesl threat 1o the Church was from religious heterodoxy, Gibson papers, Bodleian Library, MS Dep. c. 237,
fols. 589, 56-7, 54: Hough 1o Gibsor, 14 June, 27 Aug., 25 Oct. 1735; ibid., fols. 54-9: Gibson 1o Hough, n.d.
[1735).

1@ 11 should be noted, however, that the Church was able 1o accommodate clergy who were opposed 1o the use of
the Athanasian creed. ]t was possible 1o be a trinilarian, without belicving the Athanasian version of Lhe doctrine.

110 Gibson pspers, S1 Andrews Univessity Library, MS 5201: Gibson to Walpole, n.d.; J.P. Ferguson, Dr Samuel
Clarke. An eighteenih-century heretic (Kinelon, 1976), pp. 47-38. In the carly years of the whig supremacy
Archbishop Wake had prevented a similar offer 1o Clarke. John Chapman, ‘Memoranda of Things which L have
heard from Archbishop Potler's own Mouth, as cerain Truths®, Christian Remembrancer. t (1821), 337.

1 Sykes, Gibson, pp. 155-9, 264-73,
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Clogher, published his unequivocally arian views on the Trinity in the 1750s, both the ministry
and its episcopal nominces made clear their support for trinitarian christianity. First, Archbishop
Herning accepled the dedication to an attack on Claytwon, despite his claim that he had not lost his
charity for those who pushed rational theology (o its limits. Then the ministry passed over
Clayton for the archbishopric of Tuam. Finally, George Stone, the archbishop of Armagh, who is
generally seen as more of a politician than a governor of the Church, instituted his prosecution.
Contemporaries believed that the bishop would have been deprived of his see had he not died
before the ecclesiastical commission sat,''?

The theological preoccupations of the eighteenth-century Church were, therefore, reflected in
Newcastle’s patronage. His sensitivity to the interests of the Church is demonsirated more
positively, however, by his reliance on a seres of bishops as his ecclesiasical advisers. He
consulted such men, who were more attuncd to the needs of the Church and the abilities of
particular clergymen, in the disposal of preferments, especially bishoprics and deaneries.

In the first place Newcastle turned to successive archbishops of Canterbury, the most obvious
choice as minisierial advisers. In the early 1740s Porter was a regular channel for
recommendations 1o the king, and frequent discussions took place between him and Newcastle
over the disposal of ecclesiastical patronage.'® However, from mid-1743 their relationship became
increasingly strained, largely through Potter’s failure to obtain a bishopric for his son-in-law,
George Sayer, the archdeacon of Durham."* Newcastle’s opposition to Sayer’s promotion was not
unjustified - he was a negligent archdeacon.'” But Potler was insistent, and in January 1744 he
sent Newcastle what conld only be described as as ultimarum, explaining that he was ‘so much

concern'd’ in Sayer's success, that if he was disappointed, ‘I must for the future despair of
having it in my power 1o assist yr Grace & the rest of the Administration, or even be uvsefull Lo
his Majesty's Government’.® Although there is no evidence of a breach between Potter and the
ministry at this tme, he became less involved in ccclesiastical alfairs, and it was probably this
disappointment which started him on the path leading to the Leicester House opposition.

In the opinion of Norman Sykes, the elevation of Thomas Heming to Camterbury in 1747 did
nothing to increase the influence of the archbishop over ccclesiastical patronage. Sykes argued
that Newcastle simply ignored Herring.!” Certainly their relationship was not close. Only a year
aficr Herring's promotion Henry Petham was criticizing his brother for taking ‘no notce’ of the

archibishop. Hardwicke was also disturbed at his neglect, wondering whether ‘it will not have a

N2 AR, Wimelt, ‘An Insh heretic bishop; Robert Clayton of Clogher', S.CH..x (1972), 311-21.

N1 B L. Add. 32699. fols. 297, 311-12; Ponter to Newcastle, 17 hme, 19 July 1742; Add. 32700, fols. 1-2: Polier w
Newcaste, 5 lan, 1743,

WO g MC., 10th Report, Appendix, Part I, p. 278: Bishop Thomas o Edward Weston, 20 June 1743; B.L. Add.
32700, fol. 100: Potter 16 Newcasle, 7 Apr. 1743; Add. 32701, fols. 278-9, 314-15: Poner 1o Newcastle, 28
Nov., 15 Dec. 1743,

118 J.C. Shuler, ‘The pastoral and ecclesiastical adminisiration of the divcese of Durham 1721-71; with particular
reference to the archdcaconry of Northumberland®, Ph.D. dissertation, University of Durham, 1975, p. 190,

M6 R Add. 32702, fols. 3-4: Polter 1o Newcastle, 2 Jan, 1744,
17 Sykes, '‘Newcastle as ecclesiaslical minister', p. 63.
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wrong appearance not 10 shew some Regard to an Archbishop of Canterbury so lately made, & so
entirely attached to you’.!"® Newcastle, moreover, was being disingenuous when he replied ‘that 1
do not neglect the Archbishop’.'” The issue was the vacancy on the bench caused by the death of
Bishop Gibson. At first, it was thought that the bishopric of Bristol and the deanery of St Paul's
would be vacated by Butler’s translation to London. Sherlock's unexpected acceptance of London
and Gilbert's translation to Salisbury, however, meant that Llandaff was the bishopric to be filled.
The archbishop's candidate in both eventualilies was Thomas Hayter.!” But Newcastle’s plans
werc rather different. Although he considercd Hayter for Bristol and St Paul’s, his preference was
to move Conybeare from Christ Church to St Paul’s and to give the bishopric of Brstol and
deamery of Christ Church to John Fanshaw, the regius professor of divinity at Oxford. For
Liandaff there were four candidates: Edward Cresset. Samuel Creswicke. Hayter and Fanshaw.'*
Newcastle admitted that Hayter ‘(except in any particular Case) . . . shd be first Bishop’.'* But
despite the soong recommendation of Hayter by both Herring and Hardwicke, Llandaff was given
to Cresset'® Cresset had long been a candidate for a bishopric. and Llandaff became a special
case because Newcasle decided that his personal connections and his recommendation by the earl
of Powis made a Welsh bishopric the most appropriate.'® Despite Newcastle’s consultations with
Herring, he had ultimately ignored his advice, a fact which could not be disguised by the
bestowal of the deanery of Hereford upon his Cambridge friend. Edmund Caste.'™ Thus, it is not
surprising to find Herring himself complaining that “if I must be consulted, [ have so much Pride
of Heart, that I should Jike now & then to prevail®.**

Bul this case and these complaints do nol present a full picrure of the relationship between
Newcastle and the archbishop. Newcastle himself expressed a desire ‘to act in the most perfect
Concert with your Grace','” and there are frequent examples of Newcaste seeking the advice of
Herring. In 1749 he consulicd him on the vacancy of Lichfield, and in 1755 they had a long

118 B.L. Add. 32716, fol. 396: Pelham w0 Newcastle, 30 Sepr. 1748; Add. 32717, fol. 294: Hardwicke to Newcastle,
8 Nov. 1748.

15 B L. Add. 32717, fol. 72: Newcastle 1o Petham, 9 Ocl. 1748.

120 B.L. Add. 32716, fols. 379-80: Hemring to Newcasde, 29 Sept. 1748 Add. 32717, fols. 298-9; Herring lo
Newecastle, 8 Nov. 1748.

‘2L B.L. Add. 32716, fols. 277-9: Newcasle w Pelham, 17 Sept. 1748; Add. 32717, fols. 233-4: Newcasle (o
Archbishop Hutten, 30 Oct. 1748.

12 g1, Add. 32717, fol. 156: Newcastle 1o Pelham, 19 OcL 1748.

1 B.L. Add. 32717, fol. 294: Hardwicke to Newcastle, 8 Nov. 1748; ibid., fols. 298-9: Herring to Newecastle, §
Nov. 1748; Add. 35598, fols. 336-7: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 25 Nov. 1748; Add. 32717, fols. 528-9- Cresset o
Newecastle, 23 Dec. 1748.

12 BI. Add. 32707, fol. 15: Lord Herbert to Newcastle, 5 Apr. 1746; Add. 32717, fols. 369-70: Powis 1b
Newcastle, Nov. 1748; ibid., fol. 572: Lord Herbent 10 Newcasile, n.d.|1748]; Add. 35598, fols. 336-7: Herming 1o
Hardwicke, 25 Nov. 1748.

1S B, Add. 35598, fol. 366: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 25 Nov. 1748; Add. 32714, [ol. 14]1: Herring o Newcastle, 29
Jan. 1748. For the conguhations between Newcastle and Herring on these vacancies, see Add. 32716, fols. 313-6,
393-4; Add. 32717, fols. 298-9; Add. 35598, fols. 366-8.

1% B,L. Add. 35598, fol. 430: Herring o Hardwicke, 3 OcL 1749.
Y7 B, Add. 32721, fol. 54: Newcastle to Herring, 6 June [i.e. July] 1750.

106



discussion about the possible vacancies of London, Rochester and Bristol.'”® Newcaste paid
serious attention 1o the advice he received. Hayter was elevated on the next vacancy to the
wealthier, more important, and more convenient see of Norwich, and in 1750 Newcastle claimed
that all the promotions following the death of the bishop of Durham ‘were strongly recommended
by the ArchBp’.'” Nor was this claim unfounded. The promise of Durham to Butler was long-
standing, and wholeheartedly approved by Herring. The appointment of Sccker to the deanery of
St Paul’s, although made with Newcastle's consent and approbation, was ‘a Negotiaton of my
Lord Chancellor, & the ArchBishop’s’. Conybeare’s elevation to the bishopric of Bristol,
moreover, was the responsibility of Herring alone.'®

Even when a dispute arose over a recommendation, the duke did not always get his own way.
This is clear in the disposal of the bishoprics of Durham, St David’s and Gloucester on the
deaths of Butler and Benson in 1752, This episode has been presented as proof of Herring's lack
of influence. Sykes made striking use of il in this way, but he did so only through a misleading
conflation of the discussions about the disposal of the three bishoprics.”™ In reality, cach raised
different issues. Durham has already been discussed. Hermring's recommendation of Hayier was
opposed not only by Newcastle, but by the king. Herring felt he could not abandon Hayter for
personal rcasons, but made it clear that Trevor was his second choice.’”* Gloucester, which was
given to James Johnson, raised rather different issues which will be discussed later; but the
difficulies centred on Johnson's reputation as a jacobite, for which reason Hemring refused to
recommend him for any bishopric.'® But it was the vacancy of St David’s. by the promotion of
Trevor, which caused greatest tensions between Newcastle and Herring. Herring recommended
most strongly Anthony Ellys, a London clergyman whom he wished 10 see preferred as ‘a sort of
coadjotor, bishop’. Newcastle had promised Herring that he would support Eillys,' bur as the
vacancy occurred while he was in Hanover, he decided to take advamage of it 10 obtain a
bishopric for Johmson, who was now attending the king for the third time.” WNewcastle's
intenton, however, caused Herming ‘a great deal of Uneasiness & Anxiety'. He had 'sct his hean
extreamly’ upon Ellys, and believed Newcastle was breaking his word to him, Herring refused to

recommend anyone other than Ellys, and Newcastle also received letters {rom Pelham and

18 B.L. Add. 32719, fols. 326-7: Haring o Newcastle, 23 Dec. 1749; Add. 35599, fols. 260-3: Herring lo
Hardwicke, 15 May 175S.

Y8 B, Add. 32719, fol. 241: Herring 10 Newecastle, 13 Ocl. 1749; Add. 32722, [ol. 232: Newcaslle o Pelham, 23
Aug. 1750.

130 B Add. 32721, Jols. 424-5: Heming to Newcasde, 22 July 1750; Add. 32722, fol. 232; Newcasde to Pelham,
23 Aug. 1730; Add. 32719, fols. 345-6: Herring to Newcastle, 30 Dec. 1749; Add. 32720, fols. 217-8: Herring
Newcastle, 13 Apr. 1750; Add. 32721, fol. 53: Neweaste w Herring, 6 June [i.c. July] 1750; ibid., Fols. 424.5:
Herring 1o Newcastle, 22 July 1750; ibid., fols. 471-2: Newecastle to Pelham, 27 July 1750; Add. 32722, fol. 18%:
Pelham to Newecastle, 17 Aug. 1750; ibid., fols. 232-3: Newceste 1o Petham, 23 Aug. 1750.

1l Sykes, ‘Newcaslle as ecclesiastical minisier’, pp. 64-6.
R B.L. Add. 32729, foL 372: Newcastle 10 Pelham, 28 Sept. 1752; and see above cpt. 4, pp. 8§0-2.
33 See below, p. 114,

1 B.L. Add. 32728, fols, 47-8, 279-80: Herring to Newcastle, 19 June, 18 July 1752; ibid,, fol. 287: Pelham to
Newcastle, 17 July 1752.

133 B.L. Add. 32728, fols. 216-7: Newcasie to Herring, 8 July 1752,
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Hardwicke suggesting that Johnson should wait for the next vacancy.'* Newcastle was evidenty
irritated by the archbishop’s manner, bul he immediately agreed to keep his word, and wrote to
the archbishop assuring him that he would ‘never oppose’ the promobon of any clergyman as
distinguished as Ellys which Herring believed o be ‘essential to your Ease, & Credit, upon the
Bench'."”” But, asx Newcasile had wamed Herring, he had some difficulty in obtaining a bishopric
for a clergyman who held no major church dignities and was unknown to the king personally.
Herning’s apparent lack of gratitude centainly did nothing to improve his relations with Newcaste.
‘It is a little hard.' he complained to Hardwicke, ‘to be buffeted in the Closet for Dr Ellis; And to
be suspected. at the same Time, by the Arch Bishop’.

Although Herring was not ignored in the disposal of ecclesiastical patronage, Newcastle never
found him easy to work with. He was sclf-deprecating about his inability to deal with such
matters, yet could also be stubbom and determined. The two men had great difficulty
understanding each other; Herring refused to recommend Johnson for a bishopric, but he would
not write o Ncwcastle pulting the case against his promotion. Their temperamenial
incompatibility emerged clearly when the receiver of the firsi fruits died in 1755. The nomination
10 the post was in the treasury, but it was of such importance 1o Queen Anne's Bounty that it
was usually made on the advice of the bishops. Herring wrote in their name (0 Newcastle asking
for the appointment of Stephen Comyn. Newcastle, however, had created difficulties for himself
by promising his support to another person.’® Hc referred the matter to Herring. But Heming,
rather than recommend Comyn, referred it back to Newcaste, explaining that ‘I have no reason 1o
decline accepting the Offer, but an uneasiness it would give to act otherwise, than in perfect
conformity to yr Grace's Desires’.' Newcasde can only have felt extreme irritadon two weeks
later, when Herring wrote again, reminding him of the bishops’ desire to sece ‘Comyns by yr
Grace's favour, in this imponant Office’. and stressing the necessity of an immediate
appointment. Eventually Herring got his own way, though Comyn was not made receiver until
carly the next year.'"

But Newcastle did not seck advice solely from the archbishops. He had other ecclesiastcal
counsellors, notably Bishops Gibson, Sheriock, and, from the mid-1750s, Secker. Herein lay one
of the causes of the reserve that existed between the archbishops and him. Potter was jealous of
his influence over preferments, and, as Sherlock perceptively commented, ‘he looks upon that, |

136 B1. Add. 32728, fo). 283: Hardwicke (o Newcastle, 17 July 1752; ibid., fols. 287-8: Petham 1o Newcastle, 17
July 1752; ibid., fols. 279-81: Herring to Newcastle, 16 Inly 1752.

177 BL. Add. 32728, fols. 404-5: Newcaste 1o Pelham, 2729 July 1752; ibid., fols. 416-20: Newcasle to
Hardwicke, 29 July 1752; Add. 32729, fol. 188: Newcasle w Hemring, 26 Aug. 1752.

I B.L. Add. 32730, fol. 126: Newcasle to Hardwicke, 18 Oct 1752; Newcastle of Clumber papers, Notingham
Universily Library, Nc.C, 1389: Newecaslle 1o Pelham, 18 Ocr 1752

13% B.L. Add. 32732, fols. 6134, 659-60: Herring to Newcasle, 7, 18 Sept. 1753; Add. 32733, fols. 158-9: Heming
to Newcastle, 29 Oct. 1753

140 BL. Add. 32733, fols. 194-5: Herring to Newcasile, S Nav. 1753.
MU BL. Add. 32733, fols. 295-6; Herring 10 Neweastle, 22 Nov, 1753,
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believe, 10 be so much his province that he will be hardly prevailed on to admit socios Imperii* '
Herring, on the other hand, knew well that the archbishopric had been offered to both Gibson and
Sherlock before himself.™® He was, therefore, cspecially concerned at Sherlock's acceptance of
London, which had been used by Gibson as a base to supplant Archbishop Wake in ministerial
counsels.'* Sherlock's promotion was Newcastle’s personal act, and it immediately created
tension between the duke and Hemring, who assured Hardwicke that ‘1 don’t suspect his
Friendship & think | may build upon his firmness, but 1 see his attachments plain enough, & I
cannot love & trust him, as I do yr Lordship’.’® Later in 1749, during the option dispute, he
complained bitierly that Newcastle was not supporting him as strongly ‘in my just & antient
Rights, as T had reason to hope’.'

Herring's concem was exaggerated. But Newcastle wmed naturally (o the two bishops on the
bench in whom he had the most confidence, and both were at least consulied on ecclesiastical
affairs. In 1747 Newcastle hoped to be able 1o lay before Gibson his *whole Thoughts upon the
Subject of Ecclesiastical Preferments’, and a few years earlier Sherlock had thought that Gibson’s
relationship with the Pelhams was so good that he would accept a translation to Canterbury.'"
There is, however, litle evidence to suggest that Gibson was very influential in the disposal of
patronage.

Sherlock, on the other hand, was far more active. It was on his recommendation that his
ncphew, Jonathan Fountayne, was promoted to the deanery of York in 1747, and that his brother-
in-law, Thomas Gooch, was translated to the bishopric of Ely the following year.® In 1756,
however, when illness prevented Sherlock from playing an active role in public affairs, Newcastle
made a far more extensive acknowledgement of his influence, assuring him that he ‘always
esteem’d it, as My greatest Happiness to be honoured with your Lordship’s Advice, And I have
lamented, for the Sake of the King, and the publick, that your Il State of Health, has deprived
the King and His Servants for some Time of that Advice''¥

142 B.L. Add. 32701, fol. 96: Sherlack o Newcastle. 4 Sept. 1743.

1 Huntington Library, Gibson Papers. bound volume, #30: Newcasile 10 Gibson, 11 Oct. 1747; B.L. Add. 35589,
fols. 315, 317-8: Sherlock to Hardwicke, 13, 14 Oct. 1747.

14 B.L. Add. 32717. fol. 38: Pelham to Neweasde, 7 Qcl. 1748, Herring expressed his fear 10 Hardwicke that, 'if 2
marn should succeed there, with who ] could not act in perfect Confidence, or one of uneasy dormineering Spirit,
who would break wih me, & make it his business to thwarn & molest me (I hsve seen such bmes & read of
more) the conscquences would be extremely disagreeable’. Add. 35598, fol. 348: Herring to Hardwicke, 20 Sept.
1748. The case of Gibson and Wake was undoubtedly one of those ta which Herring was referring. Another was
probably thal of Laud and Abbol in the 1620s.

45 B.L. Add. 35598, fols. 378, 396: Herring w0 Hardwicke, & Jan., 21 Jan. 1749.

16 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 411: Herring to Hardwicke, 7 Apr. 1749. The oplion dispute was a controversy between
Sherlock and Herring about the right of the archbishop to claim his ‘option’ of one of the livings of his
suffragans on theiwr consecration and translation. See Edward Carpenter, Thomas Sherlock 1678-1761 (London,
1936), pp. 163-90; Thomas Sherlock, The option: or, an enquiry irto the grounds of the claim made by the
archbishop, on all consecrated or iranslated bishops, of the disposal of any preferment belonging 1o their
respective sees that he shall make choice of (London, 1756).

47 Humntington Library, Gibson Papers, bound volume, #29: Newcastle to Gibson, 21 July 1747, H.M.C., 10th
Report, Appendix, Part |, p. 278: Sherlock to Weston, 8 Oct. 1743.

8 BL. Add. 32712, fols. 93, 193: Sherlock 1o Newcsstle, 11, 22 July 1747; Add. 32714, fols. 113, 1)5, 127:
Sherlock 1o Neweasile, 26, 26, 27 Jan. 1748,

M9 B, Add. 32869, fol. 183: Neweastle to Sherlock, 27 Nov. 1756.
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Sherlock was not the only bishop whose health was declining in the mid-1750s. Herring also
never recovered completely from 2 serious illness in May 1753, and for the rest of his life played
an increasingly unimportant role in public affairs.'® From that time Thomas Secker gradually
became more prominens. In his Jast years Archbishop Herring relied increasingly upon him for
advice on ecclesiastical matiers. At the same time Newcastle was turning to him for consultation
about patronage.”' On the death of Archbishop Hutton in 1758 after only eleven wmonths as
primate, Newcastle persuaded George 1l to appoint Secker as his successor. Thus for the Tast four
years he was in office the duke had as archbishop a man in whose advice he had entire
conftdence.

Patronage remained fumly in the minister’s hands. As Secker said, ‘upon the whole (he] took
his own Way’, relying for the most part on the ‘Recommendations of great men and Members of
Parliamt'."** But there was no sense in which he was pursuing an ecclesiastical policy in isolation
from, or in opposition to, the Church leadership, Those who had the interests of the Church most
at hean were consulted. Indeed, Newcastle's three closest ecclesiastical advisers, interestingly not
his own profeges, were probably the three members of the bench most vocal in defence of the
rights of the Church; Gibson, Sherlock and Secker all figured prominendy in the attacks of and-
clerical whigs.”® In Secker's opinion, the ministry was far more sensitive to the interests of the
Church under Newcastle than in the early years of George I1I’s reign, when he complained o
Bishop Pearce: 'I do not in the least desire to be consulted in the Disposal of Bishopricks: but I
do most eamestly wish, that one or more proper Clergymen were always consulted. The total and
avowed Omission of this in the present Reign, I believe is new, and peculiarty unexpeeted. God
forgive the Adviser.”s

Patronage and ecclesiastical policy

Although Newcastle did not ignore the interests of the Church or the views of its leaders, it is
clear that his disposal of ecclesiastical preferments was no more determined by theological
considerations than by parliamentary ones. The coherence of his policy cannot be seen, therefore,
when it 1s viewed from within the narrow worlds of parliamentary and ecclesiastical politics. The
Church had a secular role, as well as a spiritual one. It was an integral part of the civil
administration, responsible for education, charity, the inculcation of the duties of loyalty and
obedicnce. Good government, not only in the Church, but also in the state, was the subject of

10 The 2nd earl of Hardwicke later endorsed a letter from Herring W his Father, dated 25 Oct. 1754: "He was then
in the Decline of his health; gave my Father a great deal of Trouble abt Trilles®. B.L. Add. 35599, fol. 22].

U BL. Add. 35599, fol. 334: Hemring 10 Hardwicke, 23 Ocl. 1756. 'The Duke had often asked me aboul Persons,
whilst [ was Bp of Oxford, and sill more alter 1 was Abp, and peid some Regard w what 1 said.” LP.L., MS
2598, fol. 62v (Sykes transcripl).

132 [ P.L. MS 2598, fol. 62v (Sykes wanscript).

3 E.p., Sir Michael Foster, An examination of the scheme of church.power; idem, Considerations on the statules
21. and 28. Hen. VIII. concerning the residence of the clergy. In answer tn the interpretation given of those
statutes, in the bishop of London’s late charge (London, 1759); Francis Blackbume, Memoir of Thomas Ilollis,
Esq. FR. and ASS. (2 vols., London, 1780), 1, 354, 378, 406-7,

13 Pearce Papers, WAM 64637: Secker to Pearce, 5 Oct 1763.
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Newcastle's ecclesiastical policy. Patronage, as Witliam Wehster pointed out, was the comer-stone
of this policy. He recognized. moreover, thar there was no conflict of interesis between the
Church and the siate. The good government of both demanded the promotion of the same sort of
men. Ministers of the crown, he argued, should
have the strictest Regard to the Abilites of the Persons as Scholars, and their
Qualifications as Christians, because such Persons will be best able 1o defend the Truths,
10 explain and enforce the Doctrines and Duties of Religion, which is the only sufficient
Motve that can induce Men . . . to act with a proper Regard to the Welfare of the
Whole.'**

In defending his management of ecclesiastical patronage to Bishop Hoadly, Newcastle revcaled
is concem with the administration of the state. He explained that he applied two criteria in his
selection of clergy worthy of crown patronage. In the first place, he recommended ‘None, whom |
did not think most sincerely well affected to His Majesty, and His Govemment, and, to the
Principles upon which It is founded’. His second rule was ‘To recommend none, whose Characler
as 10 Verue, & Regularity of Life, would not justify it'.** Only through the advancement of such
men, and in particular through the promotion to bishoprics of men who would be effective
administrators of dioceses and govemors of the clergy, could the ministry hope to promote the
security and good government of the state.

The concemn to confine crown patonage to those clergy whose loyalty to the Hanoverian
succession was undoubled was a reflection of the continued importance of the dynastic issue in
politics. The jacobite threat was still believed o be 2 reality, a belief which was confimned by the
outbreak of the '45 rcbellion. The security of the state was, therefore, dependent on ils high
offices being filled with men who were loyal to the house of Hanover and to the Revolution
settlement in Church and state. This consideration applied as much to churchmen as anyone clse.
Indeed their responsibility for enforcing the dutics of loyally and obedience made the dynastic
joyalties of the clergy of particular importance, especially in those areas where the jacobite threat
was believed 10 be concentrated.

One such area was the diocese of Chester, where there was a large Roman Catholic
communitly. Samuel Peploe had been made bishop in 1725 because of his vigorous efforts o
counter popery and jacobitism as vicar of Preston and warden of Manchesicr collegiate college.’
However, it ook a man of his energy fificen years to crcate a whig majority in the chapter, and
he was even less successful at Manchester, which showed signs of support for the Pretender
during the '45.'® Thus, when Herring reflected on the contingency of a vacancy at Chester in the
aftermath of the rebcllion, he argued that ‘a good Scholar, a good Xtian, & a siout Protestant of

88 Webster, Treatise on places and preferments, p. 19.
1% B.1. Add. 32906, fol. 387: Newcasile to Hoadly, 31 May 1760.

157 Papers and memorials 1715-29, S.P.C.K. Archives, Cp.]l, pp. 13942, 146.7: Samuel Peploe 1o Henry Newman,
29 Jan,, 11 May 1714; S. Hibben-Ware, The history of the college and collegiate chirch of Manchester (2 vols.,
Edinburgh, 1830), m, 82-7; DN.B., xa1v, 352-3; Sykes, Church and state, p. 73.

18 BL. Add. 32692, fols. 448-9: Peploe o Newecastle. 7 Nov. 1739: Hibbert-Warc. Manchester collegiate church. 1.
92-6.

111



strong Spirits & Constitution, who knows how to fix his Post & how (o maintain it . . . might
do good & make an useful and lastng impression in that Jacobite & Popish Country’." In 1750,
when Peploe’s death appeared imminent, Herring wrote to Newcastle repeating these
considerations, and mentdoning Richard Termck and Edmund Keene as two men ‘of undoubted
Credit & Integrity, both staunch & uniform in their Principles of Love to the King & our
Constitution'.'® Newcaste fully approved the idea of Keene. His ‘most judicious, and successful
Conduct' as vice-chancellor of Cambridge was evidence of his fimess for the sec of Chester, to
which he was promoted on Peploe’s death two years later.'®

The midland dioceses of Lichfield and Worcester were aiso thought to be a special case.
Staffordshire was a tory stronghold, at least untl the defection of earl Gower. and at Lichfield
iself there was an aggressive jacobite element. Thus, the choice of a new bishop in 1749 was
judged to be of ‘more than ordinary consequence’. Nothing, indeed, was of ‘greater moment’ than
10 place there a man who had ‘as much Goodness, & Leaming, & Prudence & Courage, as one
would wish lo find in the character of a Xtian Bishop, & at the same time, as good an Hean
towards the King, as your Grace has, & a Loyalty established upon Principles as firm & as
unvaricd'.'® The vacancy was filled by Frederick Comwallis, the son of Lord Comwallis, one of
the leaders of the Suffolk whigs. Herring thought that his character could hardly be better, the
only doubt about his promotion being a reputation for poor health'® The situation at Worcester
was slightly different. There local whigs were concermed about the presence of a strong tory
group in the chapter, whose allegiance they believed was untrustworthy. Consequently, on the
death of James Stilling(leet, the dean of Worcester, in 1746, and during the illnesses of his
successor, Edmund Martin, in 1749 and 1751, Newcastle was plagued with applications from
prominent local whigs, such as Sandys, Coveniry, Deerhurst, and Marlborough, recommending
worthy clergymen.'® But their main concern was expressed by Deerhurst in 1749, who was
alarmed by rumours that Philip Smalridge, one of the prebendaries, was 10 be the next dean. He
wrote to Hardwicke that Smalridge was absolutely unfit for the position, since ‘his Connexions, &
Intimacies are not with the best Friends to his Majesty’s Govermnment’.'® Two years later
Deerhurst, having succeeded his father as 6th carl of Coventry, had no onc in particular o
recommend on the death of Martin, but urged Newcastle to send them ‘a firm & steady Whig'.'®

159 B.L. Add. 35598, fols. 277-8: Herring to Hardwicke, 29 Aug. 1747,

180 B L. Add. 32720, fol. 217: Herming to Newcsstle, 13 Apr. 1750.

st RB.L. Add. 32721, fol. 54: Newcastle to Herring, 6 June [ie. July] 1750.

162 Sedgwick (ed), House of commons, 1,318-20; B.L. Add. 32719, fols. 326-7: Herring to Newcastle, 23 Dec. 1749,

18 B, Add. 35599, fol. 3: Herring to Hardwicke, 7 Jan. 1749; Add. 32720. fol, 30: Herring 10 Newesstle, 8 Jan.
1750.

14 B.L. Add. 32708, fol. 142: Decrhurst to Newcaslle, 25 Aug. 1746; ibid.. fol. 168: Gearge Lyltelton to Newcastle,
27 Aug. 1746; ibid., fol. 172; Henry Fox 1o Neweastle, 28 Aung. 1746; ibid., fol. 174: Marlborough to Newcasie,
28 Auvg. 1746; ibid., fol. 228: Hardwicke lo Newcastle, 4 Sepl. 1746; ibid., fol. 314: Sandys to Newcasile, 15
Sept. 1746; Add. 32718, fol. 279; Coventry 10 Newcasde, 6 July 1749; ibid., fol. 281: Martborough 1w Newcastle,
4 Suly 1749; Add. 32725, fols. 255-6: Covenrry o Newcastle, 9 Oct, 1751,

& B.L. Add. 35590, [ol. 418: Deerhurst to Hardwicke, 22 Ocl. 1749.

16 B L. Add. 32725, fo). 253: Coventry 1o Newcastle, 9 Oct. V751,
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His prayers were answered by the appoiniment of John Waugh, one of the clerical heroes of the
4519

If loyalty to the Hanoverian succession was a quality demanded of clergymen, Waugh's
promotion showed that distinguished service to the dynasty was rcgarded in itself as a title to
preferment. As chancellor of Carliste in 1745 he had shown great zeal in attempling to organize
Cumberland and Wesmmorland to resist the jacobite advance, and he had then gathered
intelligence for Newcastle about cvents in the north-west foltowing the capture of Carlisle by the
rebels. His *zeal and steadiness’ and ‘sufferings and losses’ at that time were repeatedly urged as
reasons for his reward by Gibson, Sherlock, Herring and the earl of Carlisle.'® Similarly, the
aclivity of Jacques Sternme, the archdeacon of York, was used to forward his pretensions (o a
crown preferment. The “Yorkshire hero for the Cause’, however, was not provided for until 1755
when he was given the prebend of Durham vacated by Bishop Benson.'®

In both cases their poliical merit overcame doubls raised about their preferment. Waugh's
character was not all that it might have been, and Herring suggested a complicated juggling of
preferments when the deanery fell vacant to give Waugh a prebend of Durham instead.'™ Steme’s
character was also questioned. Herring described it as one which ‘perhaps . . . stood in necd of
blanching®, largely becausc of his over-zealous activities against the Yorkshire catholics as a
justice of the peace.” But the rewards of both men were perhaps tempered by these
considcrations. Sterne, after all, had to wait for a decade for his canonry, while Waugh had
initially entertained pretensions to a bishopric.'

The concemn to advance only men whose loyally to the Hanoverian succession was undoubted
was not, however, synonymous with the promotion of partisan whigs. On the contrary, many of
Newcasue’s supporters believed that he did not apply this principle exclusively enough. They
feared the conscquences of his purswt of broad-bottomed administrations and of the relaxation of
the ministry’s scrutiny over patronage affairs following the failure of the '45 to atmact English
support. The ‘old Whig Gentlemen’ were concermned about the promotion of Jonathan Fountayne,
who came from a family of prominent tories, to the deanery of York.'” Murmurings had occurred

even on the appoiniment of William Richardson, the tory mastcr of Emmanuel, as a royal

167 BJ1. Add. 32725, fols. 301-2: Newcaslie 10 Carlisle, 17 Oct. 1751.

1 B L. Add. 32718, fol. 339: Sherlock 10 Newcasile, 24 July 1749: Add. 32707, fol. 147: Gibson w Newcasle, 5
May 1746, Add. 32712, fol. 16: Gibson o Newcastle, 2 July 1747; Add. 35598, fols. 271-2: Heming 10
Hardwicke, 18 July 1747; Add. 32718, fols. 291-2: Carlisle 10 Newcastle, 9 Joly 1749,

6 BI. Add. 32719, fols. 241-2; Hemring 10 Newcastle, 13 Oct 1749; Add. 32729, fol. 373: Newcastle to Pelham,
28 Sepl. 1752.

170 B.L. Add. 35598, fols. 271-2: Herring to Hardwicke, 18 July 1747: Add. 3272}, fols. 347-8, 428-9: Herring 1o
Newcasde, 12, 23 July 1750.

7L BL. Add. 35599, fol. 185: Herring to Hardwicke, 26 Apr. 1754. In 1746 Hermring, then archbishop of York,
descnbed Sterme as 'an honest man, but | often tell hirn; 1 must bridle him a Bule'. Add. 35598, fot. 228:
Heming 10 Hardwicke, 16 Sepl. 1746.

172 B.L. Add. 32712, fols. 28-9: Waugh 1o Herring, 4 July 1747.

13 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 26%: Herring to Hardwicke, 11 July 1747, Cf., Add. 32712, fols. 213-4: Lord lrwin 10
Neweaste, 25 July 1747,
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chaplain.™

One of Newcastle's most vociferous critics on this subject was Archbishop Herring. It was
Newcastle's refusal to be nigid enough on the question of dynastic loyalty that caused relations
between them (o reach their npadir in 1752, when Newcasle wanted Herring to second his
recommmendation o the king of James Johnson for the bishopric of Gloucester. Newcastle became
exasperated with the archbishop when he refused even to mention Johnson in his lefters on the
subject'™ Herring's comespondence with Hardwicke, however, revealed the depth of his feelings.
He told him that it was ‘utterly agst my Stomach & my good Conscience’ to recommend
Johnson, whom, he claimed, ‘all the Boys (at Westminster| lradiionally remember to have been
once a Jacobite, of the first Order’. He believed Newcastle’s recommendation of him to be ‘the
strongest piece of Enthusiasm . . . that I can conceive’.”’® He did not doubt Newcastle's
intentions, but added that he knew ‘the Dr (Johnson] is encouraging an active & a dangerous
Clan'.'”” On Newcastle's retum 10 England, he assured Herring that the rumours of jacobitism
were ‘a Slander'. Herring accepted his word, and there was a formal rcconciliation.” But the
charges would not go away. Spencer Cowper was echoing the opinion of many whigs when he
remarked on Johnson's promotion, that ‘it is now a step 1o Ecclesiastical preferment 1o be a
Jacobite, and deserve hanging'.”” The following year accusations of jacobilism made against him,
Andrew Stone and William Murray, were investigated by the privy councii and were then the
subject of a parliamentary debate.'® Even when these had been proved false, considerable distrust
ol Johnson still prevailed among the ‘old whigs’. Predictably their fears surfaced again when
Newcastle recommended Johnson for transiation to the see of Worcester in 1759. Only
Newcastle's personal guarantee for his future conduct calmed the Jocal whig interest.'®

In 1755 Newcastle was more aware of the anxietics of the whigs over the vacancy of the
deanery of Christ Church. Oxford had lain under a cloud of disaffection ever since the accession
of George I, and Herring saw Conybeare's death as ‘a great oppormnity’ to place in the deancry
someone who ‘will be lead by the Principle of true Whiggism 1o brave the King's Encmies &
give countenance & help to his Friends''®? Unforrunately for Newcastle, all the obvious choices
among those who had been educated at Chnst Church - William Freind, the son of Robert Freind.

% BL. Add. 35598. fo}. 228: Herring 1o Newcastle, 16 Sept. 1746, But compare Bishop Gooch's belief that
Newcastle's Cambridge friends ‘will rejoice, to see Us wking of the Heads of Colleges, at prest, the stronges! in
the Opposition.” Add. 32703, fol. 59: Gooch w Newcaslle, 21 May 1744,

13 B.L. Add. 32729, fols. 332-3: Hermring to Newcasle, 2] Sept. 1752; ibid,, fols. 372-3: Newcastle 10 Pelham, 28
Sept. 1752,

176 B.L. Add. 35599, fols. 57-8: Herring o Hardwicke, 15 July 1752.

17 B.L. Add. 35599, fol. 74: Herring o Hardwicke, 5 OcL 1752; ibid., fol. 63: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 14 Sepl.
1752.

VB B.L. Add. 35599, fols. 83-4: Harring 10 Hardwicke, 21 Nov. 1752
Y9 Leners of Spencer Cowper, p. 160: Spencer Cowper 1o earl Cowper, 26 Nov. 1752,
I8 feners from George 1Nl 1o Lord Bute 1756.1766, ed. Romney Sedgwick {London, 1939), pp. xxvii-xxxvii,

Bl B.L. Add. 35599, fols. 261-2: Herring to Hardwicke, 15 May 1755; Add. 32896, fol. 214: Newcasile to Johnson,
2 OcL 1759; ibid., fol. 246; Newcastle 10 Coventry, 3 Oct 1759.

182 B L. Add. 35599, fols. 264-5: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 26 July 1755.
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master of Westminster and friend of Bishop Anerbury, John Fanshaw, the regius professor of
divinity, and David Gregory, the regius professor of history - might have crealed uneasiness
among the whigs. Two other names were canvassed - John Hume and Jonathan Shipley. But the
promotion of a man not educated at Westminster and Christ Church would have caused great
uncasiness in the college.'® Counybeare had found the difficuldes of his tenure of the deanery
greatly increased for this very reason,'® In the end the need to ensure that the college was well-
govermned outweighed the problem of conciliating the whigs, and David Gregory was appointed,
although not until May 1756.

The merit and character of clergymen were also prime considerabons in assessing their
suitability for preferment, particular emphasis being laid on their pastoral and administrative
ability. It s clear that this was recognized by patrons. Testimonies to the merit of clergymen were
at least as common in Newcastle's ecclesiastical correspondence as references to the political
importance of the recommendation. Archbishop Herring's suggestion of John Tottie for a prebend
of Worcesler, for instance, was made ‘absolutely & entirely from . . . regard to Merit’, while in
meruioning John Egerton for the deanery of Hereford, he assured Newcastle that ‘The World
speaks extreamly well’ of him.'"™ The earl of Cholmondeley claimed that William Smith, his
candidate for the deanery of Chester, had a ‘Great Character for Leaming Ingenuity &
Morality’.'* John Newcome, master of St John's College, Cambridge, recommending Samuel
Squire to Newcastle as his chaplain, described him as ‘a man of Leaming, & good Behaviour

. . a very good & graceful preacher; well esteem’d by Gentlemen in Town, & by the Top men
in ye University; by our Bishops, & members of Parliament'.'"”

Such examples may be muitiplied. Testimonies to the merit of candidates for bishoprics and
other dignities, however, were often superfluous, since they were prominent figures in the Church,
well-known to the minisiers. Those recommended for parochial livings, on the other hand, might
be obscure country clergymen. It was in such cases that the efforts of Newcastle and Hardwicke
to ensure that only well-qualified clergy received preferment can be seen most clearly. Careful
enquiries about a candidate were not uncommon. Somelimes a patron himself ceferred the
ministers to a bishop for a character of his nominee,'® but Newcastle and Hardwicke frequendy
tumed to the bishops to inform themselves of the reputations of clergymen. When the French

183 B.L. Add. 32858, fols. 67-9: Newcasle to Secker, 8 Auvg. 1755: ibid., fol. 108: Secker 1o Newcastle, 11 Aug.
1755; ibid., fols. 429-30; Heming to Neowenstle, 8 Oct 1755; Add. 35599, fo). 292: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 14
Dec. 1755, The duke of Marlborough's recommendation of William Freind, however, demonstrates that the fears
voiced by Herring were not shared by all the whigs. Add. 32863, fols. 138-9: Marlborough to Newcastle, 29 Feb,
1756.

"% Hunlinglon Library. Gibson Papers, bound volume, #1: Bishop Hare w Gibson, 13 Scpt. 1737,

16S RB.L. Add. 32718, fol. 14: Herring 1o Newecastle, S Jan. 1749; B.L. Add 32721, fo!l. 134: Herring 10 Newcasile,
20 June 1750.

1% B L. Add. 32731, fol. 181: Cholmondeley 10 Newcastle, 15 Feb. 1753. The vacancy did not occur unil 1758,
when the deanery was bestowed upon Smith.

¥ Bl Add. 32717, fol, 558: Newcome w Newcasile, 29 Dec, 1748, For the earl of Hardwicke, <f., e.g., Sherlock's
pleasure at his patronage of a clergyman from his diocese ‘of distinguished worth & Abilities'. Add. 35587, fo).
56: Sherlock to Hardwicke, 31 Aug. 1742.

1% Ep. BL. Add. 32712, fol. 423: earl of Coventry 1o Newcastle, 24 Aug. 1747.
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ambassador recommended Mr Black to Newcaste for the living of St Mary Woolnoth, it was to
Black’s diocesan, the bishop of London, that Newcastle resorted to confirm the good character
given him by the ambassador.’® Similarly, Archbishop Herring made a general promise to
Hardwicke, that ‘Whenever your Lordship pleases to ask Characters of Persons from me, I will,
to ye best of my Judgment, inform you truly’.’*® These requests for information were not merely a
formality, and the bishops did not hesitaic to advise the ministers of anything that made a
preferment inadvisable. In 1753 Drummond informed Newcastle, in no uncenain terms, that a
person recommended to him was not ‘of that Character you wd wish 10 prefer’.'”! Ofien, however,
the case was not so clear-cut, and then the bishops might presume to tender advice, as when
Herring replied to Hardwicke's enquiry about Mr Bridges, recommended by the marquis of
Rockingham for the vicarage of Hull. Herring knew nothing to the ‘discredit’ of Bridges. On the
other hand, he knew 'nothing of him distinguishing’, and suggested to Hardwicke that ‘the
principal Minister of Hull should be of some character a lirtle raised above the common run’‘™
QOccasionally this process was reversed. In 1753 Newecastle expressed some reservation about the
suitability of Samuel Nicolls to succeed Bishop Sherlock as Master of the Temple. Sherlock, who
was responsible for suggesting Nicolls, responded by securing from prominent members of the
inns of court testimonials 10 the abiliry which Nicolls had displayed as his depury.™

Moreover, Newcastle laid down standards for his disposal of patronage (rom which he rarely
departed. It has already been pointed out that bishops, except in special circumstances, could
expect only one translation. Newcasue also regarded the holding of two crown prebends at one
time as ‘very imegular’, and something only to be considered ‘upon extraordinary Occasions',™
although there was nothing in canon law 10 prevent a clergyman holding two such preferments,
providing they were not in the same church. His concem that crown patronage should be used 10
further the good government of Church and state, and should not be juggled with to its detriment,
was further demonstrated in 1748. John Gilbert, bishop of Llandaff, had been promised translation
to a wealthier and more important see. But, on the expectation of Buter’s being translated Lo
London, he applied to Newcastle for the deanery of St Paul's to hold in commendam with
Llandaff while awaiting translation. In this application he was strongly supported by Pelham, but
Newcastle refused categorically to think of it, arguing that St Paul's was 'too good’ to be given
‘en attendant’.’”™ Hardwicke, who presented 10 the vast majority of the crown's parochial livings,

1% B.L. Add. 32726, fol. 310: Newcaste o Hardwicke, 21 Mar. 1752,
190 B.L. Add. 35598. fol. 215: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 12 July 1746.
1 B.L. Add 32732, fol. 371: Drummond lo Newcastls, 27 fuly 1753.
192 BI. Add. 35599, fol. 104: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 26 Sept. 1753.

% BL. Add. 32731, fols. 47-8: Sherlock to Newcastle, 10 Jan. 1753; ibid., fols. 56-7: Lord Chief Baron Parker to
Newcastle, 18 Jan. 1753; ibid., fols. 58-9: Mr Baron Finch 10 Newcaste, 19 Jan. 1753, ibid., fols. 96-7: Mr
Justice Birch to Newcastle, 22 Jan. 1753,

1% B.L. Add. 32726, fol. 375: Newcaslle 10 Lady Albermarle, 2 Apr. 1752,

195 B1. Add. 32716, fol, 176: Newcastle to Pelham, 4 Sept. 1748; ibid., fols. 123, 184: Petham w0 Newcastle, 26
Aug., 6 Sepr )748; ihid., fol. 278: Newecasilc 10 Pelham, 17 Sept. 1748; Add. 32717, fol. 109: Newcastle 1o
Gilbert, 12 Oct 1748.
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was equally unbending in his efforts to promote clergy who would be dedicated and effective in
the performance of their duties: he refused to promise livings before they were vacanty’® he
refused o promise prcferment to men of olher professions before they had taken orders;'” he
often made residence a condition of presentation o a living)'® and he was most unwilling 1o
allow dispensations for plurality for livings out of distance.'®

As might be expected, pamicular time and aitention were given to the consideration of
episcopal vacancies. The disposal of the see of London on the death of Edmund Gibson in 1748
was a matter of the greatest consequence. London was the senior bishopric afier the
archbishoprics, and was of considerable imponance in both civil and ecclesiastical affairs, The
ministry felt greatly the death of Gibson. Newcastle remarked on it in a passage which is
interesting for the light it casts on the qualitics he valued in a bishop: ‘His known and unshaken
Loyalty 1o the King, and Zeal for the Protestant Interest, and his great Ability & Integrity, make
his Loss very great both 1o the Church & Kingdom'.” Although the ministry had fixed on Buder
as his successor, on the assumpton that Sherlock would decline, such was the importance of the
bishopric to ‘Church and Kingdom’', that Herring reminded Newcastle that the choice of a new
bishop was of ‘the greatest consequence to the Publick' and required ‘more than ordinary
attention’.® When it was rumoured in London that Bubtler would refuse, Herring wrole 10
Hardwicke reiterating these considerations, and urging the case of Bishop Mawson, ‘whose
Leaming, & Esteem pd him in ye University & by the Clergy, & whose cool Temper, cautious
acling, & Integrity of Altachment to yc King, should at least support his claim of Seniority®*?
Nor was the character of Newcastle’s choice, Sherlock, in any way lacking. Herring was
displeased at the promotion for personal reasons, and conscquently his patron, while admitting
that Shertock was ‘very able’, was cool. But Henry Petham wrote to his brother informing him
that ‘every one sees the convenience of it, and the dignity that attends the Government in having
such a man resident att [sic] Fulham'.>®

The same considerations had applied the previous year on the death of Archbishop Porter.
After both Gibson and Sherlock, Newcastle's firsi two choices, had declined for reasons of age
and health, jt was agreed that the archbishopric should be offered 10 Hermring. Not only did
Herring, as archbishop of York, have a strong claim by virrue of seniority, but he had shown
himself an excellent pastor at Bangor and York, and by his behaviour during the ’45 rebellion

1% Ep.. BL. Add. 32690, fo). 348: Hardwicke o Newcastle, 1 Sepr 1737.

157 B.L. Add. 35590, fols. 166-7; Philip Doddridge to Hardwicke, 11 Oct. 1748; ibid., fol. 172; Hardwicke 1o
Doddridge, LB Oct. 1748: ibid., fol. 173: Doddridge to Hardwicke, 20 Oct. 1748.

1% B.L. Add. 35590, fol. 316: John Jortin to Hardwicke, 5 July 1749; ibid.,, fols. 332.3: Arthur Onslow w
Hardwicke, 16 July 1749; Add. 35594, fols, 316-7; Samuel Salter 10 Hardwicke, 8 Nov. 1756,

1% B.L. Add. 35586, fol. 98: varl of Derby to Hardwicke, 22 SepL 1738; ibid., fol. 117: Hardwicke 1o Derby, 8 Oct.
1738.

@0 B.L. Add. 32718, fol. 28): Newcasile to Herring, 17 Sept. 1748.
20 B.L. Add. 32716, fal. 214: Herring 1o Newcastle, 12 Sept. 1748.
202 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 350: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 20 Sept. 1748.

W B.L. Add. 32717, fol. 38: Pelham 16 Newcusie, 7 Oct. 1748; ibid., [ol. 74: Hardwicke 1o Nowcastle, 9 GeL
1748. For Herring's reservalions see above, p. 109.
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had proved himself emirently capable of an imponant station in civil affairs. Herring iried to
prevent the offer, arguing that he was unfit ‘in every consideration to support the figure of that
High Place & Dignity, to any purpose of the Publick Good'* Hardwicke, however, thought
Herring's qualifications for the archbishopric to be so apparent, that in a long letter persuading
Herring to accept, he dismissed this objection with the statement that *whoever is fit to be Archbp
of York & has filled it with Reputation is fit o be Archbp of Canterbury’.®® That church
dignities, and bishoprics in particular, were often filled almost as soon as they became vacant was
not, therefore, a sign of immature decisions. It was, on the contrary, indicative of the fact that for
months, or even years previously, Newcastle had been considering the eventuality of a vaeancy
and discussing the possibilities with Pelham, Hardwicke and his episcopal advisers. As early as
1750 he was writing to Herring that ‘As to the Bishoprick of Winchester, Whenever that comes
to require Consideration, (which, I hope, and believe, is not. now, the case); Thar may deserve
very mature Consideration' > The vacancy did not in fact occur umil 1761, although Hoadly was
seriously ill for most of the decade.

[t would be possible, if tedious, to examine one by one those bishops appointed or translaied
by Newcaste, assessing their abilities. Despite the opprobrium heaped upon these men by
successive generalions, however, it is not immediately apparent that the ministry failed to create a
distinguished episcopate, wcll-qualified 10 act as the adminismators of their dioceses and Lhe
governors of their clergy. One small sample, the bishops who came from noble families,
illustrates this point clearly. This group may not be representative, but the powerful connections
of such men suggest that it is among them that the undeserving or incapable were most likely 1o
be found. Of the thirty bishops appoinied between 1742 and 1762 five came from noble
families,®™ whereas only one of the twenry-six bishops on the bench in 1742 did.™ There is no
evidence, however, 1o suggest that this was the result of a deliberate policy of Newcastle, or of
ministers later in the century under whom the trend continued. Rather it was a reflection of the
socio-economic conditions that were encouraging an increasing number of younger sons (o take
orders.®™ Newcasue, indeed, was anxious that lack of powerful connections should not be a bar 10
promotion, and when Archbishop Herring began to canvass Anthony Ellys for a bishopric, he
cxpressed his delight ‘that His Grace, at the Head of the Church, took under His Protection, a
Man, of avowed Meril; - No Ways attach'd to, or dependent, then, upon Him"*® The powerful
connections of these men ensured that they reached high stations in the Church much eadier than

W B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 284: Herring (0 Hardwicke, )7 Oct. 1747.

W5 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 288: Hardwicke 10 Heming, 20 Oct. 1747, This leuter is printed, with minor omissions, in
P.C. Yorke, The life and correspondence of Philip Yorke, earl of Hardwicke (3 vols., Cambridge, 1913), i, 80-3,

05 B.L. Add. 32721, fol. 53: Newcasue to Herring, 6 June [i.e. July] 1750.

2 This total includes the sons and grandsons of peers: James Beauclerk, Frederick Comwallis, Robert Drummond,
Jahst Egerton end Richard Trevor.

i

Henry Egerton
2 See ept. 2, pp. 16-17.
20 B, Add. 32728, fol. 418: Newcastle 10 Hardwicke, 29 July 1752.
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usual. Their average age at consecration was only 36, compared with an average age of 49 for the
thirty bishops created by Newcastle.” But there can be no suggestion that their connections
gained (or them preferments for which they were not qualified. Frederick Comwallis was perhaps
the least distinguished of the five. Yet he was considered suitable to be elevated to Canterbury on
the death of Secker and was a competent, if not an outstanding, archbishop. Robert Drummond,
Richard Trevor and John Egerton were all regarded by contemporaries as exemplary bishops, and
all werc parsticularly noted for their abilities as administrators of their dioceses. James Beauclerk
is a little-known figure, but a recent historian, on the basis of a study of the official records of his
episcopate, has declarcd him a ‘remarkable’ pastor of his diocese ‘by any standards’.*?

By way of conclusion one example of Newcastle's ccclesiastical palronage merits pariicular
arlention. The removes occasioned by the vacancy of the bishopric of Durham on the death of
Edward Chandler can hardly be regarded as typical. Joseph Buder was translated from Bristol 10
Durham; Thomas Secker was given the deanery of St Paul’s, also vacated by Butler, to hold in
commendam with his bishopric of Oxford;, and the bishopric of Bristol was filled by John
Conybeare, the dean of Christ Church. As ‘great, and as rcputable, Promotions, as ever were
made alt one Time, in the Church’, was Newcasile’s description of them to the archbishop of
Canterbury.”® Bat even if they are more representative of his ideal than his nomnal practice, they
are nonetheless indicative of his aims and concermns.

Newcastle was entitled to his satisfaction at these appointments. All three would have graced
the episcopal bench in any age of the Church. Joseph Butler was one of the foremost theologians
of the age. During the (irst half of the cighteenth century deism was commonly seen as a
powerful intellectual movement, threatening not only the Church of England, but christianity in
general. On its publication in 1736, however, Butler's Analogy of religion was acclaimed as the
decisive rebuttal of the decist attack. He was also a respected preacher and an effective
administrator while at Bristol.?* Thomas Secker lacked the intellectual distinction of Butler, but
he was a better communicator. One of the cenmry's mosl popular preachers, he also produced a
widely-used and ofien reprinted series of lectures for use with confirmation candidates. While at
St James's, Westminster, he was an active and highly respected parish priest, despitc the fact that
he was also a bishop for Gfteen years of his incumbency. As a bishop he was one of the

1 The average age at consecration of the twenly-six bishops on the bench in 1742 was 48,

212 Robert Drummond, Sermons on public occasions and a lelter on theological study . . . To which are prefied

memoirs of his life, by George Hay Drummond (Edinburgh, 1803), pp. xi - xxix; A sketch of the life and
character of the right honourable and reverend Richard Trevor lord bishop of Durhom. With a particular
account of his last iflness (Darlinglon, 1776); William Rutchinson, The history and antiguilies of the counly
palatine of Durham (3 vols., Newcastle, 1785-94), m, iii-xiii; William Marshall, 'Episcopal activity in the
Herclord and Oxford dioceses, 1660-1760°, Midland History, vio (1983), 118.

U3 B.L. Add. 32722, fol. 5: Newcastle 1o Herring, 1 Aug. 1750.

Us Sykes, Church and siate, pp. 346-7; Leslie Stephen, History of English thought in the eighteenth centwry (3rd
edn., 2 vols., London, 1902), 1, 278-308; Downey, The eighteenth-century pulpit , pp. 30-57; Normar Sykes,
"‘Bishop Butler and the Church of his age’. Dwrham University Journal, x11 (1950-1), 1-14.
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century's most diligent and effective administrators. At Bristol, Oxford and Canterbury he
compiled diocesan books which were used by his successors throughout the century, and his
visitation charges were still being recommended to the clergy well into the nineteenth century.??
Conybcare is the least known of the thrce. But in addition to being an energetic dean of Christ
Church, he too was a popular preacher and acquired a European reputation for his defences of
revealed religion against the deists in the 1720s and 1730s, culminating in an attack upon
Matthew Tindal’s Chrisdanity as old as the creation in 1732.2¢

If all were of great merit from a religious viewpoint, their politics left something to be
desired. Conybeare, it is true, had first made bimself known at Oxford in the years immediately
after the Hanoverian succession. Later, as dean of Chnst Church, he was a staunch and vocal
leader of the whig interest there.”” But, like both Secker and Butler, his attendance in thc house
of lords was worse than average.®® Secker’s political unreliability has already been discussed.
Like him Butler joined the episcopal opposition to the ministry over the Spirituous Liquors Bill
and the clause relating o episcopal orders in the Bill for disarming the Scouish Highlands. Both
Secker and Buuer, moreover, were strong, if not public, supporters of the proposals to establish
an cpiscopate in America despite ministerial hostiijity.”"® Butler did not join Secker in opposition
to the Walpole ministry. In later years Secker claimed that Butler had disapproved of his
behaviour and their friendship had coolled. ™ However, even Butler was not an unequivocal
roinisterialist at thar time - with Secker and Benson he abstained in 1743 on the vote to approve
the sending of British troops 10 Flanders.®

Newcastle’s description of these appointments was not just complacent self-congratulation. On
this occasion at least the accepled interpretation of his ecclesiaslical patronage can be shown to be
false. The filling of the vacancy of Durham in 1750 may represent an ideal not always anained,
but it was an ideal to which Newcastle paid more than lip-service. He was constandy striving (o
funther the interests of the Church. The overriding concern of his ecclesiastical policy was tw
secure good government bolh in the Church and, especially, in the state. Theological criteria and
party-political considerations could not be ignorcd, but neither dominated Newcaste's
ecclesiastical policy. Those at the extremes of the spectrum of contemporary opinion, notably

A5 Beilpy Porteus, 'Life of Secker', in Secker, Works, 1, i-xliv; Downey, Eighteenth-century pulpit, pp. 89-114;
Lambeth Palace Library, MS 2598, fol. 23 (Sykes lranscript), Christian Remembrancer, xu (1830), 241, 435, 509,
571, 642; Thomas Secker, Lectures on the carechism (2 vols., London, 1769; 10th edn., London, 1804). Part of
this work was still being rcprinted as lale as 1885. Secker, Lectures on the creed. Selected from the lectures on
the church catechism (Dublin, 18835).

U8 WR. Ward, Georgian Oxford: university politics in the eighteenth century (Oxford, 1958), pp. 137-8; lohn
Conybeare, A defence of reveal’d religion against the exceplions of a late writer, in his book, intituled,
Christianily as old as the creation, &c. (2nd edn., London, 1732).

M Ward, Georgian Oxford, pp. 91, 138.
N3 See 1able 8.) below.

23 D.R. Gerlach, ‘Champions of an American episcopate: Thomas Secker of Canterbury and Samuel fohnson of
Connecticut’, HM.P.E.C., x11 (1972), 381414: A.L. Cross, The anglican episcopate and the American coloniex
(Cambridge, Mass., 1902), pp. 122-4; Parl, Hist., x, 1192-1440, x1v, 269-315. See below, ¢pis. 8 and 9.

@0 LP.L, MS 2598, fols, 25-6. 30-1 (Sykes Lranscript).
% B.L. Add. 6043, fo). 155.
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those suspected of doctrinal heterodoxy, were excluded from crown patronage, but in contrast {0
politicians of earlier and later decades, such as Nouingham, Rochester, Godolphin, or the younger
Pitt, Newecastle’s correspondence is characterized by a marked lack of concem about theological
beliefs. Problems of parliamentary management demanded Newcastle’s attention more f{requenily.
His attempts to satisfy thc demands of influential patrons involved him in negotiations and
arrangements of the greatest complexity. Moreover, because the patronage system relied on
personal recommendations, which were often channelled to ministers through local members of
parliaraent, or the lord lieutenant, a cleric did indeed find it difficult to rise in the Church without
the patronage of someone who was a part of the network of connections surrounding the coun
and ministry. Consequenty the majority of Newcastle’s appointees were whig, but he did not
exclude opposition whigs like Zachary Pcarce. or reputed tories, such as Thomas Sherlock. But it
is clear that merit was not forgotten. By his cmphasis on the moral character and orthodoxy of
clergymen, and by his reliance for advice on bishops such as Gibson, Sherlock and Sccker,
Newcastle demonstrated his recognidon of the interests of the Church and his acceptance of the
trust of patronage. But, above all, his restricion of crown patronage to those clergy of
unquestioned loyalty to the Hanpverian succession, to the constitution in church and state, and of
unblemished character, revcaled his concemn that the Church should perform its secular functions
effectively. It was only throngh the management of the crown's eccelesiastical patronage,
especially the advancement of men who would be effective administrators of dioceses and
governors of the clergy, that the ministry could hope to promote the security and good
government of the state.

In common with many whigs, however, Newcastle shared a fear that religion was only a latent
issue in politics. Another aim of the ministry, therefore, was to prevent the resurgence of the cry
‘the Church in danger’, which, it believed, would endanger its own position in parliament and
also undermine the security of the Hanoverian dynasty. As pan of this policy they sought to
convince the lower clergy that the Church was nol threatened by a whig administration
undermining it from within by its control of patronage. This aim was consonant with that of
secuning the good govemnment of Church and state, since learmed and diligent bishops were also
likely to be men who were conscious of their duties as guardians of the Church and clergy.
Under Walpole Gibson had advocated this policy explicitly, arguing that the ‘great point was, 1o
bring ye body of ye Clergy and ye two Universities, at least to be casy under 32 Whig
administration’.”* Churchmen felt more secure under the Pelhams, whose piety contrasted with

Walipole's apparent lack of religious sensibilitics,™ and it became less necessary to remind

22 Gibson Papers, St Andrews University Library, MS 5219. Gibson's opposilion to the pramotion of Samue}
Clarke, for example, was grounded upop the consideration of ‘how universally and with what resent such a step
wounld be condemn’d by the whole body of ye Clergy, Whig as well as Tory: 1 very few excepted’. Ibid., MS
5201: Gibson o Walpole, n.d. [c1727].

™ Eg. HM.C. 10th Report, Appendix, Part I, p. 278: Bishop Sherlock 10 Edward Weston, 8 Cct. 1743. CI.,
Bishop Secker’s comment of 1737: ‘The Minisuy [ believe mean us of the Clergy neither any harm nor much
good. Many of those who would be thought their best friends are vehement ugainst us and so are mamy also of
their most defermined enemies’. B.L, Add. 39311, fol. 37: Secker 10 Bishop Betkeley, 29 June 1737.
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ministers of the importance of preferring orthodox and deserving clergymen. But the whigs were
still aware of the propaganda value of their care for the established Church. Henry Brooke. for
example, reminded the Oxford tories of the security of the Church nnder a whig administration
when he called upon them to renounce opposition:

. . at what Period of Time, since the Reformation, was the National Established
Church of England (to which 1 wish as well as you do) in a State more prosperous than
in the Year 17507 when were All her just and legal Rights and Privileges more
cffcctually ascerlained, or fixed on a firmer Basis? AL what Time was Ecclesiastical
Authority placed in the Hands of Men of higher Abijlities, more exemplary Lives, more
disinguished Learning, more beneficient Minds and (o comprehend every amiable
Endowment in one Christian Virtue) more Universal Charity?®

24 [Henry Brooke|, A letter to the Oxford lorics. By an Englishman (London, 1750), p. 16.
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PART IV:

THE CHURCH AS AN AGENT OF THE STATE
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6. The role of the Church

The established Charch was perhaps the most imponant instifution of local government
throughout ancien regime Europe. Historians of France and other European couniries, and even of
early modemn Britain, have long emphasized the role of the Church as part of the domestic state
apparatus.! But the nature of the British state is a neglected topic in eighteenth-century studies.
Local govermment has remained the preserve of administrative historians, who have overlooked
the pervasive, if ofien nebulous, influence of the Church, which was entrusted with many
functions which in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries came increasingly to be secn as the
responsibility of central government.? It was deeply involved in both the provision of charity and
the education of the nation’s youth. More importantly the Church was charged with instilling
loyalty and obedience and with enforcing, as well as inculcating, a code of morality. In other
words, it was responsible for teaching men 1o be good citizens.

All eighteenth-century churchmen thought that the Church not only had, but ought to have, an
important temporal role in promoting ‘order and society’? But they were in no doubt that the
Church's primary aim was spiritual, ‘the salvation of the souls’ of men.* This chapter, therefore,
will not only analyze the place of the Church in the domestic apparatus of the state, concentrating
in particular on its teaching of the duties of citizenship, but will also argue that its spiritual and
secular functions were neither incompatible nor, for the most part, in conflict. The Church
believed its secular dubies to be firmly rooted in, and an extension of, ils spirifual responsibilities.

It has been suggested that the monopolistic claims of the Church of England, and consequently
its influence in the localities, were undermined in the eighteenth century by the failure of the
parochial system.®* There is, however, no prima facie case to suggest that the Church was not
performing its duties, spiritual or secular. It was indeed unable to adjust adequately to the
problems of population growth ard urbanization, especially in the last two decades of the century.
Bur the areas affected were geographically small, and the high incidence of non-residence that
prevailed throughout the country should not be interpreted as evidence that parishes were being
totally neglected.® This chapter cannotl assess the impact of the Church in the parish - such an
undertaking must await detailed local studies. But the presumplion that it was abdicating 1is

responsibilitics can be challenged. By examining the practices, ideals and aims of the bishops,

' Pierre Goubert, L'ancien régime. 2: les pouvoirs (Panis, 1975), pp. 164-7); Michael Roberts, “The Swedish
church', in Sweden's age of greatness 1632-1718, ed. Michael Robens (London, 1973), pp. 132-73; Penry
Williams, The Tudor regime (Oxford, 1979), pp. 6-7.

z  Seecpt 1.

3 James Backhouse, A sermon preached in Bow-Church, London, at the consecration of the right reverend father
in God, Philip, lord bishop of Bristol. On Thursday, June 29, 1758 (Cambridge, 1758), p. 4.

4 Ashridge MSS, Hertfordshirc Record Office, A.H. 1997, fol. 31: Charge to the clergy of 1he diacese of Lichfield
by Bishop John Egerton, 1770.

5 AD. Gijlbert, Religion and society i industrial England. Church, chapel and social change, 1740-1914 (London,
1976), pp. 6-7.

6 See cpL 2 above.
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men who, as has been shown, 10 some extent reflected the concems of ceniral government, il is
possible to show, not perhaps what the Church was doing, but at least what it was atiempting 10
do.

In the government of the Church the bishops were charged with three duties. Each bishop was
expected to perform a judicial visitation of his diocese every three years. In addition he was
responsible for the ordination of ministers and the confirmation of the laity. The canons of 1603
stipulated that ordinations should occur four times a year, on the Sundays following the ember
weeks, and that the rite of confirmation should be administered during the bishop’s triennial
visitation tour.” The eighteenth-century episcopate, however, has not had a good press. Studies of
the Hanoverian Church, underpinned by the nineteenth century’s crisque of its pastoral standards,
have porirayed the episcopate at best as mediocre and neglectful of its duties, and, at worst, as
corrupt, worldly and self-seeking.® Even Norman Sykes's atiempted rehabilitation of its reputation
has failed to command widespread assent. Some historians, indeed, have argued that his evidence
supports less favourable interpretations, one dismissing his account as ‘somewhat damning in the
faintness of [its] praise’.” There is, however, considerable evidence to suppor, a more posilive
assessment of episcopal activity.

Two arguments in particular are advanced to support the assertion that the bishops were
neglecting their duties as leaders of the Church. In the first place it is claimed that they were self-
interested place-seekers, who knew that the surest way to preferment was slavishly to suppori the
ministry in parliament. Thus the bishops put personal interest before public, and attended the
house of lords to the negtect of the pastoral care of their dioceses. Convention did indeed demand
that the bishops atiend parliament every year. But it has alrcady been demonstrated that the
ministry made no coherent or consistent attempt to exploit its control of church preferments to
create a body of episcopal voting fodder. Moreover, as a later chapter will argue, the bishops
were not slavish supporters of the ministry. They saw their attendanice in the house, not as a
political obligation, but as their duty as governors of the Church, to safeguard its interests.’
Secondly. the character of the episcopate as a whole has been distorted by over-emphasis on two
individuals, Lancelot Blackbume and Benjamin Hoadly. Even Sykes devoted considerable

attention to these ‘notorious examples’ aod their neglect of their clerical duties, which perhaps

7 Canons XXXI and LX. Edward Cardwell, Synodalia. A collection of the articles of religion, canons and
proceedings of comvocation in the province of Canterbury, for the year 1547 to the year 1717 (2 vols., Oxford,
1842), 1,264-5, 281.

8 See, e.g., the recent conments of Roy Porter. English society in the eighteenth century (Harmondsworth, 1982),
pp. 188-90.

9  Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the eighleenth century (Czmbridge, 1934), cpt. 3; Gilbert,
Religion and society, p. 0. Cf., 1.B. Owen, The eighteenth century {714-1815 (London, 1974), p. 153.

10 See chapter S above and chapter 8 below.
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accounts for the readiness of tater historans 10 discount his conclusions."

Blackbume and Hoadly, however, were not representative of the bench, The vast majority of
the bishops performed their duties conscientiously. In 1718 Archbishop Wake wrote that ‘the
confirmarions had never been so regular throughout the kingdom as within the last thirty years,
nor the episcopal visitations and that by the bishops in person, so constant'.'? If anything this
situation improved during the rest of the century. The usual pattem of a visitation was for the
bishop to tour his diocese, stopping at selected centres where the ministers and churchwardens of
one or two rural deaneries had been summoned to meet him. In the diocese of Oxford Potler and
Secker strictly observed the canons and visited triennially.™ Elsewhere visitations were more
irregular, although in general they occurred every three or four years. Thus Fleming visited
Carlisle in 1736, 1739 and 1744; Osbaldeston in 1749, 1752 and 1756. In Lincoln the pattern
was rather different. Visitations occurred approximately every three years between 1727 and 1745
and again afier 1784. But between 1748 and 1781 bishops of Lincoin attempted (o cope with the
vast size of their diocese by visiting the archdeaconries of Bedford, Buckingham and Huntingdon
in one year, and those of Leicester, Lincoln and Stow in another. Bishops Thomas, Green and
Thurlow were therefore performing the duties of visitation two years in every three,'

Confirmation was customarily administered during the visitation tour, This did not always
happen. In 1718 Gibson decided to separate the two because of ill-health.'* Later in the century
Secker, while bistiop of Oxford, held annual confimmations.!”” But Richard Trevor's itinerary for
his visitation of Durham in 1754 was probably not untypical. During the months of July, August
and September he visited and confirmed at Newcastle, Berwick, Alnwick, Morpeth, Durham and
Auckland. In addition he confirmed at Dartington, Sunderland, Stockton and Bamard Castle.” In
the eighteenth cenwry, moreover, bishops made considerable efforts to ensure that the ceremony
was more orderly, and thus more spiritually edifying. A common measure was (o0 instruct
ministers to provide their candidates with tickets to avoid crowding and confusion in the church.

WM Sykes, Church and state, p. 145. Sykes wrote \hree artjcles about individusl bishops. Blackbume and Hoadly
were the subject of two. 'Benjamin Hoadly, bishop of Bangor®, in The social and political ideas of sorne English
thinkers of the Augustan age, 1650-1750, ed. F. Heamshaw (London, 1928), pp. {12-55; **The buccaneer
bishop™: Lancelot Blackburne, 1658-1743°, Church Quarterly Review, cxxx (1940), 81-100. Hoadly's career also
merited half a chapter in Church and state. Cf,, W.A. Speck, Stability and strife. England 1714-60 (London,
1977), p. 96.

12 Bodleian Library, Ballard MSS, [, fol. 74: Wake to Charlent, 23 May 1718, quoted in Sykes, Church and state,
p. 120.

13 The theological works of the mosi reverend Dr John Potier late lord archbishop of Canterbury (3 vols., Oxford,
1753), 1, 261-473; ‘The autobiography of Aschbishop Secker’, Lambeth Palace Library, MS 2598, fol. 29
{Transcript of Professor Norman Sykes).

14 Carlisle Diocesan Records, Cumbria Record Office, DRC/5/22-42.

15 Kathleen Major, A handlist of the records of the bishop of Lincoln and of the archdeacons of Lincoln and Stow
(Oxford, 1953), pp. 68-70.

6 Sykes, Church and state, p. 123.

7 William Marshall, ‘Episcopal activity in the Hereford and Oxford dioceses, 1660-1760°, Midland History, vm
(1983), 115.

18 I.C. Shuler, 'The pasioral and ecclesiastical adminisiration of the diocese of Durham 1721-1771; with partdcular
reference 10 the archdeaconry of Northumberland', Ph.D. disseristion, University of Durham, 1975, p. 349. Cf,
the jtineranes of Hurd and Xeppel later in the century, printed in Sykes, Church and state, pp. 431-6.
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Trevor introduced this practice to Durham in 1754. But it can be found earlier elsewhere and
became general during the second half of the century."

Unlike visitation and confirmation, ordination did not necessarily have to lake place in the
diocese. It was not uncommon for some bishops to ordain at a London church. While at Lincoln
both Wake and Gibson adopted this expedient, as did Nicholas Claggett who held 17 of his 24
ordinations while bishop of Exeter in London.” But the general practice was for the majority of
ceremonies to be performed in the diocese, usually at the cathedral church in the summer months.
Potter and Secker at Oxford, Egerton and Beauclerk at Hereford, Chandler and Trevor at Durham,
and Lavington at Exeter all followed this pattern.® The bishops thus ignored the letter of the
canons, but they observed them in spirit - those relating to ordinalion were intended psimarily to
ensure that deacons remained on trial for a sufficient period before they were priested.? It was
rare for a candidate to be made deacon and priest within three months, and unknown for it to
occur on the same day. Furthermmore, eighteenth-century practice clearly satisfied the needs of the
Church. In the diocese of Carliste George Fleming generally held two ordinations a year in Lhe
cathedral. His successor, Richard Osbaldeston, preferred to perform one in the chapel at Rose
Castle. Both, however, ordained enough candidates 1o supply the diocese with clergymen.?

Within the episcopate, moreover, can be found numerous men of outstanding pastoral zeal and
energy. James Beauclerk beld triennial visitations of the diocese of Hereford, but was especially
diligent in the mafter of ordination, performing more than four ceremonies a year, of which 98%
took place in the cathedral.® Thomas Secker ordained three times a year at Christ Church while
he was bishop of Oxford, ‘excepting that, some few Years, Bishop Benson did it once a Year for
me'.” While resident at Cuddesden he preached every Sunday moming and read lectures on the

catechism in the aftemoon. He confirmed every year, sending tracts for the ministers of each

¥ Shuler, ‘Administragon of the diocese of Durham’, p. 349: Sykes, Church and state, pp. 134-3. In another
aempt 10 add to the solemnity of the ceremony ‘insiead of going round the rail of the Comrmunion table, and
laying hus hands upon the heads of two or {our persons held close ogether, and in a low voice repeating the
form of prayer over them, | Archbishop Gilbent of York] went round the whole rail ar once, laid his hand upon
the head of every person severally, and when he had gone through the whole, then he drew back w the
Comsmunion 1able, and in as audible and solemp g manner as he could pronounced the prayer over them all',
This practice was subsequently adopted by some of his brethren. ‘The life of Dr Thomas Newton®, in The fives
of Dr Edward Pocock . . . by Dr Twells; of Dr Zachory Pearce . . . and of Dr Thomas Newton . . . by
thernselves; and of the Rev. Philip Skelion, by Mr Bundy (2 vols., London, 1816), I, 105-6.

B Sykes, Church and state, p. 97: Asthur Wame, Church and seciety in eighteemth~cenlury Devon (Newton Abbol,
1969), p. 25.

21 Marshall, 'Episcopal activity 1660-1760%, p. 114; Shuwler, ‘Administration of the diocese of Durham®, pp. 107,

130; Wame, Chwrch and sociery, p. 26.

Canon XXX, which prohibited any bishop from making a man both deacon and priest on the same day,

concluded ‘that there being now four limes appoinied in cvery year for the ordination of deacons and ministers,

there may ever be some time of wtial of their behaviour in the office of deacon, before they be admitied 10 the

order of priesthood.” Cardwell, Synadalia, 1, 265.

3 Beeween 1735 and 1747 Fleming ordained 82 deacons and 52 priests for the diocese of Carlisle. Between 1748
and 1761 Osbaldesion ordained 66 deacons and 52 priests. This was clearly adequate for a diocese of aboul 100
panshes. In sddidon Fleming ordained 2 deacons and 3 priests on letters dismissory, and Osbaldeston 8 deacons
and 29 priests. Fleming-Senhouse papers, ed. Edward Hughes (Carlisle, 196t), pp. 115-9; Cumbria R.O.
DRC/1/7, pp. 137-311.

24 Marshall, ‘Episcopal activity, 1660-1760°. pp. 107, 114, 116.

B L.P.L., MS 2598, fol. 25 (Sykes transcript).
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parish to distribute and confimnation tickets 'to keep the people orderly'.” He held a visitation of
the diocese of Bristel in 1735; his primary visitation of Oxford in 1738, and thereafier one every
three years;, and visitations of Canterbury in 1758 and 1766.” Robert Drummond visited the
diocese of St Asaph in 1749, 1753 and 1758, and York in 1764 and 1770.Z He confirmed for
Ascbbishop Gilbert in York in 1758, laying his hands on 15000 people, and when archbishop
himself confirmed the remarkable number of 41600 people between 1768 and 1771.” Bishop
Benson was another figure who assisted his brethren in the discharge of their duties. Each year
between 1742 and 1749 he held a general ordination for Bishop Chandler in the Castle at
Durbam.* In addition to performing regular visitations of his own diocese, he visited York for
Archbishop Blackbume in 1737 and Durham for Bishop Chandler in 1746.* Benson in fact died
of an illness which was exacerbated by his performing a confirmation in the north of his
diocese.” A similar fate befell Zachary Pearce, who at the age of eighty-three confirmed 700
people at Greenwich and ‘found himself next day unable to speak, and never regained his former
readiness of utterance’, dying eight months later.®

Blackbume and Hoadly must, \herefore, be regarded as exceptions. But if neither could be
described as a zealous and active pastor, a closer examination of their careers suggests that they
did not neglect their episcopal duties. At first sight both appear 1o resemble the caricature of an
eighteenth-century bishop; Blackbume was tainted by moral scandal, Hoadly was a political hack.
Blackbume’s character, however, is stained by no more than the mud of unsubstantiated rumour.
In 1702 charges of adultery forced him to resign the sub-deanery of Exeter, but they were proved
falsc and he was reinstated two years later® Horace Walpole’s allegation that his chaplain,

% L.P.L. MS 2598, fols. 49-50 (Sykes transeript).

7 L.P.L.. MS 2598, fols. 22-3, 29, 51, 65 (Sykes transeript), There was also a visitation of Canterbury in 1762, bt
Secker was prevenled by iliness from delivering hs charge in person. Ibid., fol. 60; The works of Thomos Secker,
LL.D., lote lord archbishop of Canterbury (new edn.. § vols.. London, 1811), v, 447,

2 Borthwick Institute, Bp. V. Misc; V.1770.

®  S.L. Ollard, ‘Confirmation in the anglican communion', in Confirmation or the laying on of hands (2 vols.,
London, 1926.7), 1, 226-7, 229-30.

30 Shuler, ‘Administration of the diocese of Durham’, p. 114,

N B.L. Add. 39313; Archbishop Herring's visitation returns, 1743, ed. S.L. Ollard and P.C. Walker (Yorkshire
Archaeological Socjery Record Series. vols. 71, 72, 75. 77, 79. 1927-31), 1, xxii; Letters of Spencer Cowper, dean
of Durham 1746-74. ed. Edward Hughes {(Surtees Society, 165 for 1950, London and Durhem, 1956), p. 66:
Spencer Cowper to earl Cowper, 14 Oct. 1746. It was comsmon for one bishop o assist another, and nol just in
cases of old age or incapacity, Matthiss Mawson assisled Herring in his confirmation and visitation of York m
1743. Bishop Keene confirmed for Archbishop Hullon in 1755. Philip Yonge assisted Secker i his primary
visitalion of Canterbary. John Thomas, bishop of Lincoln, accompanied Sherlock on his visitation of Salisbury in
1747. Zachary Pearce confirmed in the peculiars of the archbishop of Canterbury which lay wilhin his diocese,
and for the last seven years of Bishop Sherlock’s life performed all the ordinations for the bishopric of London,
Memoirs of a royal choplain, 1729-63. The correspondence of Edmund Pyle, D.D., chaplain in ordinary 1o
George 11, with Samuel Kerrich, D.D., vicar of Dersingham, rector of Wolferton, and rector of West Newton, ed.
Albert Hartshomme (London, 1905), pp. 87-8: Pyle 10 Kerrich, 17 July 1743; Sykes, Church and state, p. 124;
L.P.L., MS 2598, fol. 51 (Sykes transeript); H.M.C., 10th Report, Appendix, Part 1, p.297: Sherlock to Edward
Weston, 27 Aug. 1747; Pearce Papers, WAM 64640, 64649: Secker to Pearce, 28 Avg. 1764, 6 Aug. 1767, ‘The
life of Dr Zachacy Pearce’, in The lives of Pocock, Pearce, Newion, and Skelion, 1, 403.

32 L.P.L., MS 2598, fols. 1434 (Sykes wanscript).
3 ‘Life of Pearce’, p. 411.

3 For the background to the 1702 scandal and its rools in party disputes in Exeter, see M.G. Smith, ‘The cathedral
chapter of Exeter and the election of 1705: a reconsideration', Rep. Trans. Devon, Ass. Advmi. Sci., cxv1 (1984),
109-26.
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Thomas Hayter, was his natural son has enjoyed 2 longer life. Indeed, it continues to be repeated
by historians, despite the fact that, as the Quarterly Review pointed out as long ago as 1822, the
parish records of Chagford prove it to be no more than malicious speculation* Hoadly, on the
other hand, undoubtedly owed his elevation to the episcopate to his defenice of the doctdne of
resistance to evil princes during the party warfare of Anne’s reign. If such an appointment was
only to be expected in the climate of the times, Hoadly’s later rapid promotion also owed much
to his journalistic defences of the whig ministry in the early 1720s.* Indeed, much even of his
religious writing was explicily political. The sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, for example, was a
contribution o the debate of the early 1730s over the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts. By
reducing the service to a mere commemorative rite he was denying the utility of a sacramental
test.”” But Hoadly did not entirely lack ecclesiastical merit. If he was not a theologian himself, he
was a prominent advocate and popularizer of the extreme latitudinarianism of Samuel Clarke.® In
addition, his Reasonableness of conformity was regarded as one of the most effective replies to
dissenting attacks on the Church of England. Some contemporaries found it difficult to reconcile
with his famous sermon on the text, 'Christ’s kingdom is not of this world", but few denied its
value. The Commectcut high churchman, Samuel Johnson, acknowledged it as an important
influence in his conversion from congregationalism,¥

The character of Hoadly and Blackbume as bishops musl, however, rest primarily on the
fidelity with which they performed their episcopal functions. Both were eighty-five when they
died, and no provision was made for the resignation of bishops until 1869.* Thus it is hardly
surprising that they found the performance of their episcopal functions increasingly difficult in the
tast ten or fifteen years of their life. Hoadly, moreover, was lame ail his life, and could only
travel with difficulty.” Before 1733 Blackbume was not inactive. At Exeter between 1714 and

35 Horace Walpole, Memoirs of King George !, ed. John Brooke (3 vols., New Haven and London, 19895), 1, 60;
Quarterly Review, xxvi (1822), 186-7; Sykes, "Lancelot Blackburne, 1658-1743", pp. 82-3. For the repetition of
these rumours see, e.g., Porer, English society, p. 280.

36 E.g.. The works of Benjamin Hoadly, D.D., ed. John Hoadly (3 vols., London, 1773), m, 1-395.
37 Benjamin Hoadly, A plain account of the nature and end of 1the sacramerns of the Lord's Supper (London, 1733).

3% Hoadly edited Clarke's works. Sermons on the following subjects, viz. Of faith in God . . . By Samuel Clarke,
D.D. late rector of 5t James's Westminster, Published from the author's maruscript, by John Clarke, D.D. dean
of Sarum. With a preface, giving some account of the life, writings, and character of the author: by Benjonin,
lord bishop of Salisbury (10 vols,, London, 1730-1; 6th edn., London, 1743),

39 Benjamin Hoadly, The reasonnbleness of conformily to the Church of England, represented to the dissenting
ministers. In answer 1o the tenth chapter of Mr Calamy's abridgement of Mr Baxter's Hlstory of his life and
times (London, 1703); idem, The nmure of the kingdom of Christ. A sermon preach’d before the king, at the
chapel at St James's, on Sunday March 31, 1717 (London, [1717])); D.F.M. Geredi, 'Samuel Johnson and the
Yale “apostasy”'of 1722: the challenge of englican sacramentalism to the New England way', HM.P.E.C., xLvn
(1978), 153-75, especially pp. 172-3; Portland MSS, Nottingham University Library, PWV/121/117: Thomas
Herring to William Herring, 27 Dec. 1754.

40 Hy 32 & 33 Victoria, c. L111. In 1763 Bishop Pearce attempied to resign both the bishopric of Rochester and the
deanery of Wesuminster, but only found it possible to resign the deanery. Nor was Pearce the only eighteenth-
cennury bishop who was aware of the problems of old age. Edmund Keene lamented thal the precedem of
Pearce’s resignation had not taken place, 'for nothing can be more alarming than the idea of beiag left on this
See, when age and infirmities may render me vnfit for duty, & I may be unable 1o get assistance’. 'Lifc of
Pearce’, pp. 404-7; Pearce Papers, WAM 64595: Keene 10 Pearce, 20 Aug. 1768.

41 Sykes argued that Hoadly's infirmity should have disqualified him from nomination to any bishopric [Charch and
state, p. 136). There is no doubt that he could only perform the duties of his office with great difficulty,
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1724 he ordained 74 men, one more than his successor Stephen Weston over the same period of
time. Moreover, only one of these services was performed outside the diocese. At York. between
1725 and 1733, he ordained a funber 215 men in ten services, all of which wese held during his
summer residence at Bishopthompe. All candidates for orders were carefully examined either by
Blackburmne or by his domestic chaplain, and clerks presented to benefices were examined again
before institution.*® In 1726-7 he carxied out a primary visitation, and presumably confirmed at the
same time.* Nor do the remains of his episcopal correspondence suggest that he subsequently
neglected his diocese.*® Hoadly too was careful to ensure that those applying to him for orders
were suitably qualified, although like Blackburme and many of his contemporaries he often
delegated the examination to his domestic chaplain.* Contrary to popular belief he not only
visited the diocese of Hereford while he was bishop, but carried out a personal visitation in 1722.
He also performed one ordination ceremony in the cathedral, and four in other places.”” Regular
ordinations took place in Salisbury during his episcopate, and he made at least two visitations of
that diocese, and another in 1736 following his translation lo Winchester. In 1737, moreover, he
wag reported as being on a confirmation tour.*

After they became too infirm to perform their duties adequately themselves, both made efforts
to obtain assistance from other, younger bishops. Hoadly’s physical disabilities, indeed, meant that
he was forced to seek assistance from his brethren throughout his career. As early as 1720 Bishop
Wynne confimed for him in pans of the diocese of Bangor.”” Later both Matthias Mawson and
Zachary Pearce made confimation tours of the diocese of Winchester.® Likewise, in 1737 Bishop
Benson performed a visitation and confirmation at York for Blackbume.® But Blackbumne himself
continued (o discharge the majority of routine diocesan business through his chaplain, the
energetic and efficient Thomas Hayter, whom he appointed archdeacon of York in 1730 and who
later became bishop of Norwich and then of London. He remained well enough informed of
diocesan affairs to leave his successor, Archbishop Herring, a parochial book containing the
characters of all the clergy.” Moreover, a number of bishops ordained candidates at the request of
both Blackbume and Hoadly. The giving to candidates for orders letters dismissory ‘to any
Catholic Bishop’ was the only satisfactory expedient when it became impossibie for them to visit

Warne, Church and society, p. 24; Herring's visitalion returns,t, PR

4 Bonhwick Insttwe, Bp. C & P Il/Headon, 1726-7: Blackburne 10 Sir Hardolf Wastenays, 5 Oct. 1727.
#  Borthwick Institute, V.1726-7. Cf., Speck, Stability and strife. p. 96.

4 Bonhwick Inscute, Bp. C & P .

46 Pcarce Papers, WAM 64593: Hoadly to Pearce, 22 Sept 1757.

47 Marshall, 'Episcopal activily, 1660-1760", p. 107.

48 Hoadly, Works, m, 473-98; Nottingham University Library, PWV/120/4: Thomas Herring 1o William Herring, 17
Apr. 1737 Anne Whiteman, ‘The Church of England 1542-1837", in V.C.A., Wiltshire, . 49.

49 Sykes, Church and state, p. 136.

¢ B.L. Add. 35598, fals. 421-2: Herring 10 Hardwicke, 28 July 1749; Pearce Papers, WAM 64689: Bath 10 Pewce,
17 Suly 1753,

St Nottingham University Library, PWV/120/45: Thomas Herring to William Herring, 10 June 1743; Herring’s
visitation returns, 1, xxii; ‘Archbishop Blackbumn's visilalion returns of the diocese of York, 1735, ed. R.
Trappes-Lomax, Publicarions of the Catholic Record Society, xoow (1932), pp. 204-88.

52 Memoirs of a royal chaplain, p. 88: Pyle to Kerrich, 17 Tuly 1743.
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the diocese themselves. But these bishops acted only by a delegated authority. Both Hoadly and
Blackbume supervised the examinations themsclves, and Hoadly was able to assure Pearce in
1757 that five candidates to whom he had granted letiers dismissory had all ‘answered to more
than ordinary Satisfaction’.” Neither was a shining example of eighteenth-century churchmanship,
but neither was guilty of the almost total neglect of his diocese.

Visitation was arguably the most important of all episcopal acts. As Philip Bearcroft pointed
out, what distinguished bishops from other ministers of the Church was their duty 10 ‘govern even
Presbyters, as well as Deacons, and Laity in Things pertaining 10 God'.® The basis of episcopal
government was the visitation, which was the occasion for the bishop (o ensure that the clergy
were discharging their responsibilities and to remind them of the role of the Charch, both social
and religious. The formal business of a visitation was primarily judicial. A citation was issued to
the clergy and wardens of each church or chapel to attend the bishop on a cerntain day. A book of
articles of the visitation was also issued, in which the wardens made their presentrents to the
bishop. These concemed non-attendance at church, offences against the moral law, and
administrative matters, and were dealt with at a special coun held later in the year. There was
also an important non-judicial, or pastoral element in the business of visitation. The bishop’s
charge was used to advise and encourage the clergy, while the twenly or so clergy anending at
each ceotre had ‘opportunities of conferring with each other, and consulting their superiors. on
matters relating to their profession’ at a dinner after the day's formalities had been completed.®
More gencrally the bishop's tour of the diocese was itself seen as an important opportunity for
him to meet, and be met by, clergy and laity alike. Thus, the news of Gibson's decision 1o
scparate confirmation from visitation at Lincoln in 1718 was received with considerable
dissatisfaction, as it was felt to detract from the ceremony of the occasion.®

In the cighteenth century the pasioral came to dominate the business of visitation. Thomas
Sccker saw the judicial role of the bishop as only a small part of visitations which were intended
‘principally, 10 give bishops opportunities of exhorting and cautioning their clergy, either on such
genesal subjects as are always useful, or on such particular occasions as the circumstances of
things, or the inquiries, made at or against these times point out; and of interposing their
authority, if there be need; which amongst you. I am persuaded, there will not’.¥ In part this
development was a consequence of the decline of the ecclesiastical courts. But the episcopate saw
their increasing reliance on pastoral methods, not as a responsc o necessity, but as the best way

S Pearce Papers, WAM 64593: Hoazdly (o Pearce, 22 Sepl 1757; WAM 64591-2: Hoadly to Pearce, 4, 20 Sept
1756; Osbaldeston Papers, Norh Yorkshire Record Office. ZDS/XVI/3/1: Thomas Hayler to Richard
Osbsldeston, 30 July [1734]; Herring's visitation returns, ), xxii.

% Philip Bearcroft, The perpetual presence of Christ with his church. A sermon preached before the most reverend
father in God, John lord archbishop of Canlerbury, al the consecration of the right reverend father in God,
Edward lord bishop of St Davids, on Sunday January 2, 1742-3. In the chapel of Lambeth Palace (London,
1743), p. 17.

35 Secker, ‘Charge of 1758', in Works, v, 424.
56 Sykes, Charch and staie, pp. 129-30.
57 Secker, ‘Charge of 1758", in Works, v, 424,
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of goveming the clergy. no authority being more effectual than ‘calm Persuasion from the
propriety and rectitude of things’.™ Zachary Pearce thus stressed ihat he would use the courts
only as a last resort o reform any ‘Blemishes’ among the clergy. He would ‘take notice of them,
in yc Spirit of Mildness’, and only if that failed ‘in that method (to which I shall always go wth
Unwillingness), but wch the Laws point out to me'.”

Effecive government of dioceses by primarily pastoral methods required of the bishops
extensive knowledge of the state of parishes and characters of incumbents. In the eighteenth
century, however, their residence in London for much of the year made such knowledge difficult
to acquire. They did not have time to perform parochial visitations in person.® Consequendy, the
period wimessed a number of improvements in the structure of diocesan administration. One
response to the need for more accuratc and detailed information was suggested by William Wake
and Edmund Gibson. At their primary visitations of Lincoln in 1706-7 and 1717-18 they sent
separate articles of enquiry to the clergy togethcr with the wuswal articles directed !0
churchwardeps. These were intended to provide a variety of information about parishes and their
incumbents: their size; the number of dissenters; schools and charity; residence; the regularity of
services. Both bishops repeated the process during their subsequent visitations of the diocese.”
Their example was widely imitated. Secker used similar articles at his primary visitation of
Oxford ia 1737; Herring at York in 1743; Nicholas Claggett at his primary visitatdon of Exeter in
1743; Zachary Pearce at his pnmary visitations of Bangor in 1749 and Rochester in 1757; and
Roben Drummond in 1749, 1753 and 1758 at St Asaph, and in 1764 at York.® By the middle of
the cenfury the practice had become almost universal at primary visitarions, and ofien the returns
were used as the basis of a diocesan book which could be annotated by the bishop to provide an
up-to-date account of the diocese for his own use and to lcave to his successor.®

Bishop Benson of Gloucester, on the other hand, revived the institution of rural deans. Each
archdeaconry in a diocese was anciently divided into rural deaneries. One of the duties of the

rural deans, who were local clergymen appointed by the bishop, was o visit parochially, before

#®  Edmund Keene, The charge of Edmund lord bishop of Ely 1o the clergy of his diocese, in his primary visltation
1771. Published at their request (London, 1772), p. 5.

39 Pearce Papers, WAM 64864, fol. 9: Charge lo the clergy of Rochester. 1757.

%  R.L. Add. 39313, fol, 139: Charge delivered o the clesgy of the diccese of Gloucester by Bishop Benson, 1744,
One exception was William Nicolson who carried out a parochial visitalion of the small diocese of Carlisle in
17034. William Nicolson, Miscellany accounts of the diocese of Carlisle. ed. R.S. Ferguson (Cumberland &
Wesimorland Antiquarian and Archaeological Society, Extra Scries 1, Carlisle, 1877).

8t Speculum dioceseos Lincolniensis, ed. R.E.G. Cole (Lincoln Record Society, rv. Lincoln, 1913), pp. ii-iv;
Lincolnshire Archives Office, Bishop Gibson's visilation retums, 1717-18, 1720-1.

§2  Apicles of enquiry addressed to the clergy of the diocese of Oxford al the primary visitation of Dr Thomas
Secker, ed. H.A. Lloyd-Jukes (Oxfordshire Record Society, soxvim. 1957); Herring's visitation retwns, 1, 2-3;
Warne, Church and sociery, p. 25; Pearce Papers, WAM 64862, fol. 2: Charge lo the clergy of Bangor, 1749;
WAM 64864, fol. 2: Charge o the clergy of Rochesier, 1757; Borthwick Inslitute, Bp. V. Misc; Bp. V.1764
(Rel).

6 E.g. by Chandler at Durham in 1732, by Secker ai Bristol and by Benson at Gloucester in 1735, and by Hurd a1
Worcesler in 1782, Shuler, 'Administration of the diocese of Durham’'. p. 361; "Bishop Secker's diocese book’,
ed. Elizabeth Ralph in A Bristol miscellany, ed. Patrick McGrath (Bristol Record Society’s Publications, 300xvi,
1985), pp. 21-70; Gloucester Diocesan Records, Gloucester City Library, GDR 285B(1); The state of the
biskopric of Worcester 1782-1808, ed. Mary Ransome (Worcceslershire Historical Society, N.S., v1,, Leeds, 1968).
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the visitations of the archdeacon and bishop, all churches, chapels and houses of incumbents in
his district. Their retums, therefore, provided detailed information about the state of every parish.
In the diocese of Exeter, where the deans were elected by the clergy in chapter, they still
performed their tasks and were extremely conscientious.® But in many other dioceses, although
rural deans were nominally appointed, the institution had become a dead-letier. Prompted by the
neglect of his archdeacon who was nearly ninety when he became bishop, Benson decided to
reamimate ‘ys . . . ancient & . . . regular form of Government' and appointed rural deans to
perform the work of parochial visitation.® His example was followed by Bishop Drummond in
the diocese of St Asaph in 1749. II ‘being many years since the lasl Visitation of this kind’,
Drummond sent to his rural deans a long letter outining the matters they were to take notice of,
"that I, who cannot visit parochially, may by your means be enabled the better to discharge my
Duty’. He did not wish to know only of offences or defects, but also of those parishes worthy of
commendation, ‘as I wd not be meerly a Terrour to ye Evil & Scandalous ones, but wd praise,
countenance, & . . . encourage those that do well & want something betier than they now
have'.% In the late 1770s the institution was also reintroduced into the diocese of Ely by Edmund
Keene, while both Secker and Pearce considered the possibility of appointing rural deans in
Oxford and Bangor.” Even George Berkeley, the bishop of Cloyne, was attracted by the
possibilities of the idea, but was wamed by Benson that ‘in Ireland . . . it may be a thing quite
ncw, & your beginning it may give offence both to the rest of ye Bishops & 0 ye Archdeacons
& also to ye Inferior Clergy’® In the administration of their dioceses, as elsewhere, the
episcopate was testricted by the diclates of tradition.

While the importance of the bishops’ judicial acls declined, the emphasis on pastoral
government gave added weight to what they said. Especially significant were the visitation
charges, formal addresses to the clergy which were sometimes published. In these charges above
ail the bishops defined their conception of the role of the Church and clergy. Occasionally they
were used to examine specific problems, as when Bishop Pearce discussed calls for a furnther
rcform of the Church in liturgy and worship in 1767.% More often they set forth in general terms

% Wame, Church and sociery, pp. 13, 51-63. Bishop John Fisher, on his wranslation from Excter to Salisbury in
1807, re-inwroduced rural deans in that diocese.

65 B,L. Add. 39311, fol. 50: Benson to Berkeley, 23 Apr. 1743. Benson made the (irst appointments almost
immediately after his arrival in the diocese. B.L. Add. 39313, fol. 109: Charge delivered o the cletgy of the
diocese of Gloucester by Bishop Benson, 1735.

6  Pearce Papers, WAM 64828: Drummond to ‘a rural dean’, 17 Jan. 1749.

6  Ely Diocesan Records, Cambridge University Library, EDR/B/7/1: rural dean returns, 1779-80; Secker, ‘Charge
to the clergy, 1753", in Works, v, 413. Among Pearce’s papers are copies of two of Bishop Drummond’s papers
relating lo rural deans. Pearce Papers, WAM 64828, 64848.

64 B.L. Add. 39311, fol. 50: Benson 10 Berkeley, 23 Apr. 1743,
& Pearce Papers, WAM 64866: 'Charge lo the clergy of Rochester, 1767,
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the duties of the parochial clergy.” Episcopal charges cannot, however, be read as accounts of the
state of the Church, They were prescriptive, laying down the standards expected of the clergy and
the characteristics of the Church the bishops wished to create.

The first respousibilities of the clergy were spiritual. They were ‘an Order of Men selected

. . & ser apan for ye peculiar service of Glod] & salvat[io]n of ye Souls of men’. The clergy
were not only ‘the Ministers of Christ’, but also ‘Labourers together with Christ’, 'spiritual
Watchmen', ‘Pastors’, ‘Stewards of the Mysteries of God', and ‘Ambassadors of Christ’.™ Thus
the bishops devoted considerable atiention to the public worship of the Church: the frequency of
services; the order and decency with which they were performed; and the importance of clear
preaching suited to the capacities of the congregation. They also urged the clergy fo be equally
diligent in the performance of more private duties, such as visiting the sick and giving personal
counsel to relicve the doubts and strengthen the faith of their parishioners. Above all, they
stressed the necessity of an unblemished characier, not merely as an ideal in itself, but as an
essential prerequisite for a clergyman to discharge his duties effectively. On the one hand, ‘the
light of a good cxample' was the most effectual of all methods of instruction.™ On the other
hand, a minister's *bad Life will do Ten times more Mischief than all his good Teaching can
repair’, since men would come to disbelieve the doctrine when they saw (be leacher act in
contradiction to it.”™ It was not sufficient to be guilty of no vice. The clergy had to be patterns of
virtue, demonstrating ‘a Sanctity of Manners suilable to our Siluation, and expressive of the
Perfection of that God whom we serve'. As Bishop Keene reminded his clergy, ‘the efficacy,
and perhaps the very face of Religion amongst us, depends upon the conduct of the clergy’.”

The bishops’ conception of clerical duties, however, extended beyond public worship and
private counsel to arcas which in the next century came increasingly to be seen as the preserve of
the state; the provision of poor relief; the education of youth; and the inculcation of the duties of
citizenship. But in the eighteenth century the role of the Church was not challenged, for few
would have claimed that the spiritual could be separated from the secular in these areas of life.

70 Thomas Secker's charges to the clergy of Oxford between 1738 and 1753 wre a particularly notable example.
forming a coherent whole, detailing clercal dues. Werks, v, 305-422. Cf., the charges of archdeacon Thomas
Sharp. The rubric in the Book of Common Prayer and the canons of the Church of England, so far as they relate
10 the parochial clergy, considered. In a cowse of visitation charges (London, 1753). Discourses on preaching:
or. directions lowards altaining 10 the best manner of discharging the dulies of the pulpii: delivered in three
visitarion charges (London, 1757).

¥ B.L. Add. 39313, fol. 124: Charge delivered o the clergy of the diocese of Gloucester by Bishop Benson, 1741;
John Conybeare, ‘Charge 1o the clergy of Bristol in 1755°, m Sermons by John Conybeare, D.D. late lord bishop
of Bristol and dean of Christ Church, Oxon. (2 vols.. London, 1757). 1, 504-14.

John Greem, A charge delivered to the clergy of the diocese of Lincoln, at the bishop's primary visitation, 1762

(London, 1765), p. 30.

7 Conybeare, Sermors, 1, $15; Secker, ‘Charge of 1737, in Works, v. 323-4; Robert Buns, The charge of the right
reverend father in God Robert lord bishop of Norwich, to the reverend the clergy of his diocese, in the primary
visitation of the same in the year 1735. Publish'd at the unanimous reques! of the clergy who heard it (London,
1736), p. 19.

7 Secker, 'Charge of 1737°, in Works, v, 324; Conybeate, Sermons, 1, 513-4.

75 Keene, Charge to the clergy of Ely, p. 6.
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Charity, the relief of the poor, was still regarded as a christian obdligation incumbent on all
possessed of wealth. The relief of ‘the Necessities of his poor and industrious neighbour’ was,
therefore, even more incumbent on the clergyman. Indeed, such behaviour was an inseparable parnt
of the character of a parpchial minister.” Although a few still clung to the medieval catholic
concept of indiscriminate charity, a distinction was usually made between the deserving and the
undeserving poor.” The former were more particularly the objects of charity, not merely 1o
encourage a work-ethic, but to keep up a sense of religion among the poor by favouring virtue
over vice.™ Non-residence made it more difficull to distinguish the deserving, but it did not
discharge the parson from his obligations. On the contrary, Secker argued that what ‘they could
not with decency avoid doing, according to their ability, if they lived amongst them, they ought
to do more largely if they live elsewhere’.” In addition, they were urged to encourage and
organize public schemes, especially in those cases where their poverty disabled them from
performing their responsibilities to the community.®

Bul the duties of the clergy extended beyond the more liberal performance of a public duty
incumbent on all christians. Their role as the providers and organizers of charity and their
position in the community meant that they inevitably played a part, if only at an informal level,
in the management of the parish poor rate. Moreover, the clergy were generally involved in
institutioral charities, either as trustees or as responsible, alone or with the churchwardens, for
their management. The reports of the charity commissioners in the early nineteenth cenmry reveal
an impressive degree of clerical involvement. In Oxfordshire the minister was specifically
mentioned in 54% of the parishes reviewed, and was probably involved in many other cases
under the phrase ‘parish officers’® In Devon this figure rose to 65%. The clergy were
repeatedly reminded of their duty 10 oversee local charities by the bishops in vigitation articles. A
few cases of neglect did occur. But these were rare. A comparison of the Gilbert Returns of 1787
for the diocese of Norwich with the Brougham Retums thirty ycars later shows remarkably few
losses over this period, and the Brougham Commissioners were able to find few faunits with the
trustees’ administration in the great majority of cases.® Even the use of parochial charities to
subsidise the poor rate, thereby reducing the money which had to be raiscd from the inhabitants,
was not common, despite the fact that accounis were often combined when the trustees of the

charity were also the overscers of the poor.*

7 Keene, Charge 1o the clergy of Ely, p. 9.
T I.D. Walsh, 'Wesloy znd the poor’, unpublished paper read at Magdalene College, Cambridge, 22 Feb. 1984.

78 Richard Newton, Pluralities indefensible. A reatise humbly offered 1o the consideration of the parliament of
Great-Brilain. By a presbyter of the Church of England (London, 1743), pp. 342-5.

™  Secker, "Charge to clergy, 1758', in Works, v, 43t.
8 Keene, Charge 1o the clergy of Ely, p. 10.

B Diana McClalchey, Oxfordshire clergy 1777-1869. A swudy of the established Church and of the role of the
clergy in local society (Oxford, 1960). p. 126.

82 Wamne, Church and society, p. 149.

8 PW, Whilfield, ‘Change and confinnity in the rural church: Norfolk, 1760-1840°, Ph.D. dissertation, Univarsity
of St Andrews, 1977, pp. 123-4.

8 Thid., pp. 110-) 1.
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The Church’s involvement in education, as in poor relief, was an extension of its specifically
spiritual functions. All clergy were responsible for catechizing the young, teaching them an
understanding of ‘the true Grounds® of Christianity and training them up “in the Ways of Religion
and Virtue'® The bishops attached great importance to this duty and visitation returns show it to
have been performed regularly. Catechizing took place in about 70% of parishes, while in most of
the remainder the parson alleged that there were not enough candidates to form a class or
complained that parents and masters were negligent in sending their children and servants {o
him.® In the vast majority of parishes, however, catechizing was confined to Lent In only 10%
of those in Hercford, and 4.5% in Oxford, was the catechism taught throughout the year® The
bishops, notably Thomas Secker, felt that this standard, albeit adequate, was far from ideal. They
exhorted their clergy to continue catechetical exposition at least into the summer, and, where no
children were fonhcoming, suggested that ministers should give a course of lectures to the whole
congregation,®

Al the same time the clergy were the backbone of the nation’s education system. As Edmund
Burke noted at the end of the century, ‘education is in a manner wholly in the hands of
ecclesiastics, and in all stages from infancy to manhood’.® The Church’s monopoly of education
had, however, been undermined by the religious settlement of 1662 and the Toleration Act, and
the early years of the century witmessed an attempt by high churchmen to reassert its authority.
But their efforts were defeated by the death of Queen Anne; the Schism Act, passed in 1714 and
intended to prohibit nonconformists from teaching, remained a dead-letter until its repeal in
1719.%° The high church programme also had a positive side; the promotion of charity schools to
combat the threat from immorality and imeligion. Vigorously promoted during the first two
decades of the century these schools were, in essence, catechetical schools, giving instmction in
reading the Bible and the catechism, and occasionally in writing. By educating the children of the
poor in the principles of the Church of England, by teaching them to be virntous and hard-
working citizens, the charity schools were intended to condition the poor for their staton in life.”
The schools were very sensitive to the charge that they were educating the poor (o a life above
their station, and by the 1720s writing had all but disappeared from their curriculum. The charity

8 lsaac Maddox, The charge of Isaac, bishop of Worcester, to the clergy of his diocese ar his primary visitation,
holden at several places in the month of July 1745 (London, n.d.). p. 23.

8 Herring's visitation returns, 1, xvi; Willshire returns to the bishop's visitation queries 1783, ed. Mary. Ransomne
(Wilishire Record Society, xxvn, Devizes, 1972), p. 6; State of the bishopric of Worcester, p. 9; Secker, ‘Charge
to the clergy, 1741°, 1n Works, v, 336.

8 W.M. Marshall, *The administration of the dioceses of Hereford and Oxford, 1660-1760', Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Bristol, 1978, pp. 128-9.

8  Secker, 'Charge lo clergy, 1741', in Works, v, 3334; B.L.. Add. 39313, fol. 120: Charge 1o the clergy of the
diocese of Gloucester by Bishop Benson, 1738.

%  Edmund Burke, "Reflections on the revolulion in France, and on the proceedings in certain socieies m London
relative w that event’, in The works of Edmund Burke (Bohn Library edm., 6 vols., London, 1854-69), 1,371,

9 G.V. Bennel, The tory crisis in church and state 1688-1730. The carear of Francis Adterbury bishop of
Rochester (Oxfoxd, 1975), pp. 177-9.

9 M.G. Joncs, The charity school movement. A study of eighieenth century purilanism in action (Cambridge, 1938),
pp- 4-S.
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schools, however, were another casualty of the Hanoverian succession. Concemed by allegations
that they were nursuties of jacobitism, the S.P.C.K., their main promoter, tumed its attention to
workhouses.”> However, it is doubtful whether the ‘charity school movement’ should be accorded
loo much importance in the history of eighteenth-century education even before 1720. Outside
London and Westminster, where they remained active throughout the century, it is doubtful that
charity schools were numerous or influential ®

But the Church's influence over education was not limited to charity schools, nor did it
abandon its interest after 1720. On the contrary, the Church still monopolized higher education.
The universities remained, at least in part, clerical seminaries, nearty all university fellows were
in orders, and subscription to the thirty-nine articles was demanded of all undergraduates, at
Cambridge on taking a degree and on matriculation at Oxford. The masters at both the public
schools and the endowed grammar schools were clergymen. Many other institutions styling
themselves grammar schools were private schools rum by the clergy, and it was nol uncommon
for a curate or poor vicar to supplement his income by acting as schoolmaster in his own or a
neighbouring parish, Clerical involvernent in education did not end here, as the parson was almost
invariably onc of the trustees of any parochial educational charity. If Devon was typical, the
number of schools increased through the century. In 1724 twenty-five existed In the county. By
the end of the century there were forty, and there is only evidence of one having failed.® But
they did not exist everywhere. Only 27% of parishes in the diocese of Oxford, and 47% in St
Asaph, had schools in 1738 fowever, the imporiance of the Church in providing whal
education there was, from the endowed grammar school to the small village school whose master
instructed his pupils ‘according to his slender knowledge', cannot be ignored.*

The Church’s role as teacher was not confined to the nation's youth. The primary duty of all
clergy, through public and private worship, and especially through preaching, was to educate their
flocks in the truths necessary for salvation® To further this end bishops encouraged the
distribution of S.P.CK. tracts and the active promotion of domestic lay piety.” Being a good

9 Edmund Gibson, The peculiar excellence and reward of supporting schools of charity. A sermon preach’d in the
parish-church of St Sepulchre, May the 24th, 1716. Being Thursday in Whitson-Week, at the anniversary meeting
of the children educaled in the charity-schools in and about the cities of London and Westminster (London,
1716); Norman Sykes, Edmund Gibson, bishop of London, 1669-1748. A swudy in politics and religion in the
eiphteensh cenlury (London, 1926), pp. 197-207; Timothy Hitchecock, ‘Paupers and preachers: the S.P.C.K. and
social policy, 1698-1734', unpublished paper delivered at the Institule of Historical Research, 23 Oct. 1985.

9 Joan Simon, ‘Was there a charity school movemem? The Leicestershire evidence', in Education in Leicestershire
1540-1940, ed. Brian Simon (Leicester, 1968), pp. 55-100; Geoffrey Holmes, Augusian England. Professions,
state and sociery, 1680-1730 (London, 1982), pp. 534.

% Warne, Church and society, pp. 136, 149.

95 Marshall, ‘Administration of Hereford and Oxford’, p. 144; J1.. Salter, ‘Tsaac Maddox and the dioceses of St
Asaph and Worcester’, M.A. disseration, University of Birmingham, 1962, p. 59.

% Saller, ‘Isaac Maddox’, p. 61. The quotation is from the visitation retumn from the parish of Bodfari in 1738.

97 Secker, ‘Charge of 1766°, in Works, v, 472.

9% Secker, ‘Charge of 1741°, in Works, v, 333-7; Maddox, Charge 1o clergy in July 1745, pp. 22-3, 25-6; Keene,
Charge 1o clergy of Ely, p. 5; Edmund Gibson, The charge of Edmund lord bishop of Lincoln at his primary
visitation, begun in the year 17/7 [London, 1717, pp. 6-7; idem, Directions given 1o the clergy of the diocese of
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christian, however, was still synonymous with being a good subject. Religion was the cement
withoul which ‘the bonds of community must lose their whole force, & all civil society must be
utterly dissolved'.” Thus, the most basic of all clerical functions was also that of most importance
1o the state. The Church was the instituton charged with making men good citizens,

Contemporary religious beliefs stressed that only a godly, and thus virmous, people could hope
for either temporal or ctemal prosperity. The leaching of most churchmen was still premised upon
a firme belief in God's moral government of the world. The practice of true religion and morality
was, therefore, essential for a people's well-being, because nations which broke God's
commandments, having no future state, were punished in this life.’® This point was made most
frequently during the fast sermons, preached every year during time of war, and on occasions of
natural disasters, such as the earthquake of 1750.' The same arguments were repeated endlessly:
that the blessings of God had been abused; that liberty had degenerated into licentiousness; that
the profession of the true religion had been abandoned for infidelity and atheism. The English
nation was particularly guilty in this sespect. Even if other nations were more sinful, which
Secker doubted, the English were the more inexcusable because ‘the light of the gospel has shone
clearer to us, than [0 any other nation under hcaven’.' The terrors of war; the threat from popery
and arbitrary power; the fear aroused by national disasters; were wamings and punishments. There
was but one route o safely: to acknowledge man's dependence on God, and 1o tum to him ‘with
hearty repentance for our sins; and with a resolution to do, each of us in his proper station, what
lies in our power to stem the torrent of iniquity which threatens our ruin’,'®

Virtue and prosperity, moreover, were inextricably linked in the nature of things. Even if the
temporal judgments of God could be ignored, the inculcation of morality and the extirpation of
vice were essential to the prosperity of a society. Mandeville's arguments that vices such as
luxury and pride acwally strengthened a mation by stimulating its economy were unequivocally
rejected by churchmen.'™ Samuel Lisle, bishop of St Asaph, for example, claimed that it was
plain ‘that Virtue is of some Use to the Public; that Religion is the Basis of Society, that Wicked

»  Ashridge MSS, Henfordshire Record Office. A.H. 1999, fol. 4: Charge 1o the clergy of the diocese of Durham
by Bishop lohn Egerton, 1778.

1®  Georpe Harvest, The grounds and reasons of temporal judgments, consider'd. A sermon preached at Ditton upon
Tharnes, in Surrey: occasion'd by the presemt dangerous situation of our protestant refligion and libertics
(London, 1748), pp. 6-7. See above, cpt. 3, pp. 60-1.
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works of Thomas Sherlock. With some account of his life (5 vols., London, 1830), v, 302-11.

12 Secker, ‘Sarmon on the earthquake’, in Works, v, 165; Thomas Rutherforth, A sermon preached before ihe
honourable house of commons at St Margaret’s Westminster January 30. 1745-6 (London, 1746), p. 17.
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Men can never be Good Subjects; and that Impiety dissolves the whole Bond of Goverment’.'®
Equally mistaken was the view of human nature which suggested that men were naturally
virtuous. On the contrary, the inclination to virtue, and even the restraints of the Jaw, were ofien
overcome by the passions, which could only be controlled by a higher sanction, religion.’® Bishop
Butts argued that the ‘Civil Magistmrate has in all Ages been so sensible of the Defect of human
Laws, that he has always call'd in the Aid of Religion the better to obtain his End’.'” The
sanclions of religion, the system of future rewards and punishments, enforced the obligations of
oaths and kept men ‘within the bounds of duty’ where the penal taws were insufficient.'® But the
influence of religion did not merely reinforce the civil laws, it extended to matiers beyond their
reach. Civil laws could not ‘civilize and make Men social'.'® Only the moral precepts of
Christianity were capable of producing ‘those various acts of benevolence, and that mural
intercourse of good offices, which are so essential to the peace and happiness of society’."®

The Church emphasized repeatedly the value of its teaching to the state as a demonstration of
the importance of religion for civil society. Thus, the bishops urged their clergy to concentrate
above all on moral principles in their exposition of the gospel. Secker wamed them not 10 allow
controversial issues to distract them ‘from what ts of all things the most needfu], the study of
practical religion, and of the common duties of life’, It was in these thai men most wanted
direction because it was in these that they most commonly failed." Other bishops made the same
point, reminding the clergy that it was their duty to inform, not to perplex ‘common
understandings’, which was done most effectually by emphasizing ‘practical Points of Faith and
Duty' '

The teaching of christian moral principles was imporiant not only for the temporal happiness
and prosperity of the nation, but also for the secunty of the state, by setting forth the duties of
loyalty and obedience to those in authority. This point was stated succinctly by George Fothergill.
Christianity, he argued, explains the origin of civil government and removes the causes of social

disorder, by informing us that ‘Civil Powers were the Ordinances of GOD . . . and that the
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People must needs be subject, not only for Wrath but also for Conscience Sake'® The bishops
were concerned that the clergy should be well-affected to the Hanoverian succession. At the
beginning of his primary visitation of the diocese of Salisbury John Gilbert assured Newcastle
that he would not fail to recommend ‘That Affectionate Duty to the King, to which His Majesly's
Goodness gives Him the Justest Title'."™ The duty of the clergy, however, extended beyond their
own behaviour. Gilbert and his colleagues emphasized in particular their role in explaining the
obligations of subjects to the laity.' Their exhonations were unnecessary. Loyalty and obedience
were favoured topics for sermons, often as expositions of the texts of Romans xiii. 1-2'¢ and 1
Peter ii. 13-14."7 The arguments delivered from the pulpit were reinforced by the calendar of
state holidays. Four dates were of particular significance: 30 January, the execution of Charles I;
29 May, the restoration of Chares 1I; 5 November, the Powder Plot; and the accession day of the
current monarch (11 June for George II).M® Special forms of prayer were prescribed for the
church sevices which took place on each of these occasions and the clergy were given the
opporiunity 10 preach loyalty and obedience.! But these holidays were significant in other ways.
The services on 30 January and 5 November gave churchmen the opportunity to expound the
virtues of the Church of England as a via media between sectaries and papists respectively.
Moreover, the anniversaries of the martyrdom of Charles I and the restoration of Charles I
embodied in the liturgy and the calendar of the Church 1ts condemnation of rebellton, while the
service on 5 November provided a ritual commemmoration for England’s deliverance from popery
and arbitrary rule in both 1605 and 1688.'* Assize sermons likewise fulfilled a dual role, allowing

113 Pothergill, Imporiance of religion, pp. 25-6. See cpt. 3, pp. 63-5, for a discussion of clerical teaching on the duty
of obedience.
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men like George Fothergill to expound the duties of citizens and the imporance of religion o
civil socicty. At the same lime they were pan of the elaborate riwal of the assize circaits, which
projectcd the majesty of the king as the judge and protector of his people and reminded alt
citizens of their obligation to retum him their loyalty and obedience.'®

The Church was not just charged with teaching doctrines of chrsuan virme; it was also parly
responsible for the enforcement of a code of morality. A range of offences, from non-altendance
at church to profane cursing and swearing, fomication and bastardy, were seen primarily as
breaches of the christian moral code, as crimes against God, and were thus cognizable before the
ecclesiastical couns. These courts had been in declioe ever since the Reformation,'” and their
aothority suffered another severe blow afier 1689, when the state’s abandonment of any attempt
to impose religtous uniformity funther weakened the force of the Church’s temporal sanctions.
The Toleration Act was widely interpreted as having made church attendance voluntary, and it
became impossible to enforce attendance judicially. In the diocese of Hereford presentments for
this offence were almost unkmown after 1687.'2 Elsewhere they were rare, although in Oxford
they remained an important element in the courts’ business untl the end of the 1730s.'* Similarly
the Exeter and York cours both wimessed a sharp drop in the number of tithe cases following
the act of 1696, which provided an effeclive and cheap method of recovering small tithes before
two justices of the peace.'” Their jurisdiction was also cunailed by increasing parliamentary
interference in the sphere of canon law. The effectiveness of excommunication as a sentence, for
example, was undermined by the enaciment of a series of general pardons.'®

The ecclesiastical courts, bowever, were not as inactive as is commonly supposed. In the
middle of the eighieenth century they were stll imporant institutions, not merely hearing
marriage, testamentary and administrative cases, but also continuing in some arcas to act as the
guardians of the nation’s conscience and its virtue, Offences against the moral law comprised a
major part of the couns’ business in both Durham and Oxford well into the second half of the
century.'” Nonetheless signs of decay were evident. In the early and middle years of the century
onc of the commonest reasons for presentment in the Devon courts was bastardy and fornication.
However, the number of hearings directly concemed with morality gradually decreased as the
century advanced.'” A similar trend occurred in the Leicester archdeaconry courns. Public
penances for adultery, ante-nupdal fomication and defamation of character were imposed
throughout the century. but the number of cases heard by the courns declined markedly from mid-

12U Barbara White, ‘Assize sermons 1660-1720'. Ph.D. dissertalion, Newcastle Polylechnic, 1980,
2 Williams, Tudor regime, p. 261.
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12 Thid., p. 79; Warme, Church and society, pp, 75-6.

13 M.G. Smith, Pastoral discipline and the church couris: the Hexham court [680-1730 (Borthwick Papers, 62,
York, 1982), p. 2.

128 Ibid., pp. 2-3; Marshall, ‘Administration of Hereford and Oxford’, p. 74.

17 Edward Hughes, North country life in the eiphteenth century. The North-East, 1700-1750 (Oxford, 1952). pp.
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century.'® In Worcester this pattern became clear even earlier. During the episcopate of Isaac
Maddox presentments were concemed primarily with dilapidations.!®® The effect of the 1689
settlement on the ability of the ecclesiastical courts to enforce the Church’s moral code was
decisive, albeitr gradual.

In the aftermath of the Glorious Revolution two responses can be distinguished within the
Church to the new situation created by the Toleration Act and the legitimation of organized
dissent. On the one hand, the high church movement believed that firm political action could
restore the monopoly of the old church establishment, as had nearly been done between 1681 and
[685. On the other hand, men like Thomas Tenison realized that the Church could expect listle
from the govemnment and that ‘any increase in spiritual effectiveness would have to come from
voluntary action’.” After {715 the high church programme, as represented by Francis Atterbury,
became little more than a mirage. At the same time, however, church and state were faced by the
rapid increase of vice and immorality. The greatest problem confronting the Church was the
‘decay of religion’.” Bul one of its weapons, its judicial power exercised through the
ecclesiastical courts, was increasingly ineffectual. As Thomas Sherlock remarked, the Church’s
discipline was 'so bad that no one knows how or where to Mend it’."** Churchmen responded to
this situation in two ways: the first was to emphasize the importance of pastoral care of parishes;
the second was to turn to the secular courts.

In 1754 Archbishop Herring commented that he thought his predecessors had gome ‘too
directly to the Penal Laws, in wch Bp Gibson was doubtless a great Master, but yet I believe his
Pastoral Letters have done & will do more good, than the Corrections from Acts of Parliament’.™
But the distinction Herring was making was one of degree, not of substance. Episcopal charges of
this period are full of advice to the clergy to rely primarily upon pastoral methods for the
reformation of the laity. Secker told his clergy that their ‘chief dependence must be on private
application’ when dealing with those who did not attend church. With offenders against religion
and morality likewise their ‘first endeavour should be, by due instructons and exhortauons, (0
hinder such offences: your next, by due reproofs, public or private, to amend them’. The law, he
argued, should only be used as a last resort.” Isaac Maddox likewise erphasized the minister's
‘private Intercourse with the People committed to his Charge’, urging them to use ‘public and
private Monitions and Exhortations’ when necessary to reform them.'® Bishop Keene went

12 W.A. Pemberton, ‘The ecclesiastical courts of the archdeaconry of Leicester in \he eighteenth cenmury amd carly
nineteenth century, Trans. Leics. Arch. and Hist. Soc., Lva (1981-2), 37-56.
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further, arguing that public reproof was ofien counter-productive. The most effectual method to
reform a sinmer was by personal and private discussion and counsel, because the ‘modest
diffidence of the humble Christian is then most encouraged, and the vicious inclinations that are
forming in the hean are then best restrained, when the spiritual Guide adds the weight of private
Friendship, o the force and authority of the sacred office’.'”

The second response to the problems facing the Church was 1o tum to the secular courts.
There were vanous starutes in existence which could be invoked to combat vice, immorality and
profaneness, and at the beginning of his rejgn George II had issued a proclamation for the
encouragement of piety and virtue. But the 1690s and 1700s had revealed that the Church was far
from united about whether the best way to deal with moral crimes was through the ecclesiastical
courts or by invoking the sccular law.'® Some were concerned about the Church’s abandonment
of its fegitimate functions. Gibson argued in the Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani, published in
1713, that the correction of vice was a matter for the spiritbal cours and should not be
transferred into temporal hands, although the Church might legitimately seek assistance from the
state in enforcing her censures by temporal penalties. Thirty years later Secker was wrging his
clergy to use the ecclesiastical courts. Although only as a last resort, he told them to present there
members of the Church of England who refused to astend church and to exhort churchwardens to
join in presentments of *offences against religion and morals” or, if necessary, to present atone.'”

Secker, however, admitted that he was ‘perfectly sensible that immorality and irreligion are
grown almost beyond the reach of ecclesiasucal power, which, having in former times been very
unwarrantably extended, hath since been very unjustly and imprudently cramped and weakened in
many ways'.'“ Consequently the bishops tumed towards the civil power as the agent of reform.
Archbishop Herring urged upon Newcastle a royal proclamation against vice and profaneness. to
encourage the magistrates t0 put the laws into effect.’® This increasing reliance on the temporal
power was exemplified most clearly by Edmund Gibson. In his Pastoral lester of 1745 he
expounded the respective duties of ministers of the gospel and of justice in a manner that marked
a retreat {rom the position enunciated in the Codex. The clergy, he argued, were obliged ‘to
labour against Vice and Wickedness, by Reason and Argument, by Doctrin [sic] and Example, by
publick Exhortation and private Admonition’, but it was the duty of the magistrate 10 restrain and
punish by a vigorous execution of the law any men who ‘let themselves loose into a Course of
Impiety and Wickedness. and an open Indulgence in any notorious Sin'.**? Nor is it obvious that
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politicians were unresponsive. In 1746 parliament passed a statutc to make more effectual the
laws against profanc swearing and cursing, which, like the acts it repealed, was ordered 10 be
read four times a year in all churches and chapels.’*? Four years later the duke of Newcastle, on
reading Sherlock's Letter on the earthquakes, was quick (o assure him that he had taken
‘particular Notice® of his ‘just Observations’ about the negligence of magistrates and that he had
been constant in the prosecution of irreligious books.'*

Bul the temporal courts did not fill the gap left by the decline of the ecclesiastical courts. The
bishops' complaints about their ineffectiveness were frequent and strident. Gibson condemned the
failure to enforce the laws, lamenting the national guilt incurred by the fact that ‘the Violation of
the Laws, and the Neglect of Punishing it, are, in many Places, equally notorious”.'* Samuel
Lisle, bishop of St Asaph, complained that they were a ‘dead Letter’. Lisle and Thomas Sherlock
both reminded the magistrates that they were to blame for the prevalence of impiety and
wickedness by their failure to give a good example. As they were charged with the enforcement
of the laws, they could not ‘be useless without being pemicious’. Thus, since ‘God . . . will
undoubtedly demand an account of the exercise’ of their authoriry, if they ‘wilfully or cormpdy’
failed in their duty, they were ‘justly responsible for all the Mischiefs, consequent upon their
Negligence’."* Bccause of the shoricomings of the temporal courts Herring was making virtue out
of necessity when he criticized his predecessors for turning too readily to the penal laws in the
campaign for the reformation of manners. In the government of the Jaity, as in the government of
the clergy, the eighteenth century witnessed the increasing reliance of the Church on pastoral
methods.

Church and clergy, therefore, made an essential contribulion to the prosperity and stability of
society. But the stress laid upon the importance of religion to society did not represent the
prostitution of the Church to the demands of a secular state. In the first place, it is misleading 1o
see the sanctions of Christianity as some form of social control, used to ensure obedience and
deference to social superiors.’ Contemporaries gave some credence to this opinion. One of
William Warburion’s arguments against the ‘Enemics of Religion’ was that ‘though a rule of
right may direct the Philosopher 10 a principle of action; and the point of honour may keep up
the thing called Manners amongst Gentlemen; yet nothiag but Religion can fix a sober standard of
behaviour among the comruon People’.*** But however close the alliance between the parson and

the squire,"” the bishops at least were acutely conscious that their teaching was directed as much
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at the upper classes as the lower. Indeed, the rich and powerful were the more biable to fault,
since their position in society gave them additional obligations. It was the duty of ‘Persons of
higher Ranks’ to use their ‘eminent Stations’ to set ‘Examples of Piety and Virtue'. Such
examples were the most effectual method of curing vice and irreligion among the lower orders.'*
For this reason Bishop Sherlock felt justified in condemning the failure of the magistrates to do
their duty. For this reason too Archbishop Herring was panicularly concemed about the manner
of publishing a proclamation against vice and irreligion, for fear that any constitutional
impropriety would impair its force by provoking ‘some reflections fro{m] those Orders of men,
whose conduct they [the bishops) in some son arraign, & call upon the K. to reform".'" The
teaching of the duties of loyalty and obedience in particular was directed at the political nation.
The jacobite threat was still regarded as a reality, and much of the preaching on this subject paid
especial attention to denying the legitimacy of the claims made by the Stuart dynasty to the
allegiance of Englishmen. Some churchmen believed that, if anything, they were directing a
disproportionate amount of energy to attempts to reform the religion and morals of the apper
classes.’s

Sccondly, the Church's increasing emphasis on the inculcation of moral duties was not an
abdication of ils spiritual respopsibility for men’s souls in response o the requirements of an
increasingly secular state. On the contrary, it was a conscious reaction to the swelling tide of
immorality and irreligion, which many feared was threatening to engulf the nation. In the opinion
of Thomas Rutherforth there was no subject which demanded the artention of the Church so much
‘as the unusual growth and encrease of infidelity’.**® Reformation of men’s manners was seen as a
necessary first step 10 the reclamauon of their souls. As Thomas Secker said, the regulation ‘of
our behaviour will of course by degrees contribute 1o mend our hearts’.'® This argument was a
commonplace in the eighteenth century, and it deeply influenced the character of foreign missions,
especially among the Indians of North America, which were all premised upon the belief that the
civilization of the natives was a necessary precondition of their conversion. This view was not
wniversally held. It was challenged by Rutherforth, who condemned the idea that it was necessary
for preachers ‘to purify the manners of their hearers, before they attempt to inculcate the
principles of christianity’. He denied that it was possible to instil faith by teaching ‘lessons of
pure morality . . . without explaining the fundamental doctrines of christianity, without having

recourse to those principles of duty which are taught in the gospel, and without insisang upon the
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hopes of that salvation, which Christ has purchased for us, or upon those means of obtaining it,
which he has appointed’.'®

Notwithstanding the strictures of Rutherforth churchmen in general were aware of the danger
of preaching, or appearing to preach, mere morality, and of degenerating into natural religion and
pelagianism. Secker, who was in tone among the more evangelical inside the Church in the mid-
eighteenth century, wamed the clergy of Canterbury in 1757 that they had dwelt too little upon
doctrinal matters, and should be ‘assiduous in teaching Lhe principles . . . of the Gospel, not as
almost explained away by modem rcformers, but as the truth is in Jesus'.'* In private he made
the same comments, and was especially concemed about the neglect of the doctrine of
justification by faith. But he felt that the methodists were too critical, and that the ‘Clergy in
general have by no Means neglected or slighted these Doctrines, or left off preaching them'.'¥
Secker’s sensitivity was shared by others, who emphasized that they were ‘Christian Preachers,
and not barely Preachers of Morality’.'”® Twenty years earlier Bishop Butts, in advising his clergy
lo avoid speculative and controversial points in country congregations, added that he was not
recommending the preaching of 'mere Morality’. Rather he sought 10 teach the practice of moral
virtues upon their true basis, “The Fear of the Creator of the World, and Faith in the Redeemer of
jt’.'® Francis Webber, the rector of Exeter College, likewise sought to distinguish himself from
‘those libertin writers, who . . . will have morality, or what they call the religion of nature, to be
the sole view and intent of the gospel’. Webber did not deny that it was true ‘in a general sense’
that practice was the ‘sole end’ of providence in the revelation of Christianity. But he insisted
that the obligation to practical duties rested vpon ‘the supposition of certain tmuths . . . such as
the merits and mediatorship of Jesus Christ, \he forgiveness of sins for his sake, the doctrine of
the reswrection, the assistance of divine grace, &c’. Faith was the ‘indispensable terms of
salvation’, but only such a faith as is 'mecessarily productive’ of good works.® Religion and
morality were ‘100 nearly allied to admit of a Separation’.'® Moral duties were, in reality.
christian moral dulies, founded on faith in Christ.

Rejecting accusations of pelagianism, therefore, churchmen defended the preaching of morality
not merely by reference to contemporary threats to the Church and christianity, but above all as

an expression of mue christian doctring. Christ’s sermons themselves, 4s Butis pointed out, were
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‘all plain, and familiar, tending to enforce some moral duty‘.'** Thus, Jobhn Green revealed the
premise that informed much of the Church's teaching in this period; that ‘1o obey what {Christ]
enjoyn’d is as necessary a part of [faith], as to believe what he propos’d’.'® This doctrine was
expounded at greater length by John Heylyn, a chaplain to the king, when he preached the
sermon al the consecration of Bishop Butler. He argued that ‘the End of all Religion is Charity,
i.e. the love of God, with its inseparable concomitant, the love of man for his sake. As Charity is
the end of all Religion, the end of all preaching is to inculcate it’. Thus the clergyman was
obliged to teach ‘all the social Duties, as part of our Duty to God’', since ‘morality . . . becomes
the most improving exercise of Piety’ when practised with a ‘devout regard to God’.'*

Practical christianity, indeed, was of central impornance in eightecnth-century piety. The
abandonment of a rigid calvinism, and with it the potential for the individual to know that he was
one of the elect, did not mean that men ceased to be preoccupied with the problem of assurance.
How a man knows, not necessarily that he is saved, but that he is moving in the right direction,
was central to christian thought in the eighteenth century as in all ages of the Church. For many
churchmen in this period practical christianity provided the answer. Works were not themselves a
claim to salvation. But, as has been shown, it was repeatedly stressed that true faith issued in
works. Thus, the works of christian men and women, if performed out of a sincere love of God,
were a source of assurance, that with the help of God's spirit it was possible to move forward to
a statc of christian perfection.'® Even the early Oxford metbodists shared this preoccupation,
being notable not for their rejection of practical christianity, but for the zeal with which they
performed charitable works and examined the sincerity of their acions.'s

The Church, therefore, was an integral part of the domestic apparatus of the British state. In a
state with a small bureaucracy which was dependemt on the unpaid assistance of the gentry in
local govemment, the Church performed functions which were believed to be essential to the
wcll-being of the nation. Many other bodies and individuals joined with it in the education of
youth and the relict of the necessities of the poor. But the Church alone was primarily responsible
for making men good citizens. It was the only institution capable of instilling social virtues and
providing the tegitimation for the stale throughout the nation. It would, however, be an
oversimplification 1o porray the Church, undoubtedly an agent of the state, as merely its 100l
The duties incumbent on each individual clergyman were the basis of its involvement in
education and charity, while virtue and morality, loyalty and obedience, were taught not merely as

the social obligations of citizens, but as divinely ordaiped duties incumbert on all men as
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christians.

The Church and churchmen were, however, also directly involved in civil administration. After
the Reformation bishops filled fewer and fewer posts in government. John Robinson was the last
ecclesiastic to be promoted to high political office when he was made lord privy seal in 1711,
and later one of the plenipotentiaries al the Utrecht peace negotiations. But some bishops were
still expected 1o be aclive in civil politics. This was particularly true of the archbishops of
Canterbury, who were privy councillors. In 1737 Archbishop Potter attended a cabinet meeting
about the Prince of Wales's offer to be chief moumer at his mother's funeral, and minutes for
August 1738 suggest that he was involved in discussions about policy towards Spain.'® During
George I1's visits 1o Hanover the archbishops were always made members of the regency council,
when their regular attendance was expected, and not merely for formal business.'® Other bishops
were also consulied about public affairs. Thomas Sherlock was asked by Newcastle for his
opinion on numerous occasions. A number of replies have survived, most notably about the
ministerial crises in 1742 and 1743 and about foreign affairs in 1749.'® It is not clear whether
Newcastle was genuinely seeking advice, or merely the opinion of a relatively detached friend.
But it was rumounred that Sherlock was responsible for the suggestion to dissolve patliament a
year early in 1747, a decision which destroyed the electoral preparations of Leicester House.'™ In
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, roreover, the privy council had used the episcopate to
collect and disseminate information in the localities. This role of the Church too became less
common in the eighteenth century, although in 1767 a papist scare prompted parliament to order
the bishops to prepare returns of Catholics for all the dioceses in England and Wales.'

Thus, in the eighteenth century it became more and more wnconumon for bishops to be
employed as officers of the civil govermnment In contrast, the clergy as a whole were increasingly
involved in civil society, a rend exemplified most clearly in the growing number of clerical J.P.s.
In 1702 there were only fifty-one clergy in the commissions of the peace in England and Wales,
By 1761 there were 932, and almost all of the increase occuwred after 1740, while Hardwicke was
lord chancellor. In the second half of the cenmury the proportion of clerical magistrates continued
10 rise, and by 1832 about one quarter of all active justices were parsons.' In pan this trend was

a response by local and central government to the need for more justices, but the clergy were also
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often that pant of the local community best-versed in the law and most willing to act.'™ However,
whig hostility to clerical involvement in civil affairs, which had found virulent expression on
Robinson’s appoiniment as a plenipotentiary at Utrechi, was deep-seated.'™ Thus, considerable
regional variation could occur. In Norfolk the lord licutenant, the earl of Buckingham, refused to
put any clergy in the commission except the dean and the chancellor, while in Cardiganshire there
were orly two clerical justices as late as 1775.'

In the early years of the nineteenth century some bishops began to condemn the role of the
clergy as justices, as an involvement in temporal affairs which diverted them from their spiritual
responsibilities.'™ Much of the county administration undertaken by justices, although, as in the
case of prison reform, sometimes of humanitarian imponance, indeed bore little relation to the
clerical character, However, a large pan of their work was not incompatible with spirirual duties.
In addition to sewling disputes judicially, justices spent much time reconciling the quarrels of
neighbours without resort (o the law, a role not only enjoincd on the clergy as part of the pastoral
care of their parishes, but also one practised diligendy by many of them.'” The work of the
clerical justice in the administration of the poor law was closely connected with his involvement
in poor rclief as a parish officer and also with his obligation 1o relieve those in need by personal
charity. Moreover, as became increasingly clear in the 1790s, the clergy could use their position
as justices to great effect in their campaign for the reformation of manners.”™ As J.P.s the clergy
not mcrely performed the roje the Church had been urging on magistrates hroughout the century,
by using the civil law to punish crimes against which the ecclesiastical couns were now
powerless, but by doing so also Lo some extient regained for the Church control of the
enforcement of the moral law.
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176 P g., Bishop Biomefeld. quoted in Webb, English local government, 1,359-60.

I Among other examples, see Hertfordshire R.O., A.H. 1995, fols. 13-14: Charge 10 the clergy of Bangor by
Bishop John Egerion, 1762; The diary of Benjamin Rogers rector of Carlton, {720.7], ed. C.D. Linnell
(Publications of Bedfordshire Historical Record Society, 30X, Swealley. rr. Luton, 1950), passim.

\®  Webb, English local government, 1, 356-8.

149



7. In defence of the state: the Church and the ’4S

In 1745, while much of her military strength was concentrated on the European continent and
the War of the Austrian Succession, England was threatened by a domestic rebellion aimed at the
overthrow of the Hanoverian dynasty. Historians have long debated the gravity of the danger. On
the one hand, F.J. McClynn has suggested that the *45 came very close to success.” On the other
hand, W.A. Speck has argued that it demonstrated the stability, rot the precariousness, of the
dynasty.? Many contemporaries, however, were in no doubt. An initial period of scepticism, which
prompted the earl of Hardwicke to lament the ‘Indifference & Deadness amongst many’, ended
abruptly when the pews of Prestonpans reached London.! Archbishop Herring articulated (he
pessimism of some when he commented that ‘we are now, as to the Health of ye Body Politick,
in ye condition of a man, who does not ask his Dactor, whether he may recover, bur how long he
thinks he can hold out’.* Nor should such sentiments appear surprising. The stability of the
Hanoverian monarchy could not be taken for granted in 1745. Only thirty years earlier there had
been another jacobite rebellion, The history of the previous two centuries, moreover, was a long
catalogue of threats to the constifution and liberties of Englishmen. The reign of Mary had been
followed by the Spanish Ammada, the Guopowder Plot. the civil wars, and the rule of Cromwell.
Even 1688, though a glonous deliverance, was not an obvious comfort to a nation faced with a
forcign-backed invasion.

The ’45 was therefore seen as a time of extreme crisis, when the state itself was threatened
with destruction. As such it can be used as a case-study to illustrate in more detail the role of the
Church as part of the state. The Church's ability to act as the arm and support of the state was
fully revealed only at this moment of crisis. Churchmen did not just express their support for the
constitution established in church and state. In some parts of the country, notably the norh, they
also playcd a prominent role as the agents of central government, organizing local defences and
providing information. But above all they used their pulpits to exhort the nation 10 join together
in support of the government to defeat the rebels.

The first response of the clergy was to demonstrate their loyaity to the crown in the same
manner as the laity - by addresses to thc king. Between the middle of September and the
beginning of January 1746 addresses of this kind were made by the bishops. deans and chapters,
and clergy of eighteen dioceses. In addition, the bishops and clergy of the counties of Durham,
York, Lincoln, Sussex, Cumberland and Westmorland, and of the city of Peterborough. joined
with the laity in addressing. Addresses were also presented from the dean and chapter of Ely, the

U FJ. McClynn, The jacobite army in England. 1745, The final campaign (Edinburgh, 1983).

2 W.A. Speck, The butcher. The duke of Cumberland and the suppression of the '45 (Oxford, 1981), p. 203.
}  B.L. Add. MS 35598, fol. 38: Hardwicke 1o Herring, 31 Aug. 1745; Speck, The buicher, p. 53(T.

4 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 43: Herring to Hardwicke, 7 Sept. 1745,
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two universities, and the clergy assembled in convocation.®

These addresses cannot be regarded as the spontaneous action of the clergy. They were rather
a testimony to the activity of the bishops. Complex constitutional conventions govemed the
propriety of addressing, and even the bishops could do nothing until the archbishop had given the
lcad. For this reason Edmund Gibson, who was anxious o start organizing the London address,
was critical of Polter’s apparent tardiness. As he explained to Andrew Stone, he could have no
‘hand in promoting it, unless my Metropolitan shows me the way'® But once Potter, in
consultatdon with Newcastle and Hardwicke, had made the decision in favour of diocesan
addresses,’ the initiative lay with the bishops. It was they who drew them up and organized the
collection of signatures.® Without an episcopal lead nothing was done. The Gloucester address
was 1ot presented until early January because Bishop Benson had been out of the diocese earlicr
in the year, keeping his residence as a canon of Durham.’ In many dioceses the bishop decided to
circulate the address only among the dean and chapter and clergy of the cathedral city in order 1o
cxpedite its presentation. This was certainly true of Salisbury.'® It would also have been true of
London if it had not been necessary to send to Bristol for the approval of Bishop Butler, as dean
of St Paul's. Gibson took advantage of the delay to collect the signatures of some of the country
clergy as well."' Hoadly, on the other hand. chose not 10 present the Winchester address until late
October in order to send it round the diocese.'

The addresscs were, thercfore, organized by the bishops with the approval, perhaps even at the
instigation, of the ministry. Nonetheless, they should not be entirely disregarded as a guide to Lhe
support of the clergy for the Hanoverian regime. Hoadly reported to Newcasie that be had
discovered a surprising degree of loyalty among the clergy. By sending the address around the
diocese he had gained ‘the Names of Many to it at which [ am gready surprized & which I never
thought to See'." Thomas Secker met with a similar response among even the notoriously tory
clergy of Oxfordshire. After the rebellion he felt able to congratulate them on ‘the unanimous

zeal you expressed against it’. Secker then commented on the loyalty of all the clergy,' and it is

5 London Gazette, 3468-8499. Bishop Bums of Ely and Bishop Guoch of Norwich were the only members of the
bench whose names are not recorded m any of the addresses in the Gazette. Gooch's behaviour during the
rebellion was confusing. Although he did nol organize an address from his diocese, he appears to have been
involved in the association and subscription of Cambridge Univessity, He certainly promised £100 10 the
subscription of the University to raise roops, but docs not appear in the list of those who paid. Public Record
Office, S.P. 36/72/128:; Gooch to Newecastle, 22 Oct. 1745; S5.P. 36/72/129-30: Prescol 1o Gooch, 20 Ocl. 1745,
Cambridge University Library, University Archives, Gov. Ac. 1.

6  P.R.O. S.P. 36/67/260: Gibson to [Stonc]. 12 Sept. 1745; 5.P. 36/68/64: Gibson o (Stone], 14 Sepr 1745.
7 P.R.O., S.P. 36/68/64: Gibson 1o [Stone], 14 SepL )745.

£ P.R.O, S.P. 36/68/80: Gibson 10 [Stone], 16 Sept. 1745; 'The rulobiography of Archbishop Secker®, Lambeth
Palace Library, MS 2598, fol. 36v (Transcript of Professor Norman Sykes).

¥ London Gazene, 8499, 7 Jan. 1746.

10 PR.O, S.P. 36/71/179: Sherlock to Newecastle, 13 Oct. 1745.
I PR.O, S.P. 36/68/138: Gibson to Newecastle, 19 SepL 1745,
12 P.R.O., S.P. 36/72/190: Hoadly to Neweastle, 23 Ocl. 1745,

12 PR.Q. S.P. 36/72/190: Hoadly o Neweaste, 23 Oct. 1745,

3 Thomas Secker, 'Charge w the clergy, 1747, The works of Thomas Secker. LLD.. late lord archbishop of
Canserbury (6 vols., new cdn., London, 1811), v, 355.
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indeed hard 10 find a jacobite clergyman. Manchester collegiate church was ambivalent in its
allegiance. One of its chaplains publicly offered up prayers for the Pretender, and was Jater
obliged to seek safety in flight. Another Lancashire clergyman, Mr Cappock, joined the rebel
army and was executed at Carlisle. Suspicion also fell on the rector of Hawarden.* OQutside the
north-west repons of clerical disaffection werc cven rarer. Allegations of jacobitism were made
against the minister of Willian in Herifordshire. But this was an exceplion in an anonymous letter
to earl Cowper, the tone of which suggests that a personal grudge may have been the motive.!® If
nothing more can be said with certainty, it is clear that the overwhelming majority of clergy made
no attempt 1o stir up their flocks to support the Pretender."’

But more was expected of the clergy than mere professions of loyalty. The Church was
expected to inform men of their danger and then to use its moral authority 1o remind them of
their duties 10 king and constitution, to exhort them to unity in the face of rebellion, and to rouse
them 1o the defence of their country. Thus, on 31 August Lord Hardwicke added as a postscript
1o his letter to Archbishop Herring, ‘Is it not time for the Pulpils to sound the Trumpet against
Popcry & the Pretender?'’® Ministers made similar suggestions to those bishops present in
London. But they needed lirtle prompting. Gibson again quickly became frustrated at the apparemt
lardiness of Archbjshop Porter. As over the addresses Gibson was conscious that he should avoid
the appearance of ‘taking the lead’, but he found it irksome o have to wait on his metropolitan.”
Potter finally acted on 7 September, after consultation with the ministry, and wrote to all the
bishops of his province and the archbishop of York directing them to enjoin their clergy to ‘exert
a becoming Zeal for the preservation of our present happy Constitudon in Church & Staie’.® The
nex! forinight saw a series of letters from the bishops to the clergy of their dioceses. These varied
greatly in character. Ponter's, which was reprinted by Herring for the diocese of York, concluded
with the same exhortation as his letter to the bishops. Gibson’s, on the other hand, was far more
precisc in pointing out the duties of the clergy. He instructed them to pray, and to urge the
people to pray for God’s ‘Aid and Protection’; to raise in them ‘a just Abhomrence of Popery’';
and to wam them against the ‘Delusion’ that no attempt would be made by the rebels to change
the laws or religion of the country.* The same sentiments were expressed in the addresses, all of
which concluded with assurances, like that of the Oxford clergy, of their exciting ‘in all that

¥ S, Hibbert-Ware, The history of the college and collegiate chwrch of Manchester (2 vols., Edinburgh, 1830), u,
924; P.R.O., S.P. 36/73/427-8: Newcsstle to the ear] of Cholmondeley. 16 Nov, 17435,

16 Panshanger MSS, Henfordshire Record Office, D/EP/F266: anon ta carl Cowper, 15 May 1746, The basis of the
charge of jacobile sympathies was that the parson was alleged o have refused to allow the church bells to be
rung on the news of the victory at Cultoden and that he had had the riot act read at the celebratory bonfire.

7 CJ. Abbey and J.H. Overton, The English Church in the eighieenth century (2 vols., London, 1878), L 103.
18 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 39: Hardwicke 1o Herring, 31 Aug. 1745.

15 P.R.O. S.P. 36/67/126, 145: Gibson o Newcastle, 4, 6 SepL 1745.

#  pR.O., S.P. 36/67/162: Circular letter from Archbishop Potler lo the bishops of his province, 7 Sepr 1745.

2 P.R.O. $.P. 316/67/191: Archbishop Pouer’s circular letier to the clergy of Canterbury, 9 Sept. 1745; B.L. Add.
35508, fol. 50: Herring to Hardwicke, 15 Sept. 1745; Henry E. Huntington Library, San Marino, Gibson Papers,
bound valume, # 27: Bishop Gibsan's circular letter 1o the clergy of London, 9 Sept. 1745. Copies of the circular
letters of Bishops Sherlock and Wilcocks are preserved in S.P. 36/67/203 and S.P. 36/68/82-3; and of Bishap
Mawszon in Cambridge University Library.
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belong to our Care, an unanimous and resolute Zeal for your Majesty’s Service, for our happy
Constittion in Church and State, and for the Independency of this Nation”.”

Archbishop Pouter was severely criticized for his failure to give a proper lead to the Church.
Gibson believed that he did not demonstrate cnough urgency.® His strictures, however, were
misplaced. Poiter was among the first to express concem about the need to rouse ‘the Spirit of
the Nation’, and the delays in organizing Lhe circular letters and addresses were due primarily 10
the need to consult the ruinistry.* The other criticism of Porter had more validity. Gibson thought
that bis circular letter to the bishops did not ‘come up 10 what was design'd’. In particular i
failed to point out what was expected of them at a time when most of them were in their
dioceses and so unable 1o consult with each other. Newcastle concurred in this opinion.® Bul
Potter’s circular letter 10 the clergy was even more vigorously condemned. Herring described it as
‘the cold Phlegm of an Old man’, while Hardwicke forbore to comment on it in companson with
the more spirited and urgent exhorations of Gibson and Sherlock.” Nonetheless, Potter’s activity
should not be underestimaied. In comparison with the 'I5 he orchestrated an impressive
demonstration of clerical Toyalty to the regime. Then the bishops had only produced a declaration,
which some did not sign, and a handful of addresses. Potter belicved, not without justification,
that their activity on the present occasion would be ‘of far more weight and authority'.?

The first duty of the clergy, as pointed out in the bishops’ circular letters, was 1o preach, Their
response was impressive. As John Downes, the lecturer at St Mary-le-Bow, explained, 'the
present Crisis of Affairs renders it as unnecessary for any Clergyman to Apologize for taking up
his Pen, as any Layman his Arms'.?® Edmund Pyle commented on the prevalence of anti-popery
sermons ‘everywhere’ as early as 2 November. He himself planned to preach on the subject untl
the end of March. A similar statement was made by Richard Wainhouse, a Wiltshire clergyman,
who claimed to have preached against popery and the rebellion ‘(one Sunday excepted) ever since
ye 15th of Sept’.® After the rebellion the clergy’'s zcal during it became a matter of self-
congramdation, William Warburton boasting that ‘no order of men berter approved themselves to

2 London Gazelte, 8475, 15 Oct 1745,

. pR.O. S.P. 36/67/145; Gibson to Newcaste, § SepL 1745; S.P. 36/67/260: Gibsan 10 [Stone], 12 Sepr 1745;
S.P. 36/68/65: Gibson 1o (Stone], 14 Sept, 1745: Gibson Papers (Huntington Library), bound volume, # 14:
Newcastle 10 Gibson, 6 Sept. 1745.

¥ B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 38: Hardwicke to Hesring, 31 Aug. 1748; P.R.O., S.P. 36/67/164: Potier o Newcastle, 7
Sept. 1745; S.P. 36/68/64: Gibson o [Stonc], 14 Sept 1745.

% P.R.O, S.P. 36/67/166: Gibson ta Newcasile, 7 SepL 1745; Gibson Papers (Huntington Library), bound volume,
# 26: Stone 10 Gibson, 9 Sepr 1745,

% B,L. Add. 35598, fol. 5t: Hemring 10 Hardwicke, 15 Sept. 1745; ibid., fol. 45: Hardwicke to Herrmng, 12 Sept.
1745.

¥  PR.O., S.P. 36/68/131, 87: Pouter 1o Newcasue, 18, 16 SepL 1745.

8 John Downes, A popish prince the pest of a prolestant people. A sermon preached in the parish-church of St
Mary-le-Bow, on Sunday the [31th of Ociober, 1745 (3rd edn., London, 1743), p. 2.

% Memoirs of a royal chaplain, 1729-63. The correspondence of Edmund Pyle, DD., chaplain in ordinary to
George 11, with Samuel Kerrich, D.D., vicar of Dersingham, rector of Wolterton, and rector of West Newton, ed.
Albert Hanshorme (London, 1905), p. 109: Pyle 10 Kemch, 2 Nov. {745; P.R.O., S.P. 36/75/30: Richard
Walnhouse 1o Newcastle, 25 Nov. 1745,
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the State than the body of the Clergy“.™® These impressions are reinforced by the lists of books
published in the Gentleman's Magazine. Usually it noted between five and ten sermons each
month, but between October 1745 and January 1746 ninety titles appeared, while the last three
months of 1746, following the thanksgiving day for the suppression of the rebellion, saw a further
sixty-seven.* This phenomenon undoubtedly owed something to self-interest. A large proportion
of these sermons had been preached by relatively obscure country clergymen, who published
nothing else throughout their lives, and were perhaps hoping to attract the atiention of a powerful
patron. But among most clergy a deep-rooted fear of popery and desire to serve the public
inlerest cannot be ignored.

The sermons preached during the '45 revealed the many divisions which existed among
churchmen about the pature of both church and state. On the onc hand John Chapman saw the
Church of England as the true, reformed catholic church, founded on the doctrines of scripture as
they were expounded by the ancient fathers and the councils of the first four centuries.®*” On the
other hand Thomas Wingfield claimed that it was based on liberty and freedom of conscience
which ‘is not only permitted, bur the acrual exercise of it enjoyn’d in the NEW TESTAMENT,
submitting to no man’s decision in doctrine without examination by ‘the Rule of God's Word'.®
Similarly, George Fothergill emphasized the ‘Duty of Subjection to the higher Powers’, since the
setting up and removing of kings was undoubtedly part of God's prerogative,® whereas James
Ibberson claimed that government was contractual and that a prince who raised up his own
arbitrary power forfeited that power by his breach of trust, ‘and it devolves to the people; who
have a right 1o resume their original Liberty, and to provide for their own Security, by
establishing a new Government’.* Taken as a body, however, the sermons were most notable for
their sameness. All were aimed ar uniting the people in support of the Hanoverian succession and
rousing them to an active defence of their country. Two themes recurred in almost every sermon:
the duty of christian obedience to the king; and the threat from popery.

¥ The works of the right reverend Williom Warbwrton, DD. lord bishop of Gloucester (12 vols., new edn., London,
1811), x, 322; Philip Williams, A sermon preached in the parish church of Starsion in Norfolk, upon Thursday
the 9th of Ociober, 1746, being the day appoinled for a general thanksgiving to almighty God, for the
suppression of the lote unatural rebellion {Cambridge, 1746), pp. 11-12; William Best, The royal souldier. A
sermon preached at the porish church of St Lawrence and St Mary Magdalen Milk-Sireet. Before the right
honble the lord mayor, the aldermen, and sheriffs; there assembled for the reception of the holy sacramert, On
Saturday, January 12. 1745-6 (London, 1746), pp. 24-5.

3 The London Magazine shows a similar wend, but its lisls were less comprehensive. The Gentleman’'s Magazine
lists were far from complete. For 1745-6 it lists a total of 174 sermons, including those of both anglicans and
dissenters. A print-out from the Eiglueenth-century shori title catalogue lists 304 sermons for the same period in
the British Library alone,

32 John Chapmun, Popery the bane of true letters: a charge delivered 1o the clergy of the archdeaconry of Sudbury.
at a visitation on May 12, &c 1746 (London, 1746). p. 2.

M Thomas Wingfield, The reasonableness and necessity of sianding fast in chrisiian and English liberty. A sermon
preach’d in the parishchurches of St George and St Thomas in Sowthwark, on Sunday, September 29, 1745
(London, 1745), pp. 15-16.

3 George Fothergill, The dwry of giving thanks for national deliverances. A sermon preach'd at St Marlin's in
Oxford, before ihe mayor and corporation, on Thursday, October 9th 1746. Being the day appointed to be kept
as a general thanksgiving to almighty God, for the suppression of the late rebellion (Oxford, 1747), p. 30.

3% James Ibbeison, The heinous nature of rebellion. A sermon preached in the cathedral church of York. on
Thursday, August 21, 1736 . . . (London, 1746), pp. 12-13.
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The dutes of loyalty and obedience were a constant part of the Church's teaching, and the
sermons during the '45 repeated the usual arguments.® But for the first time in a generation the
question of obedience ceased to be speculative and the preaching of the clergy on this subject
acquired an immediacy it did not usually possess. Thus, when Thomas Herring argued at York
that obedience to the supreme magistrate was ‘your indispensable Duty, in regard to the Oath of
God’. he emphasized his case by pointing out the ‘Inconveniencies of Rebellion'.” Even those
who believed that govemmment was contractual did not deny that loyalty and obedience were
christian duties. An evil king, who broke the terms of the original contract with his people,
rcleased them from their duties, but, claimed James Ibbetson, the sanctions of religion 'may
certainly be insisted on . . . to enforce Obedience and Subjection to the best King, and the best
Constitution under heaven’.® As one country parson pointed out, actively to engage in rebellion
against a lawful prince ‘must needs appear a cnme of the deepest die’.*

The threat from popery was two-fold, religious and civil, lo the constitution both in the
Church and in the state. The religion which would replace the protestantism of the Church of
Epgland in the event of a jacobite restoration was examined by Richard Trevor in his sermon
before the house of lords. He touched on all the tradidonal points of anglican apologetic - the
usurpation of the rights of christian princes; the prohibition of vemacular translations of the Bible;
the docirine of transubstantiation; the worship of images; the infallibility of the pope - and
portrayed a religion ‘with every Corruption, both in Faith and Practice’. The Church of Rome,
moreover, lacked the charity of the Church of England, and practised the persecution of thosec
who differed from it in religion.* Thus, England, seen by some preachers as the new Jerusalem,
was threatened with ‘the removal of our Candlestick’, the loss of the true, primitive Christianity
of its established Church.*’ At the same ftime it was claimed that a jacobite restoration would

destroy the civil constitution as inevitably as the religious one. Popery and arbitrary power werc

36 For some comments on these sormons, see Fran¢oise Deconimck-Brossard, *The churches and the "45°, S.CH.. xX

(1983), 253-62.

¥ Herring, ‘A sermon preached at the cathedral church of York, September 22d, 1745°, in Seven sermons on public
occasions (London, 1763), p. 166.

W Tobetson, The heinous nalwe of rebellion, p, 1,

3% Manison Wamer, A sermon on the present rebellion, peached in the parish church of St Ives in Huntingtonshire,
on Sunday, Oclober 13. 1745: and on the Sunday following, in the churches of Old and Wood Hurst. (Members
of Saint lves) (Cambridge, 1745), p. 5.

40 Richard Trevor, A sermon preach’d before the lords spiritual and temporal, in the abbey-church at Westminster,
on the Sth of November, 1745. Being the anniversary of the paowder plot (London, 1745), pp. 9-18.

41 Samuel Peploe, Popish ideology a strong reason why all protestants showld zealously oppose lhe present
rebellion. A sermon preached in the cathedral church of Chester, on Sunday, the 13th of October, 1745. The
mayor and corporation being presend (London, 1745), pp. 13-14; William Holmes, The frauds of popery, and the
abettors of the present rebellion, set In a true light. A sermon preach’d ol the church in Doncaster, on Sunday
the 29th of December, 1745 (York, 174S), p. 13, quoted in Frangoise Deconinck-Brossard, Vie politique, sociale
et religieuse en Grande-Brelagre d'aprés les sermons préchés ou publiés dans le nord de T Angleterre 1738-60
{2 vols., Pans, 1984), 1,233,

42 E.g, Philip Bennet, The dury and efficacy of national prayer 1o avert God's judgments. A sermon preached
before the Unlversity of Cambridge at St Mary's Church, September 29, 1745 (Cambridge, 1745), p. 18;
Deconinck-Brossard, Vie politique, sociale et religieuse, 1,304-6.
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inseparable concepts and phrases such as the ‘Slavery, and Tyranny of Popery' abound.” The
liberties and propenies of Englishmen would all be destroyed, since the Pretender ‘claims us not
as his Subjects, but as his Slaves; not as People whose law he comes to vindicate, but as his
Property, his hereditary Chattel, as Wretches who have no longer any Rights or Laws at all’. A
victory for the rebels would mean exchanging ‘our happy Constitution and legal Govermment' for
a ‘Tyrant’'s Will and Pleasure’. Moreover, he would not even be an English tyrant, but the tool of
France, and England would be reduced to the status of a province.™

Civil and religious dangers, however, were rarely distinguished. Richard Trevor concluded his
consideration of the nature of popery with the assertion that ‘Papal Tyranny and Superstidon'
were aiming at ‘the Subversion of our constitutional Laws, and the manifold Violation of our
Civil and Religious Rights’.*® His words were echoed in many other semmons, and clergymen
developed the parallel between the English and the Jews of the Old Testament by asserting that
the nation was in danger of entering an ‘Egyptian Slavery'.* Images such as these were painted
in almost every sermon, and they commonly culminaled in exhonations such as that of John
Downes: *'Tis our Religion, our Laws, our Liberties, our Lives, our Souls, our All, which now
demand our Bravery and Resolution'.*” The purpose of such addresses was not to instruct, but to
inspire the people to join in the defence of the state in whatever way possible, to lay ‘aside all
private Reseniment and invidious Distinctions, [to] endeavour with united Forces, with one Hean
and Mind to repel the common Enemy, and 10 support His Majesty King GEORGE in all his just
and lawful Rights’ *

But the dutics of the people extended beyond unity in the face of the enerny. Without fath
and an humble dependence on God that alone wowld be useless. In character the reaction to the
'45 was part of the clerical response to the European war® War was commonly seen as the
punishment of God on sinful peoples; rebellion and civil war were more direct and severe forms
of punishment* This continuity is seen most clearly in Thomas Secker’s collection of Nine
sermons . , on occasion of war and rebellion in 1745, in which the texts and messages vary
lirtle between the fast sermouns preached during the war and the sermons occasioned by the

43 B.g., Henry Siebbing, A fast sermon on occasion of the rebellion in Scotland in the year 1745. Preached al
Gray’s Inn Chape! (London, 1745), p. 6.

“  James Kilnex, A sermon preach’d or the porish-church of Lexden, in Essex, on the fifth of November, 1745
(London, 1745), p. 4-7; Bennet, Duty and efficacy of national prayer, pp. 19-20; Downes, A popish prince the
pest of a protestant people, pp. 20-2.

4 Trevor, Sermon before the lords on the Sth of Novenber, p. 18.

46 Holmes, The frauds of popery, p. 21, quoted in Deconinck-Brossard, Vie politique, sociale et religieuse, 1, 307,
Stebbing, Fast sermon, p. 6; John Spry, The duty of christian confidence in times of danger lo the Church of
Christ. A sermon preached before the University of Oxford, at St Mary's, Oclober 3. 1745. On occasion of the
present rebellion (Oxford, n.d.). p. 27.

¥7 Downes, A popish prince the pest of a protestant peaple, p. 33.

¥ Robert Masters, The mischiefs of faction and rebellion considered; in a sermon preached in the parish churches
of Grent and Liule Wilbraham, in the county of Cambridge. on Sunday, Oclober 13. 1745 (Cambridge, 1745),
pp. 20-1.

4 See D, Napthine and W.A. Speck, ‘Clergymen and conflict 1660-1763", 5.C.H., xx (1983}, 231-51.

30 Thomas Hutchinson, A sermon preached in the parish-church of Horsham in Sussex. on Wednesday. December
18. 1745, Being the day appointed for a general fast (London, 1746), pp. 11-13.
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rebellion.** The 45, however, was a special case. Implicitly or explicitly, almost every preacher
saw England as a nation peculiarly favoured by God. and blessed with civil liberty and true
religion. Some even went as far as (0 say that the English were now the chosen people of God,
fulilling the same role as the Jews in the Old Testament as the repository of true religion.? But
the blessings of God had been abused: libeny had degenerated into licentiousness, and the
profession of the true religion had been abandoned for infidelity and atheism. Not merely was the
nation being wamed and punished through the dangers and hardships of war, but it was now
threatencd with popery and arbitrary power, with the loss of those blessings of civil and religious
liberty which God had bestowed. There was only one path 10 safety and the duty of the people
was clear: to place their trust in God, 10 ‘confess with sorrow and confusion® and repent of their
sins, and to live henceforth in ‘a spirit of piety and devotion, a spirit of justice and temperence,
of humility and charity, and of all other graces, which adom the Christian profession’.*

The first duty of Lhe clergy, thereforc, was to preach against the rebellion. But Lheir activities
did not stop there. The bishops in particular were expecied to act as part of the civil
administration, especially in the nomh, where the danger was most immediate. In Yorkshire
Archbishop Herring quickly became involved in the organization of the county’s defences> On
11 September he attended a meeting at Byrom together with Lords Lonsdale, Malion, Irwin and
Galway, Sir Rowland Wynne, Sir William Lowther and Sir James Ramsden. It was there agreed
to call a general meeting at York on the 24th, 10 enter into an association and 10 engage in some
measure of defence for the county.® On 23 September a conference of the principat noblemen and
gentry took place at Bishopthorpe, the archbishop’s residence, where the resolutions to be
proposed 10 the general meeting were agreed. These were for a loyal association, a volunteer
force in each riding, and a county subscription for the maintenance of the troops.® The following
day. at the request of the three lords lieutenant, Herring made the speech to open the meeting.”
The archbishop’s conduct was universally applauded. John Hill, a commissioner of the customs
and M.P. for Higham Ferrers, reported that he ‘never saw a greater sharc of prudence, spint,
Courage and Dexterity collected in any one man on so greal an occasion'.® The king personally
ordered his speech to be printed in the Gazette, and he told Hardwicke that it was not enough

St Thomas Secker, ‘Nine sermons preached in the parish of St James, Westminster, on occasion of the war and
rebellion m 1745°, in Works, tv, 281-438.

2 E.g. Thomas Rutherforth, A sermon preached before the honpurable house of commons ar St Margaret's
Westminster Jauary 30, 1745-6 (London. 1746), p. 19: Sherlock, A sermon preached October 6, 1745, on
oceasion of the rebellion in Scotland’, in The works of Bishop Sherlock. With some accowu of his life (5 vols,,
London, 1830), m, 479.

53 A form of prayer, to be used . . . upon Wednesday the eighieenth of December next, being the day appointed by
proclamation for a general fast and humilintion before almighty God, to be observed in most devout and solemn
manner, by sending up our prayers and supplications 1o the divine majesty . . . (London, 1745), pp. 23. 28.

¥ Hemring's role during the '45 is discussed by Charles Smyth, ‘Archbishop Herring und the '45°, Church
Quarierly Review, cxXin (1946), 30-47. A more useful article, which puts Herring’s activitics into a wider contexl,
is Cedric Collyer, *Yorkshire and the “forty-five™, Yorkshire Archaeological Journal, yooxvm (1952), 71-95.

55 B.L. Add. 35598, fols. 47-8: Heming 10 Hardwicke, 13 Sept. 1745,
56 B.L, Add. 35598, fols. 66-7: Herring to Hardwicke, 23 Sepr. 174S.
57 B.L. Add. 35599, fols. 346-7.

58 BL. Add. 35588, fol. 108: John Hill to Hardwicke, 25 Sept. 1745.
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merely 10 acquaint Herring with his approval of his behaviour, ‘You must also tell the
Archbishop that I heartily thark him for it".¥

The general meeting was reckoned ‘the most numerous that was ever known’® Pany
animositiecs were submerged, if not forgotten. Much of the credit for this lay with Heming.
Despite a reputation for being a strident whig in politics, hc believed that ‘all Party considerations
should be buried & nothing attended to but ye publick Safety’.® Accordingly he actively sought
to make the meeting as general as possible, using his acquaintance with ‘men of both panies . .
to recommend it to all, as a case of common Danger’.” The measure of his success was the
presence at the Bishopthorpe meeting not only of ministerial supporters, but also of prominen:
opposition politicians, such as the earls of Strafford and Carlisle, George Fox and Godfrey
Wentworth, the M.P.s for York, Lord Downe, Mr Dawnay, and Mr Aislabic.® As Hermring
recognized, that he was of any use was owing to his detachment from Yorkshire party politics.
He was someone in whom all parties, and indeed the three lords lieutenant, were able to agree.®
Certainly the proceedings in Yorkshirc presented a stiking contrast to the sicuation in other
counties. Constitutional scruples, such as those voiced by the earl of Bath and the Oxfordshire
tories aboul the legality and propriety of associations and subscriptions, were doubtless genuinely
held. But they were frequently reinforced by political animosities, as in Shropshire, where the
tories were alienated by the neglect of the lord lieutenant, Lord Herbert. It was Herring’s political
discermment that enabled Yorkshire o surmount these problems and demonstrate such marked
unanimity,*

After the general meeting Herring continsed to be consulted by the lords lieuwtenant.® He
involved himself in county business, writing urgent letters to London about the supply of arms for
the county forces.” He was also influential afier the danger had passed in arranging for the
disposal of the remainder of the subscriplions in a manner satisfactory 1o all parties.® But he was

perhaps of greatest importance as a figurehead, inspiring Joyalty. It was at the request of the City

3%  B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 76: Hardwicke 10 Herring, 28 Sept. 1745; London Gazenre, 8470, 28 Sept. 1745,

4 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 73: Herring o Hardwicke, 27 SepL 1745,

6t B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 58: Hermring 1o Hardwicke, 17 Sept. 1745. Herring was reckoned an ‘old whig® and disliked
the promotion of convericd tories by Lhe Pelhams in the lale 1740s and 1750s. See above, cpt. 5, p. 114.

62 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 50: Hermring 1o Hardwicke, 15 Sept. 1748,

&  Collyer, ‘Yorkshire and the '45°, pp. 75-6.

& B.L. Add. 355098, fol. 84: Herring 10 Hardwicke, (recd) 4 Oct. 1745.

%5 Linda Colley, In defiance of oligarchy. The lory party 1714-60 (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 39-40;: Nicholas Rogers,
“The urban opposition o whig oligarchy, 1720-60°, in The origins of Anglo-American radicalism, ed. M. and J.
Jacob (London, 1984), p. 140; R.J. Robson, The Oxfordshire election of 1754. A study in the inerplay of city,
county and university politics (London, 1949), pp. 1-10; Speck, The butcher, pp. 56-60.

% B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 146; Herring to Hardwicke, 15 Dec. }745.

57 RB.L. Add. 35598, fols. 97-8: Herring to Hardwicke, 19 Oct. 1745; HM.C.. Verious Collections, VI, 13:
Herring 1o Viscount Irwin, 19 Ocu 1745,

&  B.L. Add 32705, fol. 460: Hardwicke 10 Newcastle, 25 Dec. 1745; B.L. Add. 35598, fols. 166-8, 171-2, 184-5,
192-3, 203: Hemring o Hardwicke, 21, 23 lan, 9 Feb.,, 1 Mear, 5 Apr. 1746. This affair, indeed, appeared 1o
devolve on Herring by defsult. He wrote 10 Hardwicke on 23 January 1746, that he was ‘quite sensible of the
impropriety of meddling in thesc Military mattars, but a5 one Ld Lieutenant is m London, Another laid up wth
the Gout, and a third, to speak plainly, sick of the service, all differing in Opinion, & all referring to me, 1 will
do my best wth my Ld Duke's & yr Lps Directions.’.
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of York that he decided to remain in the county throughout the winter, rather than returming to
London to perform his parfiamentary duties.” He reviewed the county forces, and resolved to
'share in ye common Danger’ if it was decided 10 attempt a defence of York against a rebcl
attack.”™ His importance as a symbol of the county's resistance is perhaps best demonstrated by
the copper plates produced of him: one with ‘a Saracen’s Head surrounded wth the Chevalier in
Chains, & all ye Instruments of War & ye Hydra of Rebellion at my Feet’; another ‘in ye same
martial Attitude wth all my Clergy with me’.”

The bishops of the other three northern dioceses were rather less able than Herring to play an
active role in opposing the rebellion. Bishop Peploe at Chester was seventy-seven. But he sill
preached a sermou in the cathedral and remained in touch with Newcastle during the rebellion.”
Fleming at Carlisle was almost eighty and very infirm, having only two years 10 live”
Nonetheless, he helped 1o organize the addresses from Cumberland and Westmorland and in the
early days of the rebellion transmitted news from Scotland to London via the lord licutenant,
Lord Lonsdale.” Moreover, he possessed an active chancellor in John Waugh, whom he sent to
represent him at the county meetings of Cumberland and Wesmorland.” Waugh was himscl(
noted for his aclivity during the ’45, and was rewarded with the deanery of Worcester. He had
arranged a correspondence with John Goldie, a magistrate at Dumfries, and relayed that and other
information to the duke of Ncwcastle. His leiters to Newcastle, however, suggest that he did linle
more.”

The responsibiliies of Edward Chandler, bishop of Durham, were greater than those of the
other bishops, since he was also lord licutenant of the county. But he oo was old and infirm and.
unlike Fleming, resident in London. Criticism was inevitable. Henry Vane wrote blungly that the
bishop was ‘unfit . . . for that Office’.” Chandler himself was aware of the difficulties of his
position, and suggested to the ministry that they confer the licutenancy on someone else. Despite
his distance from the diocese, however, he made great efforts t discharge his duties
conscientiously and efficiently. In this he was aided by Bishop Benson who was resident in
Durham as a prebendary at the outbreak of the rebellion, and was active in helping 10 organize

% B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 88: Horring to Hardwicke, 6 Oct. 1745.
70 B,L. Add. 35598, fol. 129: Herring to Hardwicke, 22 Nov. 1745,
" BL. Add. 35598, fol. 104: Herring to Hardwicke, 18 Oct t745.

72 Samuel Peploe. Popish ideology a strong reasom why all protestands should zealously oppose the present

rebellion; P.R.O., S.P. 36/71/107: Newcastle 1o General Wade, 11 OcL 1745; S.P. 36/73/227: Peploe lo
Neweastle, 10 Nov. 1745; S.P. 36/74/87-8: Newcastle o Peploe, 19 Nov. 1745,

B Fleming-Senhouse papers, ed. Edward Hughes {Carlisie, 1961), p. 87.

7% Semhouse Papers, Cumbria Record Office, D/Sen.Fleming/15/2: Lord Lonsdale to Fleming, 3 Oct. 1745;
D/Sen.Fleming/15/3: same 1o same, 31 Oct. 1745; D/Sen.Fleming/16: Sir James Lowther o Fleming, 11 Jan. and

11 Feb. 1746.
s PR.O. S.P. 36/70/247: Iohn Waugh 1o Newcsstle, 7 Oct 1745; S.P. 36/71/148: Waugh o Neweastle, 12 Oct.
1745.

76 B.L. Add. 32725, fols. 301-2; Newcastle to carl of Carlisle, 17 Ocr 1751. For Waugh's correspondence with
Newcastle, see P.R.O., S.P. 36/68-78, passim. For his other correspondence during the ‘45, see Carlisle in 1745,
ed. G.C. Mousney (London, 1846).

7 PR.O. S.P. 36/69/142: Henry Vane 10 Andrew Slone, 27 Sept. 1745,
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the city's defences.™
Herring was remarkable for his zeal during the rebellion, but the other northern bishops did as
much as could have been expecied given their disabilities. Further south such marnial activity was
unnecessary, There the bishops' task was to urge their clergy and the laity to perform their duties
in defence of the Hanoverian regime. Yet even here considerable energy and commibtment were
demonstrated, as Secker's account shows:
In September 1745 the Rebellion broke oul. [ sent a circular printed Letter to my Clergy
upon it immediately, and went up to St James’s the 4th of October, and preached the
beforementioned Sermon at my Church and both my Chapels; and left it to be printed;
and went down on the 14ih 10 Oxford for a County Meeting on the occasion, and back
to St James's the 17th, and presented my Sermon 10 the King . . . 1 also procured an
Address from my Clergy, whicbh I drew up, and presented to the King . . . In the End
of the Month I gave 10 Guineas as first payment of my Subscription to the Assaciation

at St James's Vestry. Nov. 26 T went down fo Cuddesden, and retumed . . . Dec. 23 1o
St James’s.”

There can be no doubt that the Church exerted itself 1o the full in defence of the state during the
'45 rebellion. Churchmen were not expected to arm themselves and fight in defence of the state.
But the pualpit provided the means (o0 communicate information throughout the nation, to remind
men of their duties, and 1o exhont them to action. In anachronistic and rather crde terms the
Church might be regarded as the stale's depantment of propaganda It is worth remembering,
however, that one of the causes the Church was defending was that of the true, reformed religion.
A popish prince, it was universally assumed, could not rule oyer a protestant people. Thus, a
jacobite restoration would inevitably have lcd 10 the overthrow of the Reformation settlement in
the manner atempted by James JI. The Church and churchmen were defending their own interests

as well as those of the state.

%  PR.O. S.P. 36/68/2S, 184-5: Chandler to 7. 14, 20 Sepr. 1745; S.P. 36/68/249: Chaadler o Sione. 22 ScpL
1745, S.P. 36/68/267: Chandler fo Newcaste, 23 Sepl. 1745; S.P. 36/68/269: Benson et al 1o Newcaste, 23 Scpt.
1745; S.P. 36/69/63-4, 210-1]1: Newcaslle to Bensor, 25, 28 SepL t745; S.P. 36/69/231-2: Benson to Newcasile,
29 Sept. 1745; S.P. 36/70/86-7: Benson to Newcastle, 3 Oct. 1745.

¥ LPL., MS 2598, fols. 36-7 (Sykes transcripl).
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PART V

THE CHURCH IN POLITICS
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8. The episcopate and the house of lords

Hitherto this dissertation has emphasized the idea that church and state were ‘ideas inseparable’ in
practice, as well as theory.' The role of the Church as an agent of the state was compalible, rather
than in conflict, with its responsibility for the salvation of men. On the one hand, the namre of
the world and God’s providential government of it meant that a moral, christian people was
essential for the well-being, prosperity and preservation of the state. On the other, a man's path to
salvation was easier within the framework of a christian commonwealth. The harmony of interests
of church and state, bishops and politicians, should not, however, be overstated. The Church was
more than a part of the domestic state apparatus and a society charged with the care of souls. In
so far as it can be regarded as one body it was the largest, wealthiest and most powerful
independent corporation in Britain. As such it was both a political issue and a pressure group.
The Church was concemed to protect and advance its own interests, its position within socicty
and the stale. At the same time that position was being chailenged by an inchoate group of
religious$ radicals, embracing those who believed all church establishments threatened liberty, both
religious and civil, many dissenters and a few anglicans who wished to change the nature of the
Establishment, and lay anti-clericals who feared the Church because its power and influence
appeared to threaten the re-imposition of a clerical tyranny.

As the Church was established, as ‘Christianity was part of the laws of England’, its rights,
privileges and duties werc defined by a complex mass of statute and common law.? In his Codex
Edmund Gibson argued thai the Church derived certain powers directly from God, but allowed
that it ‘is the Laws, by which it is 10 be administered’. since ‘the Division of Provinces, Dioceses,
and Parishes . . . and the like ancient Rights' subsist by common law.® It was parliament,
therefore, which provided the forum for debate both of the relationship between church and state
and of the intermal organization of the Church. The two, indeed, were almost invariably linked
since some laymen could see the spectre of clericalism in any proposal of church reform. They
feared that any attempt to make the Church more effective or active wonld only be at the expense
of their own ‘pocket or independence’.* Thus Lhere were formidable barriers to the success of
church reform. The subject was bound to provoke controversy inside parliament, yet litde could
be achieved outside - the creation of each new parish, often even the erection of a church

' Edmund Burke, ‘Reflections on the revolution in France, end on the proceedimgs of certain societies in London
relative o that event', in The works of Edmund Burke (Bolhn Library eda., 6 vols., London, 1854-69), 1. 371.

2 Lambeth Palace Library. Secker Papers, VII, fol. 335: 'Reasons, why ye clause in ye Act of Toleration, which
requires Dissenting Ministers to subscribe ye Docirinal Artcles of ye Church of England, should not be
repealed’, [17727]. A modem penci) aniotation atiributes this paper to George Wegg.

3 Edmund Gibson, Codex juris ecclesiastici anglicani {2 vols., London, 1713), 1, xxvii.

4+ G.E.A. Best, Temporal pillars. Queen Anne's Bounty, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and the Church of
England (Cambridge, 1964), pp. 59-60. Chapter 2 of this book, ‘The Church, the law, and the lsity in the
eighteenth century’, is a valuable discussion of the subject; see esp. pp. 37, 44. For two occasions on which
minor church legislation caused fierce, and succesful, anu-clerical opposition, ses cpL 2 above, pp. 26-7.
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building, required the passage of a separate act. To this, in part, can be attributed not only the
absence of major institutional reform, especially of the ecclesiastical courts, until the 1830s, but
also the inadequate response of the established Church to the problems of population growth and
urbanization.* The law, however, also offered protection to the Church. Pointing out that, of 700
suits for tithes brought by clergy in the exchequer court between 1660 and 1713, 600 had been
decided in their favour, Thomas Secker urged his clergy o use the Iaw in support of their rights
and privileges.® Moreover, the notion of a legal establishment could be tumed to the Church's
advantage when the terms of that establishment were attacked, most notably during the wave of
anti-clericat bills of the early 1730s. The Church’s main defence against the Quakers Tithe Bill of
1736, for instance, was its claim to tithes as property under common law. ‘Nolumus leges
Angliae mutari’ proved a potent rallying-cry, especially to those who believed that one of the
principles of 1688 was the defence of property rights.”

This chapter, and the next, will tum, therefore, to the arena of parliamentary and high politics to
examine ‘the Church’ as a political issue, The jnterests of church and state were not necessarly
thought to coincide and the relationship between the government and the episcopate was often
marked by tension and disagreement. The question of church reform will be discussed in the next
chapter, which will focus on the world outside parliameni, since it was rare, for reasons which
will be explored more fully, for such measurcs to be introduced into parliament during the mid-
eighteenth century. The remainder of this chapter will concentrate on the role of the bishops in

parliament, as the representatives of the Church and clergy.

Bishops of the early modern era were more than diocesan administrators and were not expected 10
be resident solely in their dioceses. The episcopal character also embraced the roles of spiritual
adviser to the royal family, statesman, and lord of parliament. The archbishop of Canterbury, in
particalar, was active in civil government, being a member of the cabinet council and of the
regency council while George 11 was in Hanover. Others were expected to be present at court.
After the Hanoverian succession no bishop appears to have been the personal spirtual confidant
of the sovereign, as were James Monagu for James 1 and John Sharp for Queen Anne; Queen
Caroline’s circle of theologians had more of the character of an esoteric discussion group. But

bishops continued to hold important positions in the royal household, which required their

5 See above, cpt. 2. pp. 24-30,

6 ‘A charge delivered o the clergy of the diocese of Oxford, in the year 1750°, in The works of Thomas Secker,
LL.D. (6 vols., new edn., London, 1811), v, 380.

7 The words are those of Dr Andrews, counsel for the clergy of Middlesex. on the hearing of their petition against
the Bill beforz ils second reading in the house of lords. B.L. Add. MS 35875, fol. 204v. Thomas Sherlock, ‘The
country parson’s plea against the Quakers Tythe-Bill: humbly addressed to the commons of Great Britain
assembled m parliament’, in Papers reloting to the Quakers Tythe Bill (London, 1736). See also, Humphrey
Pridesux, The original and right of tythes, for the maintenance of the ministry in a Christian church truly stated
(London, 1710).
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attendance for at least part of the year, most notably those of dean of the chapel royal,® clerk of
the closet,” and lord high almoner.”® A more demanding office was that of preceptor to the prince
of Wales, held by Thomas Hayter, bishop of Norwich, in 1751-2, and after his resignation by
John Thomas, bishop of Peterborough. These posts could be onerous: Archbishop Herring once
complained that his ‘Court attendance is almost withoui intermission’."

But if only a minority of the bishops had duties at court, attendance in parliament was
incumbent on the whole bench. The burden of this episcopal duty had increased considerably
since annual parliamentary sessions had become the rule in the reign of William NI, Their length
and the difficulties of travel meant that the bishop of 2 remote see, who was in London while
parliament was sitting, found it difficult to spend more than three or four months in his diocese
each year. But the presence of a lord in pariiament was still regarded as an obligation, and
contemporaries did not make any allowance for the increased demands placed on the bishops in
the eighteenth century. Indeed particular weight was laid upon regular attendance. As the earl of
Bath told the abbéSalier, Zachary Pearce was making little progress in his biblical studies, ‘being
obliged to attend all Winter, & every day in the House of Lords".”> Bad health and old age were
excuses for non-attendance, otherwise special pleading was thought necessary to avoid creating a
misleading impression.' Even at the height of the '45 rebellion, it required not only the entreatics
of the local geniry but also the approval of the ministry o convince Archbishop Herring that he
was of more use in Yorkshire than in the house of lords.* The privilege of proctorial
representation mitigated the burden of personal attendance to some extent. The value of proxies,
however, was limited. They could not be used in commifttees, and they transferred from the donor
control over his vote, Thus, Bishop Fleming was greatly embarrassed when he discovered from
the Publick Prints’ that his vote bad been cast against the minisiry during the debate on the
Convention on 1 March 1739." Nonetheless, in common with temporal lords, bishops, especially

3 Edmund Gibson, 1721-48; Thomas Sherlock, 1748-61; Thomas Hayter, 1761-2.
?  Henry Egertan, 1735-46; Joscph Butles, 1746-50; John Gilben, 1750-7; John Thomas, 1757-81.

10 [ ancelor Blackbume, 1723-43; Thomas Sherlock, 1743-8; Mauhéw Huunon, 1748-57; John Gilbert, (757-8;
Robert Drummond, 1758-76.

1 Noningham Universily Library, PWV/121/99: Thomas Herring 1o Wiliam Herring, 30 Nov, 1752.
12 Westminster Abbey Library and Muniment Room, Pearce Papers, WAM 64684; Bath to Pearce, 11 Oct. 1749,

13 B.L. Add. 35587, fol. 14: Bishop Hough to Hardwicke, 16 Jan. }1742; Add. 32707, fols. 411-12: Bishop Peploe
to Newcastle, 14 July 1746, Add. 32709, fol. 158: Bishop Gooch 1o Newcaste, 2 Nov. 1746; Add. 35590, fols.
196-7, 217-18: Bishop Lavingion to Hardwicke, 4 Nov., 18 Dec. 1748.

1 B.L. Add. 35598, fol. 84: Herrimg to Hardwicke, (recd) 4 Oct. 1745; jbid.. fol. 86: Hardwicke to Heming, 5 Oct.
1745; ibid., fols. 88, 91: Herming 10 Hardwicke, 6, 9 Oct. 1745.

13 Fleming was wriling to Walpole to 28k a favour, and hc may merely have besn trymng to excuse himself.
However, this is the only recorded cccasion on which he opposed the ministry. Cambridge University Library,
Cholmondeley (Houghton) Papers, correspondence, # 2867: Bishop Fleming to Walpole, 15 May 1739; An
authentick list of the house of peers; uas they voled for and against the Convertion (London, 1739). [t is not
cerjain whether or not it was belicved to be possible in mid-cenlury for a member of the House to determine
how his proxy was cast. On the third reading of the Schism Bill in 1714 Wake cast Nicolson’s proxy for the bill
in opposition to his own vote. On the other hand, in 1743 Gibson withdsrew his proxy from Nicholas Claggeu in
the belief that Claggelt was intending to vote for the Gin Bill, which Gibson opposed. The infrequency of cases
of 'counter’® voting would, however, sugges! that it was customary for 2 proxy 1o be cast on the same side as the
holder's vote, The London diaries of William Nicolson, bishop of Carlisle. 1702-1718, ed. Clyve Jones and
Geoffrey Holmes (Oxford, 1985), pp. 606-7; Parl. Hist., xn, 1301.
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those from more distant dioceses who ofien left London before the end of a session, made
frequent use of proxies.'

Problems of age and health, and the demands of diocesan administration, all combined (o
reduce episcopal attendance in the house of lords. As Table One shows,” bishops were absent
more frequently as they grew older. Individual bishops, moreover, missed complete sessions on
ninety-one occasions between 1742 and 1762.'* But in general there is litile doubt that the
episcopate took seriously its duty to attend parliament. During the twenty-lwo sessions in this
period an average of eight bishops were present in the house of lords each day. Individual
pattemns varied greatly. Frederick Cornwallis, Richard Trevor and Matthew Hutton all discharged
their responsibilities with exemplary diligence, whereas Thomas Secker and James Beauclerk were
present only occasionally. At first sight the bishops may not appear to have been as diligent as
contemporary theory expected. In fact their record was better than that of the peers. They
represented just under 13.5% of the House, but provided nearly 18.5% of thosc who attended.
The bishops were, however, a largely silent presence. It was rare for them to speak during
debates on subjects not related to religion and the Church, a fact often commented on and
attributed by Bishop Newton to their tack of training in oratory since the suppression of
Convocation.” Moreover, during these two decades bishops were never tellers in divisions and
rarely acted as chairmen of committecs of the house.”

It has been suggested that such emphasis was placed upon the duty of episcopal attendance in
the bouse of lords because the support of the bishops was essential to the maintenance of
ministerial majorities.” In a House which numbered about 195 in mid-century the twenty-six
bishops were indeed a significant group, and through the manipulation of their creation and
Iranslation the ministry apparently had the means to control ‘a solid phalanx of votes’.? Many
confemporaries were certainly of this opinion. It was reported that when, in 1743, ten bishops
divided against the second reading of the Spirituous Liquors Bill, the earl of Chesterfield, 'seeing

¥ House of Lords Record Office, Proxy Books, 1742-62.
17 Sec below, pp. 179-80.

8 1In this calculation the first session of the 1754-6} parliament, which sat for only five days between 31 May and
5 June 1754, has been ignored. This figure and those which follow have been calculatled from the attendance lists
printed m The jowrnals of the house of lords, 3oxvi - xoox. Occasionally it is possible o prove an error in these
lists and they should nol be regarded as conclusive evidence that any member was or was not present on a
ceriain day, but they provide a reliable guide to general palierns.

19 ‘The life of Dr Thomas Newton', in The lives of Dr Edward Pocock, the celebrated orientalist, by Dr Twells; of
Dr Zachary Pearce, bishop of Rochester, and of Dr Thormas Newton, bishop of Bristol, by themselyes; and of the
Rev. Philip Skelion, by Mr Burdy (2 vols., London, 1816). n, 186; Francis Kilvert, A selection from unpublished
papers of the righl reverend William Warburton, D.D. late lord bishop of Glocester (London, 1841), pp. 341-2.
Sherlock and Maddox were two bishops who oceasionally intervened in debales on non-religions questions; see
BL. Add. 6043, fols. 834, 118, 137: ‘Reports of the debates in the Honse of Lords from 1735 1o 1745 by Dr
Secker, whilst Bishop of Oxford’; Horace Walpole, Memoirs of King George II, ed. John Brooke (3 vols., New
Haven, 198S), 1, 80-1.

2 Only one bishop (Drwmmond of SL Asaph) was chairman of a comumultee on three or more occasions in any one
session. J.C. Ssinty, The origin of the office of chairman of committees in the house of lords (H.L.R.O,
Memorendum No. 52, 1974), pp. 23-6; J.C. Sainty and D. Dewar, Divisions in the house of lords: an analytical
list, 1685-1857 (H.L.R.O. Occasional Publications, 11, 1976).

1 Norman Sykes, Church and state in England in the eighteeruh century (Cambrdge, 1934), pp: 49.51; AS.
Turberville, The house of lords in the eighteenth century (Oxford, 1927), pp. 422-3.

2 Sykes, Church and siate, p. 50.
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them come towards him, said, he doubted if he had not mistaken the side, not having had the
honour of their company for many years’.” Later in the century the earl of Shelbume complained
about their habit of ‘waking . . . just before they vote’, and their silence during debates merely
contributed to the impression that they were ministerial lackeys.” Striking evidence for this view
was provided by their behaviour during the debates on the South Sea Company in {733. On 24
May the ministry lost one motion on a tied vote, but in the crucial division on 2 June they
defeated a motion to censure the Company’s directors by 75 against 70. On both occasions
twenty-five episcopal votes were cast, twenty-four in person or by proxy for the ministry.® Critics
of the political subservience of the episcopate were confirmed in their opinion by the bishops’
involvement in electioneerdng. Many of them were careful to exercise what influence they
possessed discreetly, perhaps more discreefly than most peers, but the ‘disagreeable Submissions’
that Isaac Maddox had to make before the house of commons following his intervention against
Sir Watkin Williams Wynn in Denbighshire in 1741 reflected on the whole bench.?®

However, just as it is simplistic to portray episcopal appointments primarily as a tool of
parliamentary management,” so it is misleading to rely solely on the evidence of the 1733 session
and the comments of the ministry’s opponents for an account of the bishops’ political behaviour.
In a period when divisions were rare in the house of lords, only 74 occurred in the 22 sessions
under consideration,” and fewer division lists survive, attendance provides some measure ol
political participation. Yet the figures hardly suggest that the bishops believed it to be peculiarly
their duty to attend and support the administration. In general they were indeed more diligent than
the peers, but on those days when nincty-five or more lords were present, presumably the days of
greatest political impostance, they provided just under 14% of the attendance of a House in which
they formed about 13.5% of the membership. Moreover, it was not uncommon o find bishops
voting against the ministry. Occasionally, and invariably on questions touching the Church and
religion, the episcopate found itself united in opposition. This happened twice in the 1740s, on
the Spirituous Liquors Bill of 1743 and the Bill for disarming the Highlands in 1748, occasions
which will be discussed laler in this chapter [pp. 174-7]; and three times in the 1730s: twice in
1734, on the Bill to prevent stockjobbing and a proposal that the House should sit on Easter eve,

2 Parl, Hist., 1, 1368.

% W.S. Taylor and J.H. Pringle (eds), Correspondence of William Pit, earl of Chatham (4 vols., London, 1838-40),
1v, 328: Shelburne to Chatham, 27 Feb. 1774.

28 Sykes, Church and state, pp. 50-1; Turberville, House of lords, pp. 204-5; I.H. Plumb, Sir Robert Walpole (2
vols., London, 1956-60), m, 276.

26 BL. Add. 5831, fol. 165. Herring, in contrast, was aclive in supporting minisierial candidates during the 1747
elections m York and Nottinghamshire, but was rather more circurnspect in his behaviour. Thus, he candidly
explained to the opposition candidates, the sitting members, at York, ‘that, speaking personally, [ had nothing to
do wib Elections, but whatever influence my Authority could be supposed to carry wih it, in a sort of secret
operation, that would be directed 1o ye service of his Majesty & ye present Administration’. B.L. Add. 35598,
fols, 238-9: Herring 1o Hardwicke, 15 Apr. 1747. See also ibid,, fols. 242-4, 246-8, 250-1, 252.3, 254-7: same to
same, 20 May, 17, 20. 22, 26 June 1747; Add. 32711, fols. 369-70: Herring to Newcaslle, 15 June 1747,

2 See Chapter 5 sbove.
2 Sainty and Dewar, Divisions in the house of lords.
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and over the Quakers Tithe Bill of 1736.® More frequently individual bishops found themselves
opposed to the administragon.

Even in the South Sea Company divisions of 1733 one bishop, Reynolds of Lincoln, voted
against the majority of his brethren. In the later 1730s and early 1740s he became a persistent
critic of the ministry’s foreign and war polictes.”® At the same time Bishops Benson and Secker
also began to vote against the court, mostly over the conduct of the war and on country issues,
such as place and pension bills, which Secker believed were necessary to reduce ‘the over great
Dependency of the Commons on the Crown’.* Benson later referred to Carteret, Bath and Sandys
as men ‘of whom when out of place I had a good opinion’, and he and Secker were for some
years afterwards tainted by participation in 2 ‘formed opposition'.”> Richard Smalbroke, bishop of
Lichfield, and Henry Egerton, bishop of Hereford, were also occasionally found among the
ministry’s opponents, and presumably these were the five bishops whom Secker mentioned as
having voted for the Pension Bill on 26 March 1742.* They did not, however, form a coherem
group. Benson and Secker, who were brothers-in-law, often acted together,™ but their opposition
10 the ministry was no more than iniermitteri. They supported it ‘much oftener than otherwise:
and sometimes, when other Bishops as Litchfield, Hereford and Lincoln, voted against it’.* Thus,
they opposed the motion of 13 February 1741 for the removal of Walpole, whercas Reynolds and
Smalbroke not only supported it, but entered their protests against its rejection.® Reynolds was
the most consistent opponent of the Walpole ministry on the bench, yet even he was still to be
found advocating a compromise during the debates on the 1740 Pension Bill, a measure which
Benson and Secker supported.”” Moreover, the two latier remained consistent in their auitudes for
some months after Walpole’s fall. Secker voted for the Place Bill on 6 Aprl 1742, Benson for
the Indemnity Bill on 25 May, and both abstained on the motion approving the sending of British
troops to Flanders on 1 February 1743, an occasion on which they were joined by their mufual

2  Royal Archives, Stuart Papers, 169/186: Nathaniel Mist o James Edgar, 24 [Apr.] 1734; ibid., 170/26: same lo
same, 1 May 1734; SJ.C. Taylor, 'Sir Robert Walpole, the Church of England and the Quakers Tithe Bil} of
1736°, f1.J., xxvm {1985), 51-77.

R Parl. Hist, %, 115-16. For his appositior in the 1730s and 1740s see B.L. Add. 33002, fols. 407-8; pre-scssional
forecasl, 1740-1; Add. 6043, fols. 31, 35, 42, and passim; An auwthentick ist for and against the Convention.

31 B.L. Add, 6043, fol. 87 and passim; ‘The autobiography of Archbishop Secker’, Lambeth Palace Library, MS
2598, fols. 26, 28-9, 32 {Transcript of Professor Norman Sykes].

32 B.L. Add. 39311, fol. 149: Benson lo Bishop Berkeley, 23 Apr. 1743; Add 32721, fol. 418: Hardwicke lo
Newecastie, 20 July 1750; Add. 32722, fol. 233: Newcastle to Pelham, 23 Aug. 1750.

B LP.L., MS 2598, fols. 31-2 (Sykes ranscript). For Smealbroke and Egerton, see Add. 6043, fol. 42 and passim.

M But not invariably. On 19 January 1741 Secker supporied the minisory on a procedural motion, whereas Benson
had joined Smalbroke, Egerton and Reynolds in opposition. On 10 February {741 Secker opposed and Benson
supported the ministcy on another tactical motion for a call of the House. Add. 6043, fol. 69.

3 L.P.L, MS 2598, fol. 26 [Sykes transcript).

3%  BL. Add. 6043, fol. 85; L.J., xxv, 597. Egerton also supported the ministry on this occasion; see A true and
exact list of the lords spiritual and temporal who voted for and against the address 1o remove a certain great
man (London, 1741), Thus also Secker znd Benson consistently supported motions on the employment of
Hanoverian troops. glthough not without reservarions. Benson felt that ‘if it was right in regard to our Foreign
affairs, [il] was certainly very impolilic in regerd 1o our Domeslic ones’. B.L. Add. 39311, fol. 49: Benson tc
Berkeley, 23 Apr. 1743; Add. 6043, fols. 90, 155.

3 B.L. Add. 6043, fols. 138-9.
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friend Joseph Butler.*® But by this time they felt that their opposition lacked purpose. As Benson
explained to George Berkeley, ‘it was measures & not ministers I desired to see changed. As ]
have now little hope of seeing ye former, 1 have less concern about ye latter.'*

Secker and Benson may have retumed to the ministerial fold, even if only fauze de miewx, but
sporadic opposition from the episcopal bench continued in the 1740s and 1750s, although the
infrequency of divisions and the paucity of reports of debates make it gifficult precisely 1o define
its extent.* Two bishops at least occasionally voted against the ministry during these years, Isaac
Maddox and Thomas Hayter. Maddox opposed the Buckingham Assizes Bill, on which Bishop
Willes of Bath and Wells abstained, and led the attack on the Orphans of London Relief Bill in
1748; made an ‘extraordinary Speech' against the proposed limitations on the power of the regent
during the debate on the Regency Bill in 1751; and supported the attempts, generally regarded as
a prelude to repeal, to postpone the operation of the 1753 Marriage Acl.* Hayter voted against
the Milida Bill of 1756 and was consistently listed as an opponent of the ministry in the
management lists for the debates on the Habeas Corpus Bill of 1758.* Both, moreover, supported
the duke of Bedford's motion to lay before the House papers relating to0 the cabinet council's
investigations of allegations of jacobitism against Andrew Stone, sub-govemor to the prince of
Wales and Newcastle’s onetime secretary, William Murray, the solicitor-general, and James
Johnson, bishop of Gloucester.®® Haytler's opposition can be traced to his resentment at the
ministry following the row over the prince of Wales’s educatdon, which had resulted in his
resignation as precepior.* The reasons behind Maddox’s dissatisfaction are less Clear, especially
as he had the reputation of a staunch ministeralist following his behaviour during the 1741
elections and his parliamentary interventions in the 1730s. It is possible, however, that his
political connections were with Walpole and that he lost sympathy with the ministry after 1742;
he was one of only nine lords in a full House to support the attempt inspired by Walpole, now
earl of Orford, to overumn the judgment of Lord Chancelior Hardwicke in the case of Le Neve v

% Ibid., fols. 118, 130, 155; L.P.L.. MS 2598, fols. 31-2 {Sykes transeript]). Buller had svpported the ministry in the
lage 1730s and early 1740s, despite admitiing to Secker that hie thought ‘the ministers were both wicked men and
wicked ministers’. L.P.L., MS 2598, fol. 30.

3% B.L. Add. 3931}, fol. 149: Benson 10 Berkeley, 23 Apr. 1743,

¢ The evidenge of contemporary munagement and division lists, drawn on in the following analysis, is tabulated
below. pp. [81-6.

4 B.L. Add. 33002, fols. 411-12; Parl Hist., xav, 268; Add. 32724, fols. 280-1: Newcastle 10 the king, 10 Msy
1751; ibid., fols. 282-3: Neweastle to Bishop Drummond, 13 May t751; Welpole, Memvirs of George If, 1, 81-2:
B.L. Add. 35877, fol. 174; Pearce Papers, WAM 64581; Hemring o Peasce, 1 Jan. 1755.

42 B.L. Add. 35877, fol. 308; Add. 33034, fols. 265-6. 259-60. 267-9, 314-6, 317. Both these bills, however, splhit
all party groups.

43 This division is not recorded in the off