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EDITOR’S PREFACE

NOT ve r y  l ong  be fo re  h i s  d e a th ,  my  f a t he r  s poke  to 
m e  o f  t h e  wo r k  t h a t  h e  wa s  l e a v i n g  u n f i n i s h e d , 

a n d  s a i d  t h a t  h e  w i s h e d  h i s  H i s t o r y  o f  E n g l i s h  C o n g r e - 
gationalism to be published, if it could be done.

How the  book  wa s  f i r s t  p l anned ,  and  how the  p l an  wa s 
a l t e red ,  ha s  been  to ld  e l s ewhere,  and  the re  i s  no  need  to 
repeat  the  s tor y.  The book began a s  a  manua l ;  but  i t  g rew 
in  s i ze  and scope—as  books  a re  apt  to  g row;  and i t  would 
not  be  compres sed  in to  a  coup le  o f  hundred pages .  I t  was 
to have been wr itten for the Congregational Union; but the 
author prefer red to speak for himself ,  free from al l  responsi- 
bility to others.

Dur ing the la ter  year s  of  hi s  l i fe  he gave to the task what 
s t rength and le i sure  were le f t  h im.  Much of  the g round to 
be  t r aver sed  was  a l ready  f ami l i a r.  Church h i s tor y,  and  the 
h i s tor y  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  Churches  in  pa r t i cu l a r,  had 
been his  l i fe long study. The ear l ies t  of  his  publ ic utterances 
to attract attention had dealt with the Ejection of 1662. And 
in the year s that followed—the per iod of energy and strength 
—he had set  himsel f  to revive and to enforce the theory of 
the Church on which the Congregational polity is built .  Sti l l 
later, turning aside from other work, with the pen and on the 
platform, he had dealt with the history of Congregationalism,
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wi th  t he  men  who  h ad  he l p ed  t o  make  i t ,  a nd  w i th  t he 
place that  i t  has  held in the re l ig ious l i fe  of  the nat ion. He 
had  ga the red  g rea t  s to re s  o f  ma te r i a l ,  and  a f t e r  h i s  w i th- 
drawal  f rom publ ic  ser v ice he enlarged them by s teady and 
p e r s i s t e n t  r e s e a r c h .  T h e  H i s t o r y  mu s t  h ave  r e a c h e d  t h e 
s t a ge  a t  wh i ch  he  l e f t  i t  s ome  t ime  in  1894 ;  and  he  had 
brought it  down to the year 1885. He himself believed, as he 
sa id in a  le t ter  to Mr.  Char les  Mia l l ,  that  only one chapter 
was  l e f t  to  wr i te ;  and tha t  the  t a sk  cou ld  be  f in i shed in  a 
d ay.  B u t  h i s  m a nu s c r i p t ,  w h e n  i t  c a m e  i n t o  my  h a n d s , 
wa s  i ncomp le t e  i n  many  p l a ce s .  Pa r t s  o f  i t  h ad  no t  been 
f inal ly revised; most of i t  had not been revised at al l .  Notes, 
indicated in the text ,  were not to be found. And the refer- 
ences to sources and author it ies ,  which he meant to be ful l , 
were meagre or missing.

The book could not  be publ i shed a s  i t  was  le f t .  But  how 
to deal with the manuscr ipt, and what amount of freedom an 
editor had a r ight to exercise, and within what limits he might 
expand,  cancel ,  or  amend,  were ques t ions  not  to be l ight ly 
settled.

The edi tor ’s  funct ion in such a  case,  so i t  seemed to me, 
was  to make the book,  so f ar  a s  he could,  what  the author 
would have made it ,  had he l ived to f inish it ;  to f i l l  up gaps, 
to cut out repet i t ions,  to complete the references ,  to ver i fy 
statements and condusions by the aid of or ig inal author it ies . 
And although free use has been made, with due acknowledg- 
ment,  of  the works of other his tor ians,  the rule has been to 
go back, wherever possible,  to the quar r ies from which they 
took their materials.

This i s  the method that has been fol lowed almost through- 
o u t .  B u t  t h e  l a s t  t wo  c h a p t e r s  h ave  b e e n  a d d e d .  T h e
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chapter dealing with the institutions and enterpr ises of Con- 
gregationalism my father had asked me to wr ite—why, he did 
not explain—at a time when he sti l l hoped to f inish the book 
h imse l f .  Af te r  wr i t ing  i t  I  f e l t  tha t  the  h i s tor y  should  not 
dose with a bald catalogue, and that the International Council 
of 1891 was a real land-mark in the history of Congregational- 
i sm, and that i t  would make a natural  and f i t t ing dose. Else- 
where,  i t  i s  no t  po s s ib l e  to  s t a t e  wha t  ha s  been  added  to 
the  or ig ina l .  But  excep t  in  the  f i r s t  two books ,  the re  a re 
but  few chapter s  in  which some parag raphs  have  not  been 
in se r ted .  The appendix  o f  au thor i t i e s  i s  mine,  and so  i s  a 
l a rge  par t  o f  the  notes .  Of  one th ing ,  however,  the  reader 
may  be  su re,  tha t  where  op in ion s  a re  expre s s ed ,  they  a re 
the opinions of the author.

The  work  ha s  no t  been  done  i n  h a s t e ;  no r  h a s  i t  b een 
done at  le i sure.  I t s  di f f icul t ies ,  g reat  in any case,  have been 
increased by distance from the l ibrar ies in which alone much 
o f  the  l i t e ra ture  ind i spensable  for  the  t a sk  i s  to  be  found. 
E a s i e r  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  B r i t i s h  M u s e u m  wo u l d  h ave  s ave d 
m a ny  a  wa s t e d  h o u r,  a n d  wo u l d  h ave  r e t r i eve d  m a ny  a 
blunder.

But hdp has been generously g iven wherever it  was sought. 
Many  o f  my  ob l i g a t i on s  mu s t  rema in  w i thou t  i nd iv i dua l 
acknowledgment .  But  to the Librar ians  of  the Archbishop’s 
Library at  Lambeth and of Dr. Wil l iams’s  Library in Gordon 
Squa re ;  t o  Mr.  G.  T.  Shaw,  t he  Ma s t e r  o f  t h e  L ive r poo l 
Athenaeum, and to Mr. Cunningham, his  as s i s tant ,  a  specia l 
debt of  g rat i tude i s  due;  nor would i t  be r ight to leave un- 
recorded the services of the Rev. T. G. Cr ippen, the Librar ian 
o f  t h e  Cong reg a t i on a l  L i b r a r y  a t  t h e  Memor i a l  Ha l l ;  o f 
Mr. Sydney Robjohns; of my own colleagues, Mr. John Sampson
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and Mr. T. H. Graham, of the Univer sity Library, Liverpool; 
and of  my secretar y.  Mis s  Phoebe Byles ,  who has  saved me 
f rom the r i sk of  f inding myse l f  in that  cor ner of  Purgator y 
which i s  re ser ved for  those  who publ i sh  books  wi thout  an 
index.

Liverpool,
 28th December, 1906.

 A. W. W. DALE
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CHAPTER I

THE POLITY OF THE APOSTOLIC CHURCHES
Polity of the Church in the Apostolic Age: Apostolic Churches, 

Cong regational  and  Inde pe nde nt  Churche s—Church  at 
Corinth, a.d. 95—Early Church Organisation—Two Orders: 
Evidence  of  Clement,  Polycarp,  “Doctrine  of  the  Twelve 
Apostle s”—Deve lopme nt  of  Church Organi sation  in  the 
Second Ce ntury—Thre e  Orde r s—Bishops  and Pre sbyte r s 
Distinct in Asia Minor—Bishop not a Diocesan Official— 
B i shop,  the  S ecurity  again st  Sch i sm  ( I gnatiu s ) ;  again st 
H e r e sy  ( I r e n e s ) ;  th e  A b s o lut e  Vi c e - g e r e nt  o f  C h r i s t 
(Cyprian)—Change of  Organisation due to Change in the 
Life and Character of the Church—Christian Commonalty, 
disregarding their Duties, lose their Powers.

I

THE conve r t s  t o  t h e  Ch r i s t i a n  F a i t h  i n  t h e  a po s t o l i c 
a g e  we re  g a t h e re d  i n t o  r e l i g i o u s  s o c i e t i e s  t o  w h i c h 

t h e  N ew  Te s t a m e n t  a t t r i bu t e s  a n  e x t r a o rd i n a r y  d i g n i t y 
and  s anc t i t y.  To  the  apo s t l e s  eve r y  s o c i e t y  o f  Chr i s t i an s 
wa s  a  s o c i e t y  o f  “ s a i n t s ,” “ a  t emp l e  o f  God ,” “ the  body 
of Christ.”1 

I t  i s  c e r t a i n ,  i ndeed ,  t h a t  many  o f  t ho s e  who  bo re  the 
Chr i s t i an name even in those ear ly  t imes  had ver y l i t t le  of 
t he  s p i r i t  and  t empe r  o f  Chr i s t .  They  we re  con t en t iou s , 
ar rogant,  unforg iving,  vain,  and ambit ious.  I t  was necessar y 
to  war n  them aga in s t  l y ing ,  the f t ,  and  g ro s s  s en sua l  s in s . 
Their knowledge of Chr is t ian truth was imperfect ,  and they 
sometimes dr ifted into heresies which were inconsistent with 
the centra l  f act s  of  the Chr i s t ian Gospel .  But that  in ever y 
actual Christian society there were some who were not Christians 
a t  a l l ,  and some whose loya l ty  to Chr i s t  was  mainta in ing a

1 1 Cor. vi. 2; 2 Cor. vi. 16; 1 Cor. xii. 27.
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ver y  doubt fu l  s t r ugg le  wi th  pa s s ions  and hab i t s  which the 
law of Chr ist condemns, was not regarded as a suff icient reason 
for suppress ing the responsibi l i t ies  and power s which belong 
to those who are one with Chr ist and have received the eternal 
l ife which God has g iven to the world in Him. The Chr istian 
Church was organised, not for unbelievers, but for Chr istians. 
I t  was  meant  to cons i s t  o f  those who are  regenerate  of  the 
Holy Ghost; who are one with Chr ist, as the branch is one with 
the vine; who have received eternal life—the very life of God. 
This glor ious ideal determined the polity of the Church. By 
its  very organisation al l  Chr ist ian men were reminded of the 
divine wisdom and strength which were their  inher i tance in 
Christ.

T h e i r  f u n c t i o n s  va r i e d ,  bu t  t h ey  h a d  c o m m o n  r i g h t s 
because  they  had  common dut ie s .  They  were  a l l  a l ike  the 
brethren of Chr ist ;  and the honour and joy of receiving into 
the  Chr i s t i an  househo ld  tho se  to  whom Chr i s t  had  g iven 
“the r ight to become children of God”2 belonged to them all. 
They were  a l l  re spons ible  for  mainta in ing the  author i ty  o f 
Chr i s t ;  and i f  any member of  the Church wi l fu l ly  and per- 
sistently disobeyed Chr ist’s commandments, they were under a 
common obligation to censure the offender, and, if he did not 
amend, to remove him from the Chr is t ian community.  They 
were a l l  taught of God, and had al l  been entrusted with the 
de fence  o f  “ the  f a i th  which  was  once  fo r  a l l  de l ive red  to 
the sa int s” ; 3 and i t  was  the duty of  the commonal ty  of  the 
Church, as well  of i ts  off icer s,  to “try the spir its ,” to “prove 
a l l  t h i ng s ,” and  t o  “ho l d  f a s t  t h a t  wh i ch  i s  good .” 4 The 
qualif ications for off icial service in the Church were g iven by 
the Spir it of God, but the whole Church determined on whom 
these quali f icat ions had been confer red, and elected them to 
of f ice;  and as  the whole Church had power to e lect ,  i t  a l so 
had power to depose. The elder s,  bishops, pastor s,  leader s of 
the  Chr i s t i an  communi ty  cou ld  in s t r uc t ,  war n ,  admoni sh , 
rebuke :  they  had  a  l a rge  though unde f ined  au thor i ty ;  bu t 
the i r  author i ty  was  e f fect ive only a s  i t  secured the consent 
and suppor t  of  their  unoff ic ia l  brethren.  They did not even 
form a separate “order,” with power s co-ordinate with those 
of the Chr istian commonalty. The whole congregation of the 
faithful was responsible for the whole life of the Church—for

2 John i. 12.
3 Jude 3.
4 1 John iv. 1; 1 These, v. 21.
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its f aith, i ts  worship, and its  discipl ine. The Churches of the 
apostolic age were Congregational Churches.

And because they were Congregational ,  they were Indepen- 
den t .  Each Chr i s t i an a s sembly s tood in  the immedia te  pre- 
sence of Chr is t ,  and was direct ly responsible to Him. It  was 
the  body,  the  o rgan  o f  Hi s  w i l l .  When  i t s  member s  were 
gathered together in His name to. worship. His presence made 
the prayers of the assembly His own. When they were gathered 
together  in  Hi s  name to  deter mine ques t ions  a f fec t ing  the 
organ i s a t ion  and gover nment  o f  the  Church ,  Hi s  p re sence 
gave an august  sanct ion to their  deci s ions :  what  was  bound 
on ear th was bound in heaven; what was loosed on ear th was 
loosed in heaven.  The act s  o f  an a s sembly in  which Chr i s t 
was  present  could not be subjected to the revi s ion,  did not 
require the ratification, of any external authority.

II

About  the  fo r tune s  o f  the  Church  be tween  a .d.  70  and 
a .d.  no  we  know  ve r y  l i t t l e ;  bu t  a s  l a t e  a s  a . d.  95  t h e 
re spons ib i l i t i e s  and cor re sponding power s  o f  the  Chr i s t i an 
commonalty in the two great Churches of Cor inth and Rome 
were unimpaired.  At Cor inth the people had deposed some 
of their  e lder s—men who apparent ly had been appointed to 
of f ice  by the apos t le s  themse lves ;  and Clement ,  wr i t ing to 
the Cor inthian Chr istians in the name of the Roman Church, 
does  not  te l l  them that  they had gone beyond the l imit s  of 
the i r  au thor i ty.  The power  o f  a  Chr i s t i an  cong rega t ion to 
depose  i t s  b i shops  i s  uncha l l enged ,  though he  th inks  tha t 
i n  t h i s  p a r t i cu l a r  i n s t ance  t h e  powe r  h a s  b e en  exe rc i s ed 
unjustly.

Nor does  he sugges t  that  there was  any author i ty  outs ide 
the Cor inthian Church i t se l f  which had the r ight to receive 
an appeal from the bishops who had suffered injustice and to 
re s tore  them to o f f ice.  In  the  name of  the  Roman Church 
he remonstra tes  with hi s  Chr i s t ian brethren at  Cor inth and 
condemns them in terms of unmeasured sever ity. But he claims 
no author i ty,  e i ther for himsel f  or the Church of  Rome, to 
revise and rever se their decis ion; nor is  there any intimation 
that the Churches in the immediate neighbourhood of Cor inth 
could  reopen the  ca se  and redre s s  the  wrong.  The Church
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at Cor inth was s t i l l  an Independent Church,  because i t  was 
still a Congregational Church.5

Clement ’s  Epi s t le  a l so shows that  a s  l a te  a s  a .d.  95 he—a 
leading bishop of the great Church at Rome—knew nothing of 
“the threefold ministr y” of bishops,  presbyter s ,  and deacons. 
To  h im “b i shop” and  “p re sby t e r” a re  d i f f e ren t  n ame s  fo r 
the  same of f i ce.  He h imse l f  does  not  c l a im to  be  a  b i shop 
at Rome in any other guise than that in which al l  the other 
Roman presbyter s  were bishops.  He recognises  no bishop as 
having supremacy over  the other  presbyter s  a t  Cor inth.  He 
says that  the apost les  appointed bishops and deacons;  of  any 
third and intermediate order he knows nothing.

The  organ i s a t ion  o f  the  Church  o f  Ph i l ipp i  ea r ly  in  the 
second century appear s  to have been the same as  when Paul 
wrote his Epistle to the Philippians for ty or f ifty years before. 
Paul  speaks  of  “ the b i shops  and deacons” of  the Church a t 
P h i l i p p i .  Po l y c a r p  s p e a k s  o f  i t s  “ e l d e r s  a n d  d e a c o n s ” ; 
the elders were bishops under another name.6

A remarkable document, The Doctr ine of  the Twelve Apost les, 
publ i shed  by  Br yenn iu s ,  Met ropo l i t an  o f  Nicomed i a ,  and 
assigned to the last years of the f ir st century or the early years 
of  the second, contains  addit ional  proof—though addit ional 
proof  i s  unneces s a r y—that  towards  the  end o f  the  obscure 
per iod between a.d. 70 and a.d. ioo, there were Churches in 
which epi scopacy was as  yet  undeveloped.  The only church 
off icers mentioned in this ancient fragment of Chr istian litera- 
ture are bishops and deacons.7

I t  i s  ver y poss ible,  indeed,  that  i t  had been cus tomar y in 
Rome, in Cor inth, and in Phil ippi ,  long before the close of 
the  f i r s t  cen tu r y,  fo r  one  o f  the  “e lde r s” o r  “b i shop s” to 
pres ide regular ly in the assemblies  of the Church and in the 
meetings of the church off icer s .  But the pres iding elder was 
only an elder ; or, if he was called a bishop, he had colleagues 
who were also bishops.

5 Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers ( Par 1), S. Clement of Rome, i. 82–83, 
378–381; and ii. 131 foll.

6 Light foot ,  Apos to l i c  Fathe r s  (Par t  2) ,  S. Ignat ius,  S.  Po ly ca r p,  i . 
427–428, and ii., section 2, 897 foll, and 914–918.

7 Didache (Bryennius), 51, and Introduction, lxi.
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III

But  in  the cour se  of  the second centur y the pres ident  o f 
a Church received a distinctive tit le, and came to be regarded 
as  holding a  higher  rank than that  of  h i s  fe l low presbyter s . 
He was the bishop: his colleagues were descr ibed as elder s or 
pre sbyter s ,  and the i r  or ig ina l  equa l i ty  wi th  the i r  pre s ident 
was gradually lost. Instead of the two classes of off icers which 
exi s ted in the apostol ic  Churches—bishops and deacons ,  or 
presbyters and deacons—there were three—bishops, presbyters, 
and deacons.

It seems probable that this innovation began in the Church 
at Antioch; it may have been suggested by the unique position 
of  James ,  the brother  of  our Lord,  among the e lder s  of  the 
ne i ghbou r ing  Church  i n  Je r u s a l em .  F rom the  ep i s t l e s  o f 
Ignat ius  i t  appear s  that  the d i s t inct ion between bi shop and 
p re s by t e r  wa s  re cogn i s ed—pe rhap s  a s  e a r l y  a s  a .d.    107, 
certainly as early as a.d. 117—not only in the Church of Antioch 
but in the Churches of  Ephesus ,  Smyrna,  Magnesia ,  Tral les , 
and  Ph i l ade lph i a .  The se  f ive  Churche s ,  however,  were  a l l 
s i tuated in one smal l  dis tr ict  in Asia Minor ;  and there i s  no 
con t empor a r y  ev idence—no t r u s twor thy  ev idence  o f  any 
kind—that at  this  ear ly date any dis t inct ion between bishop 
and presbyter was acknowledged in other par ts of the world. 
There is decisive evidence that ten or twenty years before these 
epist les were wr itten the dist inction was unknown in Rome, 
Corinth, and Philippi.8

And the  b i shop o f  the  Igna t i an  l e t t e r s  i s  no t  a  d ioce s an 
b i shop :  he  i s  t he  p re s i den t  o f  a  s i ng l e  cong rega t ion .  No 
au tho r i t y  ove r  the  p re sby t e r s  i s  a t t r i bu t ed  to  h im co r re - 
sponding to that of a modem bishop over his clergy; but the 
Igna t i an  b i shop  and  the  Igna t i an  p re sby te r  sha re  be tween 
them the government of  the Church, and the power s of  the 
Ch r i s t i a n  c ommona l t y  a r e  a l t og e t h e r  s u pp re s s e d .  I f  t h e 
l anguage  o f  t he  I gna t i an  l e t t e r s  i s  t o  be  t aken  s e r i ou s l y, 
i f  no  a l lowance  i s  to  be  made  fo r  mys t i c a l  and  rhe to r i c a l 
e x agge r a t i on ,  t h e  au tho r i t y  c l a imed  f o r  chu rch  r u l e r s  i s 
enormous, not to say blasphemous. And though this author ity

8 For a br ief discussion of the or igin of episcopacy see R. W. Dale, 
Manual of Congregational Principles: Appendix, Art. III.
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is shared by all the presbjders.it is concentrated in the bishop, 
who, to use Dr.  Lightfoot ’s  fe l ic i tous phrase,  i s  the “vis ible 
centre of  uni ty in the cong regat ion.” 9 To separate  f rom the 
bishop is, therefore, to separate from the communion of saints, 
and to separate from the communion of sa ints  i s  to separate 
from Christ.

IV

In the  wr i t ings  o f  I renseus ,  B i shop,  o f  Lyons  (a .d.   177) , 
there is  another representation of the idea of the episcopate. 
“I f  you wish ,” he argues ,  “ to a scer ta in  the doct r ine  of  the 
apostles, apply to the Church of the apostles. In the succession 
of  b i shops t rac ing their  descent  f rom the pr imit ive age and 
appointed by the apost le s  themselves ,  you have a  guarantee 
fo r  the  t r an smi s s ion  o f  the  pure  f a i th ,  which  no  i so l a t ed , 
up s t a r t ,  s e l f -cons t i tu ted  t eacher  can  fu r n i sh .  There  i s  the 
Church of  Rome, for  ins tance,  whose epi scopal  pedig ree i s 
perfect  in a l l  i t s  l inks and whose ear l ies t  bishops,  Linus and 
Clement ,  a s soc i a ted  wi th  the  apos t l e s  themse lve s :  there  i s 
the  Church  o f  Smj r na  aga in ,  whose  b i shop,  Po lyca r p,  the 
disciple of John, died only the other day.”10

To  I gna t i u s  t he  sup remacy  o f  t he  b i shop  wa s  t he  g re a t 
p ro t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  C h u rc h  a g a i n s t  s c h i s m :  i t  wa s  by  t h e 
recognit ion of episcopal  author i ty that  each individual  con- 
gregation was to be held together, and that divisions or iginating 
in  per sona l  wi l fu lnes s  and ambi t ion were  to  be  prevented . 
To Irenaeus the supremacy of  the bishop was the g reat  pro- 
t e c t i on  o f  t he  Church  ag a in s t  h e r e s y :  t he  ep i s copa t e  wa s 
regarded by him “not so much as the centre of eccles iast ical 
unity, but rather as the depositary of apostolic tradition.” “11

9 Lightfoot, Philippians, 233; Dissertations, 198–199.
10 But we have seen (pp. 5–6) that Clement himself did not claim 

that  he was  a  b i shop in  any sense  in  which hi s  co l leagues  in  the 
elder ship were not bishops. And Polycarp, too, was unaware, when 
he wrote to the Phil ippians,  that a bishop was anything more than 
a  p re sby t e r.  The  t r an s l a t i on  o f  t he  p a s s age  f rom I renaeu s  i s  i n 
Lightfoot,  Phi l ippians,  237; and also in Disser ta t ions on the Aposto l i c 
Age, 203–204.

11 Lightfoot, Philippians, 237–238; Dissertations, 204.
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IV

A third conception of  the episcopal  of f ice i s  i l lus trated in 
the wr itings of Cypr ian, Bishop of Car thage (a.d. 248): “The 
bishop is the indispensable channel of divine grace, the indis- 
pensable  bond of  Chr i s t i an brotherhood.  The epi scopate  i s 
not so much the roof as the foundation-stone of the ecclesiastical 
e d i f i c e ;  no t  s o  much  t h e  l e g i t ima t e  d eve l opmen t  a s  t h e 
p r ima r y  cond i t ion  o i  a  Church .  The  b i shop  i s  appo in t ed 
d i rec t ly  by God,  i s  re spons ible  d i rec t ly  to  God,  i s  in sp i red 
direct ly  f rom God.  This  l a s t  point  deserves  especia l  not ice. 
Though in words he frequently defers to the established usage 
of consulting the presbyters, and even the laity, in the appoint- 
ment of off icers, and in other matters affecting the well-being 
of the community, yet he only makes the concession to nullify 
i t  immediately. He pleads a direct off icia l  inspirat ion, which 
enables him to dispense with ecclesiast ical custom and to act 
on h i s  own re spons ib i l i ty.  Though the  pre sbyter s  may s t i l l 
have retained the shadow of a controlling power over the acts 
of the bishop, though the courtesy of language by which they 
were recognised as  fe l low presbyter s  was  not  la id a s ide,  yet 
for al l  practical ends the independent supremacy of the epis- 
copate was complete ly es tabl i shed by the pr inciples  and the 
measures of Cyprian.”12

And fur ther,  the  s acerdota l  a s sumpt ions  o f  the  Chr i s t i an 
min i s t r y,  which  began  to  appear  in  Ter tu l l i an ,  fo r ty  yea r s 
be fo re,  were  pu t  fo rward  by  Cypr i an  “wi thou t  re l i e f  and 
without disguise .  .  . and so uncompromising was the tone in 
which he asser ted them that nothing was left to his successors 
but  to  en force  h i s  p r inc ip le s  and re i te ra te  h i s  l anguage.”13 
With Cypr ian the bishop is “the absolute vicegerent of Chr ist 
in things spiritual.”14

V

To suppose that  the only cause of  the rapid di sappearance 
of the responsibi l i t ies and cor responding powers of the com- 
monalty of the Church is to be found in the ambition of the

12 Lightfoot, Philippians, 241–242, and Dissertations, 208–209.
13 Idem, Philippians, 257; Dissertations, 226.
14 Idem, Philippians, 238; Dissertations, 204.
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rulers of the Church would be a grave er ror. That the passion 
fo r  au tho r i t y  wa s  s t rong  in  many  o f  the  b i shop s—and  in 
some of  the  noble s t  o f  them—is  indeed cer ta in ;  but  i f  the 
Chr i s t i an  peop le  had  re t a ined  the  v igorous  pe r sona l  f a i th 
and the spir itual earnestness of the f irst generation of converts, 
they  wou ld  no t  have  su r rendered  the i r  f reedom;  fo r  the i r 
freedom was necessary for the discharge of their duties.

But  a  g rea t  change  had  pa s sed  upon the  member s  o f  the 
Church ,  and  t h i s  a f f e c t ed  i t s  po l i t y.  Towa rd s  t h e  end  o f 
the f i r s t  century i t  i s  probable that a very considerable pro- 
por tion of those who bore the Chr istian name were men and 
women whose  pa ren t s  were  Chr i s t i an s  be fo re  them.  I f  o f 
Jewi sh  b lood ,  they  had  been  t augh t  f rom the i r  ch i ldhood 
that  the author i ty  of  the ins t i tut ions  of  Judai sm had pas sed 
away, and that the supreme hope of their race had been ful- 
f i l l ed  in  Je sus  o f  Nazare th .  I f  Gent i le s ,  they had inher i ted 
a scorn of idolatry; they could never wor ship in the temples 
o f  p ag an i sm ;  t he  on l y  re l i g i on  po s s i b l e  t o  t hem wa s  t he 
relig ion of Chr ist; i f they ceased to be Chr istians, they could 
only become athei s t s .  Whether Jews or Genti les ,  their  f a i th 
was  prac t ica l ly  in  ver y  many ca se s  a  t r ad i t ion and noth ing 
more.  But  i t  wa s  no t  ea sy  fo r  them to  renounce  i t .  They 
had g rown up among Chr istians; had formed Chr istian habits 
o f  l i f e  and  Chr i s t i an  a s soc i a t ion s :  by  apos t a sy  they  would 
lose their  f r iends and gain no new ones ;  and they had been 
d i s c i p l i ned  to  reg a rd  apo s t a s y  a s  a  sh ame fu l  c r ime.  They 
remained in the Church simply because they had been l iving 
a m o n g  C h r i s t i a n s  f ro m  t h e i r  c h i l d h o o d .  I t  i s  p ro b a b l e , 
too,  tha t  a s  the  Chr i s t i an  soc ie t i e s  g rew in  s t reng th ,  they 
drew into member ship large number s of heathen men whose 
re l i g iou s  l i f e  wa s  ha rd ly  touched  by  the  reve l a t ion  o f  the 
infinite r ighteousness and love of God in the Lord Jesus Chr ist. 
In  the  Church  the  lone ly  and  de so l a te  found a  home,  the 
so r rowfu l  sympa thy,  the  poor  generous  re l i e f ;  and  i t  gave 
to a l l  whose l ives  were drear y and monotonous the interes t 
a nd  ex c i t emen t  o f  a n  an ima t ed  s o c i e t y.  I t  wa s  a  “ c l ub,” 
a s  we l l  a s  a  “ s c h o o l ” a n d  a  “ t e m p l e .” S p e c u l a t i ve  m e n 
we re  a t t r a c t ed  by  new and  un f ami l i a r  f o r ms  o f  re l i g i ou s 
thought ;  those  o f  a  noble  mora l  temper  by the  beauty  and 
dignity of the new Chr ist ian moral i ty.  These men had never 
seen the glory of Chr ist, and they knew nothing of the blessed-
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ne s s  o f  t he  Chr i s t i an  redempt ion .  They  we re,  t he re fo re, 
uncon s c iou s  o f  any  pe r sona l  and  d i re c t  re s pon s i b i l i t y  t o 
Chr ist for the manner in which the Church was governed, for 
i t s  wor sh ip,  fo r  i t s  f a i th .  They were  eager  enough to  t ake 
part in its business when questions arose which excited passion 
and provoked confl ict ;  and when a bishop was to be elected, 
i t  i s  probable that  Churches were of ten ag i tated with f ierce 
dissensions.  But they were indif ferent to the g rave responsi- 
bilities which had been imposed on the Chr istian commonalty 
by  the  apos to l i c  po l i ty,  and  were  incapable  o f  d i s charg ing 
them. The cor responding power s were therefore sur rendered 
almost without a struggle. The people lost their r ights because 
they had lost both the capacity and the disposition to perform 
their duties.15

In  the s e  c i rcums t ance s  to  inc re a s e  the  au tho r i t y  o f  the 
off icer s of the Church, and to restr ict within nar rower l imits 
the power of the people, was a policy likely to commend itself 
to the judgment of  the wises t  and most  devout member s  of 
the community. It must have seemed not only expedient, but 
n e c e s s a r y.  I t  a pp e a red  t o  b e  t h e  on l y  po l i c y  t h a t  c ou l d 
restrain popular turbulence, secure peace, hold the Churches 
together, and prevent them from breaking up into r ival factions. 
The true and ideal  unity of  every Chr is t ian community was 
to be found in the union of  a l l  i t s  member s  in  Chr i s t ;  but 
when there were large numbers of persons in the Church who 
were  not  “ in  Chr i s t ,” the  only  method of  seeming uni ty— 
or the appearance of  i t—was to s t rengthen the author i ty of 
the church ruler s. There was a conflict for ascendency among 
the church ruler s  themselves ;  one f act ion in a  Church sup- 
por ted the pretens ions  of  one presbyter,  and a  r iva l  f act ion 
suppor ted the pre tens ions  o f  another.  The obvious  remedy 
for  these  miserable  and ruinous  conf l ic t s  was  to inves t  one 
of them with a def inite supremacy over the rest, and to make 
the bishop the very centre and foundation of the whole l i fe 
of the community.16

If the g reat conception of the Church which was i l lustrated 
in the aposto l ic  pol i ty,  and which had i t s  roots  in the sub- 
s tance of  the Chr i s t ian Gospel ,  had been vivid ly present  to 
the devout men of  those ear ly  t imes ,  they would have seen 
that the pol icy which seemed so expedient and so necessar y

15 See Note A, pp. 12–13.
16 See Note B, p. 13.
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was ful l  of  per i l .  But i t  was by very s low processes  that  the 
Church appropr iated even the pr incipal contents of the Christian 
revelat ion;  and the rea l  nature of  the Church i t se l f  lay ver y 
remote f rom the thought  o f  the  men who had to  meet  the 
dangers by which the new faith was confronted in the genera- 
t ion  which  immedia t e l y  fo l lowed  the  apo s to l i c  age.  They 
took the cour se to which they thought they were dr iven by 
the necessities of their times, and they were unable to foresee 
the immeasurable evi l s  which they were enta i l ing on future 
centur ies. The fair ideal of the Church as a Chr istian brother- 
hood was lost, and was replaced by an institution in which the 
au thor i t y  o f  church  r u l e r s  became  an  ob j ec t  o f  amb i t ion 
and an ins t rument of  tyranny.  The f a i r  idea l  of  the Church 
a s  a  soc ie ty  o f  s a in t s ,  i l lumina ted  by  the  Holy  Ghos t ,  was 
lo s t ;  the  t r ad i t ion o f  apos to l i c  teach ing  was  hence for th  to 
be in the keeping of the bishops; the defence and maintenance 
of  the Chr i s t ian f a i th were entrus ted to of f ic ia l  hands ;  and 
i t  was  forgot ten  tha t  accord ing  to  the  or ig ina l  Gospe l  the 
C h r i s t i a n  c o m m o n a l t y  a r e  “ t a u g h t  o f  G o d .” 1 7 T h e  f a i r 
ideal  of  the Church as  a community of men shar ing the l i fe 
and power and glory of Chr ist ,  and having immediate access 
to the Father  because of  thei r  union with the Eter na l  Son, 
wa s  l o s t ;  a nd  hence f o r t h  a  human  p r i e s t hood  wa s  t o  b e 
the  channe l  o f  a l l  d iv ine  g r a ce.  A t  f i r s t  t he  Church  wa s 
bel ieved to be so perfect ly one with Chr ist ,  that the prayer s 
of the Chr ist ian assembly were the prayer s of Chr ist ,  and its 
dec i s ions  the  dec i s ions  o f  Chr i s t ;  but  in  the  cour se  o f  the 
third century the bishop came to s tand between the Church 
and God.

NOTE A 
Spiritual Indifference and Clerical Supremacy

“Cler ica l  despot i sm wi l l  be able to prevai l  only when the door s 
o f  t h e  Church  h ave  been  f o rc ed  by  a  m ixed  mu l t i t ude.  The s e, 
being themselves  indi f ferent  to the t rue interes t s  o f  the Chr i s t i an 
l i fe,  a re  incapable  of  shar ing the gover nment of  a  re l ig ious  body; 
they  w i l l ,  t he re fo re,  g l ad l y  f re e  themse l ve s  f rom a  bu rden some 
re spons ib i l i ty  by  ca s t ing  i t  on  the i r  l eader s .  The h ie ra rchy  ga in s

17 John vi. 45.
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s t r e ng t h  i n  p ropo r t i on  a s  l i v i n g  p i e t y  d e c l i n e s .  On  t h e  o t h e r 
hand ,  a  Church composed  o f  ea r ne s t ,  ac t ive  Chr i s t i an s ,  we l l  in- 
s t r ucted in  d iv ine th ings ,  i s  a  se l f -gover ning Church;  i t  does  not 
s u r rende r  t o  any  the  conduc t  o f  i t s  h i ghe s t  i n t e re s t s ,  wh i ch  i t 
regards  a s  no le s s  than sacred obl igat ions ;  i t s  r ight s  and i t s  dut ie s 
go  hand in  hand ,  and the  for mer  a re  fo r fe i t ed  on ly  a s  the  l a t t e r 
a re  neg lec ted .”—E.  de  Pre s sen sé,  The  Ea r ly  Yea r s  o f  Ch r i s t i an i t y : 
Christian Life and Practice in the Early Church, iv. 7–8.

NOTE B 
Jerome on Presbyters and Bishops

Comment ing  on  T i tu s  i .  5,  Je rome  s ay s :  “A  p re sby t e r,  t he re - 
fore,  i s  the same as  a  bi shop,  and before f act ions  were introduced 
into rel ig ion by the promptings of the devil ,  and it  was said among 
the people,  ‘ I  am of Paul ,  I  of  Apol los ,  and I of  Cephas,’ churches 
we re  gove r ned  by  t h e  common  counc i l  o f  t h e i r  e l d e r s .  Bu t  a s 
soon as  each man began to cons ider  those whom he had bapt ized 
to belong to himsel f  and not to Chr is t ,  i t  was decided throughout 
the world that one elected from among the elder s should be placed 
over  the  re s t ,  so  tha t  the  ca re  o f  the  Church  shou ld  devo lve  on 
him, and the seeds  of  schi sm be removed.” In another  pas sage,  he 
w r i t e s :  “ W h e n  a f t e r wa rd s  o n e  p r e s by t e r  wa s  e l e c t e d  t h a t  h e 
m i gh t  b e  s e t  ove r  t h e  re s t ,  t h i s  wa s  done  a s  a  remedy  a g a i n s t 
sch i sm,  tha t  each man might  not  draw to  h imse l f  and thus  break 
up the Church of Christ.”

C e i l l i e r ’s  o b s e r v a t i o n s  o n  t h e s e  p a s s a g e s  o f  J e r o m e ’s  a r e 
e x t reme l y  n a ive :  “To  unde r s t a nd  r i gh t l y  t h i s  op i n i on  o f  S a i n t 
Jerome’s, it is necessary to remember that his only object in speaking 
so  honourably  o f  pr ie s t s  was  to  repres s  the  pr ide  of  the  deacons , 
who, del iberate ly ignor ing the rank they rea l ly  held,  ra i sed them- 
se lves  above the  pr ie s t s ,  and measured the i r  d igni ty,  not  by the i r 
mer it,  but by the r iches of the Church which they held under their 
contro l .  Thi s  Father  was  ver y g lad to humble  them by reminding 
them of  their  or ig ina l  funct ion,  which cons i s ted in ser ving tables 
and  re l i ev ing  w idows ,  and  by  showing  them how much  h i ghe r 
t h an  t h e  o rd e r  o f  d e a con s  wa s  t h e  o rd e r  o f  p r i e s t s .” Ye s ,  bu t 
t h i s  h a rd l y  t ouche s  Je rome ’s  po in t :  we re  the  p r i e s t s  t he  equa l s 
o f  b i s h o p s ?  J e ro m e ’s  o b j e c t  i n  h i s  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  p a s s a g e 
quoted by CeiUier,  seems to have been to humble  the b i shops  a s 
we l l  a s  t o  humb l e  t h e  d e a con s .  [Ce i l l i e r ,  Hi s t o i r e  d e s  Au t e u r s 
Sacris et Ecclesiastiques, vii. 681(6), 682(a).]
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CHAPTER II

THE CHURCH AND THE WORLD: MISTAKEN AND 
UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPTS TO ASSERT THE 
PRINCIPLES OF THE APOSTOLIC POLITY

Montanism—Latent Congregationalism—Novatian and Purity 
of Communion—Donatism—Augustine’s  Arguments against 
a Rig id Standard for Church Membership—His Conception 
of  the Church and its  True Member s—The Ideal and the 
Visible Church.

THAT noble idea l  of  the Church which was expressed in 
the church pol i ty of apostol ic t imes,  continued to haunt 

the imag ination of devout men through century after century 
o f  co r r up t i on ,  s upe r s t i t i on ,  and  s p i r i t u a l  t y r anny.  Aga in 
and aga in  a t tempt s  were  made to  rea l i se  i t ;  but  the  ear l i e r 
o f  these  a t tempt s  were  r u ined by ext ravagance,  f ana t ic i sm, 
and  v io l ence,  and  by  a  f a t a l  i nc apac i t y  to  app rehend  the 
spiritual principles in which the apostolic polity was rooted.

I

In  the  l a s t  qua r t e r  o f  t he  s e cond  cen tu r y,  Mont anu s ,  a 
native of Phryg ia, claimed to be a divinely inspired prophet, 
and revol ted aga ins t  the g rowing power of  the b i shops  and 
c l e rgy.  The  ex t r ao rd ina r y  movement  which  he  o r ig ina ted 
began  to  a t t r a c t  a t t en t ion  in  the  we s t  abou t  a .d.   177 :  i t 
e x t ended  ove r  A s i a  M ino r,  re a ched  Con s t an t i nop l e ,  a nd 
obta ined  adherent s  in  many pa r t s  o f  the  Wes te r n  Church . 
I t  wa s  f ina l l y  suppre s s ed  by  the  Emperor  Ju s t in i an  in  the 
middle of the sixth century.

At that time the Chr istian Gospel was coming to be regarded 
a s  a  t r ad i t ion  which  had  been  en t r u s ted  to  the  b i shops  a s 
i t s  of f ic ia l  guardians ;  Montani sm as ser ted that  the Spir i t  of 
God d id  not  fo r s ake  the  Church when the  apos t l e s  pa s sed
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away,  tha t  d iv ine  i l l umina t ion  wa s  s t i l l  g r an ted  to  men— 
and to men who held no off ice in the Church; that inspired 
prophet s—not consecra ted b i shops—are the t r ue succes sor s 
of  the apost le s  and the div ine ly appointed guardians  of  the 
Chr i s t ian f a i th.  The ordinar y minis ter s  of  the Church were 
beginning to usurp the prerogatives and powers of a pr iesthood; 
Montani sm as ser ted the pr ie s thood of  a l l  Chr i s t i ans .  Great 
masses of men, with no spir i tual  l i fe,  regarded themselves as 
secure of the divine favour in this world and of eternal blessed- 
ness in the next, because they were in the Church; Montanism 
taught that  the Church consi s t s  of  those,  and of  those only, 
who hear the voice of God and obey it.

T h e  m ove m e n t  wa s  a  p a s s i o n a t e  a t t e m p t  t o  r e c ove r  a 
l o s t  i de a l ;  bu t  i t  wa s  wan t ing  in  th a t  c a lmne s s ,  s ob r i e t y, 
and spir itual wisdom, which alone could have g iven it success. 
Every one of i t s  g reat  protest s  against  the cor ruption of the 
age was mar red by the g ravest er ror. It asser ted a noble truth 
in maintaining that the Holy Spir i t  s t i l l  i l luminated the true 
Church ;  bu t  i t s  concep t ion  o f  in sp i r a t ion  was  mechan ica l 
and pagan rather than Chr ist ian. To Montanism the freedom 
and  pe r sona l i t y  o f  t he  p rophe t  we re  ove r powered  by  the 
a c t iv i t y  o f  t he  Sp i r i t  o f  God ;  he  wa s  no t  an  i n sp i red  he 
was only a passive instrument of revelation.

I t  a s ser ted a second noble t ruth in mainta ining that  ever y 
Chr istian man is a pr iest; but the moral worth of this testimony 
was  des t royed by the in ference that  the a scet ic i sm which a 
false conception of the Chr istian life imposed on pr iests should 
be practised by all Christians.

I t  a s s e r ted  a  th i rd  noble  t r u th  in  ma in ta in ing  tha t  those 
alone are true members of the Church who hear the voice of 
God and obey i t ;  but  by those  who hear  the  voice  o f  God 
Montanism meant those who recognised the inspiration of the 
new prophets; and so the true Church was made to consist— 
not of al l those who received the Chr istian Gospel and found 
in Chr ist the Lord and Giver of Life, the Brother and Redeemer 
of men—but (i)  of Montanist prophets,  and (2) of those who 
acknowledged their inspiration.
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II

To  wha t  ex t en t  t he  o r i g in a l  concep t ion  o f  t he  Church 
survived in a purer form among obscure Chr ist ian men who 
organi sed no sect ,  and broke out  into no revol t  aga ins t  the 
ecclesiastical author ities, it is impossible to say. It is, however, 
interest ing to notice that in the middle of the third century, 
when  Cyp r i an  wa s  mak ing  eve r y  b i s hop  “ the  v i c ege ren t 
of Chr ist ,” and was contending vehemently that where there 
was no Cathol ic bi shop there was no true Church,  and that 
where  there  was  no t r ue  Church sa lva t ion was  impos s ible, 
he was met by the objection that the presence of Chr is t  in a 
Chr ist ian assembly—not the presence of a Catholic bishop— 
i s  the  e s sen t i a l  th ing ;  and  tha t  Chr i s t  i s  p re sen t  wherever 
two or  th ree  a re  ga the red  toge the r  in  Hi s  name.  Cypr i an 
attempted in vain to give any effective answer to the objection; 
it was fatal to his whole position, and fatal to the whole theory 
of the Church which was now achieving a disastrous supremacy.

III

The rea l  cause  o f  a l l  the  d i sorder s  by  which the  Church 
was troubled was the introduction into its communion of large 
number s  of  per sons who were Chr i s t ians  only in name. For 
an a s sembly to secure that  presence of  Chr i s t  which makes 
it a Church, it must be an assembly of Chr istians. Only those 
who are  “ in  Chr i s t” can be ga thered together  in  the  name 
of  Chr i s t .  But  was  i t  pos s ible  to  dear  the  Church—and to 
keep  i t  dea r—of  tho se  who had  no  r i gh t  to  member sh ip ? 
Was it the duty of the Church to close its gates against those 
who were not  loya l  to Chr i s t ?  I f  the obl iga t ion were made 
p la in ,  could  the  duty  be d i scharged?  These  ques t ions  were 
ra i sed,  but  in  a  s ingular ly  unfor tunate  for m, by the schi sm 
of Novatian.

Co r ne l i u s ,  who  wa s  d e c t ed  B i s hop  o f  Rome  a .d.  251, 
shor t ly before the death of the Emperor Dedus, was charged 
with receiving back into the communion of the Church those 
who had sacr i f iced to heathen gods dur ing the recent per se- 
cu t i on .  He  wa s  a  “Ca tho l i c ” b i s hop ;  t h e  va l i d i t y  o f  h i s 
o rder s  cou ld  not  be  conte s ted .  But  Nova t i an—a pre sby te r
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of the Roman Church, who before his conversion to the Christian 
f aith had been a Stoic philosopher—maintained that idolatry 
was a mortal sin for which the Church had no power to grant 
absolution;1 that the true Church of Chr ist  i s  a holy fel low- 
sh ip ;  tha t  by  rece iv ing  ido l a t e r s  in to  i t s  communion ,  the 
Church which submit ted to the author i ty  of  Cor nel ius  had 
cea sed  to  be  ho ly ;  tha t  i t  was ,  there fore,  no longer  a  t r ue 
Church, and that Cornelius himself was no longer a true bishop. 
Novatian himsel f—perhaps against  his  wil l—was consecrated 
to the episcopate of the Roman Church, and endeavoured to 
obta in  f rom the g rea t  Churches  o f  Car thage,  Ant ioch,  and 
A lexandr i a ,  the  recogn i t ion  o f  h i s  c l a ims .  Hi s  conten t ion 
was ,  not  tha t  Cor ne l ius ,  a s  a  b i shop,  a s se r ted an author i ty 
which belonged to the commonalty of the Church, but that he 
had not exercised his authority with sufficient severity.

In the par ty of Novatian there were large number s of men 
who had endured cr ue l  lo s se s  and su f fe r ings  through the i r 
f idelity to Chr ist. To them it seemed that the time of trouble 
had  separa ted  the  cha f f  f rom the  whea t .  What  the  re l axed 
discipl ine of a degenerate age had been unable to ef fect had 
been ef fected by per secut ion. The Church had been cleared 
o f  “ f a l s e  b re th ren” who had  cor r up ted  i t s  communion .  A 
golden oppor tunity had come for restor ing the zeal  and the 
sanct i ty  of  an ear l ier  age.  I f  the Church were thrown open 
to those who in times of per il had denied the faith, the oppor- 
tunity would be lost.

The controver sy ra i sed a quest ion which touches the ver y 
foundat ion of  the Cong regat iona l  pol i ty.  The opponents  of 
Novat ian mainta ined tha t  ever y  re l ig ious  soc ie ty—however 
cor rupt—under the charge of a bishop duly consecrated, and 
therefore s tanding in the true episcopal  success ion, i s  a  par t 
of  the t rue Church of  Chr i s t ;  and that  to separa te  f rom i t s 
communion on the g round of  i t s  cor rupt ion i s  to be gui l ty 
of schism. Novatian maintained that when the communion of 
a Church becomes cor rupt, it is a par t of the true Church of 
Chr i s t  no  longer ;  to  s epa ra te  f rom i t s  communion on the 
g round of i t s  cor ruption is  a duty. This ,  in substance, i s  the

1 A Chr is t ian who had lapsed into idolatr y might ,  according to 
Novatian, obtain the divine forgiveness; but the Church had no power 
to absolve him: all that it could do was to exhort him to repentance 
and commit him to the divine mercy.
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contention of Congregationalism. A Chr istian Church should 
consist  only of Chr ist ians;  and when any society consciously 
and systematically admits persons into its membership whether 
they are Chr istians or not, it has deliberately sur rendered the 
ideal which every Christian Church should endeavour to realise.

Bu t  i n  the  Nova t i an  s cheme  the  con t rove r s y  a s sumed  a 
form which involved a true and noble pr inciple in discredit . 
Among those whose courage had f a i led in the per secut ion, 
t h e r e  we r e  d o u b t l e s s  m a ny  w h o s e  f a i t h  i n  C h r i s t  wa s 
g e nu i n e ,  a n d  w h o s e  l i ve s  i n  m o re  p e a c e f u l  t i m e s  we re 
gover ned  by  Hi s  l aws .  To exc lude  them f rom the  Church 
for  ever,  to re fuse to receive their  confes s ion of  sor row for 
thei r  f a l l ,  was  an outrage on Chr i s t ian char i ty ;  and char i ty 
is the chief glory of the Chr istian Church. On the other hand, 
among those who had stood f irm there were doubtless some, 
a t  l e a s t ,  whose  s t e ad f a s tne s s  wa s  due  r a the r  to  the  na t ive 
s tubbornness  of  their  temper and to the vehemence of their 
party spirit than to the energy of their devotion to Christ.

The leader s  of  the schi sm c la imed to be the defender s  of 
the  pu r i t y  o f  the  Church .  They  were  a l toge the r  r i gh t  i n 
ma in t a in ing  tha t  the re  c an  be  no  t r ue  Church  where  the 
commona l ty  o f  the  Church  a re  co r r up t .  Bu t  the i r  t e s t  o f 
corruption was mechanical, unmerciful, unchristian.

IV

Another half-century passed by, and the Churches of Afr ica 
were rent by a schism in which some Episcopalian wr iters have 
discovered so close an analogy to Congregationalism that they 
have described Congregationalists as the modem Donatists.2

Dur ing the  Dioc le t i an  per secut ion Mensur ius ,  B i shop o f 

2 But Roman controversialists have drawn from the history of the 
Donatists weapons to attack the position of Anglicans. A sentence of 
Augustine’s, quoted by Bishop Wiseman in an article on the Donatists 
with an application to Anglicanism, made a profound impression on 
Cardinal Newman while he was still a " pr iest " in the English Church. 
“By  tho se  g rea t  word s  o f  the  anc ien t  Fa the r,  the  theor y  o f  the 
Media  was  absolute ly  pulver i sed.  .   .   .  I  had seen the shadow of  a 
hand upon the wal l” (John Henry Newman, Apologia,  211–213).  To 
Anglicans, Congregationalists who separate from the English Church 
on  a ccoun t  o f  i t s  co r r up t ion  a re  Dona t i s t s .  To  Roman i s t s ,  t he 
separat ion of  England from the Wester n Church on account of  i t s 
corruption involves all Anglicans in the sin of Donatism.
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Carthage, had endeavoured to repress a f anatical eagerness for 
mar tyrdom, and to cor rect  the super s t i t ion which regarded 
the  ma r t y r s  w i th  exce s s ive  vene r a t i on .  I n  t h i s  po l i c y  he 
was suppor ted by hi s  archdeacon Caeci l ian.  Mensur ius  died 
a.d. 311, and Caeci l ian was elected and consecrated in haste 
a s  h i s  succes sor.  The Numidian bi shops  denied the va l id i ty 
of his consecration on the ground that Felix, Bishopof Aptunga, 
who had consecra ted him, was  a  t rad i t o r—that  i s ,  had been 
guil ty of purchasing escape from mar tyrdom by sur render ing 
cop ie s  o f  the  Sacred  Scr ip ture s  to  the  hea then dur ing  the 
pe r s ecu t ion .  The  cha rge  aga in s t  Fe l ix  wa s  den ied ,  bu t  an 
a s sembly of  severa l  Numidian b i shops  proceeded to depose 
Caec i l i an ,  and consecra ted Major inus  to  f i l l  the  b i shopr ic. 
Caec i l i an  re fu sed  to  submi t ,  and  both  pa r t i e s  appea l ed  to 
the Emperor to decide the quar rel .  Constantine directed the 
Bishop of  Rome and f ive Gal l ic  bi shops to hear the appeal ; 
their decision was given in favour of Caecilian, but his opponents 
impugned the author i ty  of  the t r ibunal .  The Emperor  then 
remitted the quest ion to a Counci l  which met at  Arles .  The 
Counci l  conf i r med the previous  dec i s ion;  but  the defea ted 
bishop still refused to yield. Constantine himself was entreated 
to hear the cause, and after hear ing it at Milan he conf irmed 
Caecilian in the bishopric.

Major inus died a.d. 315; he had for his successor Donatus, 
who became the head of the par ty opposed to Caeci l ian and 
gave his name to i t . 3 The Emperor, to crush the schismatics , 
depr ived them of their churches, and a Roman army was sent 
into North Afr ica to enforce the imper ial edict. The Donatists 
resisted, and they were supported by hordes of wild and reckless 
men who, according to the descr iption of Augustine, “followed 
no k ind of  use fu l  occupat ion;  they he ld  the i r  own l ives  in 
f anatical contempt, and thought no death too cruel for those 
who dif fered from them; they wandered about from place to 
place,  chief ly in the countr y dis tr ict s ,  and haunted the huts 
of the peasants for the purpose of obtaining food. Hence they 
we re  c a l l ed  ‘C i rcumce l l i one s .’” 4 P rope r t y  wa s  de s t royed ;

3 A Numidian bishop of the same name had already been one of 
the pr incipal opponents of Caecilian. It is possible that the adherents 
of  the “schism “were ca l led Donat i s t s  before “Donatus the Great” 
was elected Bishop of Carthage.

4 A u g u s t i n e ,  c o n t r a  G a u d e n t i u m  D o n a t i s t a m ,  i .  §  32 .  M i g n e , 
ix. 725.
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houses  and churches  were  bur nt ;  l a rge  number s  o f  per sons 
were massacred.  So for midable were the outrages  that  Con- 
s tant ine at  la s t  y ie lded,  and the laws against  Donat i sm were 
repealed. On his death, Constans, who succeeded him in North 
Afr ica ,  a t tempted by a  l av i sh d i s t r ibut ion of  money among 
the adherents of the schism to reconcile them to the Catholic 
Church.  Thi s  provoked f re sh  v io lence,  which the  Emperor 
endeavoured to repres s  by f resh sever i t ie s .  Another  a t tempt 
to br ibe them into submission was followed by another f ierce 
outbur st  of  revolt ,  and the Circumcel l iones again at tempted 
to ter r ify the representatives of the empire by the devastation 
of proper ty,  by assass inat ion, and massacre.  They were again 
suppressed. At the accession of Julian (a.d. 361), the Donatists 
were restored to their churches. At his death the per secution 
was renewed.

A  con f e rence,  a t  wh i ch  565  b i s hop s  we re  p re s en t ,  wa s 
he ld  a t  Car thage  a .d.  411,  in  the  p re sence  o f  an  imper i a l 
commissioner, with a view to terminate the quar rel . 5 Among 
the Catholics ,  who were in a smal l  major ity,  was August ine, 
who was now taking a  leading par t  in the controver sy.  The 
commissioner decided in f avour of the Catholic Church; the 
Donati s t  c lergy were exi led and their  adherents  f ined. From 
th i s  t ime  the  power  o f  Dona t i sm  wa s  c r u shed ;  t h e  g re a t 
author i ty  of  August ine e f fected what  per secut ion had been 
unable to accompli sh.  The schism or ig inated in the val idi ty 
o f  the  o rd ina t ion  o f  a  b i shop ;  i t  soon  r a i s ed  que s t ion s  o f 
supreme importance in relation to the nature of the Chr istian 
Church.

The Catholics contended that as long as a Church retained 
the true episcopal succession, it was a par t of the true Church 
of Chr ist, and that to separate from it was to forfeit the blessings 
of  the Chr is t ian redemption.  The Donat i s t s ,  l ike the Nova- 
t ians,  repl ied that the character of the member s of a Church 
i s  not less  impor tant than the success ion of i t s  bishops;  that 
there can be no apostolic Church where there is no apostolic 
d i sc ip l ine ;  that  when a  Church per mit s  unwor thy member s 
to remain in i t s  communion, i t  loses  the “note” of  sanct i ty,

5 There is some doubt as to the number of those actually present 
at the Council.  Mansi g ives 286 Catholic and 279 Donatist bishops. 
Seven representatives were chosen by each side to argue the case before 
the imperial commissioner. (Concilia, iv. 7–276.)
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and separation from it becomes the duty of al l  who desire to 
be loyal to Christ.

The Catholics maintained that the Donatists were in schism. 
The Donatists  repl ied by appeal ing to the constancy of their 
martyrs, to the holy lives of their bishops, to the visions which 
came to them from God, to the miracles which were wrought 
in answer to their prayers. The Catholics declined to acknow- 
l edge  tha t  the se  were  in f a l l i b l e  s i gn s  o f  the  t r ue  Church ; 
Chr i s t  Himsel f  had sa id that  “there sha l l  a r i se  f a l se  Chr i s t s 
and f a l se  prophets ,  and sha l l  shew g reat  s igns  and wonder s , 
i n somuch  tha t ,  i f  i t  were  po s s ib l e,  they  sha l l  dece ive  the 
very elect.”6

The Donat i s t s  quoted the words  of  Paul  in the Epi s t le  to 
the Cor inthians ,  where he ins i s t s  on the pract ice of  church 
discipline.7 “When the Church did not act in accordance with 
these rules ,” sa id they,  “but tolerated unwor thy member s  in 
her communion, she lost the predicates of purity and holiness.”

August ine repl ied:  “I t  was  t rue,  church di sc ip l ine should, 
by a l l  means,  be vigorously maintained; but that s t i l l  such a 
comple te  separa t ion f rom the  re s t ,  even o f  mani fe s t  t r ans- 
gressors, was, in the existing state of the Church, impracticable; 
that the evil must be patiently endured, to avoid a still greater 
one, and to g ive opportunity for reformation to such as could 
be refor med, especia l ly in those cases  where the wickedness 
which was to be cor rected by church discipline was shared by 
too many.” He a t tempted to  show,  by  what  we mus t  a l low 
to be a  ra ther  forced inter preta t ion,  that  “the Apost le  Paul 
was speaking only of individuals, whose vices were not common 
to many, and whose vices were universally known; so that the 
sentence of excommunication pronounced against such persons 
mus t  h ave  been  a cknowledged  a s  j u s t  by  a l l .   .   .   .  Where 
the infect ion of  s in had se ized on the many, the sever i ty of 
a divine chastisement was required; for the counsels of human 
separat ion were vain and mischievous.  They proceeded from 
pr ide; they rather dis turbed the weak among the good, than 
exer ted any power of reformation on the boldly wicked. Let 
man then punish what he may punish,  in the spir i t  of  love. 
Where he may not,  let  him suffer pat ient ly,  s igh and mourn 
wi th  love,  unt i l  e i ther  chas t i sement  and re for mat ion come 
from above, or, at the general harvest, the tares be rooted out

6 Matt. xxiv. 24.
7 1 Cor. v.
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a n d  t h e  c h a f f  s i f t e d  away.” 8  W h e n  t h e  D o n a t i s t s  m e t 
August ine ’s  a rgument  f rom the parable  of  “ the ta res  o f  the 
f i e ld” by  our  Lord ’s  own exp lana t ion  o f  i t ,  in  which  “ the 
f ield” is declared to be, not the Church, but the world, Augus- 
tine replied that in this passage Chr ist used the term “world” 
in place of the “Church”—an asser tion which has been made 
over and over again by the defenders of the Catholic theory from 
Augustine’s time to our own.

It  has  been a g reat  and las t ing mis for tune to Chr is tendom 
tha t  the  noble  idea  to  which the  Donat i s t s  were  dr iven to 
appeal in defence of their schism should have been presented 
to the majestic and regal mind of Augustine under conditions 
so unfavourable to a f air estimate of its truth and importance. 
Among the  Dona t i s t  b i shops  the re  may  have  been  men o f 
consp icuous  ho l ines s ;  but ,  whi le  a s se r t ing  the  neces s i ty  o f 
maintaining the sanctity of the Church, they were intimately 
a s soc i a ted  wi th  wander ing  bands  o f  f ana t i c s  and  a s s a s s in s . 
Where  the re  i s  the  mos t  e a r ne s t  p ro te s t  on  beha l f  o f  the 
author ity of Christ, there ought to be the most generous char ity. 
But the Donati s t s  were not sat i s f ied with ins i s t ing that  they 
themselves were bound in conscience to separate from Caecilian 
and to deny the validity of his consecration; they went on to 
declare that every Church that continued to recognise Caecilian 
as Bishop of Car thage ceased to be a true Church of Chr ist , 
and that the only true Church in the whole world consis ted 
of the par t i sans of Donatus in Nor th Afr ica.  It  was doubtful 
whether Fel ix was a “tradi tor.” The Cathol ics  were sat i s f ied 
that  he was  not ;  and they re ta l i a ted on the i r  opponents  by 
appea l ing to of f ic ia l  munic ipa l  documents  to show that  the 
Dona t i s t s  were  “ t r ad i to re s” themse lve s .  Bu t  i f  Fe l i x  were 
guilty and the Donatists innocent, this was no justif ication of 
a schism which broke up the peace of hundreds of Churches, 
and inflicted on a whole province a century of .horr ible outrages 
and cr imes. The trouble began on a merely technical question, 
lying very remote from the great pr inciple which was declared 
to be involved in the controversy.

Augus t ine  h imse l f  wa s  no t  a  man  to  re fu se  to  recogn i s e 
the contra s t  between the rea l  and the idea l  Church.  In h i s 

8 Neander, Church History, i i i .  275–276, and Augustine, Breviculus 
co l la t ioni s  cum Donat i s t i s,  i i i .  § 15.  Migne,  ix.  632.  Cf .  cont ra  Cres- 
conium, ii. 43. Migne, ix. 492.
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treatises on Baptism, on the unity of the Church, and against 
Cresconius, he teaches that the Church really consists of those— 
and of  those  on ly—who are  one wi th  Chr i s t .  He says  tha t 
men may administer and may receive the sacrament of Baptism, 
and yet  not  be spir i tua l ly  regenerated;  that  only those who 
are spir itually regenerate are members of the Body of Chr ist; 
and that  i t  i s  of  these—and only of  these—that  the Church 
consi s t s .  He says ,  fur ther,  that  the Church consi s t s  of  those 
who build on the rock—that is, of those who hear the words of 
Chr ist and do them, and not of those who hear the words and 
do  t h em no t .  Bu t  t o  a t t emp t  t o  s ep a r a t e  t h e  re g ene r a t e 
from the unregenerate seemed to August ine imposs ible.  The 
Catholic Church had thrown open its gates to all comers, and 
the  number  o f  those  who had entered ,  but  were  f l ag rant ly 
dest i tute of a l l  qual i f icat ions for “the communion of saints ,” 
was  so  enor mous ,  tha t  to  have  a t tempted to  exc lude  them 
would have broken up every existing Church both in the East 
and in the West .  To beg in afresh,  to gather together in ci ty 
a f ter  c i ty  those who gave credible  evidence of  their  loya l ty 
to Chr is t ,  would have been a pol icy of  enor mous di f f icul ty. 
To August ine such a policy would have appeared destructive 
of the very foundations of f aith. He had found a refuge from 
s cep t i c i sm  in  the  t r ad i t i on s  and  au tho r i t y  o f  t ho s e  g re a t 
histor ic societies which had preserved through generation after 
genera t ion “ the  f a i th  once  for  a l l  de l ivered  to  the  s a in t s .” 
These constituted the Catholic Church; and apar t from these, 
so August ine be l ieved,  there was  no sure knowledge of  the 
m ind  o f  Ch r i s t ,  a nd  no  po s s i b i l i t y  o f  e t e r n a l  s a l va t i on . 
Naturally, inevitably, he endeavoured to justify their position. 
He concluded that  the laws and character i s t ic s  o f  the idea l 
Church are not to determine the const i tut ion and discipl ine 
of those visible societies which are held together by participation 
in the Chr i s t ian sacraments .  The tares  are to g row together 
with the wheat ti l l  the harvest comes, and then the tares will 
be  bur nt  in  the awful  f i re s  and the wheat  wi l l  be  gathered 
into the gamer of God. The ideal contrast between the Church 
and the  “wor ld” remains ,  but  no a t tempt  mus t  be  made to 
rea l i se  i t .  These  conc lus ions ,  en forced by the  name of  the 
most illustr ious theologian of the early centur ies, have governed 
the policy of the great Churches of Chr istendom for four teen 
hundred years.
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CHAPTER III

THE SURVIVAL OF THE TRADITION OF THE 
COMMUNION OF SAINTS

Sacraments, not Spirit, the Qualification for Church Membership 
—Attempts to realise the Communion of Saints—Monasti- 
c ism—Free Relig ious Communitie s—Beguine s—Beghards— 
Brethre n  of  the  Common  Lot :  Ge rhard  Groot—Luthe r 
and the Brotherhood—Failure of such Efforts to re store 
the True Ideal of the Church—The Waldensian Churches: 
Peter Waldo.

THE controversy with Donatism ended in g iving a decisive 
v i c t o r y  t o  a  f a l s e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  C h u r c h .  T h e 

Church was now regarded as a g reat society consis t ing of a l l 
those who had received the Chr i s t ian sacraments  f rom duly 
author i sed  mini s te r s .  To deter mine whether  any par t icu la r 
a s sembly was  a  Chr i s t i an Church—or par t  o f  the Chr i s t i an 
Chu rch—i t  b e c ame  unne c e s s a r y  t o  i n qu i re  whe t h e r  t h e 
per sons who const i tuted i t  loved Chr ist  and each other,  and 
whether  in thei r  character  and conduct  they gave evidence 
o f  po s se s s ing  tha t  super na tu ra l  l i f e  in  v i r tue  o f  which  a l l 
saintly souls are one with Chr ist and, therefore, one with God. 
The ques t ions  to  be  a sked  were  o f  a  fo r ma l  and  techn ica l 
c h a r a c t e r .  H a d  t h ey  r e c e ive d  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  s a c r a m e n t s ? 
Had they received the Chr is t ian sacraments ,  f rom a minister 
who had been author i sed  by a  b i shop to  admini s te r  them? 
Had  the  b i shop  who au thor i s ed  h im been  consec r a t ed  by 
the  p roper  pe r son s  and  accord ing  to  the  p roper  r i t e s ?  To 
r e c e i ve  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  s a c r a m e n t s  wa s  t o  b e l o n g  t o  t h e 
Chr i s t i an Church;  and things  had come to such a  pas s  that 
the  Chr i s t i an  s ac rament s  were  not  re fu sed  to  per sons  who 
were flagrantly destitute of Christian life.

The re  a re  s ome  “ t a re s ,” i ndeed ,  wh i ch  even  Augu s t i n e 
thought should be destroyed before the f inal  judgment.  The
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sword  was  invoked  to  de fend  the  Church  f rom those  who 
impugned the  t r u th  o f  i t s  c reeds  or  re s i s t ed  the  au thor i ty 
of  i t s  ru ler s .  Heresy and schi sm were ext i r pated by eccles i- 
astical censures, by the f ierce discipline of f ire, impr isonment, 
t o r t u re ,  a nd  d e a t h .  Bu t  t h e  mo re  who l e s ome  d i s c i p l i n e 
which  would  have  c lo sed  the  door s  o f  the  Church aga in s t 
those whom no breadth of  char i ty could regard as  “f a i thful 
brethren in Chr is t ,” and as  “sanct i f ied in Chr is t  Jesus ,” 1 was 
neglected. The Church had ceased to be a society of saints.

I

But  Chr i s t i an  men s t i l l  longed for  fe l lowship  wi th  those 
who shared the i r  f a i th  in  Chr i s t .  Those  who were  bom of 
God reta ined their  near  k inship to each other.  The rea l  t ie 
which united them was the possession of a common life in Christ, 
not their common membership of a visible society which was 
very largely composed of per sons in whom no indicat ion of 
the presence and power of that life could be discovered. They 
we re  “ t a u g h t  o f  G o d  t o  l ove  o n e  a n o t h e r ” :  t h ey  k n ew 
tha t  they  had “pa s sed  out  o f  dea th  in to  l i f e” because  they 
loved the brethren.2 Those long ings for “the communion of 
saints” which the Church in i t s  cor rupt condit ion could not 
satisfy, sought satisfaction in other ways.

Devout men and devout women retreated into monaster ies, 
not only to l ive a more regular l i fe than was poss ible in the 
“wor l d ,” bu t  f o r  t h e  s ake  o f  t h e  s a f e t y  and  s t reng th  and 
happiness which they hoped would come from close association 
with those whose hear ts were f i l led with the divine love and 
whose lives were controlled by the divine law. They despaired 
of salvation while they were alone. Communion with those who 
knew and loved God was a lmost  as  necessar y as  communion 
with God Himsel f .  In many cases  i t  cannot be doubted that 
the monast ic community was an assembly of real ly Chr ist ian 
men ga the red  toge the r  in  Chr i s t ’s  name ;  and ,  though  the 
condit ions under which they were associated were ar t i f ic ia l , 
and in many ways most pernicious, Chr ist  knew what was in 
their hear ts ;  and s ince they were drawn together by love for

1 Col. i. 2; 1 Cor. i. 2.
2 1 Thess. iv. 9; 1 John iii. 14.
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the  b re t h ren  and  l ove  f o r  H im ,  He  wa s  i n  t h e  m id s t  o f 
them.

II

When monast icism degenerated,—“there g rew up beside i t 
something new, and nearly allied to it, which strove by a purer 
and freer method to realise that for which the monastic com- 
munities were or ig inal ly designed, but which they were now 
no longer  able  to  e f fec t .   .   .   .  Through the  g rea te r  par t  o f 
the  Midd le  Ages  we can t r ace  a  succe s s ion o f  f r e e  sp i r i t ua l 
a s s o c i a t i on s,  which were  o f ten oppres sed and per secuted by 
the hierarchy, per tained rather to the l i fe of the people than 
to  the  f r amework o f  the  Church,  exhib i ted  more  or  l e s s  a 
regu la ted for m,  and profe s sed a  d iver s i ty  o f  doct r ines ,  but 
wh i ch  a l l  emana t ed  f rom a  f undamen t a l  ende avou r  a f t e r 
practical  Chr ist ianity.” 3 In other words, those who earnest ly 
desired to live a Chr istian life were conscious that they could 
no t  l ive  i t  wh i l e  t h ey  we re  a l one.  They  d i s cove red  t h a t 
association with others who shared their joy in the conscious- 
ness of restoration to God, and their hope of immortal glory, 
not only satisf ied strong cravings of their spir itual nature, but 
increased the fervour of devout affection, added vigour to faith, 
and  gave  g rea t e r  s t e ad ine s s  to  Chr i s t i an  obed ience.  They 
lea r nt  f rom per sona l  exper ience  tha t  when they were  near 
to those who loved Christ, Christ Himself came near to them.

As  e a r l y  a s  t h e  e l even th  c en tu r y  t he re  we re  f o r med  i n 
the Netherlands societies of Chr istian women who were called 
Beguines,  or “praying women.” They were not nuns, for they 
took  no  oa th s  th a t  we re  b ind ing  fo r  l i f e ;  bu t  wh i l e  they 
remained in the community they were under vows to l ive a 
s ing le  l i f e  and to  submit  to  the  author i ty  o f  the  Super ior. 
They had houses  o f  the i r  own;  they were  suppor ted par t ly 
by their own earnings, and par tly by the contr ibutions of the 
char itable. “Their dress was uniform, consisting of a garment 
of  coar se brown mater ia l  and a white vei l .  They took their 
meals  at  a common table,  and assembled dai ly at  f ixed hour s 
for prayer and exhor tation. The rest of the day was occupied 
ac t ive ly,  wi th  manua l  l abour  and the  ca re  o f  the  poor  and 
the s ick.” 4 They were regarded with jea lousy by the monks

3 Ullmann, Reformers before the Reformation, ii. 11.
4 Ullmann, ibid., ii. 13.
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and  the  c l e rgy,  bu t  were  g re a t l y  be loved  by  the  common 
people and received the protection of pr inces and magistrates. 
In a.d. 1250 there were a thousand of these Chr istian women at 
Cologne.  In Mechl in there were severa l  thousands of  them, 
and the Beg inag ium, which was sur rounded by a  r ing-wal l , 
must have resembled a modem Moravian settlement.

Ea r l y  i n  the  th i r t e en th  cen tu r y  s im i l a r  commun i t i e s  o f 
men were founded—the f ir st of them, apparently, at Louvain, 
a.d. 1220. “Being unmar r ied tradesmen, and chiefly weaver s, 
they, too, l ived together under a Master,  took their meals  in 
common, and met daily at a f ixed hour for devotional exercises 
and addre s se s .  They,  l ikewi se,  wore  a  pa r t i cu l a r  dre s s  o f  a 
coarse stuff and dark colour, occupied themselves with handi- 
craf t s  and works of  char i ty,  and ear ned the good opinion of 
the  publ ic  by a  use fu lnes s  l ike  tha t  o f  the  Beguines .”5 The 
men l iving in these communit ies  were cal led Beghards.  “The 
Lo l l a rd s  d i f f e red  f rom the  Begha rd s  l e s s  in  rea l i t y  than  in 
n ame. 6 We  a re  i n f o r med ,  r e s p e c t i n g  t h em ,  t h a t  a t  t h e i r 
or ig in  in  Antwer p  shor t ly  a f te r  a .d.  130 0 ,  they  a s soc i a ted 
together for the purpose of waiting upon patients dangerously 
s ick and burying the dead.”7 At f i r s t ,  the only object  of  the 
Beghards  and Beguines  had  been to  ca re  for  the  wre tched 
a f ter  the example of  Chr i s t ,  and to reach a  h igher  leve l  o f 
Chr i s t i an  per fec t ion than seemed to  them a t ta inable  whi le 
they  were  l iv ing  an  i so l a t ed  re l i g iou s  l i f e.  They  accep ted 
the doctr ines of the Church and acknowledged the author ity 
of i t s  ruler s .  But ear ly in the four teenth century they broke 
away from the traditional creeds into the wildest mysticism— 
a  mys t i c i sm wh ich  de s t royed  the  ob l i g a t i on s  o f  mora l i t y. 
Their flagrant heresies and their flagrant immoralities provoked 
f ierce antagonism. In the year 1329 their opinions were con- 
demned  by  the  Pope.  Trace s  o f  the  Begha rd  communi t i e s 
are to be found in severa l  of  the g reat  c i t ies  of  Ger many as 
late as the end of the century, but they were at last suppressed.

Ano the r  a t t emp t  t o  re a l i s e  “ t h e  commun ion  o f  s a i n t s ” 
was made by the Brethren of  the Common Lot.  Gerhard Groot, 
with whom this new attempt or ig inated, was bom at Deventer,

5 Ullmann, Reformers before the Reformation, ii. 13–14.
6 The Lollards were people that chanted or sang, as the Beguines and 

Beghards were people that prayed—if the traditional etymology be correct.
7 Ullmann, ibid., ii. 14.
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a.d.   1340. 8 He was a  s tudent in the Univer s i ty of  Par i s  and 
the Univer s i ty of Cologne; at  Cologne he al so dist inguished 
himself as a Professor. On leaving Cologne he became Canon 
o f  Ut rech t  and  o f  A ix- l a -Chape l l e.  He  wa s  wea l thy,  took 
par t in public amusements, was self-indulgent, and apparently 
whol ly  ind i f fe rent  to  the  dut ie s  o f  h i s  ca l l ing .  But  a  g rea t 
change  came.  He  d i s cove red  the  van i ty  o f  e a r th ly  th ing s , 
and the awfulness  of  death and of  eter ni ty.  He ret i red f rom 
the wor ld and spent  three year s  in a  Car thus ian monas ter y, 
.  reading the Scr iptures ,  praying,  examining hi s  own hear t , 
and practising a severe asceticism. Then he obtained a licence 
to preach.  The churches  were too smal l  to hold the people 
that crowded to hear him. Frequently preaching twice a day, 
and three hour s at  a  t ime, he created throughout the whole 
d io ce s e  o f  U t re ch t  a  g enu ine  rev iva l  o f  re l i g i on .  S to l en 
p rop e r t y  wa s  r e s t o re d ;  d r unk a rd s  b e c ame  s ob e r ;  p eop l e 
that had been living in g ross sin began to live a vir tuous l i fe. 
He was no enemy of  the Church,  but  he at tacked with un- 
spar ing  sever i ty  the  cor r upt  mora l s  o f  the  c le rgy,  and th i s 
raised up an opposition to his work which the bishop was unable 
to res i s t .  His l icence to preach was withdrawn, and he went 
back to his old home at Deventer.

Here  he  won the  a f fec t ions  and admira t ion o f  the  young 
men who were prepar ing for a pr iesthood at a school in the 
town .  He  inv i t ed  them to  h i s  t ab l e ;  g ave  them d i rec t ion 
in  the i r  s tudie s ;  and a s s i s ted  the  poorer  s tudent s  to  ear n a 
little money. He set them to copying manuscr ipts for him, and 
pa id them for  thei r  work.  One of  them sa id to him: “Dear 
master, what harm would it do, were I and these clerks, who are 
here copying, to put our weekly earnings into a common fund 
and l ive together?” Gerhard consented,  and in thi s  way the 
first society of the Brethren of the Common Lot was founded.

The new ins t i tut ion a t  once a t t rac ted the hear t s  o f  those 
who were conscious of the diff iculty of living a Chr istian life 
wi thout  the a id  and suppor t  o f  communion with Chr i s t i an 
bre thren.  One “Brother-House” a f te r  another  was  founded 
i n  t h e  Ne the r l and s ;  s oon  t h e  movemen t  s p re ad  t o  o the r 
countries, along the Rhine, and to the very centre of Germany. 

8 For ful ler  infor mation as  to the l i fe of  Gerhard Groot and his 
remarkable work, see Ullmann, Reformers  be fo re  the Refo rmat ion,  i i . 
57–184.
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T h e  “ B r e t h r e n ” l i ve d  t og e t h e r  u n d e r  a  r e g u l a r  r u l e , 
which  de te r mined the i r  d ie t ,  d re s s ,  and  the  way in  which 
they were to spend thei r  t ime;  but  they were not  exc luded 
from the world like the monks. The members of the Brother- 
hood usual ly sur rendered their  proper ty to a common fund, 
but in the infancy of the institution—whatever may have been 
the  p r ac t i ce  a f t e rward s—th i s  doe s  no t  s eem to  have  been 
compulsory. They worked for their l iving, but did not refuse 
to  rece ive  vo lunta r y  g i f t s ,  though they  were  fo rb idden to 
so l i c i t  t hem excep t  i n  c a s e s  o f  nece s s i t y.  They  we re  no t 
requi red to  t ake  any vows b inding for  l i f e.  In  the  gover n- 
ment of the societies there was a large respect for individual 
l iber ty; and the Houses were not placed under any r ig id and 
un i for m sy s tem o f  l aws .  The  Bre thren  spent  the i r  t ime in 
copying books, in preaching to the people, and in conducting 
s c h o o l s  i n  w h i c h  s o m e  e m i n e n t  s c h o l a r s  r e c e ive d  t h e i r 
educa t ion .  Thomas  à  Kempi s  was  one  o f  the i r  pup i l s ,  and 
his  De Imitat ione Chr is t i  i l lustrates the type of mystical  piety 
that he had seen in his teachers.

The i r  g re a t  p ro spe r i t y  ex t ended  f rom the  beg inn ing  to 
the end of  the f i f teenth centur y.  The invent ion of  pr int ing 
was a heavy blow to them: at f ir st, indeed, they set up pr int- 
ing-pre s se s  o f  the i r  own;  but  they  had innumerable  r iva l s , 
and the large income which for several  generat ions they had 
der ived f rom their  work as  copyi s t s  was  los t .  Their  school s 
we re  g r adu a l l y  s upe r s eded ;  t h e  s cho l a r s  whom they  h ad 
educated established schools of their own with a wider range 
of lear ning. When the Reformation came, the Brotherhoods 
we re  d i s s o l ved .  The  B re th ren  we re  compe l l ed  t o  choo s e 
between the new f ai th and the old. I f  they chose the old, i t 
was  inev i table  tha t  the  Brother-Houses  should  submit  to  a 
more  r ig id  r u le  and become Catho l i c  monas te r ie s ;  i f  they 
chose  the  new,  i t  was  not  ea sy  for  them to  mainta in  the i r 
s ep a r a t i on  f rom the  Chr i s t i an  commona l t y  a round  them. 
Luther,  indeed,  was  thei r  f i r m f r iend and would have been 
glad to see the Houses preserved. Wr iting to the Burgomaster 
and Council of Herford in Westphalia (a.d. 1531), he said:—

“Ina smuch a s  the  Bre th ren  and  S i s t e r s  were  the  f i r s t  to  beg in 
the  Gospe l  among you ,  l e ad  a  c red i t able  l i f e,  have  a  decent  and 
wel l -behaved cong rega t ion,  and a t  the  same t ime f a i th fu l ly  teach 
and hold the pure  Word, may I af fect ionately entreat your wor ships
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not to permit any dispeace or molestation to befall them, on account 
of their still wear ing the relig ious dress, and observing old and 
laudable usages,9 not contrary to the Gospel? For such monaster ies 
and Brother-Houses please me beyond measure. Would to God 
that all monastic institutions were like them. Clergymen, cities, 
and countr ies would then be better served, and more prosperous 
than they now are.”10

III

Mona s t i c i sm and  the  f ree r  sp i r i tu a l  communi t i e s  o f  the 
Midd le  Ages ,  such a s  the  Beguines ,  the  Beghards ,  and the 
Brethren of the Common Lot, were endeavours to recover that 
hea l thy socia l  environment for  the re l ig ious  l i fe  which had 
disappeared with the eccles ias t ica l  pol i ty of  apostol ic t imes. 
The craving for the communion of sa ints  could not be sup- 
pressed,  and the Church no longer sa t i s f ied i t .  Devout men 
and women were dr iven to found pr iva te  soc ie t ie s  o f  the i r 
own—societ ie s  separated f rom the “world,” f rom which the 
Chu rch  wa s  no  l onge r  s e p a r a t e d ;  s o c i e t i e s  c ompo s ed  o f 
per sons  who were peni tent  for  s in ,  who loved Chr i s t ,  who 
ser iously recognised the author ity of His precepts, and ser iously 
endeavoured  to  obey  them.  On ly  in  such  soc i e t i e s  cou ld 
Chr is t ian men feel  that  they were in their  t rue home. Only 
in such societies could there exist  the frankness of Chr ist ian 
con f i dence  and  the  gene rou s  wa r mth  o f  t h a t  l ove  o f  t he 
brethren which i s  a  “note” of  the t rue Chr i s t ian l i fe.  Only 
in such societ ies  could the ideal  of  Chr is t ian r ighteousness , 
imper fec t l y  apprehended  by  the  ind iv idua l  consc ience,  be 
i l lustrated and enforced by the spir it, temper, and example of 
a community.  In such societ ies  there was poss ible a freedom 
of brotherly exhortation not possible elsewhere. The common 
p r aye r  o f  an  a s s embly  composed  o f  t he  t r u l y  devou t  wa s 
something inf initely more wonderful and blessed than prayer 
o f fe red in  the  heterogeneous  crowd where  the  v ic ious  and 
profane might largely outnumber those whose hear ts had been 
f i l l ed  wi th awe and wi th g ra t i tude by the d i scover y of  the 
r ighteousness and grace of Chr ist. What the Church, founded

9 “Laudable usages” was the name g iven by the Brethren to their 
precepts.

10 Ullmann, Reformers before the Reformation, ii. 176.
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by Chr ist ,  had once been—“the house of God,” the home of 
God’s  chi ldren,  the i r  re fuge f rom the darknes s  and tempest 
and per il of the world outside—good men and women hoped to 
f ind in monaster ies  and f ree sp i r i tua l  communit ies  founded 
by themselves .  Their  hope was not a l together di sappointed. 
In  many ca se s  i t  was  l a rge ly  fu l f i l l ed .  But  the se  vo lunta r y 
a s soc i a t ion s  were  a t  the  be s t  p r iva te  re l i g ious  c lub s—not , 
in the noblest sense of the words, Chr istian Churdhes. If it was 
their  endeavour ‘ to receive into their  fe l lowship only those 
whom Chr is t  had received, many of those whom Chr is t  had 
received were by the nature of  their  organisa t ion excluded. 
They were not open to all Chr istians; they were open only to 
cer ta in c las ses  of  Chr i s t ians  who were able to at tempt what 
was generally regarded as a loftier kind of life than that which 
wa s  a t t a i n ab l e  by  t h e  commona l t y  o f  t h e  f a i t h f u l .  F rom 
the f ir st they contained the elements of cor ruption and decay. 
They were the visible and pathetic signs of a deep and general 
long ing for a society in which those who loved Chr ist might 
rea l i se  the i r  brotherhood in  Him;  but  they could  not  per- 
manently sat i s fy that  long ing. They bore witness  to the loss 
o f  the t r ue idea  of  the Chr i s t i an Church;  but  they did not 
restore it.

IV

Among the Waldenses ,  whose  home was  in  the va l leys  o f 
Piedmont ,  but  who in the twel f th  and th i r teenth centur ie s 
became numerous in the south of France and in the nor th of 
Italy, and found their way even into Germany and Spain, there 
was  a  nea re r  approach  to  the  ecc le s i a s t i c a l  l i f e  and  po l i ty 
o f  apos to l i c  t imes .  I t  ha s  been  contended ,  indeed ,  wi th  a 
considerable amount of  evidence,  that  among the shepherds 
l iv ing  in  the  s ec luded  va l l ey s  o f  the  A lp s  the  t r ad i t ion  o f 
a po s t o l i c  t e a ch i ng  and  a po s t o l i c  p r a c t i c e  h ad  b e en  p re - 
s e r ve d ,  w h i l e  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  C h u rc h  wa s  s u r r e n d e r i n g 
i t s  o r i g i n a l  f a i t h  and  f re edom;  and  i t  i s  c l a imed  f o r  t h e 
Wa l d e n s i a n  C h u rc h  t h a t  i t  h a s  m a i n t a i n e d  a n  u n s h a ke n 
f idelity to the simplicity of the Gospel from the earliest times 
to our own.

Toward s  the  c lo se  o f  the  twe l f th  cen tur y  Waldens i an i sm 
began to spread over souther n Europe.  About the year  1160
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Peter Waldo,11a wealthy merchant of Lyons, having an earnest 
des i re  to lear n for  himsel f  the t rue wi l l  of  God concer ning 
human sa lvat ion,  employed two pr ies t s ,  one a  man of  some 
learning and the other a practised wr iter,  to prepare for him 
t r an s l a t ion s  o f  the  Gospe l s  and  o f  o ther  por t ions  o f  Holy 
Scr ipture: the scholar dictated while the other wrote. Copies 
of these trans lat ions,  which were or ig inal ly made for Peter’s 
own use, were distr ibuted freely among the common people, 
and  those  who were  k ind led  to  re l ig ious  ea r ne s tne s s  were 
drawn into  soc ie t ie s  for  re l ig ious  in s t r uc t ion and wor sh ip. 
Laymen began  to  expound  the  Sc r ip tu re s ,  to  p reach ,  and 
to  conduct  re l ig ious  se r v ice s ;  they heard  confe s s ions ,  gave 
absolution, and administered baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 12 
They appealed from the tradit ion of the Church to the Holy 
Scr iptures. Some of the brethren were appointed to off ice in 
the Waldensian societies, but every man that knew the Gospel 
was free to make it known to others. An opponent represents 
them a s  s ay ing :  “Wi th  u s ,  men and  women teach ,  and  he 
who is a scholar of seven days already teaches other s. Among 
the  Ca tho l i c s  a  t e acher  i s  r a re ly  to  be  met  wi th  who can 
repeat  f rom memory,  le t ter  for  le t ter,  three chapter s  of  the 
Bible ;  but  wi th  us ,  a  man or  woman i s  r a re ly  to  be  found 
who cannot repeat the entire New Testament in the vernacular 
language.”13 They had preserved or recovered the g reat  idea 
of the priesthood of the commonalty of the Church.

The  ea r l i e s t  adheren t s  o f  Pe te r  o f  Lyons  appea r  to  have 
had tendencies to asceticism and to have believed that poverty 
is a necessary element of Chr istian perfection; but from these 
errors they soon escaped, and it is the distinction of the Walden- 
sians that in endeavour ing to realise the communion of saints 
they did not, like most of the societies descr ibed in this chapter, 
withdraw men from the ordinary pursuits of life.

I t  was no par t  of  Peter Waldo’s  pur pose to break with the 
Roman  Church .  L ike  John  Wes l ey  in  l a t e r  t ime s ,  he  wa s

11 Those who asser t that the Waldensian Churches have maintained 
—rather  than revived—the t rad i t ion of  ear ly  Chr i s t i an Churches , 
contend that they received their name from the valleys in which their 
faith had been secluded from the general cor ruption of Chr istendom, 
and that Peter of Lyons was not called Peter Waldo till he had received 
the Waldensian faith.

12 Neander, Church History, viii. 435.
13 Ibid., viii. 431.
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wil l ing to recognise exi s t ing ecc les ia s t ica l  author i t ies ,  i f  he 
and those who shared his f ai th were permitted to preach the 
Gospel to the poor, and to associate themselves together for 
communion with God and each other. Innocent III.  was dis- 
posed to treat  them gent ly,  but the bishops who ins i s ted on 
sever i ty had a t ruer under s tanding of  the rea l  nature of  the 
Waldens ian movement .  I t  was  a  protes t  aga ins t  the usur pa- 
tion of the pr iests, and against the corruption which had infected 
the fel lowship of the Church. It  recal led the f ir s t  age of the 
Church: it was the prophecy of the Reformation.



34

CHAPTER IV

THE REFORMATION AND CHURCH POLITY
The Reformation a Revolt against the Catholic Conception of 

the Church, as the Seat of Spiritual Authority, the Source 
of  S p i r itual  Knowle dge,  and  th e  Channe l  of  S p i r itual 
Grace,  embodi e d  i n  Pope  and  B i shop s—Suf f i c i e ncy  and 
S up re mac y  o f  H oly  S c r i p ture — Te st  o f  S c r i p ture  as  a 
D ivine  Reve lation—Luthe r ’s  Method :  whe n  God speaks , 
Man can hear—The Right of Private Judgment,  the Right 
of Each Man to listen to the Voice of God for himself— 
Ju st i f i cation  by  Faith :  D ivine  Salvation  of f e re d  to  the 
Indiv idual  Soul—Inte rve nt ion  of  Pr i e st  unnece s sary— 
Luthe r  on  Ordinat ion—Princ i p le s  of  th e  Re format ion 
fatal to the Catholic Idea of Episcopacy—Lambert’s Scheme 
of  Church Pol ity,  partly Cong regational ,  partly Pre sby- 
te r ian—Luthe r  and  Lambe rt ’s  P lan—His  Ge rman  Orde r 
of  Divine  Se rvice—Cong regational  Church de scribe d  by 
Luther, but Protestants not ready for it.

I

THE Prote s t ant  Refor mat ion,  whatever  e l se  i t  may have 
b e e n ,  wa s  a  g r e a t  a n d  s u c c e s s f u l  r evo l t  a g a i n s t  t h a t 

conception of the Church which had maintained its author ity 
in Western Chr istendom for more than a thousand year s. The 
Catholic Church, according to that conception of it, consisted 
of those—and of those only—who were in communion with 
duly appointed bi shops .  For Chr i s t  Himsel f  had const i tuted 
the apost les  the ruler s ,  teacher s ,  and pr ies t s  of  the Church: 
to resist their author ity was, therefore, to resist the author ity 
o f  Chr i s t ;  and the  apos t l e s  had  t r ansmi t ted  to  b i shops  the 
augus t  power s  which they had rece ived f rom thei r  Lord.  I t 
was the function of bishops to preserve the tradition of apostolic 
doctr ine,  to adminis ter  the sacraments ,  to absolve f rom s in, 
to gover n the Church.  They delegated some of  these dut ies 
to pr ies t s ,  but  the founta in of  author i ty  was  in themselves . 
I t  was  through the b i shops  tha t  Cathol ic  Chr i s tendom was
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held together, and was constituted one mystical  and glor ious 
society;  i t  was through the bishops that  the Church of la ter 
centur ies inher ited the grace and blessedness of apostolic times. 
But  the  b i shops  were  confedera te  under  the  Pope;  and for 
several centur ies before the time of Luther the Pope had been 
usur p ing the  power s  and preroga t ive s  o f  the  ep i scopate,  a s 
the bishops had already usurped the power s and prerogatives 
of the commonalty of the Church.

The p lace of  the Chr i s t i an people  in  the apos to l ic  pol i ty 
had been los t ;  and the loss  was something f ar  g raver than a 
mere los s  o f  ecc le s ia s t ica l  author i ty—of the power to e lect 
the i r  own mini s te r s ,  to  cont ro l  the i r  own wor sh ip,  and to 
determine the general policy of the corporate body to which 
they  be longed .  The  d i s appea r ance  o f  t he  o rg an i s a t i on  o f 
the apostolic Churches was the visible sign of the disappearance 
of  some of  the character i s t ic  ideas  r l  the Chr i s t i an Gospel . 
The Chr istian commonalty had lost their or ig inal posit ion in 
the Church because their true relation to God was denied or 
ob scured .  For  the i r  ce r t a in  knowledge  o f  the  con ten t s  o f 
the Chr istian Gospel, Chr istian people had to depend on the 
pr iests, whose commission to teach was der ived from the bishops. 
The Scr iptures were withheld from the lai ty;  and even those 
laymen who had access to them were under religious compulsion 
to receive the interpretation which had been imposed on the 
words of Chr ist and of the apostles by the great Councils which 
represented the bishops of Catholic Chr istendom. “The faith,” 
—so i t  was  supposed—had been “once for  a l l  de l ivered”— 
to  the  b i s hop s ,  no t  t o  “ the  s a i n t s .” The  ep i s copa t e—not 
“the Church of the l iving God”—was “the pi l lar and g round 
of the truth.”1 No man was permitted to l i s ten to Chr ist  for 
h imse l f .  The  ho l i e s t  women  cou ld  no  l onge r  unde r s t and 
what Chr ist said to the woman of Samar ia at the well, nor the 
most  sa int ly men what  He sa id to the crowd that  heard the 
Se r mon on  the  Mount .  The  de f in i t ion s  o f  Counc i l s  were 
necessary to prevent the words of Chr ist from leading unwary 
souls to perdition.

For  the  g race  o f  pa rdon,  and  for  tha t  e te r na l  l i f e  which 
wa s  suppo sed  to  be  g iven  and  su s t a ined  th rough  the  two 
great sacraments of the Gospel, the Church was also dependent 
on the bishops, and on the pr iests whom the bishops author ised

1 1 Tim. iii. 15.
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to abso lve  f rom s in ,  to  bapt ize,  and to  ce lebra te  the  mas s . 
The  Chr i s t i a n  s a l va t i on  wa s  a c c e s s i b l e  on l y  t h rough  t he 
appointed  min i s te r s  o f  the  Church.  God was  a f a r  o f f  f rom 
common men: He came near to them through the sacraments 
administered by the priesthood.

Aga in s t  the se  p re tens ions  the  Refor mer s  a s se r ted  ( i )  the 
supremacy and suff iciency of the Holy Scr iptures as the f inal 
‘ author ity in all questions of relig ious faith and practice; and 
the doctrine of Justification by Faith.

II

B u t  h ow  a r e  o rd i n a r y  C h r i s t i a n  p e o p l e  t o  k n ow  t h a t 
the  Holy  Scr ip ture s  conta in  a  d iv ine  reve l a t ion?  How can 
they tell what books are properly included in the Canon, what 
books are properly excluded from it? Have not these questions 
been settled by the author ity of the Church—or, in other words, 
by the author i ty of  the bishops? And i f  the decis ions of  the 
Church with regard to the Canon of Scr ipture are inf al l ible, 
may not its decisions with regard to the meaning of Scr ipture 
be also infallible?

Or,  i f  the Canon i s  not  accepted on the author i ty  of  the 
Church, must not ordinary Chr ist ian people accept it  on the 
au tho r i t y  o f  t h eo l og i c a l  s cho l a r s ?  How c an  a  me rch an t , 
a  t radesman, a  mechanic,  master  the evidence which proves 
that the Book of Jonah was wr itten by an inspired prophet, that 
the  Epi s t l e  to  the  Romans  was  wr i t ten  by an apos t le,  tha t 
the Gospel  of  John contains  an authent ic  record of  the di s- 
cour ses  of  Chr i s t ?  Must  not  unlear ned men depend for  the 
se t t lement  o f  these  ques t ions  on the author i ty  o f  scholar s ? 
What  i s  to  be  done  i f  the  op in ions  o f  s cho l a r s  va r y?  And 
may not the tyranny of  scholar s  be as  g rave an inter ference 
wi th Chr i s t i an l iber ty  a s  the tyranny of  b i shops?  I f  devout 
men and women can never  be  sure  tha t  they have a  d iv ine 
revelat ion in their  hands unti l  lear ned men have ag reed that 
ever y book that  i s  bound up in the Bible  has  a  r ight  to be 
there, the faith of the Church, instead of resting on the strong 
foundation of the divine Word, rests on the uncertain supports 
of human learning.

Lu the r ’s  me thod  o f  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  wa s 
s i ngu l a r l y  cou r ageou s .  I t  con s i s t ed  i n  a  bo ld  app l i c a t i on
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of the pr inciple underlying our Lord’s account of the relations 
b e tween  t h e  Shephe rd  and  t h e  s h e ep.  “He  goe th  b e f o re 
them,  and  the  sheep  fo l l ow h im:  f o r  t h e y  kn ow  h i s  vo i c e. 
And a s tranger wil l  they not fol low, but wil l  f lee from him: 
fo r  they  know not  the  vo ice  o f  s t r anger s .” 2 God ’s  word— 
th i s  wa s  i n  sub s t ance  Lu the r ’s  con ten t ion—i s  no t  so  l i ke 
man ’s  word  tha t  i t  i s  po s s i b l e  to  mi s t ake  the  one  fo r  the 
o t h e r .  T h e  S c r i p t u r e s  s h i n e  i n  t h e i r  ow n  l i g h t .  T h e i r 
author ity, like the author ity of conscience, is its own evidence 
and needs  no suppor t  or  conf i r mat ion e i ther  f rom scholar s 
or bi shops.  Every true and honest  man may know the voice 
of God when he hears it. If the books of Scr ipture are br ight 
with a divine g lor y,  why need we ask any man whether the 
books  a re  d iv ine?  I f  they  break :  the  hear t  to  peni tence,  i f 
they inspire faith in the divine love and r ighteousness, if they 
actually reveal God, what fur ther proof do we need that they 
conta in  a  d iv ine  reve la t i c to?  Who a sks  for  the  decree  o f  a 
council or the judgment of scholars to assure him that the f ires 
of  the sun were kindled by a divine hand? To Luther i t  was 
equa l ly  unneces s a r y  to  a sk  for  any  exter na l  proof  tha t  the 
wr i ter  of  the Epis t le s  to the Galat ians  and the Romans was 
taught of God: Luther saw for himsel f  that the teaching was 
divine. He car r ied his pr inciple to dangerous lengths. Where 
he himself could not see the direct evidence that the contents 
of a canonical book were divine, he had no scruple in challenging 
i t s  author i ty.  He ca l l ed  the  Epi s t l e  o f  James  “an ep i s t l e  o f 
s t r aw.” T h i s  wa s  p r e s u m p t u o u s .  O t h e r  m e n  m i g h t  f i n d 
God where  Luther  cou ld  not .  He was  too peremptor y  and 
too se l f -conf ident .  But  the  pr inc ip le  o f  h i s  method was  in 
harmony with the whole contents of the Jewish and Chr istian 
S c r i p t u re s .  They  a s s ume  t h a t  when  God  s p e ak s ,  d evou t 
hearts will recognise His voice.

2 .  In  a s se r t ing the  supreme author i ty  o f  the  Holy  Scr ip- 
t u re s  t h e  Re fo r me r s  a s s e r t e d  wha t  h a s  b e en  c a l l e d  “ t h e 
r ight  o f  p r iva te  judgment .” By th i s  i s  not  meant  the  r ight 
of every man to think as he pleases ,  which indeed is  a r ight 
that  no ser ious  and ra t iona l  per son ever  c la imed e i ther  for 
himself or for other men. The moral and relig ious obligation 
to do our best to make our thought true to the f act is just as 
s t rong as  the mora l  and re l ig ious  obl iga t ion to do our bes t

2 John x. 4, 5.
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to  make  ou r  wo rd  t r u e  t o  ou r  t hough t .  No  man  c l a im s 
the  r i gh t  to  “ th ink  a s  he  p l e a s e s” in  the  inve s t i g a t ion  o i 
h i s to r i ca l  event s :  i t  i s  h i s  du ty  to  submi t  h i s  judgment  to 
t h e  e v i d e n c e  a n d  t o  f i n d  a l l  t h e  e v i d e n c e  h e  c a n .  I n 
s c i en t i f i c  i nve s t i g a t i on  t h e re  i s  a  s im i l a r  ob l i g a t i on .  No 
man  c l a im s  t h e  r i gh t  t o  “ th ink  a s  h e  p l e a s e s ” abou t  t h e 
l aws  o f  e lec t r i c i ty  or  o f  l ight ;  what  he  c l a ims  i s  the  r ight 
to adjust  hi s  theory to the phenomena without inter ference 
o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  “ a u t h o r i t y ” ;  a n d  t h e  r i g h t  t o  m a ke  h i s 
t h eo r y  known  w i t hou t  f e a r  o f  p en a l t i e s .  Whe re  we  a re 
i g n o r a n t  we  c a n  “ t h i n k  a s  we  p l e a s e ” ;  w h e r e  we  h ave 
knowledge  thought  cea se s  to  be  f ree ;  i t  mus t  y ie ld  to  the 
compulsion of fact.

And the r ight of  pr ivate judgment in re l ig ion,  as  the Re- 
formers understood it, was not the r ight of every man to form 
a rel ig ion according to his own f ancy, but the r ight of every 
man to listen for himself to the voice of God. In the Scr iptures, 
which contain the record of divine revelation, there is an appeal 
to the whole human race. It  i s  every man’s r ight,  i t  i s  every 
man’s  duty,  to cons ider  that  appea l  for  himse l f .  The Scr ip- 
tu re s  were,  the re fo re,  t r an s l a t ed  in to  the  l anguage  o f  the 
common people; tradesmen and peasants must be free to read 
them. Scholar s and preachers may be of service in i l lustrating 
t h e i r  me an i ng ;  bu t  t h e  f i n a l  a ppe a l  i s  t o  t h e  h e a r t ,  t h e 
conscience, and the judgment of the individual man. It  i s  to 
him that God speaks, and neither bishop nor pope has a r ight 
to s tand between him and God. This was destruct ive of that 
episcopal usurpation which had suppressed the vigour of the 
relig ious l i fe of Chr istendom for more than a thousand year s. 
It  reinvested the commonalty of the Church with the august 
responsibilities of freedom. 

III

The doctr ine of  Just i f icat ion by Fai th worked in the same 
direction. The Chr istian Gospel, according to the Reformers, is 
a revelation of the inf inite grace of God. God makes no terms, 
prescr ibes no conditions, but offer s the remission of s ins and 
eter nal  l i fe to every man. To meet His wonderful  revelat ion 
wi th  f a i th  s e cu re s  redempt ion ;  s i n  i s  f o rg iven ;  the  s in fu l 
man i s  just i f ied,  and i s  made one with God through Chr is t .
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The  in t e r ven t ion  o f  t he  p r i e s t  i s  unnece s s a r y.  P re a ch ing 
and the sacraments have their  place;  but the offer of eter nal 
sa lvat ion is  made to the individual man, and it  i s  for him to 
make i t  hi s  own by f a i th.  No excommunicat ion can prevent 
the salvation from being his. He may be cursed by the Church, 
but i f  he has f ai th in Chr ist  the cur se cannot harm him. On 
the other hand, in the absence of f aith all the blessings of the 
Church are unavai l ing.  Bishops and pr iest s  had ceased to be 
necessary in order to open the channels of divine grace.

“A l l  Chr i s t i an s  a re  p r i e s t s ,” s a id  Lu the r ;  “ a l l  may  t e ach 
the Word of  God,  may admini s ter  bapt i sm,  may consecra te 
the Bread and the Wine; for has not Chr ist said—‘Do this in 
remembrance  o f  Me.’ A l l  we  who a re  Chr i s t i an s  have  the 
power of the Keys. Chr ist said to the apostles, who were the 
re p re s en t a t ive s  a bou t  H im  o f  mank i nd  a t  l a r g e ,  ‘Ve r i l y, 
ver ily, I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall bind on ear th shall 
be bound in heaven.’ ”

Again,—“The pr ies t  should be e lected by the suf f rages  of 
the people  and a f terwards  conf i r med by the b i shop;  that  i s 
to say, after the election, the f ir st ,  the most venerable among 
the electors should lay his hands on the elected.” 3

When the Calixtines of Bohemia found that the bishops of 
their country refused them minister s, they had gone so f ar as 
to take the first vagabond priest.

“I f  you have no other means of  procur ing pastor s  [wrote Luther 
t o  t h em,  i n  1523 ] ,  r a t h e r  do  w i thou t  t h em,  and  l e t  e a ch  he ad 
o f  a  f am i l y  re ad  the  Go spe l  i n  h i s  own  hou s e,  and  b ap t i z e  h i s 
ch i ld ren ,  s i gh ing  a f t e r  the  s a c r ament  o f  the  a l t a r  a s  the  Jews  a t 
Baby lon d id  for  Je r usa lem.  The consecra t ion o f  the  Pope crea te s 
pr ie s t s—not  o f  God,  but  o f  the  devi l ,  orda ined so le ly  to  t rample 
Jesus Chr ist under foot, to br ing His sacr if ice to naught, and to sell 
imag i n a r y  ho l o c au s t s  t o  t h e  wo r l d  i n  H i s  n ame.  Men  b e come 
minister s only by election and call ing, and that ought to be effected 
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  m a n n e r ;  F i r s t ,  s e e k  b y  p r a y e r t h e n ,  b e i n g 
a s s embled  toge the r  wi th  a l l  those  whose  hea r t s  God has  touc hed,  c hoose 
i n  t h e  Lo rd ’s  n ame  h im  o r  t h em  whom you  s h a l l  h a ve  a c kn ow l e d g e d 
t o  b e  f i t t e d  f o r  t h i s  m i n i s t r y.  A f t e r  t h a t ,  l e t  t h e  c h i e f  m e n  amon g 
y o u  l ay  t h e i r  h a n d s  o n  t h e m ,  a n d  r e c o m m e n d  t h e m  t o  t h e  p e o p l e 
and to the Church.’’4

3 Michelet, Life of Luther, translated by W. C. Hazlitt (Bohn), 138.
4 D'Aubigné,  His to r y  o f  the  Re fo rmat ion o f  the  S ixteen th Century , 

iv. 38–39.
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IV

The two centra l  pr inciples  of  the Refor mation—the pr in- 
ciples which gave inspiration, dignity, and passion to the whole 
Protes tant  movement—were f a ta l  to  the Cathol ic  theor y of 
episcopacy.  The new f ai th could not tolerate the old pol i ty. 
In  whatever  Church the  supremacy o f  the  Holy  Scr ip ture s 
and the doctr ine of Justif ication by Faith were frankly adopted, 
“bishops” with the power s and prerogat ives  which had been 
claimed for them since the time of Cyprian were impossible.

Pro te s t an t  Churche s  might  cons i s t en t ly  adopt  e i the r  the 
Presbyter ian or  the Cong regat iona l  pol i ty ;  the Epi scopa l— 
in  the  Ca tho l i c  s en se—was  nece s s a r i l y  exc luded .  Ea r ly  in 
the  h i s tor y  o f  the  Refor mat ion a  scheme of  po l i ty  for  the 
Protestant Churches—Congregational in its essential pr inciples, 
w i th  some  P re sby t e r i an  mod i f i c a t i on s—was  d r awn  up  by 
Francis Lambert,5 and was formally adopted as the organisation 
of the Church in Hesse at a conference held in the Castle of 
Homberg  in  Augus t ,  152 6 .  Ranke  ha s  g iven  an  admi r ab l e 
account of its central principle.

“The idea was formed of constituting a Church consisting solely 
of true believer s. The following was the scheme drawn up to 
that  e f fect .  I t  was  proposed that ,  a f ter  a  ser mon, a  meet ing 
should be held, and every one should be asked whether he was 
determined to submit himself to the laws, or not. Those who 
refused should be put out and regarded as heathens.  But the 
names of those who chose to be in the number of the saints should 
be wr itten down; they must not be troubled i f ,  at  f ir st ,  they 
should be few, for God would soon increase their number: these 
would constitute the congregation [ i.e. the church]. The most 
important business of their meetings would be the choice of their 
spir itual leaders [here simply called bishops]. For this station any 
citizen of irreproachable life and competent instruction should be 
elig ible, whatever his profession; but he should be al lowed to 
retain it only so long as he preached the genuine Word of God.”6

The local  Church was a l so to appoint deacons and off icer s 
charged with the care of the poor. I t  was to have the power 
of deposing as  wel l  as  appointing a l l  i t s  of f icer s .  And i t  was 

5 See Note A on Francis Lambert, p. 43.
6 Ranke,  His t o r y  o f  t h e  Re f o r ma t i on  i n  Ge r many  (Mr s .  Aus t in ’s 

translation), ii. 485–486.
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to have the power of  excommunicat ing any of  i t s  member s . 
Church meetings were to be held every Sunday.

S o  f a r  t h e  s c h e m e  wa s  p u r e l y  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l .  B u t  a 
general Synod was to be held every year at which each Church 
was  to  be  represented by i t s  pa s tor  and an e lec ted l ayman. 
The Synod was to appoint Visitor s, whose term of off ice was 
apparently to be annual, and who were to visit the Churches, 
to examine those who had been elected bishops,  to conf irm 
the bishops they approved, and to provide for the execution 
of the decrees of the Synod. The Synod was to be governed 
by  the  Word  o f  God ;  fo r  “ the  Word  o f  God  ou twe igh s  a 
major i ty.  I t s  deci s ions were not to be ‘decrees ’ or ‘ s ta tutes ,’ 
bu t  s imp ly  ‘ t he  an swe r  o f  t he  He s s i an  Synod ,’” and  they 
were  to  be  suppor ted  by  Sc r ip tu re.  For  the  f i r s t  yea r  the 
Visitors were to be appointed by Philip of Hesse.

There was also to be a permanent Committee for the general 
super in tendence  o f  the  Churche s .  The  Commit tee  wa s  to 
cons i s t  ( i )  of  thir teen per sons appointed by the Synod;  and 
the pr inces  and nobles  present  a t  the meet ing of  the Synod 
were  to  have  the  r igh t  o f  vo t ing  wi th  the  pa s to r s  and  l ay 
repre sen ta t ive s  o f  the  Churche s ;  (2 )  o f  the  th ree  Vi s i to r s ; 
(3)  of  specia l  representa t ives  of  the Church a t  Marburg.  At 
the  meet ings  o f  the  Commit tee  the Landg rave was  to  have 
the right to be present.

I t  i s  obvious  that  the power entrus ted to the Committee, 
the Vis i tor s ,  and the Synod could not be exerci sed without 
l imi t ing  and  repre s s ing  tha t  independence  o f  the  s epa r a t e 
Churches which Lamber t was anxious to asser t.  He may have 
hoped  tha t  a f t e r  a  pe r iod  o f  t r an s i t ion ,  dur ing  which  the 
separate Churches might g ive suff icient proof of their strength 
to sa t i s fy  those who regarded the scheme with di s t rus t ,  the 
functions of the Synod would naturally cease. But the scheme 
was never car r ied out. In Hesse, as elsewhere, the ecclesiastical 
author ity assumed by the Civil Power suppressed the freedom 
of the Church.7

Luther ’s  own pos i t ion in  re l a t ion to  the  ques t ions  ra i sed

7 Lamber t ’s  t re a t i s e  on  The  Sum o f  Ch r i s t i an i t y  wa s  t r an s l a t ed 
in to  Eng l i sh  wi th  an  Ep i s t l e  to  Anne  Bo leyn .  See  ex t r ac t s  f rom 
the Dedicat ion to “the noble pr ince of  Lausanne” in Waddington, 
i .  (1200–1557), 543–544. This treatise had doubtless some influence 
in  encourag ing the deve lopment  of  Cong regat iona l  tendencies  in 
England.
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by Lamber t ’s  proposa l s  i s  in te re s t ing  and charac ter i s t i c.  In 
hi s  German Order  o f  Div ine  Se r v i c e,  which he declares  i s  not 
to  be  regarded a s  “a  compul sor y  l aw,” but  i s  to  be  used a t 
the good pleasure of the Churches, and “where, when, and as 
long a s  c i rcumstances  f avour  and demand i t ,” he  speaks  o f 
three different forms of divine service. He is wil l ing that the 
service should be conducted in Latin:  “and i f  the Greek and 
Hebrew tongues were as f amiliar to us as the Latin, and pos- 
sessed as g reat store of f ine music and song as that does, were 
I able to br ing it about, mass should be celebrated, and there 
should be s ing ing and reading in our churches  on a l ter nate 
Sundays ,  in  a l l  four  l anguages—Ger man,  Lat in ,  Greek,  and 
Hebrew.” The Lat in ser v ice was  to be for  educated people : 
“for the sake of the s imple laymen” he proposed that divine 
service should be in German.  His  concept ions of  the nature 
and object s  of  the Ger man service i l lus t ra te  hi s  es t imate of 
the actual congregation for which he had to make provision. 
“The re  a re  many,” he  s ay s ,  “who  a t t end  upon  the  publ i c 
wor ship of God who are not yet bel iever s or Chr ist ians;  the 
g rea te r  pa r t  s t and  and  gape,  tha t  they  may  s ee  someth ing 
new; and i t  i s  jus t  as  though we ce lebrated the se r v i ce  o f  God on 
an open square  o r  f i e ld  among Turks  o r  hea thens .” The Ger man 
service was to be an evangelical service; not a service for the 
complete expression of the life of the Church.8

But he thinks that the true type of evangelical order should 
include a th i rd  service.  This  should not be celebrated “pub- 
licly among all the people,” but—

“Those  who  a re  de s i rou s  o f  b e ing  Chr i s t i an s  i n  e a r ne s t ,  and 
are ready to profess the Gospel with hand and mouth, should reg ister 

8 Another  pa s s age  con f i r ms  th i s  s t a t ement .  He  s ay s ,  “ In  f ine, 
we institute this order not for the sake of those who are Chr ist ians 
already, for they have need of none of these things, nor do they live for 
them; but they live for the sake of those who are not yet Chr istians, 
that they may make them Chr ist ians; they have their divine service 
in their spir its. But it is necessary to have such an order for the sake 
of those who are to become Chr istians or are to grow stronger, just as 
a Chr ist ian has need of baptism, the Word, and the sacrament, not 
as a Chr istian, for as such he has them already, but as a sinner. But, 
above all, the order is for the simple and for the young folk.  .  .  . For 
the sake of such we must teach, preach, wr ite, and devise; and if i t 
could in any way ass ist  or promote their interests ,  I  would have al l 
the bells pealed and all the organs sounded, and let everything make 
a noise that could.” Hagenbach, History of the Reformation, ii. 9–11.
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their names and assemble in some pr ivate house to read, to baptize, 
t o  re c e ive  t h e  s a c r amen t ,  a nd  p r a c t i s e  o t h e r  Ch r i s t i a n  wo rk s . 
In  th i s  o rde r,  tho se  whose  conduc t  wa s  no t  such  a s  i s  be f i t t ing 
Chr i s t i an s  might  be  recogni sed ,  reproved,  re for med,  re jec ted ,  or 
excommunicated, in accordance with the rule laid down by Chr ist . 
( M a t t ,  x v i i i .  15  s e q . ) .  B u t  I  c a n n o t  a n d  wo u l d  n o t  o rd e r  o r 
a r r ange  such  a  cong rega t ion  o r  a s s embly  a t  p re s en t .  I  h ave  no t 
the requis i te per sons for i t ,  nor do I  see many who are urgent for 
i t .  Bu t  s hou ld  i t  come  to  p a s s  t h a t  I  mu s t  do  i t—tha t  I  am so 
p re s s ed  upon  a s  t o  be  unab l e  w i th  a  good  con s c i ence  t o  l e ave 
i t  undone—then  wi l l  I  g l ad ly  do  my pa r t  to  s ecure  i t ,  and  wi l l 
a s s i s t  i t  a s  be s t  I  c an .  .   .   .  I n  the  mean t ime,  I  wou ld  ab ide  by 
the  two  a fo re s a i d  me thod s ,  and  pub l i c l y  among  the  peop l e  a i d 
in the promotion of such divine service, besides preaching, as shal l 
exerc i se  the  youth,  and ca l l  and inc i te  other s  to  f a i th ,  unt i l  tho s e 
Ch r i s t i a n s  wh o  a r e  t h o r o u g h ly  i n  e a r n e s t  s h a l l  d i s c o v e r  e a c h  o t h e r 
and c leave together ,  to the end that there may be no f action-forming 
( s e c t i ona l  p a r t y i sm) ,  such  a s  m igh t  en sue  i f  I  we re  to  t ake  the 
management  o f  the  who le  ma t t e r  upon  myse l f ;  f o r  we  Ger mans 
are  a  savage,  r ude,  tempestuous  people,  not  l ight ly  to be led into 
anything new, unless there be most urgent occasion.”9

I t  appea r s  f rom th i s  tha t  the  o rgan i s a t ion  which  Lu the r 
constructed was a  miss ionar y and educat ional  agency rather 
t h an  a  Chu rch .  Bu t  h e  l ook s  f o rwa rd  t o  t h e  t ime  when 
“those Chr i s t i ans  who are  most  thoroughly in ear nes t  sha l l 
discover each other and cleave together,” and organise them- 
selves into societies which will be Chr istian in the true sense 
of the word—Churches with the powers attr ibuted by Chr ist 
Himse l f  to  tho se  tha t  a re  ga the red  toge the r  in  Hi s  name. 
To Luther Congregationalism was the ideal polity; but, as he 
thought, the time had not come for attempting to institute it.10

NOTE A 
Francis Lambert

This  remarkable  man was  bor n in  Avignon about  1487.  He was 
the descendant of a noble f amily; his  f ather was Secretary of Lega- 
t ion at  the apostol ic palace.  At f i f teen year s  of  age he entered the 
o rd e r  o f  t h e  F r a n c i s c a n s .  H av i n g  a n  a rd e n t  a n d  i m p a s s i o n e d 
t emperament ,  he  became  a  mos t  e f f e c t ive  popu l a r  p reache r.  He 
studied the Scr iptures with g reat ear nestness ,  and expounded them 
to  t he  coun t r y  peop l e  i n  t h e  v i l l a g e s  a bou t  Av i gnon .  H i s  z e a l

9 Hagenbach, History of the Reformation, 12–13.
10 See Note B, p. 44.
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provoked ir r i tat ion in his  convent,  and in 152a he lef t  i t ,  never to 
re tur n.  He found hi s  way to  Zur ich,  and when he was  preaching 
in  the ca thedra l  on the in terces s ion of  the  Virg in and the sa int s , 
Zw ing l e  ex c l a imed—“Bro the r,  t hou  e r re s t .” The  opponen t s  o f 
Zwing l e  though t  tha t  Lamber t  migh t  show h imse l f  a  ma t ch  fo r 
the g rea t  Swis s  re for mer,  and ar ranged for  a  d i sputa t ion between 
them. The discuss ion las ted four hour s ,  and then Lamber t  thanked 
God that by the l ight of God’s Word he had been convinced of his 
e r ro r.  He  then  gave  up  h i s  monk ’s  d re s s  and  wen t  to  Ger many, 
b e i n g  ve r y  a nx i ou s  t o  s e e  Lu t h e r .  A f t e r  many  v i c i s s i t u d e s  h e 
f o u n d  p ro t e c t i o n  a n d  s u p p o r t  f ro m  P h i l i p  o f  H e s s e .  H e  d i e d 
Apr i l  18 ,  1530 .  There  i s  an  exce l l en t  a ccoun t  o f  h im under  h i s 
name in  Haag ,  La  France  Pro te s t an te,  v i .  238–243 ;  and  in  Wad- 
ding ton, i. (1200–1557), 357–383-

NOTE B 
Congregational Ideas among Foreign Protestants

The fo l lowing  s to r y  f rom Foxe  i s  an  i l lu s t r a t ion  o f  the  ex ten t 
to which some at least of the pr inciples of Congregationalism were 
h e l d  by  f o r e i g n  P ro t e s t a n t s . 1 1  Ay m o n d  d e  l a  Voye ,  a  F r e n c h 
pr ie s t ,  was  accused of  heresy  a t  Bordeaux,  in  1543.  In the cour se 
o f  h i s  examina t ion  the  judge  a sked  h im—“Dos t  thou  be l i eve  in 
the Church? ”

T h e  M a r t y r . — “ I  b e l i eve ,  a s  t h e  C h u rc h  r e g e n e r a t e d  by  t h e 
blood of Christ, and founded in His Word, hath appointed.”

Judge.—“What Church is that?”
The Mar tyr .—” The Church i s  a  Greek word,  s igni fying as  much 

a s  a  cong rega t ion  or  a s sembly :  and so  I  s ay  tha t  whensoever  the 
f a i th fu l  do  cong rega t e  toge the r  to  the  honour  o f  God ,  and  the 
amp l i f y ing  o f  Chr i s t i an  re l i g ion ,  the  Ho ly  Ghos t  i s  ve r i l y  w i th 
them.”

Judge .—“By th i s  i t  should fo l low that  there  be many Churches : 
and whereas  any rus t ica l  c lowns do as semble together,  there  must 
be a Church.”

The  Mar t y r .—“I t  i s  no  ab surd  th ing  to  s ay  tha t  the re  be  many 
Churches  or  cong regat ions  among the Chr i s t ians :  and so speaketh 
S t .  Pau l ,  ‘To a l l  the  churches  which a re  in  Ga la t i a ,’ e tc.  And yet 
all these congregations make but one Church.”

J u d g e . — “ T h e  C h u rc h  w h e re i n  t h o u  b e l i eve s t ,  i s  i t  n o t  t h e 
same Church which our creed doth call the Holy Church?”

The Martyr.—“I believe the same.”
Judge.—“And who should be Head of that Church? ”
The Martyr.—” Jesus Christ.”
Judge.—“And not the Pope? ”
The Martyr.—” No.”

11 Foxe, Acts and Monuments (1631), ii. 131.
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CHAPTER I

ENGLISH CONGREGATIONALISM UNDER 
ELIZABETH: INTRODUCTORY

1558–1603
England and Rome:  Restle ssne ss  without Revolt—The “Wea- 

ve r s ” or  “Publ i can s” :  The i r  Teach ing  and  Treatme nt— 
Assiz e  of  Clarendon:  Order against  harbouring Heretics 
—Other Heretics  in Twelfth and Thirteenth Centurie s— 
The  “Harlot s”—John  Ball—Wycl i f  and  Revolt  again st 
Rome—His  Inf lue nce  and  Teach ing—Translation  of  the 
Bible :  Lay Evangel i sts—The Lollards—Their  Petition for 
Re form—The  Act  “De  He retico  Combure ndo”—Martyr- 
dom of  Sawtrb and Thorpe—Oldcastle ’s  Revolt and Exe- 
cution— Per secution of  Lollards—Secret  Cong regation 
at  Che sterton—Martyrdom of  Thomas  Man—Prog re ss  of 
Fre e  Faith—Henry VII I .  and the  Pope—Secret  Assembl ie s 
in London and Essex during Mary’s  Reign:  Their Charac- 
ter and Aim.

FOR three centur ies  a f ter  the Nor man Conquest  England 
was  loya l  to a l l  the t radi t ions  of  the “Cathol ic  Church.” 

The per s i s tent  endeavour of  the Papacy to use i t s  author i ty 
a s  the  f ina l  cour t  o f  appea l  in  a l l  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  c au se s ,  to 
make appointments to English benef ices, and to enr ich Italian 
pr iests from the revenues of the English Church, provoked the 
resentment of the King, the nobles, the native clergy, and the 
people,  and gave occas ion to  ang r y  controver s ie s  in  which 
somet imes  the Crown and somet imes  the Pope won a  tem- 
po r a r y  succe s s ;  bu t  the re  wa s  ne i the r  he re s y  no r  s ch i sm . 
One or two obscure movements which indicated rest lessness 
and di scontent  were prompt ly  suppres sed,  and produced no 
appa ren t  impre s s ion  on  the  gene r a l  re l i g iou s  f a i th  o f  the 
nation.
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I

In the re ign of  Henry II . ,  about the year  1160,  a  s ingular 
company o f  fo re igner s  appea red  in  Eng land  and  awakened 
the a larm of the eccles ias t ica l  author it ies .  There were about 
th i r t y  o f  t hem—men and  women .  Wi th  the  excep t ion  o f 
Ge rh a rd ,  t h e i r  l e a d e r,  who  h ad  s ome  l e a r n i ng ,  t h ey  a re 
descr ibed as  a l together  “unlet tered,  and per fect  boor s  both 
in  knowledge  and conver sa t ion .” They spoke Ger man,  and 
had crossed the sea to preach a new faith. A Council was held 
at  Oxford to inquire into their  opinions.1 Gerhard sa id that 
they  were  Chr i s t i an s  and tha t  the  doct r ine  o f  the  apos t l e s 
was their rule of faith. On being pressed with questions about 
the details of their belief , it appeared that they held the ortho- 
dox creed on the Tr inity and the Incar nat ion, but that  they 
“re jected Bapt i sm and the Holy Euchar i s t ,  dec lared aga ins t 
mar r iage and Cathol ic  communion.”2 To prevent the spread 
of the heresy, the bishops handed them over to the King, and 
i t  was  ordered that  they should be branded in the forehead 
and publicly whipped out of the city. All persons were str ictly 
f o rb idden  to  g ive  them food  o r  she l t e r.  They  bo re  the i r 
sentence with g reat  courage,  Gerhard marching at  the head 
o f  t h e m  s i n g i n g ,  “ B l e s s e d  a r e  ye  w h e n  m e n  s h a l l  h a t e 
you.” It was winter, and they al l  died a miserable death from 
s t a r va t ion  and  co ld .  One poor  woman,  who was  supposed 
to be their  only conver t ,  “confessed her er ror and deserved 
reconciliation.”

These per sons  are  descr ibed in the Annal s  of  Tewkesbur y 
a s  “weaver s ,” and by a  contemporar y chronic ler  a s  “of  that 
c l a s s  .   .   .  which  i s  genera l l y  ca l l ed  Publ i can s .” They  may, 
therefore, be identif ied with numerous “heretics,” who in the 
twelfth and thir teenth centur ies were found in nor thern Italy, 
in  France,  in  Ger many,  in  the Low Countr ie s ,  and even in 
Spain, and who were known under a g reat var iety of names. 
I n  F r a n c e  t h ey  we re  c a l l e d  “ we ave r s ” a n d  “ p u b l i c a n s .”

1 The Council at Oxford was held probably in January, 1165–6. See 
Wilkins,  Conci l ia ,  I .  438–439; and Hale,  Pleas  o f  the Crown ,  i .  398. 
Stow, however,  p laces  i t  in 1162,  and some other author i t ies  even 
earlier.

2 Collier, ii. 263.
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They appear to have fol lowed the trade of  “weaver s ,” par t ly 
for the sake of ear ning their  l iving, but a l so to enable them 
to  p a s s  f rom  coun t r y  t o  coun t r y  w i t hou t  p rovok ing  t h e 
suspicion of the author it ies .  Early,  in the thir teenth century 
they established an institution in Languedoc, in which young 
per sons  were  educated for  the  mini s t r y  among them under 
the  p re tex t  o f  be ing  brought  up  to  tha t  t r ade. 3 The  name 
“Publ icans” seems to be a  cor rupt ion of  “Popl icani ,” which 
may mean “Mel t  o f  the People.” These  heret ic s  mainta ined 
that the Church “is a congregation of men and women”; they, 
therefore, denied “any house made with hands to be a Church,” 
and “they prefer red to wor ship in s tables ,  in s i t t ing-rooms, 
a n d  eve n  i n  b e d ro o m s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  c h u rc h e s .” T h ey 
rejected some of the super stit ious practices of Rome, such as 
ex t reme unc t ion  and  p i l g r image s  to  the  sh r ine s  o f  s a in t s . 
They taught  tha t  s a lva t ion i s  by  g race  and f a i th—not  by / 
wo rk s .  They  c l a imed  f o r  a l l  Ch r i s t i a n  p eop l e ,  men  and 
women al ike,  the l iber ty to preach. They asser ted that Holy 
Sc r i p tu re  i s  t he  one  sup reme  r u l e  o f  f a i t h  and  du ty,  and 
ma in t a i n ed  t h a t  eve r y  Ch r i s t i a n  man  mu s t  i n t e r p re t  t h e 
Scr iptures for himsel f .  In f act ,  they ant ic ipated some of the 
character is t ic doctr ines of the Reformation, and their secret 
assemblies were practically Congregational Churches.4

The chronic ler  who te l l s  the s tor y of  their  condemnat ion 
a t  Oxford and the i r  dea th  adds ,  wi th  devout  complacency, 
tha t  “ the  p ious  f i r mnes s  o f  th i s  sever i ty  not  on ly  c leansed 
the  rea lm o f  Eng l and  f rom the  pe s t i l ence  which  had  now 
crept  into i t ,  but  a l so  prevented i t  f rom aga in creeping in , 
by means of the terror with which it struck the heretics.”5

But the success  of  the “pious” sever i ty was not complete. 
The King was  not  sa t i s f ied that  the heresy was  crushed.  At 
an Assize held at Clarendon soon after the Council of Oxford, 
the King’s  subjects  are warned against  receiving “any of the

3 For an extremely interest ing account of “Evangel ical  Noncon- 
formity under the Plantagenets,” see an ar t ic le bear ing that t i t le in 
The British Quarterly Review for Apr il, 1870, 362–392, of which free use 
i s  made in thi s  chapter.  I t  i s  genera l ly under s tood that  the ar t ic le 
was written by the late Rev. T. W. Davids, of Colchester.

4 The quotations are from Ebrard, a native of Flanders, who wrote 
in  the  th i r teenth centur y.  Br i t i sh  Quar t e r ly  Rev i ew ,  l . c. ,  378–379. 
See Gretser, op., xii., Trias Scriptorum (Bibl. Pat. Lugd.), xxiv. 1525.

5 Guilielmus Neubr igensis [Will iam Litt le, or Petyt, of Riveaux], 
in Wilkins, Concilia, i. 439.
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sect of the renegades” which had just been excommunicated; 
if the warning is disregarded, the offender is to be at the King’s 
mercy, and the house in which the heretics have been received 
is to be carried outside the town and burnt.6

A t  t he  c l o s e  o f  t he  re i gn  o f  Hen r y  I I . ,  h e re t i c s  who se 
opinions had been drawn from continental sources are said to 
have  been numerous  in  ever y  par t  o f  Eng land.  Dur ing the 
re i gn  o f  R i ch a rd  I .  t h e re  we re  Wa lden s e s  i n  Ken t .  Ve r y 
many Albigenses  were bur nt  dur ing the re ign of  John.  The 
order of the Preaching Fr iar s  became infected with the pre- 
va i l i ng  “he re sy,” and  in  1246  Henr y  I I I .  add re s s ed  a  wr i t 
to  the sher i f f s ,  commanding them to apprehend a l l  “minor 
f r iar s  who had aposta t i sed f rom their  order,  and to commit 
them to the King’s prison.”7

In  12 63—a hundred  ye a r s  a f t e r  t he  de a th  o f  Ge rha rd— 
Henry III.  wrote to the sher if f  of Oxfordshire, charg ing him 
to  supp re s s  “ the  mee t ing s ,  conven t i c l e s ,  o r  con t r a c t s ” o f 
“cer t a in  vag rant  per sons—which ca l l  themse lve s  Har lo t s— 
ma in t a i n ing  i d l ene s s  i n  d ive r s  p a r t s  o f  ou r  Rea lm ,  mo s t 
shameless ly making their  meetings ,  as semblies ,  and unlawful 
matches against the honesty of the .Church and good manners.”8

The s e  “mee t i n g s  a nd  conven t i c l e s ” we re  ev i d en t l y  f o r 
pur pose s  o f  re l i g iou s  wor sh ip.  The  “cont r ac t s” which  the 
sher iffs are directed to suppress suggest that there were regu- 
lar ly organised secret  societ ies ,  the member s  of  which were 
bound together  by mutua l  engagements  and common vows. 
As they were exceptionally numerous in Oxfordshire, it seems 
probable that Gerhard’s teaching had not been forgotten; and 
perhaps  “Har lot s” was  a  name of  b i t te r  reproach sugges ted 
by  “Publ i c an s ,” wh ich  wa s  the  e a r l i e r  n ame  fo r  the  s e c t . 
Or did they ca l l  themselves “Harlots” in order to show that 
al l their hope of salvation was in the inf inite g race of Chr ist, 
that in themselves they were as worthless as the most worthless 
of the human race?

Ear ly in the four teenth centur y the Preaching Fr iar s  who 
had broken away from the Church seem to have been numerous. 
In the middle of the century John Ball, a pr iest of the diocese

6 As s i ze  o f  C l a rendon ,  §  xx i . ,  in  S tubbs ,  Hoved en ’s  Ch r on i c l e s 
(Record Publications), ii. 252.

7 J .  S .  B r e w e r ,  M o n u m e n t a  F r a n c i s c a n a  (  P u b l i c a t i o n s ) , 
i. 614. Cf. ibid., 615, for a similar precept of Edward II.

8 Foxe, Acts and Monuments (1631), i. 435.
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o f  Norwich ,  began  to  p re ach  a t  “publ i c  f a i r s ,” a t  “mea t - 
markets,” and in “bur ial g rounds,” the doctr ines which, when 
preached a l i t t le later by John Wycli f ,  threatened to separate 
England from Rome.9

II

Two hundred year s had passed s ince Gerhard f ir st  preached 
heresy on English soi l ,  and since the “pious f irmness” of the 
sever ity with which he was punished appeared for the moment 
to have conf i r med the f ide l i ty  of  the Engl i sh people to the 
Cathol ic f a i th.  Heresy had not been crushed,  nor had there 
been any great and ser ious attempt to reform the cor ruptions 
of  the Engl i sh Church.  At  la s t  there was  a  menacing revol t 
against the author ity of the Pope and against some of the most 
sacred of Catholic traditions.

In  1365  Urban  V.  demanded  o f  Edward  I I I .  p aymen t  o f 
the annual tr ibute of 1,000 marks which King John, 150 years 
before, had engaged should be paid by himself and his successors 
a s  an acknowledgment that  they held the crown of  England 
under the Pope as their feudal super ior. The claim was passion- 
a te ly  re s i s t ed  by  the  King ,  the  Par l i ament ,  and  nea r ly  the 
who le  na t ion .  John  Wyc l i f ,  who  wa s  a l re ady  f amous  a s  a 
scholar and theolog ian, took a prominent par t in the struggle; 
and f rom that  t ime t i l l  h i s  death on December 31,  1384,  he 
held a g reat posit ion in the polit ical and rel ig ious l i fe of the 
country.

H i s  f i r s t  a t t a ck  wa s  on  the  a r rogance  and  cove tou sne s s 
o f  the  Papacy,  and  i t s  un s c r upu lou s  app rop r i a t i on  o f  the 
revenues  of  Engl i sh  benef ices  to  enr ich I ta l i an pr ie s t s  who 
rendered no sp i r i tua l  ser v ice to the Engl i sh people.  But  in 
a  f ew  ye a r s  t h e  c o n t rove r s y  w i d e n e d .  H e  a s s a i l e d  t h e 
m e n d i c a n t  o rd e r s .  H e  c o n d e m n e d  w i t h  ve h e m e n c e  t h e 
i r re l i g ion ,  the  v i ce s ,  and  the  ignorance  o f  the  c l e rgy.  He 
declared that the endowments of the clergy were not held of 
ab so lu te  r ight ,  but  were  l i able  to  for fe i ture  for  neg lec t  o f 
duty, and that secular pr inces were bound under per il of eternal

9 At  the  end  o f  1381  Ba l l  wa s  hung ,  d r awn,  and  qua r t e red  a t 
S t .  A lb an s  a s  a  t r a i t o r.  R i l ey,  Wal s i n g h am ’s  H i s t .  Ang l .  (Re c o rd 
Pub l i c a t i o n s ) ,  i i .  32–34 .  Wi lk in s ,  Con c i l i a ,  i i i .  14 .  Fo r  Ba l l  a s  a 
f o re r unne r  o f  Wyc l i f ,  s e e  Lumby,  Kn i g h t o n ’s  Ch r o n i c l e  (Re c o rd 
Publications), ii. 151.
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damnat ion to  a l iena te  church proper ty  and to  devote  i t  to 
secular uses if the Church fell into grave error, or if the property 
was  pe r s i s t en t ly  abused  by  the  c l e rgy.  He ma in ta ined  tha t 
the most  so lemn act s  of  excommunicat ion are inef fect ive i f 
they are pronounced with the intention of increasing or even 
protecting the revenues of the pr iesthood. He shook the very 
foundat ions of  the Cathol ic sys tem by denying the doctr ine 
o f  Transubs tant i a t ion;  for  by th i s  he  impugned the  in f a l l i - 
bility of the Popes and Councils.

Wy c l i f  d o e s  n o t  a p p e a r  t o  h ave  d i s c ove r e d  t h e  g r e a t 
doctr ine of Justif ication by Faith; but the earnestness, fulness, 
and fervour with which he taught that the Lord Jesus Chr ist is 
the Mediator between God and man, and the author of human 
redemption, must have produced an impression on the minds 
of those who heard him not unlike that which was produced 
by  the  preach ing  o f  Luther.  He mus t  have  l ed  men to  put 
their f aith in Chr ist for eternal salvation, even though he did 
not teach them that by their faith alone they were justified.

He  a l so  t r an s l a t ed  the  B ib l e  i n to  Eng l i sh .  A  ch ron i c l e r 
who wrote towards the end of  the four teenth century com- 
plained that whereas Chr ist gave the Gospel, pot to the Church 
as a whole, but only to the clergy and doctors of the Church, 
t o  be  by  them commun i c a t ed  to  t he  l a i t y,  Wyc l i f  by  h i s 
t rans la t ion of  the Bible  had made i t  more acces s ible  to the 
laity, including even the women who were able to read, than 
it used to be to the well-educated clergy. The pearl was now 
“thrown to the swine and trodden under feet.”10 

Th i s  wa s  the  supreme se r v i ce  which  Wyc l i f  rendered  to 
the rel ig ious l i fe of England. He taught the common people 
to appea l  f rom the author i ty  of  pr ie s t s ,  b i shops ,  and popes 
to the author i ty of Chr is t  and His apost les .  God—so Wycli f 
sa id—had spoken to the la i ty,  not to the c lergy merely;  and 
i t  was the duty and therefore the r ight of  the la i ty to l i s ten 
for themselves to His voice. It was even their duty, and there- 
fore their r ight, to compare the l ives and the teaching of the 
clergy with the divine Word, and to judge whether those who 
cla imed spir i tual  author i ty could be lawful ly obeyed. I t  was 
in  the  same sp i r i t  tha t  towards  the  c lo se  o f  h i s  l i f e  Wycl i f 
appointed laymen as  wel l  a s  pr ie s t s  a s  i t inerant  evangel i s t s .

10 Knighton,  in  Twysden,  His t o r i e s  Ang l i c ana  S c r i p t o r e s,  i i .  2 644 
(a.d. 1382), and Lumby (Record Publications), ii. 151–152.
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The impress ion which this  dar ing policy must have made on 
the popular  mind i t  i s  not easy to exaggerate.  In every par t 
of the country simple laymen preached the Gospel to wonder ing 
c rowds ;  and  they  had  been  s en t  ou t  to  p reach  by  a  g re a t 
theolog ian and a f amous professor,  who had been honoured 
with the confidence of the King. What was more, the common 
people found in the preaching of these laymen a light, a hope, 
and a joy,  which they had not found in the teaching of  the 
p r i e s t s .  Wyc l i f s  t r an s l a t i on  o f  t he  B ib l e  and  Wyc l i f ’s  l ay 
evangel i s t s  must have g iven to the Engl i sh nat ion quite new 
conceptions of the place of the common people in the Church 
of Christ.

III

In the judgment of  a  d i s t ingui shed hi s tor ian,  “‘Lol la rdr y ’ 
has  a  hi s tor y of  i t s  own; but i t  for ms no proper par t  of  the 
hi s tor y of  the Refor mat ion.  I t  was a  separate phenomenon, 
provoked by the same causes which produced their true fruit 
at a later per iod; but it formed no portion of the stem on which 
tho s e  f r u i t s  u l t ima t e l y  g rew.  I t  wa s  a  p re lude  wh i ch  wa s 
played out,  and sank into s i lence, answer ing for the t ime no 
other end than to make the name of heretic odious in the ears 
o f  the  Engl i sh  nat ion.” 11 But  a  s t r ugg le  on so l a rge  a  sca le 
a nd  ex t end ing  ove r  s o  many  ye a r s  mu s t  s u re l y  h ave  l e f t 
p ro found and  endur ing  re su l t s .  The  f i e rce  reac t ion  which 
se t  in before the death of  Wycl i f  aga ins t  the movement for 
reformation, and which became more violent a few years later, 
intimidated those who shared his opinions; but the new spir it 
with which he inspired the relig ious life of the English people 
was not extinguished.

In 1395 the Lol lards  presented a  pet i t ion to the House of 
Commons,  mainta in ing that  the posses s ion of  tempora l i t ie s 
by the clergy is contrary to the law of Chr ist, and per ilous to 
v i r tue;  that  the Roman pr ie s thood i s  not  the mini s t r y  that 
Chr ist established; that the celibacy of the clergy is the occasion 
o f  s canda lous  i r regu l a r i t i e s ;  tha t  the  pre tended mirac le  o f 
transubstantiation tends to make men idolaters; that exorcisms 
and benedictions pronounced over bread, wine, oil, salt, water, 
and other mater ial  things, have more of necromancy in them

11 Frounde, History of England (1872), i. 481.
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than of rel ig ion; that prayer s for the dead are “a f a l se foun- 
dation of a lms” and are l ikely to be displeas ing to God; that 
prayer s of fered to images are akin to idolatr y;  that aur icular 
confession is a practice dangerous to vir tue; that pr iests have 
no power to absolve from sin.12

Thi s  pet i t ion i s  a  proof  tha t  the fo l lower s  o f  Wydi f  were 
not only faithful to his teaching, but inher ited his courage; it 
also appears to indicate their belief that there were members of 
the House of Commons who were not friendly to the Church.13

The a lar m of  the c lergy a t  the spread of  the doctr ines  of 
Wyc l i f  i s  shown by  the  Ac t  which  was  pa s s ed  in  140 0  fo r 
destroying heresy by f ire.14 The preamble states that whereas 
the Catholic f aith and holy Church had been hither to main- 
tained in England without being “per turbed by any perver se 
doctrine, or wicked, heretical, or erroneous opinions”—

“Yet  never the le s s  d ive r s  f a l s e  and  per ver se  peop le  o f  a  ce r t a in 
new sec t ,  o f  the  f a i th ,  o f  the  s acrament s  o f  the  Church,  and the 
au tho r i t y  o f  t he  s ame,  d amnab l y  t h ink ing ,  and  ag a in s t  t he  l aw 
of  God and the Church usur ping the of f ice of  preaching,  do per- 
ve r s e l y  and  ma l i c iou s l y,  i n  d ive r s  p l a ce s  w i th in  the  s a i d  re a lm , 
under  the  co lour  o f  d i s s embled  ho l ine s s ,  p reach  and teach  the se 
days, openly and pr ivily, divers new doctr ines, and wicked, heretical, 
and  e r roneous  op in ions .  And o f  such  s ec t  and  wicked  doc t r ine, 
t h ey  make  un l aw f u l  c o n v e n t i c l e s  a n d  c o n f e d e r a c i e s ;  t h ey  ho ld  and

12 The Book o f  Conc lus ions  o r  Re fo rmat ions,  exhib i t ed  to  the  Par l ia- 
ment, etc. See Foxe, Acts and Monuments (1631), i. 662–664.

13 That the House was not disposed to encourage or even to protect 
heresy is evident from the passing of the Act De Heretico Comburendo, 
descr ibed in the next paragraph. But a very few years later it appeared 
that both the King (Henry IV.) and the Commons had prof ited from 
Wyclif ’s teaching about Church temporalities. In 1404 Henry wanted 
money for his war in Wales, and, to avoid levying an “aid/' he pro- 
posed, among other schemes, that he should appropr iate cer tain por- 
tions of the property of the Church. The House of Commons received 
this  proposal  with the hear t iest  sat i s f act ion. It  was defeated by the 
f ierce res i s tance of the clergy. In 1409 the King was again in want 
of money, and the Commons, on their own motion, prayed him to 
take away the estates of the bishops, the abbots, and the pr iors, which 
were  spent  by  them in  u se le s s  pomp and luxur y.  But  the  ac t ion 
of the clergy f ive year s before had taught the King that this policy 
of disendowment was dangerous, and he met the prayers of the Commons 
w i th  a  sh a r p  rep roo f .  Echa rd ,  178–179 ;  and  Ri l ey,  Wal s i n gham , 
Hist .  Angl .  (Record Publ i ca t ions ) ,  i i .  258–259,  282–283.  Wals ingham 
attr ibutes the proposal of 1404, not to the King, but to the soldiers— 
milites et scutiferi.

14 2 Henry IV. cap. 15.



 UNDER ELIZABETH 55

exe rc i s e  s choo l s ;  they  make  and  wr i t e  book s ;  they  do  wicked ly 
ins t r uct  and in for m people ;  and,  a s  much as  they may,  inc i te  and 
s t i r  them to sed i t ion and insur rec t ion,  and make g rea t  s t r i f e  and 
d iv i s ion  among the  peop le ;  and  o ther  enor mi t i e s  hor r ib l e  to  be 
heard, do perpetrate and commit.”

The  s t a tu te,  the re fo re,  p rov ide s  tha t  hence fo r th  no  one 
shal l  preach, either in public or pr ivate,  without the l icence 
of  the diocesan of  the p lace;  that  no one sha l l  e i ther  speak 
o r  wr i t e  aga in s t  the  Ca tho l i c  f a i th ,  a s  de te r mined  by  the 
Church;  that  no one sha l l  f avour or  mainta in such teacher s 
of heresy; that any per son in possession of heretical books or 
wr itings shall deliver all such books and wr itings to his diocesan 
within for ty days f rom the proclamation of  the s tatute.  The 
diocesan is  author ised to ar rest and impr ison, not only open 
offenders but persons evidently suspected, and may hold them 
in custody t i l l  they c lear  themselves ,  or abjure their  heresy. 
Those who refuse to abjure, or who relapse, upon conviction 
in the diocesan cour ts  are to be made over to the sher i f f  of 
the county, or the mayor and bailiffs of the nearest town, and 
are to be burnt—

“be fo re  the  peop l e  i n  a  h i gh  p l a ce.   .   .   .  t h a t  s uch  pun i shmen t 
may str ike in fear to the minds of other s ,  whereby no such wicked 
doctr ine,  and heret ica l  and er roneous  opinions ,  nor  thei r  author s 
and abettor s  in the sa id realm and dominions,  against  the Cathol ic 
f a i th,  Chr i s t ian law, and the deter minat ion of  the Holy Church— 
which God prohibit—may be sustained, or in any wise suffered.”

A week before the Act was passed, William Sawtre, a pr iest, 
wa s  bu r n e d  i n  S m i t h f i e l d . 1 5 “ T h i s  wa s  h e ,” s ay s  F u l l e r , 
“whose f a i th fought the f ir s t  duel with f ire i t se l f ,  and over- 
c ame i t .” 16 Hi s  c r imes  were  the  den i a l  o f  the  doc t r ine  o f 
Tr an sub s t an t i a t i on  and  o f  t h e  l aw fu lne s s  o f  wo r sh i pp ing 
image s .  I n  1407  Wi l l i am  Tho r pe,  a no the r  p r i e s t ,  a  man 
distinguished for his learning, was burnt for the same heresies. 
He acknowledged Wycli f  and some of Wycli f ’s  fr iends as his 
teachers.

In 1414 the vigour with which the Church and the Crown

15 Fitzjames Stephen, in his History of the Cr iminal Law of England 
( i i .  446–447),  g ives the dates  (a )  of  the wr it  for burning Sawtre— 
March 2, 1400; (b) of the passing of the Act, March 10, 1400. For a 
defence of the bishops against Sir Edward Coke, see Collier, iii. 254–259.

16 Fuller, ii. 391.
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were repress ing the new doctr ines was met with the menace 
of  a  popular  outbreak.  Notices  were f ixed against  the door s 
of London churches that if the persecution went on, a hundred 
thousand men would r i se in arms. There were wild rumour s 
of a design to seize the per son of the King (Henry V.) .  The 
King  l e f t  h i s  pa l ace  a t  E l tham,  where  i t  wa s  s a id  tha t  the 
conspirator s meant to sur pr ise him. St.  Giles ’s  Fields,  where 
the insurgents were to meet, was occupied with troops. Only 
e ighty  men were  found,  but  the se,  i t  i s  s a id ,  were  a r med. 
Other s  were  se i zed  a t  Har r ingay  Park .  Thi r ty-n ine  o f  the 
prisoners were hanged as traitors and then burnt as heretics.

I f  a  royal  proclamation i s  to be trusted,  there was a wide- 
spread plot  to destroy the hierarchy,  to suppress  the monas- 
ter ie s ,  to  conf i sca te  the es ta te s  o f  the Church,  to proc la im 
Sir John Oldcastie, Lord Cobham, who was popularly regarded 
a s  t h e  Lo l l a rd  l e a d e r,  P ro t e c t o r  o f  t h e  re a lm .  O ld c a s t i e 
e s c aped  to  Wa l e s  and  rema ined  in  concea lmen t  t i l l  1417. 
In  tha t  year  the  Duke o f  Albany and Ear l  Dougla s  c ros sed 
the  Eng l i sh  border  wi th  a  cons iderable  a r my,  inv i ted ,  i t  i s 
s a i d ,  by  t h e  L o l l a rd s ,  w h o  h a d  p ro m i s e d  t o  j o i n  t h e m . 
S i r  John Oldcas t ie  came out  of  h id ing and appeared in the 
neighbourhood of London. The Piets were dr iven out of the 
kingdom by the Duke of Bedford, and Sir John Oldcastie fled 
to Wales .  He was ar res ted and tr ied by the House of  Lords , 
and condemned as  a  t ra i tor  and a heret ic.  Like the Lol lards 
c aught  in  S t .  Gi l e s ’s  F i e ld s ,  he  wa s  f i r s t  hanged  and  then 
burnt.

Unde r  Ch i che l y  ( a ppo in t ed  A rchb i s hop  o f  Can t e r bu r y 
1414) the pr isons were crowded with persons accused of holding 
the opinion of Wyclif . Some of them were burned, but to have 
bur ned a l l  who were convicted might  have created popular 
sympathy with the mar tyr s .  The Lol lards ’ Tower at  Lambeth 
is the memor ial of Chichely’s pr imacy and of the sever ity with 
which  he  pur sued  here sy.  The  per secut ion  went  on under 
Ch iche ly ’s  succe s so r s .  La rge  number s  o f  men  and  women 
were ar rested in dif ferent par ts of the country: many abjured 
the er roneous opinions with which they were charged; many, 
layman and pr ies t s ,  mechanics  and ser ving-men,  c i t izens  of 
London and country people, were sent to the flames.

In  1457 Peacock,  Bi shop of  Chiches ter,  who had wr i t ten 
against the “Bible-men,” was himself charged with heresy. He
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taught that it is not necessary to believe in the Holy Catholic 
Church, or in the communion of saints, or in transubstantiation, 
or in the inf al l ibi l i ty of General Councils ,  or in the secur ity 
of  the univer sa l  Church f rom er ror. 17 He recanted,  but  was 
deposed from his bishopr ic and thrown into pr ison, where he 
is said to have remained till his death in 1460.

“ T h e  c i v i l  wa r s ,” s a y s  F u l l e r ,  “ d i ve r t e d  t h e  p r e l a t e s 
f rom t roubl ing  the  Lo l l a rd s ,  so  tha t  th i s  ve r y  s tor m was  a 
s h e l t e r  t o  t h o s e  p o o r  s o u l s .” 1 8 B u t  t h e  p e r s e c u t i o n  wa s 
vigorously renewed on the access ion of Henry VII. ;  and the 
f aith and the patience of the last of the mar tyr s that died for 
the truth they had lear ned from Wycl i f  gave courage to the 
earl iest of the mar tyr s that died for the truth they had learnt 
from Luther.

In  the le t ter  o f  Henr y I I I .  to  the  sher i f f s  o f  Oxfordshi re 
(1263)  a l ready  quoted , 19 he  charged them to  suppre s s  “ the 
mee t ing s ,  conven t i c l e s ,  o r  con t r a c t s ” o f  c e r t a in  he re t i c a l 
per sons  who were  “making the i r  meet ings ,  a s sembl ie s ,  and 
un l awfu l  ma t che s  ag a in s t  t he  hone s t y  o f  t he  Church  and 
good  manne r s .” I n  t h e  p re amb l e  t o  t h e  Ac t  De  He r e t i c o 
C o m bu r e n d o  t h e  L o l l a r d s  a r e  d e s c r i b e d  a s  m a k i n g  “ u n - 
l aw f u l  c o nve n t i c l e s  a n d  c o n f e d e r a c i e s ” ;  a n d  “ t h e  p r i v y 
convent i c l e s” o f  the  he re t i c s  a re  ment ioned  in  an  o f f i c i a l 
l e t t e r  o f  Chiche ly ’s  to  the  B i shop  o f  London in  1416 .  Of 
the se  ea r ly  “a s sembl ie s ,” “convent ic le s ,  and confederac ie s” 
f ew t r a ce s  h ave  been  d i s cove red .  Bu t  f rom an  en t r y  i n  a 
manuscr ipt reg ister of Will iam Gray, Bishop of Ely, we learn 
that  in 1457 there was  a  secret  cong regat ion at  Chester ton, 
near  Cambr idge,  which met  for  d iv ine  wor sh ip  and had a t 
l ea s t  three  teacher s 20 who denied the  doct r ine  o f  Transub- 
stantiation; maintained that fasting is not binding on labourers 
and mar r ied people, but only on pr iests and monks; that it is 
better to confess to a man cut off  from the Catholic Church 
t h a n  t o  a  p r i e s t ;  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o  b e n e f i t  i n  bu r i a l  i n 
consecra ted g round;  that  extreme unct ion does  no good to 
the body and only def i les  the soul ;  that  prayer in the f ie lds 
is as prof itable as prayer in the church; and that the presence

17 Stow, Annals (1631), 402–403; and Collier, iii. 388–394.
18 Fuller, ii. 469.
19 See p. 50, note 8.
20 John Bai le,  of Chester ton; Rober t Sparke, of Reech; and John 

Crud [or Crowd], of Cambridge.
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of the pr ie s t  a t  the ce lebra t ion of  mar r iage was  only  made 
compulsory for the sake of gain.21

What  these  a s sembl ie s  were  i s  a l so  i l lu s t ra ted by a  depo- 
sit ion at the tr ia l  of Thomas Man, who was burnt for heresy 
at Smithf ield in 1518, the year after Luther posted his ninety- 
f ive theses on the doors of the Castle Church at Wittenberg, 
and be fore  the  in f luence  o f  the  g rea t  re for mer  cou ld  have 
been felt  among the common people of England: and indeed 
the  depo s i t i on  t r ave l s  b ack  to  a  t ime  when  Lu the r  wa s  a 
student at Erfurt and a child at Eisenach or Eisleben.

“ In  the  depo s i t i on  o f  one  Thomas  Ri sby,  weave r  o f  S t r a t fo rd 
L a n g t h o m e,  a g a i n s t  t h e  a f o r e - n a m e d  m a r t y r  T h o m a s  M a n ,  i t 
appeare th  by the  Reg i s te r,  tha t  he  had been in  d iver s  p l ace s  and 
c o u n t r i e s  i n  E n g l a n d ,  a n d  h a d  i n s t r u c t e d  ve r y  m a n y,  a s  a t 
Amer sham,  a t  London ,  a t  B i l l e r i c a ,  a t  Che lms fo rd ,  a t  S t r a t fo rd 
Langthor ne,  a t  Uxbr idge,  a t  Bur nham,  a t  Hen ley-upon-Thames , 
in  Su f fo lke  and Nor th fo lke,  a t  Newber y  and d iver s  p l ace s  more : 
where  he  h imse l f  t e s t i f i e th ,  tha t  a s  he  went  wes tward ,  he  found 
a g reat company of wel l-disposed per sons,  being of the same judg- 
men t  t ouch ing  t he  s a c r amen t  o f  t h e  Lo rd ’s  s uppe r  t h a t  he  wa s 
of , and especially at Newbery, where was (as he confessed) a glor ious 
a nd  sw e e t  s o c i e t y  o f  f a i t h f u l  f a vou r e r s,  who  h ad  c o n t i nu e d  t h e  s p a c e 
o f  f i f t een year s  toge ther ,  t i l l  a t  las t ,  by a cer ta in lewd per son, whom 
they t r us ted and made of  the i r  counse l ,  they were bewrayed;  and 
then  many  o f  them,  to  the  number  o f  s i x  o r  s even  s co re,  we re 
ab jured ,  and  th ree  or  four  o f  them were  bur n t .  F rom thence  he 
came then (a s  he  confe s sed)  to  the  Fores t  o f  Windsor,  where  he, 
hear ing of  the brethren who were a t  Amer sham, removed thi ther, 
where he found a godly and a g reat company, which had continued 
in  th a t  doc t r i ne  and  t e a ch ing  twen ty - th ree  ye a r s .   .   .   .  Aga in s t 
t h e s e  f a i t h f u l  C h r i s t i a n s  o f  A m e r s h a m  wa s  g r e a t  t ro u b l e  a n d 
per secution in the time of Will iam Smith, bishop of Lincoln, about 
the  year  o f  our  Lord ,  1507,  a t  which t ime d iver s  and many were 
a b j u re d ,  a nd  i t  wa s  c a l l e d  t h e  ‘Ab j u r a t i o  Magn a ,’— ‘ t h e  g re a t 
Ab j u r a t i on ’ ;  a nd  t h ey  wh i ch  we re  no t ed  o f  t h a t  do c t r i n e  a nd 
p ro f e s s i on  we re  c a l l e d  by  t h e  n ame  o f  ‘ k nown  men ’ o r  ‘ j u s t - 
f a s t ’ men.  .   .   .  In  th i s  cong regat ion of  the f a i th fu l  bre thren were 
four pr incipal Reader s or instructor s;  whereof one was Tileswor th, 
c a l l ed  t hen  Dr.  T i l e swor th ,  who  wa s  bu r n t  a t  Amer sh am.   .   .   . 
Another was Thomas Chase, cal led amongst them Dr. Chase, whom 
we dec l a red  be fore  to  be  murdered  and hanged in  the  b i shop o f

21 An account ,  in  some par t icular s  er roneous ,  of  th i s  pas sage in 
Gray’s  Regis t e r  (Baker MSS. in the Univer s i ty Librar y,  Cambr idge) 
is g iven by Rober t Robinson in his preface to Claude’s Essay on the 
Compos i t i on  o f  a  Se rmon.  The Rev.  J.  Jackson Goadby,  in hi s  Bye- 
paths in Baptist History, 14–16, has corrected Robinson’s errors.
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London ’s  p r i s on  a t  Wobu r n ,  c a l l e d  L i t t l e - e a s e .  The  t h i rd  wa s 
this Thomas Man, called also Dr. Man, burned, as is here mentioned, 
in  Smi th f ie ld  anno 1518 .   .   .   .  He confe s se th  h imse l f  in  the  s ame 
Reg i s ter  that  he had tur ned seven hundred people  to hi s  re l ig ion 
and doctr ine,  for the which he thanked God.  .   .   .  The four th was 
Rober t  Cos in ,  named l ikewi se  among them Dr.  Cos in ,  bur n t  in 
Buckingham.’’ 22

Wr i t ing in  E l izabeth ’s  t ime,  Foxe expres se s  h i s  judgment 
that  in the f i r s t  quar ter  of  the s ixteenth century there were 
in England “g reat  mult i tudes which tas ted and fol lowed the 
sweetne s s  o f  God’s  Holy  Word a lmos t  in  a s  ample  manner 
for the number of well-disposed hearts, as now.”23

It is not contended that these secret assemblies, which were 
p robably  he ld  in  many  pa r t s  o f  Eng l and  f rom the  t ime  o f 
Wycli f  to the t ime of Luther, were regular ly organised Con- 
gregational Churches, or that their members held the Congre- 
ga t iona l  theor y  o f  church po l i ty.  But  the  devout  men and 
women who met together for common worship and for mutual 
i n s t r u c t i on  i n  Ch r i s t i a n  t r u t h  h a d  d i s c ove re d  t h a t  “ t h e 
communion of  s a in t s” was  neces sa r y  for  the  sa t i s f ac t ion o f 
some of  the  deepes t  and s t ronges t  c rav ings  o f  the i r  sp i r i t - 
ua l  nature,  for  the enlargement of  their  knowledge of  God, 
the d i sc ip l ine of  the i r  s t rength,  and the per fect ing of  the i r 
f a i t h  a n d  j oy ;  a n d  t h ey  h a d  a l s o  d i s c ove r e d  t h a t  s u c h

22 Foxe, Acts and Monuments (1631), ii. 29.
23 Al though publ ic  author i ty  then l acked to  mainta in  the  open 

preaching of the Gospel, yet the secret multitude of true professor s 
was not much unequal: certes the fervent zeal of those Chr istian days 
seemed much super ior  to these  our  days  and t imes ;  a s  mani fe s t ly 
may appear by their sitting up all night in reading and hear ing; also 
by their expenses and charges in buying of books in English, of whom 
some gave f ive marks, some more, some less, for a book; some gave 
a load of hay for a few chapters of St. James or of St. Paul in English. 
In which rar ity of books, and want of teachers, this one thing I greatly 
marvel and muse at; to note in the Registers, and to consider how the 
word of truth, notwithstanding, did multiply so exceedingly as it did 
amongst them. Wherein is to be seen no doubt the marvellous working 
of God's mighty power ; for so I f ind and observe in consider ing the 
Registers, how one neighbour, resorting and confer r ing with another, 
eftsoons with a few words of their first or second talk, did win and turn 
their minds to that wherein they desired to persuade them touching 
the t ruth of  God’s  Word and His  sacraments .  To see their  t ravel s , 
their earnest seekings, their burning zeals, their readings, their watch- 
ings, their sweet assemblies, their love and concord, their godly living, 
their f aithful mar rying with the faithful, may make us now, in these 
our days of free profession, to blush for shame.” Foxe, ibid., ii. 31–32.
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communion was not to be had in the cor rupt institution which 
c l a imed  to  be  the  Ca tho l i c  Church .  They  had  d i s cove red 
tha t  where  two or  th ree  a re  ga thered  toge ther  in  Chr i s t ’s 
name, though not in consecrated wal l s  and without a pr iest , 
Chr i s t  Himsel f  i s  among them; and i t  was  thei r  exper ience 
o f  the  peace  and  b l e s s edne s s  wh ich  Hi s  p re s ence  in  the i r 
assemblies impar ted to them, that drew them together at the 
pe r i l  o f  l i f e  i t s e l f .  They  had  d i s cove red  tha t  devou t  men 
on whom the b i shops  had confer red no mys ter ious  power s 
could instruct their brethren in Chr ist ian f aith and duty and 
l i f t  up  the  hea r t s  o f  an  a s s embly  to  God in  p r aye r.  The i r 
teacher s  were men in whom they themselves had recognised 
the light and power of the Spir it of God. The only justif ication 
o f  the i r  s ec re t  mee t ing s ,  and  the  on ly  exp l ana t ion  o f  the 
spir i tual benef it  they der ived from them, was to be found in 
the principles of Congregationalism.

IV

In 1527 Henry VIII. submitted to Clement VII. the question 
of the legal i ty of his  mar r iage with Kathar ine of Aragon: in 
1528  a  commi s s i on  wa s  g r an t ed  by  the  Pope  to  Ca rd in a l 
Wolsey and Cardinal Campegg io, author ising them to inquire 
whether the dispensation of Julius II. ,  al lowing the mar r iage, 
had been obtained by unf a ir  means;  and fur ther author i s ing 
Wolsey  and any one of  the  Engl i sh  b i shops  to  d i s so lve  the 
mar r iage i f  the Commiss ion pronounced against  the val idi ty 
o f  the  d i spensa t ion.  Thi s  was  the  beg inning of  the  quar re l 
between the Engl i sh  Crown and the Pope.  Through a l l  the 
v ic i s s i tudes  o f  the s t r ugg le, 24 which was  not  c losed t i l l  the 
accession of Elizabeth in 1558, secret assemblies for Chr istian 
wor ship continued to be held in London and in many other 
parts of the kingdom.

In  1527  “one  Hacke r,  o f  Ebbe,  who  wa s  a  g re a t  re ade r 
and teacher about s ix year s  past  in London, and now in the 
pa r t s  o f  E s s ex  abou t  Co lche s t e r,  Wi tham,  and  Bra in t ree,” 
being pressed hard by the author ities, gave the names of many 
o f  h i s  f r i end s  and  fo l lower s  in  E s sex  and  London.  “The i r 
conve r s a t i on s ,  t e a ch ing s ,  a nd  re ad i ng s  we re  kep t  a t  one

24 For the pr incipal dates showing the progress of the conflict, see 
Note A, pp. 63–64.
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Russel’s house, at the gates of Bird’s-alley, against St. Stephen’s 
Church in Coleman Street”; the three per sons against whom 
he  in fo r med had  “cont inued  m h i s  company,  and  he  wi th 
them,  by  the  space  o f  s ix  yea r s .” S t r ype,  in  h i s  Memor i a l s, 
gives a long list of the “known men and women, as they were 
then ca l led,” who were di scovered through the infor mat ion 
of Hacker and Pykas, who were “the chief leaders and teachers 
of the rest.”25

In  1550  “ sec t a r i e s” appeared  in  Es sex  and  Kent ,  she l t e r - 
i ng  t hemse l ve s  unde r  p ro f e s s i on  o f  t he  Go spe l .  “The s e,” 
s ay s  S t r ype,  “were  the  f i r s t  tha t  made separa t ion f rom the 
Reformed Church of England, having gathered congregations 
o f  the i r  own.”26 There  was  a  cong regat ion a t  Fever sham in 
Kent ,  and  another  a t  Book ing  in  E s sex .  Be tween  the  two 
cong regat ions there was f r iendly intercour se:  “the member s 
of the congregation in Kent went over unto the congregation 
in  Es sex ,  to  in s t r uc t  and to  jo in  wi th  them,  and they  had 
their  meet ings  in Kent in ( f iver s  p laces  bes ides  Fever sham.” 
The a s sembly  a t  Bocking numbered s ix ty  per sons .  Nine o f 
them who were ar rested by the Sher i f f  of  Essex were “cow- 
herds, clothier s,  and such-like mean people.” They confessed 
t h a t  t h ey  me t  “ to  t a l k  o f  t h e  S c r i p tu re s ” ;  t h a t  t h ey  h ad 
re fu s ed  the  communion  fo r  above  two  yea r s ,  on  g round s 
which were deter mined by the i r  judges  to  be “ver y super- 
s t i t ious  and er roneous” ;  and tha t  they he ld  what  the  s ame 
au thor i t i e s  p ronounced  to  be  “d ive r s  o ther  ev i l  op in ions , 
wor thy of  g rea t  puni shment .” Among these  “evi l  opinions” 
we re  t h e  f o l l ow ing :  “Tha t  t h e  doc t r i n e  o f  p r e d e s t i n a t i o n 
was meeter  for  devi l s  than for  Chr i s t i an men”;  “ that  there 
wa s  no  man  so  cho s en ,  bu t  t h a t  he  m igh t  d amn h imse l f ; 
neither any man so reprobate,  but that he might keep God’s 
c o m m a n d m e n t s  a n d  b e  s ave d ;  t h a t  S t .  Pa u l  m i g h t  h ave 
damned h imse l f  i f  he  l i s t ed” ;  and “ tha t  ch i ld ren  were  not 
b o m  i n  o r i g i n a l  s i n .” T h e y  a l s o  t a u g h t — b u t  t h i s  i s 
h a rd l y  a  theo log i c a l  he re s y—“tha t  l e a r ned  men  were  the 
cause of great errors,” and they rejected infant baptism.27

In the re ign of  Queen Mary there were many secret  con- 
g regat ions  of  Protes tants  in London.  Some of  them had for 

25 Strype, Memorials, i. (1), 114–115; 123; 599.
26 Ibid., ii. (1), 369.
27 Ibid., ii. (1), 369–370; and Cranmer, i. 334–335.
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the i r  min i s te r s  o rda ined  c le rgymen who were  dr iven f rom 
their churches by the restoration of the Romish service. But 
there were also congregations in London and elsewhere which 
accepted the ministry of laymen. Of one of these unordained 
ministers, who died in pr ison in 1556, Strype gives the following 
account:—

“This  Clement  I  e s teem to be one of  that  sor t  o f  l aymen,  that , 
in  the  p r iva t e  a s s embl i e s  o f  the  p ro fe s so r s ,  in  the se  ha rd  t imes , 
d id  pe r fo r m the  o f f i c e  o f  min i s t e r s  among  them.  For  when  the 
lear ned preacher s  and mini s ter s  were most  of  them bur nt  or  f led, 
(as they were by the middle of this [ that i s ,  Mary’s]  reign), and the 
f l ock s  l e f t  de s t i tu t e  o f  the i r  f a i th fu l  p a s to r s ,  some  o f  the  l a i t y, 
t radesmen,  or  other s ,  endued with par t s  and some lear ning,  used, 
in that distress ,  to read the Scr iptures to the rest in their meetings, 
and the letter s  of the mar tyr s and pr isoner s,  and other good bools ; 
a l s o  t o  p r ay  w i th  t hem,  and  exho r t  t hem to  s t and  f a s t ,  and  to 
comfor t and establish them in the confession of Chr ist to the death. 
Such  an  one  wa s  tha t  exce l l en t ,  p iou s  man  and  con fe s so r,  John 
Ca re l e s s ,  who  wa s  a  weave r,  o f  Coven t r y,  and  t h i s  C l emen t ,  a 
wheelwright.”28

When  E l i z abe th  c ame  to  t he  t h rone  t he  b l e s s edne s s  o f 
those secret meetings for worship would not soon be forgotten. 
Devout men and women had lear nt that  in a smal l  company 
of  Chr i s t ian people,  uni ted to each other  by s t rong mutua l 
af fect ion and a common loyalty to Chr ist ,  i t  was poss ible to 
real i se in a wonderful  way the joy and strength of the com- 
munion of  sa int s ;  and that  such an as sembly,  though i t  had 
only a weaver or a wheelwr ight for i t s  minis ter,  might have 
a  v iv id consc iousness  of  acces s  to God through Chr i s t ,  and 
might receive surpr ising discover ies of the divine r ighteousness 
and love. For more than a hundred and f i f ty year s  there had 
been meet ings  o f  the  same k ind in  England.  They had not 
been prevented by the  sever i ty  wi th  which Henr y VI .  and 
Henry VII .  per secuted the Lol lards ,  or by the sever i ty with 
which Mary per secuted the Protes tant s .  Was i t  not  poss ible 
that  such as sembl ies  were a  nearer  approach to the idea l  of 
the  Chr i s t i an  Church than the  mi sce l l aneous  cong rega t ion 
which gathered on Sundays  and fe s t iva l  days  to  jo in in  the 
prescr ibed prayer s  which were read by the par i sh pr ies t  and 
to l i s ten to his  ser mons? To this  quest ion the theory of  the 
Congregational polity, for which dur ing the last twenty year s

28 Strype, Memorials, iii. (1), 587.
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of the reign of Elizabeth men were willing to endure impr ison- 
ment, exile, and death, gave an affirmative answer.

Congregational Churches, though imperfectly organised, had 
existed in England long before Browne and Bar rowe formally 
developed the Cong regat ional  pol i ty  and demonstra ted that 
i t  had the  sanct ion o f  apos to l ic  author i ty  and the  prac t ice 
of the apostolic age.

NOTE A

The fol lowing dates i l lustrat ing the struggle between the Engli sh 
Crown and the Papacy, and the vicissitudes of the English Reforma- 
t ion ,  a re  t aken  f rom Ac l and  and  Ransomed Handbook  i n  Ou t l i n e 
of the Political History of England, 241–242.

Henry VIII.

1521.—Henry VIII .  receives  f rom the Pope the t i t le  of  Defender 
of the Faith for having written a work against Luther.

15 2 7. — H e n r y  V I I I . ,  h av i n g  d o u b t  a b o u t  t h e  l e g a l i t y  o f  h i s 
marriage with Katharine of Aragon, submits the case to the Pope.

15 2 8 . — A  c o m m i s s i o n  t o  C a rd i n a l s  Wo l s e y  a n d  C a m p e g g i o 
to try the question of the King’s marriage is granted by the Pope.

1529 .—Katha r ine  appea l s  to  the  Pope,  and  the  cau se  i s  f ina l l y 
avocated to Rome.

Fall of Wolsey.
N o v e m b e r . — T h e  S eve n  Ye a r s ’ Pa r l i a m e n t ,  w h i c h  c a r r i e s  o u t 

the severance from Rome, now meets for the f ir s t  t ime. Parl iament 
regulates fees paid to the clergy and forbids pluralities.

1530 .—Cranmer  ca r r i e s  the  op in ions  f avourable  to  the  d ivorce 
which had been received from the Universities to the Pope.

1531.—The c l e rgy,  incur r ing  the  pena l t y  o f  “p r aemuni re” and 
be ing  f i n ed  f o r  a cknowledg ing  Wo l s ey  a s  p ap a l  l e g a t e ,  a dd re s s 
Henr y,  a f t e r  much  p ro te s t ,  a s  “Head  o f  the  Church  and  C le rgy 
so far as the law of Christ will allow.”

C o nvo c a t i o n  m a ke s  t h e  f i r s t  p ro p o s a l  t o  l i m i t  t h e  Po p e ’s 
p owe r  by  p e t i t i o n i n g  t h e  K i n g  a nd  Pa r l i amen t  t o  a bo l i s h  t h e 
payment of annates to the Pope.

1532 .—Par l i ament  re for ms  the  sp i r i tua l  cour t s ,  and s t rengthens 
the Mortmain statutes.

An Act for restraining all appeals to Rome is passed
1533.—Cranmer  i s  consec r a t ed  Archb i shop  o f  Cante rbur y,  and 

declares Henry’s  mar r iage with Kathar ine void and that with Anne 
Boleyn legal.

1534 .—The Act  forb idd ing  the  payment  o f  anna te s  to  Rome i s
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passed, and the election of bishops by congé d’é l i re  f inal ly ar ranged. 
(See list of bishoprics, 1534.)

The  c l e rgy  a re  fo rb idden  to  make  l aws  b ind ing  on  themse lve s 
without the King’s  consent.  (The leg is lat ive power of Convocation 
is thus practically suppressed.)

The  Ac t  a bo l i s h i ng  t h e  au tho r i t y  o f  t h e  Pope  i n  Eng l and  i s 
p a s s ed .  The  Convoca t ion s  o f  Can te rbu r y  and  York  dec l a re  th a t 
“ the  B i shop  o f  Rome  ha s  no  g re a t e r  j u r i s d i c t i on  con f e r red  on 
h im by  God in  the  Kingdom o f  Eng l and  than  any  o ther  fo re ign 
bishop.”

1535.—Henr y  t ake s  the  t i t l e  o f  “Supreme Head  o f  the  Church 
of England,” by the Act of Supremacy.

F i s h e r  a n d  S i r  T h o m a s  M o re  a r e  e xe c u t e d ,  p r a c t i c a l l y  f o r 
denying the King’s supremacy.

Thomas Cromwell is appointed vicar-general.
1536.—Benef i t  of  c lergy i s  now res t r ic ted by Act  of  Par l iament , 

and hence for th  in  the  mat te r  o f  ju r i sd ic t ion c le rgy  and l a i ty  a re 
on an equality.

T h e  s m a l l e r  m o n a s t e r i e s  a n d  n u n n e r i e s  a r e  d i s s o l ve d ,  a n d 
their property transferred to the Crown.

An English translation of the Bible is set up in the Churches.
1539 .—Al l  mona s t e r i e s  a re  now d i s s o l ved  and  g r an t ed  t o  t he 

King .  The Act  o f  the  S ix  Ar t ic le s ,  wi th  severe  pena l t i e s  for  d i s - 
obedience, is passed.

1540.—Fall and execution of Thomas Cromwell.

Edward VI.

1547.—An ecc le s i a s t i ca l  v i s i t a t ion  i s  d i rec ted ,  to  order  the  u se 
o f  Eng l i s h  i n  s e r v i c e s ,  a nd  t o  pu l l  d own  imag e s .  Bonne r  a nd 
Gardiner protesting, they are imprisoned.

15 4 9 . — T h e  “ F i r s t  P r aye r - B o o k  o f  E d wa rd  V I .” i s  a p p rove d , 
and the “Act for Uniformity of Service” passed in Parliament.

A rebe l l ion  in  Devon and Cor nwa l l  demanding  the  re s tora t ion 
of the old Liturgy is put down by Russell.

1552.—A second Act of  Unifor mity and second Prayer-Book are 
issued.

Mary

1553.—Bonner  i s  made  B i shop  o f  London ,  and  Gard ine r  Lord 
Chancellor.

The  l aws  concer n ing  re l i g ion  pa s sed  in  Edward  VI .’s  re ign  a re 
annulled in Parliament.

1554.—Cardinal Pole comes to England.
A l l  s t a t u t e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  Po p e  s i n c e  t h e  t we n t i e t h  ye a r  o f 

Henr y  VI I I .  a re  repea l ed  (bu t  the  mona s t i c  l and s  rema in  in  the 
hands of their present owners).
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1555.—The  p e r s e cu t i n g  s t a t u t e s  o f  Hen r y  IV.  a nd  V.  a g a i n s t 
heretics are revived.

Hooper and many others are burnt as heretics.
October.—Latimer and Ridley are burnt.
1556.—Cranmer is burnt.
Card ina l  Pole,  papa l  l ega te,  i s  made Archbi shop of  Canterbur y. 

(He dies in 1558.)

Elizabeth

1558 . — E l i z a b e t h  f o r b i d s  u n l i c e n s e d  p r e a c h i n g ,  a n d  a l l ow s 
par t  o f  the  L i turgy to  be  used in  Engl i sh .  A new Prayer-Book i s 
prepared.

1559 .—The  Ac t  o f  Sup remacy  i s  p a s s e d  i n  Pa r l i amen t ,  w i t h 
penalties for refusing it.

The Act of  Unifor mity i s  passed es tabl i shing the revised Prayer- 
Book.

Parker is made Archbishop of Canterbury.
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CHAPTER II

THE SETTLEMENT OF THE ENGLISH CHURCH 
UNDER ELIZABETH

Acce s s i on  of  E l i zab eth—Prote stant  Hope s  of  Re form  d i s - 
appointed—Eccle siastical Leg islation—The Act of  Supre- 
macy:  it s  Provi sions—The Act  of  Uniformity—One Form 
of  R itual  and  Wor sh i p  e stabl i she d  by  Law;  Al l  othe r s 
made  i l l e gal ;  C h urc h  At te ndanc e  C om p ul s ory — L e g i s - 
lation  by  Que e n  and  Parl iame nt  without  Re fe re nce  to 
B i shops  or  Convocation—Claims  of  Convocation  in  Be- 
hal f  of  E p i scopal  Authority  d i sregarde d—Bi shop s  vote 
against  both Acts—Bishop of  Che ster ’s  Prote st—Bishops 
and other s  de prived—Reasons  why so few were  de prived 
—The Queen excommunicated—Subscription to the Articles 
of  Relig ion enforced—Subscription as  affecting Puritans 
and  Cathol ic s—Motive s  of  the  Que e n ’s  Pol i cy—Leg i s - 
lat ion  again st  Rome—The  S pe l l  of  E l i zab eth—Was  sh e 
a Prote stant Queen?—Her Prote stantism Political rather 
than  Re l i g iou s—National  Inde pe nde nce  and  Re l i g iou s 
Unity  he r  f i r st  A im—He r Pol icy  of  Compromise  and it s 
Later Results.

ELIZABETH came to the throne on November  17,  1558. 
Wi th in  a  mon th  the re  wa s  g re a t  re l i g i ou s  exc i t emen t 

in  London  and  in  o the r  pa r t s  o f  the  k ingdom.  She  wa s  a 
Protestant queen, and fervent Protestants were indignant that 
she d id not  a t  once abol i sh the super s t i t ions  and idola t r ie s 
of Rome. They were indignant that the clergy who had been 
dr iven from their livings and from the country in Queen Mary’s 
t ime were not at  once restored. Mass was s t i l l  being sung in 
par i sh  churches ;  popi sh  pr ie s t s  were  s t i l l  p reach ing  in  the 
pu lp i t s ,  were  s t i l l  l i s t en ing to  the  confe s s ions  o f  peni tent s 
a nd  p ro f e s s i n g  t o  a b so l ve  t h em f rom the i r  s i n s .  Popu l a r 
zea l  began to show i t se l f  in dangerous for ms.  Violent  mobs 
broke into the churches, inter rupted the service, pulled down 
the  image s  o f  s a in t s ,  s c a t t e red  and  p ro f aned  the  re l i c s  o f 
ma r t y r s  a nd  s a i n t s .  P ro t e s t a n t  p re a ch e r s ,  c r e e p i n g  f rom 
their  hiding-places ,  or  re leased f rom pr i son by the Queen’s
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orders,1 gathered great crowds of people who listened to them 
w i t h  d e l i g h t  a nd  en t hu s i a sm  wh i l e  t h ey  d enounc ed  t h e 
ido l a t r i e s  and  the  c r imes  o f  Rome,  and  demanded in s t an t 
r e f o r m a t i o n .  T h e  R o m a n i s t s ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  we re 
alarmed and, as  Str ype says,  “took frequent occasion .   .   .  to 
speak very untoward words against  the Queen, ref lect ing (as 
it seems) upon Queen Anne Boleyn, her mother, and her own 
leg i t imacy and t i t le  to the succes s ion,  and in f avour of  the 
Q u e e n  o f  S c o t s .” 2T h e r e  l a y  E l i z a b e t h ’s  d a n g e r .  I f  s h e 
could not concil iate the Catholics,  they might r ise in f avour 
o f  her  s i s te r  Mar y ;  and the  r i s ing  might  rece ive  he lp  f rom 
France. That per il menaced her dur ing a great part of her reign 
and determined very much of her policy in relation to religion.

To  p reven t  popu l a r  t umu l t s ,  a  p roc l ama t i on  wa s  i s s u ed 
on December 28, forbidding al l  preaching and al l l istening to 
preaching;  a l lowing the Gospel  and the Epis t le  for  the day, 
the Ten Commandments ,  the Lord’s  Prayer,  and the Creed, 
to  be read in  Engl i sh ;  but  dec la r ing tha t  no other  changes 
would be permitted in the Catholic service until  her Majesty 
could consult Parliament.

Pa r l i amen t  me t  t owa rd s  t he  end  o f  Janua r y,  and  p a s s ed 
in rapid success ion a number of laws in relat ion to rel ig ion. 
The most impor tant of these were (1) an Act  to  re s to re  to  the 
Crown the  anc i en t  ju r i sd i c t i on  ove r  the  Es ta t e  Ec c l e s i a s t i c a l  and 
Sp i r i t u a l ,  a nd  a b o l i s h i n g  a l l  f o r e i g n  Powe r s  r e pu gnan t  t o  t h e 
s am e ;  ( 2 )  an  A c t  f o r  t h e  Un i f o r m i t y  o f  Common  P raye r  a n d 
Service in the Church and Administration of the Sacraments.

I

The f i r s t  of  these Acts , 3 a f ter  reviving cer ta in laws passed 
under Henry VIII.  and repealed under Mary, declared that—

1 “One of her earl iest actions was to release the captives, and to 
restore liber ty to the freeborn. Therefore order from above was sent 
to the keeper s  of  the pr i sons,  wheresoever these honest  and pious 
people were deta ined,  that  they should set  them at  l iber ty,  taking 
their own bonds for their appearance whensoever they should be called 
to  answer.” The pr i soner s  had  been prev ious ly  de sc r ibed a s  “ the 
afflicted professors of the Gospel in bonds and impr isonment.” Strype, 
Annals, i. (i), 54–55.

2 Strype, ibid., 63.
3 1  El iz .  cap.  1 ;  and see Gibson,  Codex Ju r i s  Ec c l e s i a s t i c i  Ang l i- 

cani, 1. 42–49, and especially 44, 45.
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“ A n d  t o  t h e  i n t e n t  t h a t  a l l  t h e  u s u r p e d  a n d  f o r e i g n  p owe r 
and  au tho r i t y  Sp i r i t u a l  and  Tempor a l ,  may  f o r  eve r  b e  c l e a r l y 
ex t ingu i shed ,  and  never  be  u sed  and  obeyed  wi th in  th i s  Rea lm, 
o r  a ny  o t h e r  you r  Ma j e s t i e s  Domin i on s  o r  Coun t r i e s ,  May  i t 
p l e a s e  yo u r  H i g h n e s s  t h a t  i t  m ay  b e  f u r t h e r  e n a c t e d  by  t h e 
author ity aforesaid, That no Foreign Pr ince, Per son, Prelate,  State, 
or  Potentate Spir i tua l  or  Temporal ,  sha l l  a t  any t ime af ter  the la s t 
day of this Session of Parliament, use, enjoy or exercise any manner 
o f  power,  ju r i sd i c t ion ,  super io r i t y,  au thor i ty,  p re-heminence  o r 
pr iv i lege Spir i tua l  or  Ecc les ia s t ica l ,  wi thin th i s  Rea lm, or  within 
any  o the r  your  Ma je s t i e s  Domin ions  o r  Count rey s  tha t  now be, 
or hereafter shal l  be, but from thencefor th the same shal l  be clearly 
a b o l i s h e d  o u t  o f  t h i s  R e a l m ,  a n d  a l l  o t h e r  yo u r  H i g h n e s s ’s 
Dominions for ever ; any Statute, Ordinance, Custom, Constitutions, 
o r  any  o the r  ma t t e r  o r  c au se  wha t soever  to  the  cont r a r y  in  any 
wi se  notwi th s t and ing .  And tha t  a l so  i t  may  l ikewi se  p lea se  your 
Highnes s  tha t  i t  may be e s tabl i shed and enacted by the author i ty 
a fo re s a id ,  Tha t  such  ju r i sd i c t ion s ,  p r iv i l ege s ,  supe r io r i t i e s ,  and 
p re-heminence s  Sp i r i tu a l  and  Ecc l e s i a s t i c a l ,  a s  by  any  Sp i r i tu a l 
or  Eccles ia s t ica l  power or  author i ty  hath heretofore been,  or  may 
lawful ly be exercised or used for the vis i tat ion of the Eccles iast ical 
s t a t e  and  pe r son s ,  and  fo r  re fo r ma t ion ,  o rde r  and  cor rec t ion  o f 
the  s ame,  and  o f  a l l  manner  o f  e r ror s ,  he re s i e s ,  s ch i sms ,  abuse s , 
offences,  contempts,  and enormities ,  shal l  for ever,  by author ity of 
th i s  p re s en t  Pa r l i amen t ,  be  un i t ed  and  annexed  to  the  Imper i a l 
Crown of this Realm.”

The  Ac t  fu r the r  p rov ide s  tha t  a rchb i shops ,  b i shops ,  and 
“ever y  o ther  Ecc le s i a s t i c a l  pe r son ,” ever y  tempora l  judge, 
just ice,  mayor,  and every other per son in the service of  the 
Crown,4 shall take the following oath:—

“I,  A. B. ,  do utter ly tes t i fy  and declare in my Conscience,  That 
the Queens Highness is the only Supreme Governour of this Realm, 
and of  a l l  other Her Highness ’s  Dominions and Countr ies ,  a s  wel l 
in  a l l  Sp i r i tua l  o r  Ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  Th ing s  o r  Cause s ,  a s  Tempora l ; 
and  tha t  no  fo re ign  Pr ince,  Pe r son ,  P re l a t e,  S t a t e  o r  Po ten t a t e, 
hath or  ought  to have any Jur i sd ic t ion,  Power s ,  Super ior i ty,  Pre- 
heminence,  o r  Au tho r i t y  Ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  o r  Sp i r i t u a l  w i th in  th i s 
Realm, and therefore I  do utter ly renounce and for sake a l l  foreign 
Jur i sd ic t ions ,  Power s ,  Super ior i t ie s  and Author i t ie s ,  and do pro- 
mise,  tha t  f rom hencefor th I  sha l l  bear  Fa i th  and t r ue Al leg iance 
to  the  Queens  Highnes s ,  her  Hei r s  and l awfu l  succes sor s ,  and to

4 In  the  s econd  Pa r l i ament  o f  E l i z abe th  (1562 ) ,  th i s  oa th  wa s 
imposed on all members of the House of Commons and on many other 
persons. It was not imposed as a qualif ication for sitting in the House 
of Lords,  as the loyalty of the peer s was held to be above quest ion 
(5 Eliz. cap. 1, §§ 5, 10, 17).
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my power sha l l  a s s i s t  and defend a l l  Jur i sd ict ions ,  Pr iv i leges ,  Pre- 
heminences  and Author i t ie s ,  g ranted or  be long ing to the Queens 
Highness ,  her  Heir s  and Successor s ,  or  united and annexed to the 
Imper ial Crown of this Realm, So help me God, and by the contents 
of this Book.”5

Per sons refus ing to take the oath are to lose their  of f ices , 
whether  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  or  c iv i l .  In  fu ture  the  t ak ing  o f  the 
oath is  to be a necessary qual i f icat ion for holding any off ice 
under the Crown, whether eccles ias t ica l  or civi l ,  and for a l l 
university degrees.6

To mainta in ,  by preaching,  wr i t ing ,  or  in  any other  way, 
the Papal  supremacy i s  made a cr ime: the f i r s t  of fence i s  to 
be  pun i shed  by  fo r f e i tu re  o f  a l l  goods  and  cha t t e l s ,  o r,  i f 
t h e s e  a re  no t  wo r th  £20 ,  by  a  ye a r ’s  imp r i s onmen t ;  t h e 
second offence is to render the offenders liable to the “dangers, 
pena l t i e s ,  and  fo r fe i tu re s” o f  the  S t a tu te  o f  Prov i s ion  and 
Praemunire; the third offence is to be “deemed and adjudged 
High Treason”;  and the of fender  being “ lawful ly  convicted 
and a t t a in ted ,  accord ing  to  the  Laws  o f  th i s  Rea lm,” i s  to 
“suf fer  pa ins  of  death,  and other  pena l t ie s ,  for fe i tures ,  and 
losses, as in case of High Treason by the Laws of this Realm.”7

The  Bi l l  wa s  de l ayed  fo r  a  f ew weeks ,  whi l e  the  Queen 
was endeavour ing to secure the aid of Phi l ip in her troubles 
with France.  I t  reappeared as  soon as  the Peace of  Cambray 
was signed and, though resolutely opposed by all the bishops, 
became law.

II

The Act of Uniformity,8 l ike the earlier Acts of Edward VI. 
(1549 and 1552) and the later Act of Charles II. (1662), did not 
merely provide that  publ ic  wor ship in cathedra l s  and par i sh 
churches should be conducted according to the forms provided 
in the Book of Common Prayer, which was a schedule to the 
Act; it made any other form of worship penal. For a Catholic 
pr iest to celebrate mass was a cr ime: for a Catholic layman to 
be  pre sen t  a t  the  ce lebra t ion  o f  mas s  was  a  c r ime.  For  an 
“Anabapt i s t” minis ter  to bapt ize an adult  by immer s ion was

5 1 Eliz. cap. 1, §§ 16,17,19.
6 Ibid., §§ 19, 20–25.
7 Ibid., §§ 27–30.
8 1 Eliz. cap. 2; and see Gibson, Codex, 267–272.
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a  c r ime ;  t o  s ubm i t  t o  s u ch  b a p t i sm  wa s  a  c r ime.  Fo r  a 
P re s by t e r i a n  m in i s t e r  t o  b ap t i z e  a  ch i l d ,  a dm in i s t e r  t h e 
Lord’s  Supper,  or  conduct  publ ic  wor sh ip  a f te r  the  cus tom 
of the Church at Geneva was a cr ime; and it  was a cr ime to 
be present at any of these illegal services.9

The  s ame  po l i t i c a l  au tho r i t i e s  t h a t  t r i ed  t o  compe l  a l l 
per sons over s ix year s of age, with some exceptions, to wear 
woollen caps instead of felt hats; that made it a penal offence 
f o r  o rd in a r y  Eng l i s hmen  to  u s e  f o re i gn  d r ug s  and  co s t l y 
sp i ce s  a t  the i r  ch r i s t en ing s  and  wedd ing s ,  o r  to  wea r  the 
f ine c lothes  a l lowed to dukes ,  ear l s ,  l anded gent lemen,  and 
other  per sons  o f  g rea t  e s ta te—thi s  same pol i t ica l  author i ty 
ventured on a  s t i l l  more dar ing and sur pr i s ing inter ference 
with the f reedom of  the Engl i sh people.  When they met to 
confess their sins to Almighty God and to implore His mercy, 
the  on ly  word s  they  were  a l l owed  to  u se  were  the  word s 
p rov ided  for  them by  the  Queen and the  Par l i ament .  The 
Queen and the Parl iament a l so determined what prayer s and 
thank sg iv ing s  they  shou ld  o f f e r  when  they  bap t i zed  the i r 
children and met at the table of the Lord. It was not enough 
tha t  the  Queen ’s  c l e rgy  when  ce l eb r a t ing  wor sh ip  in  the 
Queen’s  churches  should use the Queen’s  prayer s ;  no other 
p r aye r s  cou l d  b e  l e g a l l y  o f f e red  by  any  cong reg a t i on  o f 
Englishmen.

Nor  wa s  t h i s  a l l .  The  Ac t  o f  Un i fo r m i t y  requ i red  th a t 
eve r y  Eng l i shman  shou ld  be  p re s en t  eve r y  Sunday  a t  t he 
re l ig ious  ser v ices  which the Queen and Par l i ament  had se t 
up. The fol lowing was one of the c lauses of  this  memorable 
Act:—

“From and  a f t e r  t he  s a i d  Fe a s t  o f  t he  Na t iv i t y  o f  S a in t  John 
Bapt i s t  next  coming,  a l l  and ever y per son and per sons  inhabi t ing 
within thi s  Realm, or any other the Queens Majesty’s  Dominions, 
s h a l l  d i l i g en t l y  a nd  f a i t h f u l l y,  h av i n g  no  l aw fu l  o r  r e a s on ab l e 
excuse to be absent,  endeavour themselves to resor t to their Par ish 
Church or  Chapel  accus tomed,  or  upon reasonable  le t  thereof ,  to 
some usual  place where Common Prayer,  and such Service of  God 
sha l l  be  u sed  in  such  t ime o f  l e t ,  upon ever y  Sunday ,  and  o ther 
Day s  o rda ined  and  u sed  to  be  kep t  a s  Ho ly-day s ,  and  then  and

9 1 El iz .  cap.  2,  § 4;  and see the case of  Dyer ci ted by Gibson, 
l . c. ,  269,  note  b .  “I t  was held.  That the Indictment was good, not 
only against him who said mass, but also against those queux oyent et 
mainteine le dit Masse, implying. That to hear is to maintain.”
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there to abide orderly and soberly, dur ing the time oi the Common 
Prayer,  Preaching ,  or  o ther  Ser v ice  o f  God there  to  be  used and 
ministered.”10

The  pena l t y  f o r  ab s ence  f rom chu rch  wa s  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l 
censure and a f ine of twelve pence for every offence; and the 
f ine of twelve pence in Elizabeth’s time was equal to a f ine of 
twelve sh i l l ings  in  our  own.  As  the re l ig ious  ser v ices  were 
ins t i tu ted-by the Queen and Par l i ament ,  and a t tendance a t 
church was an ordinary legal  obl igat ion l ike the payment of 
ra tes  and taxes ,  the execut ion of  the law was  entrus ted not 
mere ly  to  the ecc le s i a s t ica l  cour t s ;  judges  o f  a s s i ze,  and in 
some cases mayor s and other mag is trates ,  as  wel l  as  bishops, 
were empowered to inflict the penalties of the Act.11

III

The hi s tor y of  the proces s  by which the Engl i sh Church, 
which had  been Roman Catho l i c  under  Mar y,  a s sumed i t s 
p re sent  for m under  E l i zabe th  i l lu s t r a te s  the  rea l  na ture  o f 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  e s t a b l i s hmen t .  I t  wa s  no t  t h e 
Church ,  a s  rep re sen ted  e i the r  by  the  b i shop s  o r  by  Con- 
vocat ion, that ef fected this  g reat and memorable revolution. 
I t  was caused by the State—by the Queen and Par l iament— 
in the teeth of the bishops and in the teeth of Convocation.

The  acce s s ion  o f  E l i z abe th ,  and  he r  s e l ec t ion  o f  s t a t e s - 
men who were known to be f avourable  to  Protes tant i sm as 
her  adv i se r s ,  f i l l ed  the  c l e rgy  wi th  a l a r m.  At  the  meet ing 
of Convocation, the Lower House drew up an address to the 
b i shops ,  dec l a r ing  the  f a i th  o f  the  c le rgy  on the  pr inc ipa l 
point s  of  controver sy between the Protes tant  Churches  and 
Rome,  and  reques ted  tha t  i t  might  be  l a id  by  the  b i shops 
before the Lords in Parliament. They affirmed:—

“(1)  That  in  the  sacrament  o f  the  a l t a r,  by  v i r tue  o f  the  words 
of  Chr i s t ,  duly  spoken by the pr ie s t ,  i s  present  r ea l i t e r,  under  the 
k ind s  o f  b read  and  wine,  the  na tu ra l  body  o f  Chr i s t ,  conce ived 
of the Virgin Mary, and also his natural blood.

“(2)  That a f ter  the consecrat ion there remains not the substance 
o f  bread  and wine,  nor  any other  subs t ance  but  the  subs t ance  o f 
God and man.

10 1 Eliz. cap. 2, § 14.
11 Ibid., §§ 17, 22.
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“(3 )  Tha t  in  the  ma s s  i s  o f f e red  the  t r ue  body  o f  Chr i s t ,  and 
his true blood, a propitiatory sacrifice for the living and dead.

“(4)  That  to  Peter  the  apos t le,  and h i s  l awfu l  succes sor s  in  the 
apo s to l i c  s e e,  a s  Chr i s t ’s  v i c a r s ,  i s  g iven  the  sup reme  power  o f 
feeding and ru l ing the church of  Chr i s t  mi l i t ant ,  and conf i r ming 
their brethren.

“(5) That the author i ty of  handl ing and def ining concerning the 
things belong ing to f a i th,  sacraments ,  and disc ipl ine eccles ias t ica l , 
hath hither to ever belonged, and ought to belong, only to the pastor 
of  the church,  whom the Holy Ghost  for  thi s  pur pose hath set  in 
the church, and not to laymen.” 12

The addres s  was  presented by Bonner,  Bi shop of  London, 
to the lord keeper Bacon. 13 But the lords were not disposed 
to allow to the clergy the power they claimed under the fourth 
ar ticle, and proceeded to ar range in their own way the creed, 
the  wor sh ip,  and  the  po l i ty  o f  the  na t iona l  e s t abl i shment . 
The b i shops  were a s  power le s s  a s  the i r  c lergy to ar re s t  the 
action of the Queen and Parliament. According to the Catholic 
theory, a theory which has lately been revived in the English 
Church,  the b i shops  are  the d iv ine ly  orda ined guardians  of 
“the f a i th which was once for a l l  del ivered unto the sa ints ,” 
the successor s of the apostles, invested with august and awful 
power s as  the ruler s  of  the Church. I f  there i s  any fragment 
of truth in this theory, it was for them to determine whether 
the  Pope  had  any  au thor i t y  ove r  the  Eng l i sh  Church  and 
was the true head of Chr istendom. There were nine bishops 
in the House of  Lords  when the Supremacy Bi l l  was  read a 
third time, and they all voted against the Bill which excluded 
the author ity of the Pope and vested in the Crown what was 
de sc r ibed  a s  “ i t s  anc ient  ju r i sd ic t ion over  the  s t a te  ecc le- 
s i a s t i c a l  and  sp i r i tu a l ,” and  abo l i shed  “a l l  f o re i gn  power s 
r e pugn an t  t o  t h e  s ame.” No  b i s hop  vo t ed  i n  i t s  f avou r. 
No bishop was even neutral.14

12 Strype, Annals, 1 (1), 81, and Fuller, iv. 272–273.
13 Bacon  had  now succeeded  Hea th ,  t he  Archb i shop  o f  York . 

Strype, ibid., 78.
14 Coll ier g ives the fol lowing l i s t  of  lords spir i tual  summoned to 

El izabeth’s  f i r s t  Par l iament :  “Heath,  Archbishop of  York;  Bonner, 
B i s hop  o f  London ;  Wh i t e ,  o f  Winche s t e r ;  Pa t e ,  o f  Worce s t e r ; 
Kitchen, of Llandaff; Bayne, of Coventry and Lichf ield; Turbervil le, 
of Exeter ;  Scot, of Chester ;  Oglethorpe, of Carl i s le;  and Fecknam, 
lord abbot of Westminster.  The bishops of Durham, Peterborough, 
Ely (now ambassador) ,  Bath and Wel l s ,  and St .  David’s ,  sent  their 
proxies: the other sees were vacant by death “(vi. 223).

The  Abbot  o f  Wes tmin s t e r  vo ted  wi th  the  b i shop s  aga in s t  the
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I t  wa s  t h e  s ame  when  t h e  Un i f o r m i t y  B i l l  wa s  r e a d  a 
th i rd  t ime.  Seven eminent  d iv ine s  and  a  l ayman,  a  doc tor 
of civil law, had been appointed to revise the Second Prayer- 
Book of  Edward VI. :  the i r  author i ty  to revi se  i t  came,  not 
f rom the Church,  but  f rom the Crown. They were se lected 
by  the  Queen and her  adv i se r s .  The i r  power s  were  o f  the 
same kind as  the power s  of  any ordinar y roya l  commiss ion. 
The revised Prayer-Book was the schedule of the Uniformity 
B i l l .  I t  regu l a t ed  the  o rd ina r y  wor sh ip  o f  the  Church ;  i t 
p rov ided  fo r ms  fo r  the  admin i s t r a t ion  o f  bap t i sm,  fo r  the 
celebrat ion of the Lord’s  Supper,  for the bur ia l  of  the dead, 
a nd  f o r  o t h e r  re l i g i ou s  ob s e r vance s .  The  re s u l t  o f  t h e i r 
labours was so unacceptable to the bishops that all the bishops 
in  the  House  o f  Lords  voted aga ins t  the  Bi l l  by  which the 
P r aye r -Book  wa s  impo s ed  upon  the  Eng l i s h  n a t i on .  The 
que s t ion  a t  i s sue  wa s  c r i t i c a l .  Fecknam,  in  h fe  speech  on 
the  B i l l ,  s a id  tha t—“ two  d i f f e r e n t  r e l i g i on s  b e i n g  t h e  s ub j e c t 
o f  t h e i r  i n qu i r y ,  h e  l ooked  upon  i t  a s  a  po in t  o f  t h e  l a s t 
impor tance to  re so lve  on the r ight  s ide  o f  the  ques t ion.” 15 
The Bishop of Chester spoke with g reat dignity and earnest- 
ness. He said:—

“The bus ine s s  o f  th i s  b i l l  i s  to  b r ing  on  a  change  o f  re l i g ion , 
or  more  proper ly  a  to t a l  suppre s s ion  o f  wha t  was  anc ien t ly  p ro- 
f e s s e d .  .   .   .  I  h ave  no  i n t en t i on  t o  s ay  any th i ng  t o  l e s s en  t h e 
author i ty  o f  Par l i ament .  I  own the  ac t s  o f  th i s  honourable  cour t 
a re  no t  to  be  conte s t ed ,  when  pa s s ed  upon mat te r s  wi th in  your 
j u r i s d i c t i o n .  B u t  a s  t o  r e l i g i o n ,  I  h u m b l y  c o n c e ive  t h a t  i s  a 
s u b j e c t  a l t og e t h e r  f o r e i g n  t o  t h e  bu s i n e s s  o f  Pa r l i a m e n t .  Fo r 
f a i th,  a s  I  have observed before,  ought to have a  f i r m bas i s ,  to be 
una l te rable  a s  the  l aws  o f  the  Medes  and Per s i ans ,  and not  s t and 
l i able  to  amendment s  and repea l s ,  and a l l  o ther  ca sua l t i e s  o f  the 
s t a tu te-book.   .   .   .  (As  to )  the  impor tance  o f  the  mat te r  noth ing 
c an  be  g re a t e r.  I t  i s  no  t empor a l  i n t e re s t ,  no  money  bu s i ne s s , 
no branch of proper ty; no, i t  i s  of much higher considerat ion. The 
f a t e  o f  e t e r n i t y,  l i f e  and  dea th ,  heaven  and  he l l ,  a re  conce r ned 
in it.”

H e  p ro c e e d e d  t o  c r i t i c i s e  s eve re l y  t h e  n ew  o rd e r  f o r 
the celebrat ion of the Holy Communion; maintained that  i t

Supremacy Bill. He appears to have been absent on the third reading 
of the Act of Uniformity. I f  the proxies were used, they were used 
on the same side. The ecclesiastical vote was solid against the eccle- 
siastical change.

15 See an extended report of his speech in Collier, vi. 234–8.
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withheld from the faithful the blessings which Chr ist confers in 
the sacrament when properly administered; that according to 
the form in the Prayer-Book there was no true consecrat ion 
of the bread and wine, and therefore no Real Presence of Chr ist 
in the sacramenta l  e lements .  He a l so pointed out that  there 
was no provision for “the offer ing” of the body and blood of 
Chr i s t  to  the  Father.  He protes ted aga ins t  the  competency 
of Parliament to pronounce on the questions in debate:—

“The  body  o f  the  Pa r l i amen t  con s i s t s  mos t l y  o f  the  t empora l 
nobi l i ty,  and the  commons ,  which though per sons  o f  g rea t  judg- 
ment  and  l ea r n ing  in  c iv i l  ma t te r s ,  ye t  d iv in i ty  i s  none  o f  the i r 
p ro fe s s ion .  The  expos i t ion  o f  the  Sc r ip ture s ,  the  read ing  o f  the 
a n c i e n t s ,  h a s  b e e n  n o n e  o f  t h e i r  e m p l oy m e n t .  T h e s e  t h i n g s 
con s ide red ,  t hey  c anno t  be  suppo sed  to  be  r i gh t l y  qua l i f i ed  to 
pronounce upon the doctr ines and practice of the Church. Neither, 
indeed, do these things belong to their function or l ie within their 
character.”16

Th i s  wa s  man l y  and  cou r a geou s  s p e ak ing .  On  h i s  own 
theor y of  the epi scopa l  o f f ice—the theor y which had been 
accepted by Chr i s tendom for  a  thousand year s ,  the  theor y 
which underl ies the whole system of Anglo-Catholicism—he 
was whol ly in the r ight .  He and hi s  brethren on the bench 
were entrusted with the defence of the f aith and the govern- 
men t  o f  t he  Church ,  and  the  a c t i on  o f  Pa r l i amen t  wa s  a 
s ac r i l eg ious  inva s ion o f  the i r  funct ions .  But  the  theor y  o f 
E l i z a b e t h  a n d  h e r  a d v i s e r s  wa s  w h o l l y  d i f f e r e n t .  T h ey 
a s sumed tha t  the  pol i t ica l  r u ler s  o f  the  Engl i sh  nat ion had 
the author i ty to regulate the rel ig ious f a i th and pract ices of 
the English people. 

II

Al l  the  b i shops  except  L landa f f  re fu sed to  t ake  the  Oath 
of  Supremacy,  and were depr ived.  Thir teen deans ,  four teen 
a rchdeacons ,  f i f t een  head s  o f  co l l ege s ,  f i f t y  p rebenda r i e s , 
e ighty rector s  of  Churches ,  s ix  abbots ,  pr ior s ,  and abbesses 
were also depr ived—in all 192.17 According to another account, 
the number of the deprived clergy was about 243.

16 Collier, vi. 238–248.
17 MS. in the Cotton Library, quoted by Strype, Annals, i. (1), 106.
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Severa l  explanat ions may be g iven of  the smal l  number of 
the clergy that were removed from their livings.

I t  i s  p ro b a b l e  t h a t  t h e  O a t h  o f  S u p r e m a c y  wa s ,  f o r 
some time, pressed only on the higher ecclesiastical dignitar ies: 
the inferior clergy were let alone.

I t  s e e m s  c e r t a i n  t h a t  f o r  s o m e  t i m e  a f t e r  t h e  A c t  o f 
Uniformity was passed, i t  was very general ly disregarded. In 
some  o f  t he  remote r  p a r t s  o f  t he  k ingdom,  e spec i a l l y  i n 
Lancashire,  the c lergy cont inued to ce lebrate the mass ,  and 
were not disturbed.

T h e  r e l i g i o u s  c h a n g e s  t h ro u g h  w h i c h  t h e  n a t i o n  h a d 
pa s s ed  dur ing  the  p rev ious  th i r ty  yea r s  had  been  so  g rea t 
and so rapid that  large number s  of  the c lergy who clung to 
the old faith were willing to read the new service, hoping that 
before long the ancient r ites would be restored. The Queen’s 
Prayer-Book might be defective—according to the Bishop of 
Chester i t  was f ata l ly defect ive in the form it  prescr ibed for 
the most  sacred and awful  of  the Chr i s t ian sacraments—but 
it  contained l i t t le or nothing that was posit ively offensive to 
the conscience of a devout Romanist .  It  was also possible so 
to celebrate the new r itual as to make it hardly distinguishable 
f ro m  t h e  o l d ,  e x c e p t  t h a t  i t  wa s  i n  E n g l i s h  i n s t e a d  o f 
L a t i n .  T i l l  157 0 ,  w h e n  t h e  Po p e  i s s u e d  a  bu l l  e x c o m - 
municat ing the Queen and re leas ing her subjects  f rom their 
al leg iance, there was hope of reconcil iation between England 
a n d  R o m e .  T i l l  t h e n ,  i t  i s  p ro b a b l e  t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h e 
Romish  l a i ty  a t tended the  Eng l i sh  se r v ice s ,  and tha t  l a rge 
number s  o f  p r i e s t s ,  who a t  hea r t  were  loya l  to  the  Pope, 
p e r s u a d e d  t h e m s e l ve s  t h a t  t h ey  m i g h t  u s e  t h e  P r aye r - 
B o o k  w i t h o u t  s e p a r a t i n g  t h e m s e l ve s  f ro m  t h e  C a t h o l i c 
Church.

I t  was  not  t i l l  1571 tha t  the  Queen per mit ted Par l i ament 
to enforce subscr iption to the Thir ty-nine Ar ticles, in which 
some of the most conspicuous Romish doctr ines are explicitly 
condemned .  Th i s  wa s  immedia te ly  a f t e r  the  Pope  excom- 
municated her.

For  near ly  th i r teen year s  a f ter  her  acces s ion,  the Romish 
pr ie s t s  who remained  in  the  Church  had  on ly  to  read  the 
Eng l i sh  s e r v i ce ;  now they  were  requ i red  to  renounce  the 
R o m i s h  c r e e d .  T h e  A c t  o f  1571  e n a c t s ,  n o t  o n l y  t h a t 
the articles shall be subscribed in future by all clergymen
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on admission to a benef ice, but that they shal l  be subscr ibed 
by—

“eve r y  p e r s on  unde r  t h e  d eg re e  o f  a  b i s hop,  wh i ch  do th  o r 
sha l l  p re tend  to  be  a  p r i e s t  o r  min i s t e r  o f  God’s  ho ly  Word and 
Sacrament s ,  by  rea son of  any o the r  f o rm o f  in s t i tu t i on ,  c on s e c ra t i on , 
o r  o rd e r i n g,  t h an  t h e  f o r m  s e t  f o r t h  by  Pa r l i amen t  i n  t h e  t ime  o f  t h e 
l a t e  K i n g  o f  mo s t  w o r t hy  m emo r y.  K i n g  Edwa rd  t h e  S i x t h ,  o r  n ow 
used in the reign of our most gracious Sovereign Lady.”18

This enforced subscr iption on the Pur itans, some of whom 
had  rece ived  on ly  a  P re sby te r i an  o rd ina t ion ;  bu t  the  Ac t 
was pas sed in a  Par l iament which was vehement ly in f avour 
of Pur i tanism. Presbyter ian ordinat ion was implici t ly recog- 
ni sed as  va l id ,  and the subscr ipt ion which the Act  required 
was only to those ar ticles “which concern the Chr istian f aith 
and  t h e  doc t r i n e  o f  t h e  S a c r amen t s .” 19 I n  t h e s e  a r t i c l e s , 
which are strongly Protestant,  the Pur itans found nothing to 
t rouble  them;  they  were  exempted  f rom subsc r ib ing  those 
ar ticles which concern the polity of the Church to which they 
objected.

Bu t  t o  t h e  Romi s h  c l e r g y  who  h ad  b e en  o rd a i n ed  by 
Romish bishops, and according to the Roman form, the Act 
was  a  s evere  blow.  I t  recogn i sed  the i r  o rd ina t ion  a s  va l id , 
and of  th i s  the Pur i tans  compla ined;  but  in requir ing them 
to subscr ibe the doctr inal ar ticles, it compelled them to abjure 
some of  the  pr inc ipa l  point s  o f  the  Romish creed.  A con- 
s iderable  number  o f  the  c le rgy  were  depr ived .  The Pope ’s 
excommunication of the Queen, and this Act, compelled them 
to choose between the new f a i th and the old.  Ti l l  now the 
choice might have been evaded.

Th i s  n ew  po l i c y  wa s  f o rc ed  upon  t h e  Queen  by  g r ave 
p e r i l s .  Towa rd s  t h e  end  o f  1569  t h e  Ca tho l i c  no r t h  h ad 
broken out into revolt. In 1570 the Pope had excommunicated 
he r,  re l e a s ed  he r  Ca tho l i c  sub j ec t s  f rom the i r  a l l eg i ance, 
dissolved the obligation of their oaths, and pronounced them 
excommunicated i f  they continued to recognise the Queen’s 
au thor i ty.  To the  Ea r l s  o f  Nor thumber l and  and  Wes tmor- 
l and—the  l e ade r s  o f  the  recen t  rebe l l i on—he addre s s ed  a

18 13  E l i z .  c ap.  12 ,  §1.  An A c t  f o r  t h e  M in i s t e r s  o f  t h e  Chu r c h 
to  be o f  sound Rel ig ion .  I t  i s  to be found in G. W. Prothero’s  Sele c t 
Statutes, 64–65.

19 Ibid., § 1.
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let ter,  honour ing thei r  p ie ty,  g iv ing them hi s  ble s s ing,  and 
promising, not only to move the princes of Catholic Christendom 
on their  behal f ,  but to send them at  once a l l  the money he 
could command, and to ass i s t  them in their holy purpose to 
the utmost of his  power. Soon after Par l iament met in 1571, 
a  g reat  p lot  was  detected for  l iberat ing the Queen of  Scots 
f rom conf inement  and  p l ac ing  her  on  the  Eng l i sh  th rone. 
In this plot the Pope, Phil ip of Spain, the Duke of Alva, and 
the Duke of Norfolk were implicated.

I t  wa s  nece s s a r y,  no t  on ly  to  s t r ike  ha rd  a t  the  Queen ’s 
enemies ,  but to do something for the Queen’s  f r iends.  Bi l l s 
were passed making i t  high treason to introduce Papal  bul l s 
i n to  Eng l and ;  h igh  t re a son  fo r  any  man  c l a iming  to  be  a 
pr iest to receive an English subject into the Romish Church; 
high treason for English subjects to be so received; and high 
treason to cal l  the Queen a heretic, a schismatic, a tyrant, an 
inf idel ,  or a usur per of  the crown, even i f  these treasonable 
words  were  fo l lowed by  no t rea sonable  ac t . 20 The Queen’s 
f r iends,  the Pur i tans ,  received sat i s f act ion from the measure 
which compelled the clergy to subscr ibe to Protestant ar ticles 
of f aith. She was reluctant to make this concession to them— 
it was a violation of the central pr inciple of her ecclesiastical 
policy; but her necessities compelled her to yield. 

V

El i zabe th  i s  one  o f  the  few Eng l i sh  sovere igns  who have 
acqu i red  a  l a s t ing  a scendency  over  the  imag ina t ion  o f  the 
Engl i sh people.  She has  become a  nat iona l  legend.  She has 
won a place in the hear t of the English nation which removes 
h e r  b eyo n d  t h e  r e a c h  o f  h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i s m .  We  m ay 
condemn the hastiness and cruelty with which she persecuted 
the  Pur i t an s  and  the  Sepa ra t i s t s  on  the  one  hand  and  the 
Roman Cathol ic s  on the  other ;  we may th ink b i t te r ly  and 
speak  b i t te r ly  o f  the  vac i l l a t ion and t reacher y  wi th  which 
s h e  a c t ed  t owa rd s  f o re i gn  P r p t e s t an t s ;  van i t y,  meanne s s , 
lying, a hard, merciless temper in working out her purposes— 
a l l  these  v ices  may be proved aga ins t  her,  and yet  the spe l l 
of her name is unbroken. That she was g reat notwithstanding

20 13 Eliz. capp. 1,2.
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these vices, is perhaps the last proof of the solid quality of her 
g rea tnes s .  To d i scover  the  secre t  o f  her  power  i s  not  ea sy. 
But  she  had robus t  courage ;  she  cared for  the  g rea tnes s  o f 
England; she had a lofty pr ide in the Engli sh Crown. Above 
all, she never doubted the f irmness of her hold on the affection 
and loyalty of the English people; she took it for g ranted and 
re l ied on i t ,  ju s t  a s  we re ly  on the l aw of  g rav i ta t ion.  She 
could there fore make conces s ions  to her  subject s  in  a  s ty le 
which transformed her very concessions into fresh proofs and 
gua r an tee s  o f  he r  au thor i t y.  Wha teve r  we  mean  when  we 
speak of the royal spir it—this she had. And so, good statesmen 
did her  b idding;  and though she of ten brought  t rouble  and 
dishonour both on herself and them by following her own way- 
ward and wilful impulses rather than their counsel, by trusting 
her own craft rather than their capacity, this never destroyed, 
i t  never lessened, their  devotion to her ;  and they continued 
to the end to regard it as the proudest of ear thly dist inctions 
t o  b e  h e r  s e r va n t s .  G a l l a n t  s a i l o r s ,  h e ro e s  o f  ro m a n c e , 
fought for her g lory and made the Engl i sh name ter r ible in 
d i s t an t  s e a s .  I t  wa s  he r  ex t r ao rd ina r y  f e l i c i t y  tha t  du r ing 
her  re ign Engl i sh genius  revea led a  sudden and unexpected 
splendour. Spenser, Shakespeare, and Hooker have contr ibuted 
to her renown.

Bu t  wha t  h a s  done  mo s t  o f  a l l  t o  en th rone  he r  i n  t h e 
imagination of the English race is the impression that she was 
the g reat Protestant queen whose access ion extinguished the 
f ires of Smithf ield and liberated the country from the tyranny 
of pr iests and popes, and whose long reign secured the tr iumph 
of Protestantism in England and prevented the destruction of 
Protestantism in Europe.

T h e  p o p u l a r  i m p r e s s i o n  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t r u e .  To  a n 
Evangelical Nonconformist, a descendant of the Pur itans, the 
policy of Elizabeth may seem monstrous;  and it  was unques- 
t ionably her own pol icy.  I t  was she who was responsible for 
ar res t ing the prog ress  of  the Engl i sh Refor mation, and who 
threw back the English Church to a point short of that which 
it had reached under Edward VI.21 She hectored her bishops 

21 In  rev i s ing  the  L i tu rgy  o f  King  Edward  VI . ,  the  r ubr i c  was 
struck out which declared that by kneeling at the sacrament no adora- 
tion was intended to any corporal presence of Chr ist in the elements. 
In  the  L i t any,  the  pe t i t ion  “From the  ty r anny  o f  the  B i shop  o f
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—one of them22 she suspended from his  of f ice and cpnf ined 
in his house—for not enforcing the laws against the Pur itans. 
When her  mos t  s agac ious  min i s t e r s  u rged  her  to  be  more 
tolerant to men whose chief cr ime was hatred to Rome, she 
steeled herself against their appeals for mercy—and this at the 
very time when her life was in danger from Romish plots, and 
when Rome would have sung a Te Deum  i f a successful revolt 
had depr ived her of her crown. Most of her Parliaments were 
eager to car ry reformation fur ther,  and tr ied hard to induce 
her to re lax the ter ms of  confor mity to which the Pur i tans 
objected;  but  she he ld f a s t  to  her  own pol icy ;  she to ld the 
Commons that matters of relig ion belonged to the Crown and 
not to them, and commanded them in her impress ive way to 
at tend to their  own af f a i r s .  Her pol icy succeeded.  She kept 
the peace between Cathol ics  and Protes tants ,  and saved the 
nat ion f rom the hor ror s  o f  a  re l ig ious  c iv i l  war.  When she 
came to the throne, she found the vast major ity of her people 
wor shipping at  the a l tar s  of  Rome; when she died,  the vas t 
major ity of her people were wor shipping at the al tar s  of the 
Anglican Church.

She was Protestant by bir th, and Protestant by the necessi- 
ties of her position. She could not acknowledge the author ity 
of the Pope without breaking with her best  fr iends.  She did 
not want to acknowledge i t .  Her queenly pr ide,  her natura l 
spir it, made her resent the interference of a foreign bishop in 
the ecclesiastical aff air s of her kingdom; but for the theology 
o f  Pro te s t an t i sm she  ca red  noth ing ,  and  the  ba ldne s s  o f  a 
Protestant service was al ien to her taste. She had a l inger ing 
sent iment  in  f avour  of  some of  the prac t ices  and myster ie s 
which had been renounced. She rebuked a preacher who argued 
in his sermon against the Real Presence, and she kept a crucifix 
in her pr ivate chapel. The crucif ix provoked great excitement, 
and i t  was  removed;  but  i t  was  soon rep laced.  To the  ver y 
last ,  she had a strong prejudice against a mar r ied clergy, and 
t rea ted the wives  of  her  b i shops  wi th scant  cour tesy.  What 
she cared for was nei ther the theology of  Protes tant i sm nor

Rome and  a l l  h i s  de te s t ab l e  enor mi t i e s .  Good Lord  de l ive r  u s ,” 
was cancel led. The vestments forbidden by the second Prayer-Book 
of Edward VI., but permitted by the f ir st, were made lawful. A few 
other  changes  were  made in  the  s ame reac t ionar y  d i rec t ion .  See 
Cardwell, Conferences, 32–36.

22 Archbishop Grindal, in 1577. Strype, Grindal, 329, 343, 345, 346.
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its r i tual ,  but the loyalty of her people and the ecclesiast ical 
independence of her Crown. She was resolved to be the Queen 
of al l  Englishmen, and to permit no r ival power to command 
the  obedience  o f  her  sub jec t s :  the  acknowledgment  o f  the 
ecclesiastical supremacy of the Pope seemed to her a humiliation 
of her regal dignity.

She was ready, therefore, from the moment of her accession 
to abjure, and to require al l  her servants to abjure, the papal 
jur i sd ict ion.  No one could be per mit ted to hold any of f ice 
under  the  Crown,  mi l i t a r y,  c iv i l ,  or  ecc le s i a s t ica l ,  wi thout 
acknowledg ing her individual author ity. But she was resolved 
to make as few changes in the service of the Church as possible. 
She was obl iged to concede much to the Protes tants ;  but  i t 
was her a im to make the service tolerable to the Cathol ics . 
All over England, for some years after she came to the throne, 
the people found their  old pr ies t s  of f ic iat ing before the old 
a l tar s ,  wear ing the old ves tments ,  and ce lebrat ing a  ser vice 
which was very l ike the old r i tual .23 The clergy did not g ive 
up their livings; the people did not leave their churches. This 
wa s  ju s t  wha t  the  Queen  de s i red .  She  d id  no t  much  ca re 
what the pr iests believed, if they were only willing to acknow- 
ledge her author ity; had she been left  to her sel f ,  they might 
have continued to practise many of the ceremonies which the 
Prayer-Book re jec ted ,  and she  would  never  have  d i s turbed 
them. She cared sti l l  less what the laity believed, if they were 
loya l  to  her se l f ,  a t tended the  Eng l i sh  se r v ice,  and d id  not 
quar re l  about  re l ig ion.  Her Protes tant i sm was  the of f spr ing 
par t ly of policy and par t ly of national sentiment, rather than 
of religious conviction.

In  the  o r ig ina l  s e t t l ement  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Church  under 
Elizabeth, the door was purposely left open for those who rejected

23 “The new Prayer-Book was for the most part an English render ing 
of the old service. Even the more zealous adherents of Catholicism 
held as yet that in complying with the order for attendance at public 
wor ship ‘ there could be nothing posi t ively unlawful .’ Where par ty 
feeling ran high indeed, the matter was sometimes settled by a com- 
promise. A pr iest would celebrate mass at his parsonage for the more 
r ig id Catholics, and administer the new communion in church to the 
more r ig id  Prote s tant s .  Somet imes  both par t ie s  kne l t  together  a t 
the same altar-rails, the one to receive hosts consecrated by the pr iests 
at home after the old usage, the other wafer s consecrated in church 
af ter the new. In many par i shes of  the nor th no change of service 
was made at all.” J. R. Green, History of the English People, ii. 306–307,
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a g reat  par t  of  the Protes tant  theology.  I t  was  not  t i l l  1571 
that the English clergy were required to renounce the creed of 
Rome as well as the jur isdiction of the Pope. This was forced 
upon her at a time of g reat danger ; and though for a moment 
she  y ie lded ,  he r  po l i cy  was  unchanged .  She  was  re so lved , 
a t  a lmost  any cost ,  to conci l ia te  the la i ty who c lung to the 
ceremonia l  of  the ancient  service.  They were repel led f rom 
her churches by the ir regular i t ies of the Pur itan clergy, and, 
therefore, a l though Pur itan loyalty was the surest  defence of 
her throne, Pur itan ir regular ities were f iercely repressed. Her 
pa t ience and per s i s tency rece ived the i r  reward.  Even when 
the Pope excommunicated her,  large number s  of  her people 
who regarded Protes tant i sm with suspic ion and di s l ike con- 
t inued to a t tend her  churches .  They had at tended them for 
thir teen year s ,  had thought themselves good Catholics while 
wor shipping according to the for ms of  the Engl i sh  Prayer- 
Book; and now that they had to choose between the Pope and 
the Queen, they held by the Queen—many of them thinking, 
no doubt ,  that  they were good Cathol ic s  s t i l l .  The Spani sh 
Armada completed their conversion, and drew into the English 
Church large numbers of Englishmen who, till the ships of Spain 
were menacing the Engl i sh coast ,  refused to conform to the 
new order.  Tha t  a  Span i sh  King  shou ld  a t t empt  to  invade 
England in the name of  Cathol ic i sm, was an of fence not to 
be forg iven.  To res i s t  th i s  outrage,  Cathol ic  and Protes tant 
fought side by side; and when they had fought together against 
a  Cathol ic invas ion,  i t  became eas ier  to pray together in an 
Anglican church.

I t  i s  pos s ible  tha t  E l i zabeth might  have  secured her  ends 
by other means; that if while conciliating the moderate Catho- 
l ics she had also been wil l ing to concil iate the Pur itans,  and 
permitted them both to remain in the national Church together; 
i f  she had le f t  the c lergy f ree to wear  ves tments  or  not ,  to 
pract i se  the o ld ceremonies  or  not ,  according to thei r  own 
choice or the wishes of their par ishioner s, al l  that she aimed 
a t  migh t  have  been  won,  and  many  o f  the  ca l ami t i e s  tha t 
fe l l  on the Church and the nat ion in la ter  year s  might have 
been avoided.  I t  i s  doubtful—more than doubtful—whether 
such a policy was possible; whether, if possible, it would have 
been  succe s s fu l .  As  a  ma t t e r  o f  f a c t ,  she  ga ined  wha t  she 
wanted.  And i t  may be thought that  i f  the pol i t ica l  ins t inct
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and sagacity of James I. ,  and of Charles I . ,  had been as keen 
a s  her  own,  the  f ie rce  s t r i fe  which broke out  in  the  Grea t 
Rebel l ion might have been prevented, the external  rel ig ious 
unity of  the nat ion might have been preserved, and the r i se 
of  Evangel ica l  Nonconfor mity might have been indef ini te ly 
postponed.  But ,  on the other  hand,  the pol icy of  El izabeth 
which drew her  Cathol ic  subjec t s  in to the Engl i sh  Church 
made the sp i r i t  o f  the Engl i sh  Church more Cathol ic.  The 
tr iumph of Elizabeth lowered the f ires of English Protestantism 
in the Establishment, and rendered possible the revival of the 
Catholic spir it and doctr ine under Laud. She gave a permanent 
p lace in the Engl i sh Church to the ver y forces  which for ty 
year s after her death provoked the assault that for a t ime laid 
both the Church and the throne in the dust. The chief dif f i- 
cult ies of James and of Charles were the direct results  of the 
success of Elizabeth.
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CHAPTER III

THE FORMATION OF THE FIRST CONGREGATIONAL 
CHURCH IN ENGLAND

Dissatisfaction with the Settlement of the Church—Conces- 
sions to Puritans proposed but rejected in Convocation— 
Var i e t i e s  an d  I r r e g u lar i t i e s  i n  S e rv i c e  an d  R itua l — 
U n i f orm ity  e n f orc e d — Th e  “ A dve rt i s e m e nt s ” — R e s i st - 
ance of the Puritans—Archbishop Parker and the London 
Cle rgy—Se parati st  Cong regations—The ir  Me etings  pro- 
sc r i b e d — Wor sh i p p e r s  at  P lum b e r s ’ H al l  arre ste d ,  e x - 
am i ne d ,  and  i m p r i s one d — R i c hard  F itz  and  h i s  s e c ret 
_ Church—The First regularly constituted Congregational 
Church in England—Grounds of Separation Practical, not 
Theoretical—Vestments  Controver sy—Sympathy with the 
Puritan Objections—Vestments not a Matter of Indiffer- 
ence: The Sign of the Priest, the Relic of Rome, the Mark 
of Separation from Foreign Protestants.

IT soon became apparent that the sett lement of the English 
Church was  unsa t i s f ac tor y to  some of  the f i r mes t  f r iends 

of  the Queen. Among the new bishops and deans were men 
who dur ing Mary’s time had been dr iven into exile, and who 
shared the opinions of the Protestants of Geneva and of Zur ich 
on questions of ritual and of church polity.

I

Mos t  o f  the  l iv ing s  which  had  been  vaca ted  by  those  o f 
the Catholic clergy who refused to take the Oath of Supremacy, 
or to submit to the Act of  Unifor mity,  appear to have been 
g iven to men who desired a more thorough Reformation than 
the Queen was wil l ing to al low. The fr iends of the old order 
who remained in the Church fe l t  that  their  only sa fety was 
in  keeping quie t ;  and in  the Convocat ion which met  ear ly 
in  1562  the  a rdent  Prote s t an t s  had  been a l lowed to  secure 
a  number  o f  repre sen ta t ive s  out  o f  a l l  p ropor t ion  to  the i r
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re a l  s t reng th  among  t h e  c l e r gy.  I t  wa s  p ropo s ed  t h a t  a l l 
ho ly  day s ,  wi th  the  except ion o f  Sundays ,  Chr i s tmas  Day, 
Ea s t e r,  and  Whi t sun t ide,  shou ld  be  abo l i shed ;  tha t  in  s i l l 
par ish churches the minister while conducting service should 
turn his face to the people—not to the altar—so that the con- 
g rega t ion might  “hear  and be  ed i f i ed” ;  tha t  the  ceremony 
of making the cross on the child’s forehead in baptism should 
be omitted as tending to superstition; that each bishop should 
be a t  l iber ty  to  deter mine whether  in  h i s  own diocese  the 
commun i c an t s  s hou ld  be  requ i red  t o  knee l  a t  t h e  Lo rd ’s 
S u p p e r ;  t h a t  t h e  s a c r a m e n t a l  ve s t m e n t s  s h o u l d  n o t  b e 
enforced,  but  tha t  i t  should be “suf f ic ient  for  the mini s ter 
in  t ime of  say ing d iv ine ser v ice  and mini s ter ing the sacra- 
ments to use a surplice”; and that the use of organs in divine 
ser v ice  should be d i scont inued.  A paper  conta in ing s imi la r 
proposals had previously received the signatures of f ive deans, 
t we l ve  a r c h d e a c o n s ,  t h e  p rovo s t  o f  E t o n ,  a n d  f o u r t e e n 
proctor s . 1 On a  d iv i s ion,  these  s ix  Ar t ic le s  were suppor ted 
by  43  aga in s t  35 ;  bu t  the  ex t reme Refor mer s  had  on ly  15 
p rox ie s ,  whi l e  the i r  opponent s  had  24 .  Inc lud ing  prox ie s , 
the numbers were 59 against,  and 58 for ; so that the Ar ticles 
were lost by a single vote.

But  though  de fea ted  in  Convoca t ion ,  the  Pur i t an s  were 
no t  d i s h e a r t e n ed .  They  d i d  a l l  t h ey  cou l d  t o  b r i n g  t h e 
Romi sh  ve s tment s  in to  con tempt .  The  Dean  o f  Wel l s ,  by 
way of insult, required a man who had been guilty of adultery 
t o  do  h i s  op en  p en anc e  i n  a  p r i e s t ’s  s qu a re  c a p.  I n  t h e 
ce l eb r a t ion  o f  d iv ine  s e r v i ce  they  who l l y  d i s rega rded  the 
d i rec t ions  o f  the  Book of  Common Prayer,  and commit ted 
t he  g ro s s e s t  i r re gu l a r i t i e s .  A  p ape r  f ound  among  Cec i l ’s 
MSS. ,  and dated Februar y 14,  1564–5,  i l lus t ra tes  the extent 
of the disorder.

Varieties in the Service and Administration used

S e r v i c e  a n d  P ray e r .—Some  s ay  t h e  s e r v i c e  a nd  p r aye r s  i n  t h e 
chance l ;  o the r s  i n  t he  body  o f  t he  chu rch .  Some  s ay  t he  s ame 
in a  seat  made in the church;  some in the pulpi t ,  with their  f aces 
to the people.  Some keep prec i se ly  the order  of  the book;  other s 
i n t e r medd l e  P s a lms  i n  me t re.  Some  s ay  w i th  a  su r p l i c e ;  o the r s 
without a surplice. 

1 Wilkins, Concilia, iv. 239–240. Cardwell, Conferences, 39–41.
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Tabl e .—The t ab l e  s t ande th  in  the  body  o f  the  church  in  some 
p l ace s ,  in  o the r s  i t  s t ande th  in  the  chance l .  In  some p l ace s  the 
t ab le  s t ande th  a l t a rwi se,  d i s t an t  f rom the  wa l l  [ a ]  ya rd .  In  some 
o the r s  i n  the  midd l e  o f  the  chance l ,  no r th  and  sou th .  In  some 
p l ace s  the  t able  i s  jo ined ,  in  o ther s  i t  s t andeth  upon t re s se l s .  In 
some the table hath a carpet; in others it hath none.

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  C o m mu n i o n . — S o m e  w i t h  s u r p l i c e  a n d 
c a p ;  s o m e  w i t h  s u r p l i c e  a l o n e ;  o t h e r s  w i t h  n o n e .  S o m e  w i t h 
ch a l i c e ;  s ome  w i th  a  Commun ion  cup ;  o the r s  w i t h  a  common 
c u p.  S o m e  w i t h  u n l e ave n e d  b r e a d ;  a n d  s o m e  w i t h  l e ave n e d . 
(“  He might  have  added ,” s ay s  S t r ype,  “ some wi th  wa fe r s ,  some 
with common manchet-bread.”)

R e c e i v i n g . — S o m e  r e c e i ve  k n e e l i n g ,  o t h e r s  s t a n d i n g ,  o t h e r s 
sitting.

B a p t i z i n g . — S o m e  b a p t i z e  i n  a  f o n t ;  s o m e  i n  a  b a s i n .  S o m e 
s i gn  wi th  the  s i gn  o f  the  c ro s s ;  o the r s  s i gn  no t .  Some min i s t e r 
in a surplice; others without.

A p p a r e l . — S o m e  w i t h  a  s q u a re  c a p ;  s o m e  w i t h  a  ro u n d  c a p ; 
s o m e  w i t h  a  bu t t o n  c a p ;  s o m e  w i t h  a  h a t .  S o m e  i n  s c h o l a r s ’ 
clothes, some in others.2

II

When the Queen heard of  these  d i sorder ly  prac t ice s ,  she 
was  exceed ing ly  ang r y.  The  o f f i ce r s  in  her  a r my might  a s 
well refuse to wear their uniforms, or her judges their scarlet 
and ermine, as  her c lergy refuse to wear the vestments .  The 
clergy were the servants of the Crown, and their ir regular ities 
were  an  in su l t  to  her  au thor i ty.  There  were  g rave  rea sons 
for her impat ience and displeasure.  The genera l  care lessness 
of the Pur itan clergy about the external decencies of worship 
would be regarded as a s ign of ir reverence; and their  refusa l 
to  wear  such o f  the  ves tment s ,  and to  obser ve  such o f  the 
ceremonie s  o f  the  anc ient  f a i th ,  a s  she  had  de te r mined to 
preserve,  would repel  large number s  of  the people f rom the 
refor med services .  She therefore directed the archbishop to 
en fo rce  comp l i ance  w i th  the  Ac t  o f  Un i fo r mi t y.  A  book 
o f  “Adve r t i s emen t s ” wa s  d r awn  up  by  the  Archb i shop  o f 
Cante rbur y,  the  B i shops  o f  London,  Winche s te r,  E ly,  and 
Lincoln.3 It consists of a ser ies of directions for the guidance

2 Strype, Parker, i. 302.
3 The book was a l so s igned by the Bishop of  Rochester.  I t  was 

ent i t led.  Adver t i s ements  par t ly  fo r  the  Due Order  in the  Publ ique Ad- 
ministration of Common Prayers and Usings the Holy Sacraments, and
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o f  t h e  c l e r g y.  E ve r y  “ p a r s o n ” t h a t  i s  a b l e  t o  p r e a c h  i s 
required to preach, “in his own per son,” to his congregation 
once, at  least ,  in every three months;  but,  i f  unable,  he may 
“p re ach  by  ano the r,” and  incu r  no  pena l t y.  I f  a  p re ache r 
occupies the pulpit  for a poor brother,  he is  not to exact or 
r e c e ive  a n  un re a s on ab l e  f e e .  A l l  p re a ch e r s  a r e  t o  avo i d 
subjects  “tending to di s sens ion.” No clergyman i s  to preach 
without a l icence from the bishop of the diocese; unti l  he is 
l icensed, he must neither “preach” nor “expound, in his own 
Cure or otherwhere, any Scr ipture or matter of doctr ine, or 
by the way of exhortation, but only study to read gravely and 
aptly, without any glossing of the same, or any additions, the 
homil ie s  a l ready se t  out” or  any other s  that  may be i s sued. 
There are directions about the celebration of the communion 
and the admini s t ra t ion of  bapt i sm;  the communion table  i s 
to be covered with a carpet of s i lk or other decent cover ing, 
and “with a  f a i r  l innen c loth at  the t ime of  minis t ra t ion ”; 
the  communicant s  a re  to  rece ive  knee l ing ;  in  bapt i sm i t  i s 
forbidden to use bas ins .  The dress  of  the c lergy i s  careful ly 
regulated.  They are told what they are to wear on ordinar y 
oc c a s i on s ;  wha t  t h ey  a re  t o  wea r  when  t r ave l l i ng ;  eve r y 
man is  to be dressed according to his  eccles iast ical  rank; “in 
the i r  pr iva te  house s  and s tud ie s” they  may “use  the i r  own 
l iber ty  o f  comely  appare l .” When s ay ing  publ i c  p rayer s  or 
a dm in i s t e r i n g  t h e  s a c r amen t s  i n  o rd i n a r y  c hu rch e s ,  t h e 
min i s t e r  i s  to  wea r  a  “come ly  su r p l i ce  w i th  s l e eve s  ” ;  in 
col leg iate churches the pr incipal minister,  the gospel ler,  and 
the  ep i s to ler  a re  to  wear  copes  when ce lebra t ing the  Holy 
Communion.

B i shops  a re  au thor i s ed  to  p reven t  improper  and  incom- 
pe ten t  pe r sons  f rom be ing  admi t t ed  to  bene f i ce s .  “At  the 
Archdeacon ’s  v i s i t a t ion  the  Archdeacon  sha l l  appo in t  the 
curate to cer tain Texts of the New Testament,  to be conned 
wi thout  book”;  and a t  the  next  Synod the  cura te  i s  to  be 
required to repeat them.

Al l  l icences  to preach g ranted in the Province of  Canter- 
bur y  be fore  March i ,  1564–5,  a re  dec la red  void ;  but  “ such 
as shal l  be thought meet for the off ice” are to receive a fresh

partly for the Apparel of all Persons Ecclesiastical, etc. 1564. Wilkins, 
Concilia, iv. 247–250. Spar row, A Collection of Articles, Injunctions, 
etc., 121–128 (3rd edition).
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l i cence,  “pay ing  no more  but  four  pence  for  the  Wr i t ing , 
Parchment, and Wax.”

On Sunday s  the re  a re  to  be  no  shop s  open ;  “ a r t i f i c e r s” 
a re  no t  t o  go  abou t  t he i r  “ a f f a i r s  wor l d l y  ” ;  and  “ in  a l l 
Fa i r s  and common market s  f a l l ing  upon the  Sunday” there 
is to be “no shewing of any wares before the Service be done.” 
F ina l l y,  eve r y  c l e rgyman be fo re  admi s s ion  to  any  ecc l e s i - 
a s t i ca l  o f f i ce  i s  to  be  requi red to  promise  tha t  he  wi l l  not 
preach without l icence; that he wil l  read the service plainly, 
d i s t inct ly,  and audibly,  so that  a l l  the people  may hear  and 
under s t and;  tha t  he  wi l l  wear  the  appointed dre s s ;  tha t  he 
will try to promote peace among his par ishioners; that he will 
read every day at least one chapter in the Old Testament and 
one chapter in the New, “with good advisement,” to increase 
hi s  knowledge;  that  he wi l l  “keep and mainta in such order 
and uniformity in al l  external poli ty,  Rites,  and Ceremonies 
of  the Church as  by the Laws,  good Usages ,  and Order s  are 
a l re ady  we l l  p rov ided  and  e s t ab l i shed  ” ;  and  tha t  he  wi l l 
not  “openly inter meddle with any ar t i f icer ’s  occupat ion,  a s 
covetously to seek a gain thereby,” i f  he has an eccles iast ical 
living worth twenty nobles a year.

The Pur itans were alarmed when they heard of the Queen’s 
determination to compel their submission, and they appealed 
to the Earl  of Leicester,  on whose fr iendly off ices they were 
accustomed to re ly.  Through his  inf luence the conf ir mation 
of the Queen in Council was withheld from the book, and it 
a pp e a red  w i t hou t  t h e  d i re c t  s a n c t i on  o f  t h e  C rown .  To 
enforce the new regulations, the bishops had to rely on their 
ordinary powers.

“ T h e  A r c h b i s h o p,” s ay s  S t r y p e ,  “ wa s  n ow  a r r i ve d  t o 
the s ix ty- f i r s t  year  o f  h i s  age ;  and a l l  the  remainder  o f  h i s 
days  f rom hence to hi s  g rave was  imbit tered by the labour s 
and pa ins  he  had wi th  such a s  would not  comply  wi th  the 
established rites and orders of the Church.”4

The most  d i s t ingui shed of  those  who re fused to confor m 
were Sampson, Dean of Chr istchurch, Oxford, and Humphreys, 
Reg iu s  P ro f e s s o r  o f  D iv in i t y  i n  t he  s ame  un ive r s i t y  and 
Pres ident of  Magdalen.  Humphreys res i s ted for a  long t ime, 
but yielded at last. Sampson was deprived of his deanery.

At the end of March (1565–6) the Archbishop and Gr indal,

4 Strype, Park,i. 367,
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Bishop of London, cal led al l  the London clergy before them 
a t  L a m b e t h .  C e c i l  a n d  t h e  L o rd  Ke e p e r  B a c o n  a n d  t h e 
Marquis of Nor thampton, who promised to be present,  were 
not there.  When the c lergy were as sembled,  they found the 
Rev. Robert Cole, a city clergyman who had formerly refused 
to wear the habit s ,  canonical ly dressed.  The Bishop’s  Chan- 
cellor addressed them:—

“My Master s and the Minister s of London, the Council ’s  pleasure 
i s ,  tha t  s t r i c t ly  ye  keep the  un i ty  o f  appare l  l ike  to  th i s  man,  a s 
you see  h im;  tha t  i s ,  a  square  cap,  a  s cho la r ’s  gown—pr ie s t - l ike, 
a t ippet,  and in the church a l inen surpl ice; and inviolably observe 
the rubr ic of the Book of Common Prayer, and the Queen’s Majesty’s 
i n j unc t i on s , 5 and  t he  Book  o f  Convoca t i on . 6 .   .   .  Ye  t h a t  w i l l 
p re s en t l y  s ub s c r i b e,  wr i t e  Vo l o.  Tho s e  t h a t  w i l l  no t  s ub s c r i b e, 
w r i t e  No l o.  B e  b r i e f ;  make  no  wo rd s .” When  s ome  wan t ed  t o 
s p e a k ,  t h e  a n s we r  w a s  “ Pe a c e ,  p e a c e !  A p p a r i t o r ,  c a l l  t h e 
churches.”

As the name of each par ish church was cal led, the minister 
wa s  requ i red  to  an swe r.  S i x t y -one  p romi s ed  con fo r mi t y ; 
n ine  or  ten were  absent ;  th i r ty—or perhaps  th i r ty- seven— 
re s i s t ed .  I t  wa s  expec t ed  t h a t  t h e  noncon fo r m ing  c l e r gy 
would have been “rough and c lamorous ,” but  they behaved 
w i t h  “ re a s on ab l e  qu i e t n e s s  a nd  mode s t y.” Among  t h em , 
a s  the  Archbi shop acknowledged,  were  the  bes t  c le rgymen 
i n  L o n d o n  a n d  “ s o m e  p r e a c h e r s .” 7 T h ey  we r e  a t  o n c e 
suspended from their ministry, and were to be depr ived within 
three months  i f  they did not  submit .  Some of  the depr ived 
c le rgy  became phys ic i an s ;  some ente red  o ther  secu la r  em- 
p loymen t s ;  s ome  wen t  to  Sco t l and ;  some  c ro s s ed  ove r  to 
the  Con t inen t ;  s ome  were  reduced  to  begga r y.  Churche s 
were closed in the City of London because there was no one 
to conduct the service. Six hundred persons came to a church 
on  one  Sunday  to  rece ive  the  communion  and  found  the 
doors shut: the minister had been deprived.

5 Issued 1559.
6 Perhaps the Articles agreed upon in Convocation 1562; but they 

had not yet received the royal sanction.
7 S t r ype,  Parke r,  i .  429 .  For  a  fu l le r  account  o f  th i s  scene,  see 

Idem, Gr indal ,  144–146. Str ype g ives two di f ferent accounts  of  the 
number of  those who decl ined submiss ion. In his  Life  o f  Parker  he 
says  that  “ th i r ty-seven denied”;  in  h i s  Li f e  o f  Gr inda l ,  tha t  “only 
th i r ty  d id  not  subscr ibe.” Some of  those  who re fused submis s ion 
were Romanists .  Perhaps the thi r ty  were those who were ult imately 
deprived.
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III

A t  l a s t  a  c r i s i s  c ame.  Some  o f  t h e  d ep r ive d  m in i s t e r s 
and many of  the i r  people  began to  cons ider  the  l awfu lnes s 
and the necessity of separation from the national communion. 
The cour se  which they were  cons ider ing was  fu l l  o f  per i l . 
But  they could not  have the Word of  God preached or  the 
Sac rament s  admin i s t e red  in  the  church  wi thout  what  they 
ca l led “idolatrous gear,” and they concluded that  their  only 
cour se was to form a separate congregation. There had been 
secret societies of devout men in the evil times of their fathers; 
and s ince thei r  hopes  of  a  complete  Refor mat ion had been 
wrecked, they determined that it would be no cr ime, but the 
fulfilment of a duty, for those who wished to cleanse the service 
of God from the superstitions which still defiled it, to assemble 
together in pr ivate houses and wherever else they could meet 
s a f e ly.  They  he s i t a t ed  fo r  a  t ime whether  they  shou ld  u se 
the Book of  Common Prayer  with neces sar y modi f ica t ions , 
but decided to use the Geneva Service Book.

How often they met for worship before their meetings were 
d i scovered,  there  i s  nothing to show. When i t  came to the 
Queen’s ear s that some of her subjects in the City of London 
were having prayer s  and hear ing sermons together in secret , 
and were even celebrating the Lord’s Supper, she immediately 
charged the Eccles ia s t ica l  Commiss ioner s  to lay their  hands 
on the offender s.  In the f ir s t  instance, gentle means were to 
be used to per suade them to conform; if they were obstinate, 
t h ey  we re  t o  b e  d ep r ived  o f  t h e  f re edom o f  t h e  c i t y—a 
pun i shmen t  wh i ch  wou ld  i nvo lve  a  k ind  o f  c iv i l  excom- 
munica t ion ,  and  make  i t  un l awfu l  fo r  tho se  o f  them who 
were  merchant s  and  t r ade smen to  ca r r y  on  the i r  bus ine s s . 
I f  th i s  f a i l ed ,  the  Commis s ioner s  were  to  re sor t  to  severer 
measures.

O n  Ju n e  19 ,  1567,  t h ey  we re  c a u g h t .  T h ey  h a d  h i r e d 
Plumber s’ Hal l ,  te l l ing the hal l-keeper that they intended to 
ce l eb r a t e  a  wedd ing .  The  she r i f f s  had  in fo r ma t ion  o f  the 
mee t i n g ,  a nd  f ound  a bou t  a  hund red  p e r s on s—men  and 
women—holding a re l ig ious service.  A considerable number 
of them were car r ied off to pr ison, and the next day they were 
brought before the Lord Mayor, Gr indal ,  Bishop of London,
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and other Commissioner s.8 Gr indal argued with them gently. 
He reminded them tha t  by  separa t ing  themse lve s  f rom the 
Church they condemned not only all that were at that time in 
communion with i t ,  but  the Refor mer s  in the days  of  King 
Edward VI.  and the mar tyr s  who had suf fered under Queen 
Mary; he quoted the judgment of Bul l inger against  the law- 
fulness of separation from the Church of England on the ground 
of vestments and ceremonies;  he insis ted that copes and sur- 
p l ices  were things  indi f ferent ,  and that  in us ing them there 
could  be  ne i ther  s in  nor  v i r tue ;  tha t  the  Gospe l  was  t r u ly 
p re ached  and  the  S ac r amen t s  r i gh t l y  admin i s t e red  in  the 
churches ;  tha t  in  re l a t ion to  ceremonies  and other  mat ter s 
o f  the  s ame k ind,  which God had ne i ther  commanded nor 
forbidden, the Pr ince had author i ty to make regulat ions for 
the  sake  o f  publ ic  order.  The Dean of  Wes tmins ter  a rgued 
much in the same way.

The  p r i sone r s  ma in t a ined  tha t  su r p l i ce s  and  cope s  were 
super st i t ious and idolatrous,  and denied that  the Pr ince had 
power to command the ministers of the Church to wear them. 
In reply to what was sa id about the vestments being “things 
indifferent,” they quoted Melancthon on Romans xiv.: “When 
the opinion of holiness, or mer it, or necessity is put into things 
indifferent, then they darken the light of the Gospel and_ought 
by a l l  means to be taken away.” Gr indal  repl ied that  t )  wear 
the vestments was not commanded as though it were necessary 
to acceptable wor ship.  One of  the pr i soner s  re joined:  “You 
have made i t  a  mat ter  of  neces s i ty  in  the Church,  and that 
many a poor man doth feel.”

The Lord Mayor said:—

“ I  c a n n o t  t a l k  l e a r n e d l y  w i t h  yo u  i n  c e l e s t i a l  m a t t e r s ,  bu t 
I  h ave  a  mo the r  w i t ,  a nd  I  w i l l  p e r s u ade  t h e  b e s t  I  c an .  The 
Queen  h a th  no t  e s t a b l i s h ed  t he s e  g a r men t s  and  t h ing s  f o r  any 
holiness’ sake or rel ig ion, but only for a civi l  order and comeliness; 
b e c au s e  s he  wou ld  h ave  t he  Min i s t e r s  known  f rom o the r  men ; 
a s  the  A lde r men  a re  known by  the i r  t i ppe t s ,  and  the  Judge s  by

8 For an account of the proceedings before the Commission, see 
An Examinat ion o f  c e r tayne Londoner s  be fo re  the  Commiss ione r s,  about 
anno  1567,  i n  A pa r t e  o f  a  r e g i s t e r,  c o n t ayn i n g e  s und r i e  memo ra b l e 
mat t e r s,  wr i t t en  by  d ive r s  god ly  and l ea r ned  in  ou r  l ime,  wh i c h  s t ands 
f o r,  and de s i r e  the  r e f o rmat ion  o f  ou r  Chur c h ,  in  Dis c ip l ine  and Cere - 
monies, accordinge to the pure Worde of God, and the Lawe of our Lands , 
23–37. See also Strype, Grindal, 169–178.
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the i r  re d  gown s ,  a nd  s ome t ime s  t h ey  wea r  co i f s :  a nd  l i kew i s e 
Lo rd s ’ s e r van t s  a r e  known  by  t h e i r  b a dg e s .  I  w i l l  t e l l  you  a n 
e x a m p l e :  T h e re  wa s  a n  A l d e r m a n  w i t h m  t h i s  ye a r ,  t h a t  we n t 
in the s t reet ,  and a  boi s terous  fe l low met him, and went  between 
h im  and  t he  wa l l ,  a nd  pu t  h im  towa rd s  t h e  kenne l , 9 and  s ome 
tha t  were  abou t  h im s a id ,  ‘Knowes t  thou  no t  wha t  thou  doe s t ? 
He  i s  a n  A l d e r man .’ And  h e  s a i d ,  ‘ I  kn ew  h im  no t :  h e  m i gh t 
have  wor n  h i s  t i ppe t .’ Even  so  when  the  Min i s t e r s  began  to  be 
despised, the Queen’s grace did ordain this priests’ apparel.”10

H i s  l o rd sh ip  a l so  wa r ned  them tha t  i f  t hey  re s i s t ed  the 
Queen ,  she  “may  have  occa s ion  to  s ay :  ‘Wi l l  they  no t  be 
content that I  should rule in the Church? I wil l  restore that 
my fore f a ther s  have  fo l lowed:  and there fore,  mas te r s ,  t ake 
heed.’”

The pr i soner s  do not  seem to  have  been a l a r med by  the 
menace;  one of  them answered,  “Even so,  my Lord,  a s  you 
do say that  the Alder man i s  known by his  gown and t ippet , 
even so by th i s  appare l  that  these  men now wear,  were the 
papist mass-priests known from other men.”

The b i shop,  who was  a  Pur i t an a t  hear t ,  admit ted in  the 
cour se of the discuss ion that a l though he wore the cope and 
surplice in St Paul’s ,  he would rather minister without them; 
he wore them for the sake of order and in obedience to the 
Queen. Upon this  the pr i soner s  decla imed against  the vest- 
ments;  one cal led them the “conjur ing garments of Popery”; 
another compared the bishops to the Popish bishops of Queen 
Mary’s time who made the mayor and aldermen their butchers. 
When reminded that  the bi shops  and the author i t ie s  of  the 
city were acting under the commission of the Queen, and that 
she  wa s  a  god ly  sove re ign ,  one  o f  them had  the  audac i t y 
to  s ay  tha t  “ the  f r u i t s” showed what  she  was ;  and another 
added that  the ser vant s  o f  God were per secuted under  her. 
Most—if not all—of the pr isoners, twenty-four men and seven 
women, were sent to the Br idewell, where they were kept for 
a year and then discharged.11

9 The open sewer  r unning a long the  s t ree t .  "Go,  hop me over 
every kennel home” (Shakespeare, Taming of the Shrew, iv.iii. 98).

10 A  Pa r t e  o f  a  R e g i s t e r,  31 .  T h e  o r i g i n a l  h a s  b e e n  s l i g h t l y 
modernised in this and the following extracts.

11 Strype, Grindal, 175–176, 200–201.
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IV

In the repor t  of  the tr ia l  there i s  nothing to indicate that 
the congregation which met in Plumbers’ Hall had any definite 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  o rg an i s a t i on ,  o r  he ld  any  theo r y  o f  chu rch 
pol i ty which required them to separate themselves  f rom the 
Eng l i sh  Es t abl i shment .  Indeed one  o f  them sa id :  “So long 
as we might have the Word freely preached, and the Sacraments 
administered, without prefer r ing of idolatrous gear above i t , 
we  neve r  a s s embled  toge the r  in  house s .” 12 Bu t  in  a  l e t t e r 
wr itten by Gr indal to Bullinger in June, 1568, about the time 
that  the Plumber s ’ Hal l  pr i soner s  were be ing re lea sed a f ter 
the i r  yea r ’s  impr i sonment ,  he  speaks  o f  the  d i scover y  o f  a 
secret Church in London, with ministers, elders, and deacons.

“ O u r  c o n t rove r s y  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  h a b i t s ,  a b o u t  w h i c h  yo u 
wr i t e ,  h ad  coo l ed  f o r  a  t ime,  bu t  b roke  ou t  a g a in  l a s t  w in t e r ; 
and  th i s  by  the  means  o f  some who a re  more  zea lou s  than  they 
a re  e i ther  l ea r ned or  g i f ted  wi th  p ious  d i sc re t ion .  Some London 
c i t izens  of  the lowest  order,  together  wi th four  or  f ive  mini s ter s , 
remarkable  ne i ther  for  the i r  judgment  nor  l ea r n ing ,  have  open ly 
separated f rom us ;  and somet imes in pr ivate  houses ,  somet imes in 
the  f i e l d s ,  and  occa s iona l l y  even  in  sh ip s ,  t hey  have  he ld  the i r 
meet ings  and admini s tered the Sacraments .  Bes ides  th i s ,  they  have 
o r d a i n e d  m i n i s t e r s ,  e l d e r s,  a n d  d e a c o n s ,  a f t e r  t h e i r  o w n  way ,  a n d 
h a ve  e v e n  e x c ommun i c a t e d  s ome  who  h a d  s e c e d e d  f r om  t h e i r  c h u r c h . 
.   .   .  The number of  this  sect  i s  about two hundred, but consi s t ing 
o f  more  women than  men .  The  Pr ivy  Counc i l  have  l a t e l y  com- 
mi t t ed  the  head s  o f  th i s  f a c t i on  to  p r i son ,  and  a re  u s ing  eve r y 
means to put a timely stop to this sect.”13

Dr.  Wadd ing ton  wa s  f o r tuna t e  t o  d i s cove r  i n  t he  S t a t e 
Paper Off ice three documents, one of which—pr inted in black 
letter—is signed by Richard Fitz, the pastor of a secret Chr istian 
society, meeting in London and organised on Congregational 
pr incip les ;  the second—a manuscr ipt—is  s igned by twenty- 
seven members of this society; the third—also in manuscr ipt— 
i s  a  dec l a ra t ion o f  rea sons  for  separa t ing  f rom the  Eng l i sh 
Church and renouncing “the relics of Antichrist.”14

12 i.e. in private houses. Parte of a Register, 24–25.
13 Zurich Letters: 1558–1579 (Parker Society), lxxxii. 201–202.
14 The documents  are endor sed—” Bishop of  London: Pur i tans .” 

Dr. Waddington thinks that these papers were seized by the off icer s 
when the members of the Church were taken to the Br idewell pr ison. 
But this i s  clearly impossible. The impr isonments the congregation
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The  f i r s t ,  s i gned  by  the  pa s to r,  i s  a  rep ly  to  s l ande rou s 
reports about the Church.

“The True Markes of Christ’s Church, etc.

“The order of the Pr ivy Church in London, which, by the malice 
of Satan, is falsely slandered and evil spoken of.

“The  minds  o f  them,  tha t  by  the  s t reng th  and  work ing  o f  the 
Almighty,  our  Lord  Je su s  Chr i s t ,  have  se t  the i r  hands  and hear t s 
to the pure, unmingled, and sincere worshipping of God, according 
to his  blessed and glor ious Word in a l l  things,  only abol i shing and 
abhor r ing a l l  t rad i t ions  and invent ions  of  man what soever,  in  the 
same re l ig ion and ser v ice  o f  our  Lord God,  knowing th i s  a lways , 
tha t  the  t r ue  and a f f l i c ted Church of  our  Lord and Sav iour  Je sus 
Chr i s t  e i ther  ha th ,  or  e l se  ever  more cont inua l ly  under  the  cros s 
striveth for to have—

“Fi r s t  and  fo remos t ,  the  g lo r iou s  word  and  Evange l  p reached , 
not in bondage and subjection, but freely and purely.

“Second ly,  to  have  the  Sac rament s  min i s t e red  pure ly  on ly  and 
a l together according to the inst i tut ion and good word of  the Lord 
Jesus, without any tradition or invention of man; and

“La s t  o f  a l l ,  t o  h ave  no t  t he  f i l t hy  c anon  l aw,  bu t  d i s c i p l i n e 
only and a l together  ag reeable  to the same heavenly and Almighty 
Word of our good Lord Jesus Christ.

“Richard Fytz, Minister”15

The  second document ,  s i gned  by  twenty- seven  member s 
o f  the  Church ,  i s  an  appea l  to  Eng land to  re tur n  to  God, 
and especia l ly to acknowledge the supreme author i ty of  His 
Word. The writers are resolved to do their part.

“There fore,  accord ing  to  the  s ay ing  o f  the  Almighty  our  God, 
(Matt ,  xvi i i .  20),  ‘Wherever two or three are gathered in my name 
there am I’ :  So we a poor cong regat ion whom God hath separated 
f rom the  Church  o f  Eng l and , 16 and  f rom the  ming l ed  and  f a l s e

which met a t  Plumber s ’ Hal l—and i t  i s  to thi s  impr i sonment that 
Dr.  Waddington refer s—was in June,  1567.  One of  the documents 
was wr itten in the thir teenth year of the Queen’s reign, which was 
1571. It is cur ious that neither in his History nor in his Congregational 
Martyrs does he give the documents in a complete form or in the same 
form. The History  contains only par t  of  the second document,  but 
g ives  a l l  the  s ignatures ;  the Congrega t i ona l  Mar ty r s  conta ins  much 
more  o f  t he  documen t ,  bu t  g ive s  on l y  some  o f  t he  s i gna tu re s . 
Waddington,  i .  (1200–1567) ,  742–745,  and Congr ega t i ona l  Mar ty r s , 
11–15.

15 Wa d d i n g t o n ,  i .  ( 12 0 0 – 1567 ) ,  74 2 – 74 3 ;  a n d  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l 
Martyrs, 11–12.

16 They had not  separa ted themselves :  God had separa ted them. 
He had shown them His will; and they had only to obey.
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wor sh ipp ing  there in  u sed ,  out  o f  the  which  a s sembl ie s  the  Lord 
our only Saviour hath called us, and sti l l  calieth, saying—‘Come out 
f rom among them, and separa te  your se lves  f rom them, and touch 
no unclean thing, then wil l  I  receive you, and I wil l  be your God, 
and you shal l  be my sons and daughter s ,  sai th the Lord’ (2 Cor. vi . 
17,  18 ) .  So  a s  God  g ive th  s t reng th  a t  th i s  d ay,  we  do  s e r ve  the 
Lord  ever y  Sabba th  day  in  house s ,  and  on the  four th  day  in  the 
week we meet or come together weekly to use prayer and exercise 
d i sc ip l ine on them which do deser ve i t ,  by the s t rength and sure 
wa r r a n t  o f  t h e  L o rd  G o d ’s  Wo rd ,  a s  i n  M a t t ,  x v i i i .  16 ,  17 ; 
1 Cor. v. 4, 5.”

They have suffered for their testimony.

“So  t h i s  s e c re t  a nd  d i s gu i s e d  An t i c h r i s t ,  t o  w i t ,  t h e  Canon 
Law,  wi th  the  branches  and  ma in ta iner s ,  though not  so  open ly 17 
have,  by long impr i sonment ,  p ined and k i l l ed  the Lord’s  se r vant s 
( a s  ou r  m in i s t e r,  R i cha rd  F i t z ,  Thoma s  Rowl and ,  d e a con ,  one 
Pa t r i d g e ,  a n d  G i l e s  Fow l e r ,  a n d  b e s i d e s  t h e m  a  g r e a t  mu l t i - 
t u d e )  .   .   .  w h o s e  g o o d  c a u s e  a n d  f a i t h f u l  t e s t i m o ny,  t h o u g h 
we shou ld  cea se  to  g roan  and  c r y  unto  our  God to  redre s s  such 
wrong and crue l  handl ing o f  h i s  poor  remnant ,  the  ver y  wa l l s  o f 
t h e  p r i s on s  a bou t  t h i s  c i t y—a s  t h e  Ga t ehou s e ,  B r i d ewe l l ,  t h e 
Counter s ,  the King’s Bench, the Mar shalsea,  and the White Lion— 
would testify God’s anger kindled against this land for such injustice 
and subtile persecution.”

I t  conc ludes  wi th  a  prayer  for  the  Queen:  tha t  “ she may 
cast down all  the places of idolatry within her land, with the 
Popish canon law”; may send for th pr inces and minister s, and 
g ive them the Book of the Lord,  that  they may br ing home 
the people  of  God to the pur i ty  and t ruth of  the apos to l ic 
Church; and that she may have “a blessed, long, and prosperous 
reign, with peace of conscience in this life,” and eternal glory 
in  the  l i f e  to  come.  The da te—1571—is  g iven in  the  body 
of the document.18

Of the twenty-seven per sons who signed this appeal ,  seven 
appear  to  have been among the Br idewel l  pr i soner s  caught 
at Plumbers’ Hall in 1567; Thomas Rowland, the deacon who 
was dead when the appeal was signed, was one of the seven.19 
F ive  o f  the  Chr i s t i an names  do not  cor re spond,  but  i t  was

17 That is, the present Church author ities do not, like the Romanists, 
openly profess to maintain the Canon Law; but are real ly the al l ies 
of that Antichrist.

18 Waddington, i. 743–744; Congregational Martyrs, 13–14.
19 Rowland is called Bowelande in Parte of a Register.
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very poss ible for the names of the Br idewell  pr isoner s to be 
erroneously recorded.

Whether  the  Church  was  fo r med be fore  or  a f t e r  1567  i s 
doubt fu l .  As  noth ing  in  the  examina t ion o f  the  P lumber s ’ 
Hall  pr isoner s suggests that they held any very def inite con- 
cept ion of  ecc le s ia s t ica l  pol i ty,  or  a t tached any impor tance 
to “discipl ine,” i t  i s  probable that the Church was organised 
after the prisoners were liberated.

The  t r ad i t ion  o f  th i s  Church  su r v ived .  In  a  “Dia logue” 
pr inted in 1593, it is stated that “in the days of Queen Eliza- 
be th  the re  wa s  a  s epa r a ted  Church ,  whereo f  Mr.  F i t z  wa s 
p a s t o r ,  t h a t  p r o f e s s e d  a n d  p r a c t i s e d  t h a t  c a u s e  ( 
Congrega t iona l i sm)  before Mr. Browne wrote for i t .”20 Henry 
Ainsworth, in 1608, speaks of “that separated Church whereof 
Mr.  Fi tz  was  pas tor,  in  the beg inning of  Queen El izabeth’s 
re ign.” 21 John Robinson too speaks  of  “a  separa ted Church 
in the beginning of Queen Elizabeth’s days.”22

In  e a r l i e r  t ime s  the re  were  s ec re t  Chr i s t i an  soc i e t i e s  in 
Eng l and  which  were  re a l l y  Cong rega t iona l  Churche s ;  bu t 
these societies were informal associat ions of devout men and 
women who met to worship God without any idea of restor ing 
the  po l i ty  o f  apos to l i c  t imes .  Richard  F i t z  and h i s  f r i ends 
called their society a Church: they claimed to be a Church in 
the apostolic meaning of the word; they restored the apostolic 
off ices of the pastor and deacon; they attr ibuted to the Church 
the power of discipline, which Chr ist declares is possessed by 
t ho s e  who  a re  g a the red  t oge the r  i n  H i s  n ame ;  t h ey  me t 
regular ly to exercise this  power, and they bel ieved that what 
they  bound on ea r th  was  bound in  heaven,  and what  they 
loosed on earth was loosed in heaven.

The  f i r s t  re gu l a r l y  con s t i t u t ed  Eng l i s h  Cong reg a t i on a l 
Church  o f  which  any  record  or  t r ad i t ion  rema in s  was  the 
Church o f  which  Richard  F i t z  was  pa s tor ;  and  he  d ied  in 
prison for his loyalty to Congregationalism.

20 Quoted, without reference, by Waddington, i. 743–744; Congregational  
Martyrs, 15–16.

21 Counterpoyson .^S.^S.^S Mr. Bernard’s book entit led The Separatists’ 
Schisms, and Mr. Crawshaw’s Quest ions .^S.^S. examined and answered 
by H. A., 39.

22 John Robinson, Works, iii. 34
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V

I t  s e ems  p rob ab l e ,  howeve r,  t h a t  n e i t h e r  R i ch a rd  F i t z 
nor  those  who were  a s soc ia ted  wi th  h im became Noncon- 
formists for the sake of realising an ideal form of ecclesiastical 
polity. They thought that the services of the English Church 
were  t a in ted  wi th  Romani sm.  The  Romi sh  ve s tment s  and 
the Romish ceremonies were intolerable to them. They could 
not ,  so  they be l ieved,  cont inue to  wor sh ip  in  the  Queen’s 
churches  wi thout  be ing  gu i l ty  o f  d i s loya l ty  to  Chr i s t ;  and 
the re fo re  they  re so l ved  to  fo r m a  s epa r a t e  cong rega t ion . 
They found the  ju s t i f i ca t ion o f  the i r  dec i s ion in  the  g rea t 
words of Chr ist—“Where two or three are gathered together 
in My name,  there am I  in the mids t  of  them.”23 They di s- 
covered that  to such an as sembly Chr is t  had entrusted most 
august powers, and that it fulf il led Chr ist’s own conception of 
a Church.

But  the  movement  began in  the i r  i r reconci l able  hos t i l i ty 
to  the  ves tment s ;  th i s  was  the  or ig in  o f  the i r  quar re l  wi th 
the Engl i sh Church. And i t  may be urged that i f  the Queen 
was  ty r ann ica l  in  en fo rc ing  the  ve s tment s ,  the  Sepa r a t i s t s 
were  na r row and  unrea sonable  in  b reak ing  away  f rom the 
na t iona l  Church  r a the r  than  submi t  to  them.  I t  i s  due  to 
the memory of  the El izabethan Nonconfor mist s  to consider 
the grounds of their resistance.

T h e  ve r y  o b j e c t  o f  t h e  Q u e e n — f o r ,  a t  f i r s t ,  m o s t  o f 
her bishops were very cool in sustaining her policy—the very 
object  of  the Queen in enforcing the ves tments  was  one of 
t he  ch i e f  g round s  on  wh i ch  the  Pu r i t an s  and  Sepa r a t i s t s 
re fu sed  to  wear  them.  She  knew tha t  the  common peop le 
who  h ad  b e en  educ a t ed  i n  Roman i sm  wou l d  re g a rd  t h e 
c lergy who wore pr ies t ly  habi t s  a s  pr ies t s .  But the Pur i tans 
vehement ly  denied that  they were pr ies t s ;  and they re fused 
to be par ties to the policy which was intended to make them 
appea r  p r i e s t s .  They  ma in t a ined  tha t  whoeve r  c l a imed  to 
be a  pr ie s t ,  and whoever  per mit ted h imse l f  to  be  regarded 
as a pr iest, was guilty of obscur ing the pr iesthood of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, the only Mediator between God and man.

(2 )  When the  Queen in s i s t ed  tha t  the  pr ie s t ly  ve s tment s

23 Matt, xviii. 20.
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should be worn by all Chr istian ministers, she raised the great 
question. Whether any secular ruler has author ity to interfere 
with the regulat ion of Chr ist ian wor ship. The Pur itans—the 
most moderate of them, as well as the most extreme—refused 
to concede the author ity,  and contended that the Lord Jesus 
Chr i s t  i s  the only  Sovere ign and Leg i s l a tor  of  the Church. 
They were will ing that the Queen should enforce the laws of 
Chr i s t ;  but that  she had any r ight to make laws of  her own 
for  the  f a i th  or  d i sc ip l ine  or  wor sh ip  o f  the  Church,  they 
peremptorily denied.

T h e  c o n t rove r s y  wa s  n o t  a  n ew  o n e .  I n  t h e  t i m e  o f 
Edward  VI . ,  Hooper,  who  ha s  somet imes  been  c a l l ed  the 
f i r s t  Engl i sh Nonconformist ,  refused to wear episcopal  vest- 
ment s ,  when he  was  appo in ted  B i shop  o f  Glouce s te r ;  and 
unless  he wore the vestments he could not receive episcopal 
con s e c r a t i on .  The  K ing  and  h i s  Counc i l  we re,  howeve r, 
re so lved tha t  he  should  be b i shop.  They could  not  remove 
his scruples by argument, and therefore shut him up for some 
t ime in hi s  own house ;  and when thi s  f a i led,  they put  h im 
in the Fleet  pr i son.  At la s t ,  he consented to a  compromise. 
He engaged to wear the vestments when he was consecrated, 
when he preached in his own cathedral, and when he preached 
be fore  the  King ;  but  dec la red  tha t  he  would  wear  them a t 
no other times.24

The  men  tha t  we re  unwi l l i ng  to  wea r  the  ve s tmen t s  i n 
E l i zabe th ’s  t ime had the  sympathy o f  mos t  o f  the  eminent 
statesmen who served the Queen—of the Earl of Bedford, and 
the  Ear l  o f  Hunt ingdon,  o f  Wal s ingham,  Knol ly s ,  and  the 
Lord  Keeper  Bacon .  Le ice s te r,  the  Queen ’s  f avour i t e,  wa s 
among  the i r  f r i end s .  Cec i l  wa s  con t inua l l y  remons t r a t ing 
against the sever ities of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and 
begging them to use the Puritans mercifully.

They had among them some of the ablest and most learned 
a s  we l l  a s  the  mos t  devout  o f  the  c l e rgy.  Humphrey s  and 
Sampson were  d i s t ingui shed scho la r s .  Some of  the  b i shops 
who took  pa r t  in  en forc ing  the  Queen ’s  wi l l  had  f e l t  the 
diff iculties of their brethren whom they now oppressed. Jewel 
d e s c r i b ed  t h e  ve s tmen t s  a s  “ t h e a t r i c a l  h ab i t s ,” and  s a i d , 
tha t  the  ves tment s  a re  “ the re l icks  o f  the  Amor i te s  cannot 
be denied.” Wr it ing in the very year that the Pur itan clergy

24 Collier, v. 377–384.418–419.
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in London were depr ived, he said, “I wish that a l l ,  even the 
slightest vestige of Popery mightbe removed from our churches, 
and  above  a l l  f rom our  minds .” B i shop Sandys ,  wr i t ing  in 
1559,  b i t ter ly  lamented that  the Popish ves tments  were s t i l l 
used.25 Bishop Gr indal, who shared with Parker the responsi- 
b i l i ty  o f  depr iv ing  the  London Pur i t an s ,  had  had  sc r up le s 
himself concerning the vestments and the ceremonies; and in 
1556 he wrote  to  Bul l inger,  “We who are  now bi shops ,  on 
ou r  f i r s t  re t u r n  and  be fo re  we  en t e red  on  ou r  m in i s t r y, 
contended long and ear nes t ly  for  the removal  of  the things 
t h a t  h ave  occ a s i oned  the  p re s en t  d i s pu t e.” 26 E a r l y  i n  t he 
controversy, al l  the Fellows of St. John’s College, Cambr idge, 
threw off their surplices and refused to wear them any longer. 
The Fel lows of Tr inity, with three exceptions, did the same. 
Mr. Hallam says with perfect truth that the Puritan scruples—

“were  by  no  mean s  con f ined ,  a s  i s  pe r pe tua l l y  i n s inua t ed ,  t o 
a  f ew  d i s c o n t e n t e d  p e r s o n s .  E x c e p t  A r c h b i s h o p  Pa r ke r ,  w h o 
had remained in  England dur ing the  l a te  re ign ,  and Cox,  Bi shop 
of Ely, who had taken a strong par t at Frankfor t against innovation, 
a l l  the  mos t  eminen t  churchmen .   .   .  were  in  f avour  o f  l e av ing 
of f  the sur pl ice and what  were ca l led the Popish ceremonies .   .   .   . 
I n  t h i s  e a r l y  s t a ge  t he  advoca t e s  o f  a  s imp l e r  r i t u a l  h ad  by  no 
means  a s sumed the  shape o f  an embodied f ac t ion,  which conces- 
s ions ,  i t  must  be owned,  are  not  apt  to  sa t i s fy,  but  numbered the 
mos t  l e a r ned  and  d i s t ingu i shed  por t ion  o f  the  h ie r a rchy.  Pa rke r 
stood nearly alone on the other side.” 27

The reasons that  made so large a  number of  eminent men 
re luctant  to wear  the ves tments  must  deser ve cons idera t ion 
and respect.  They were strengthened by a pass ion which had 
a  f ie rce  s t rength in  the hear t s  o f  the people.  In those  days 
t he  ve s tmen t s  we re  i n s ep a r ab l y  a s s oc i a t ed  w i th  t he  mos t 
ter r ible  memor ies .  When the service was held in Plumber s ’ 
Ha l l ,  i t  was  on ly  twelve  year s  s ince  the  mar tyrdoms under 
Queen Mary had begun with the burning of Rogers at Smith- 
f i e l d  a n d  H o o p e r  a t  G l o u c e s t e r .  R i d l e y  a n d  L a t i m e r , 
Saunder s ,  Bradford and Cranmer,  soon died the same death. 
For three year s ,  in town af ter  town, and ci ty a f ter  c i ty,  the

25 For the opinions of these and other bishops, see Neal, i. 157–160.
26 See Gr indal’s  Letter  to Bul l inger,  in Strype, Grindal,  i i .  491, and 

Zurich Letters: 1558–1579 (Parker Society), lxxiii. 169.
27 Hallam, Constitutional History, i. 175, 179.
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faggots were built  up in the market-place, and men, women, 
and ch i ldren ,  somet imes  a lone,  somet imes  in  g roups ,  were 
burnt for their Protestant f aith, while Popish bishops in their 
Popish vestments  looked on. About two hundred and eighty 
mar tyr s  per i shed by  f i re,  be s ide s  those  who su f fe red  c r ue l 
wrongs and intolerable tor tures in pr ison but were not burnt. 
When  the  s e r v i ce  wa s  he ld  in  P lumber s ’ Ha l l ,  i t  wa s  no t 
n ine  yea r s  s i nce  the  f l ame s  had  been  ex t ingu i shed .  Some 
of those who met for worship had probably seen many of the 
v i c t ims  o f  Romi sh  c r ue l t y  bur n ing  a t  the  s t ake.  Some o f 
them may have been the husbands, wives, children, brother s, 
s i s t e r s  o f  t he  ma r t y r s .  Some  o f  t hem,  pe rhap s ,  h ad  been 
impr i soned themse lves ,  and had nar rowly escaped bur ning. 
In  1563—only  four  yea r s  be fore—the f i r s t  Eng l i sh  ed i t ion 
of  Foxe’s  Book o f  Mar tyr s  had been publ i shed: i t  was a l ready 
the most  popular  book in England;  i t  was  read ever ywhere, 
and everywhere it deepened the hor ror with which Protestants 
rega rded  the  Church  o f  Rome,  and  made  more  ang r y  and 
vehement  the i r  ind igna t ion aga in s t  the  pr ie s t s .  To compe l 
the minister s of the purer f aith to wear the livery of the men 
who had put the saints of God on the rack and sent them to 
the f lames, was hor r ible. To be present at any worship where 
that l ivery was worn, seemed like condoning the cr imes from 
wh i ch  t h e  ma r t y r s  h ad  s u f f e red .  Nor  wa s  t h i s  a l l .  Wha t 
Rome had touched—so thought the more earnest Protestants 
o f  those  days—had po l lu t ion in  i t .  Prayer s  and s ac rament s 
were  de f i l ed ,  i f  the  min i s te r s  wore  the  ve s tment s  o f  Ant i - 
christ.

And  by  the s e  h a t ed  g a r men t s  t hey  were  s epa r a t ed  f rom 
thei r  bre thren in  Scot land,  Ger many,  Hol land,  and France, 
who were s t ruggl ing for  the f a i th of  the Gospel .  Protes tant 
Ch r i s t endom,  no tw i t h s t and ing  t h e  d iv i s i on  b e tween  t h e 
Lutheran and the Reformed Churches, was vividly conscious 
o f  i t s  e s s en t i a l  un i ty.  The  Pro te s t an t s  o f  ever y  count r y  in 
Eu rope  h ad  common  in t e re s t s  and  common  pe r i l s .  They 
must  s t and or  f a l l  together.  Spa in and the Pope were  the i r 
common foes .  A l l  who had renounced the  super s t i t ions  o f 
Rome,  and def ied i t s  tyranny,  were  comrades  in  a  s t r ugg le 
on which the  l iber t ie s  o f  na t ions  and the  e ter na l  s a lva t ion 
o f  m a n k i n d  d e p e n d e d .  I f  E n g l i s h  P ro t e s t a n t s  wo re  t h e 
Popi sh ves tments ,  they adopted the uni for m of  the enemy;
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and in such a f ight as was then going on—a ver itable battle of 
Armageddon—this was treachery to the good cause.

Jewel  and Gr inda l  and Sandys  and Parkhur s t ,  who shared 
the scruple s  o f  the Pur i tans ,  but  who,  in  obedience to the 
Queen and for the sake of order, submitted to wear copes and 
surplices and, what was worse, took par t in imposing them on 
other s ,  were  good and able  men;  the i r  submi s s ion  may be 
de fended on s t rong g rounds .  I t  ha s  been a l ready conceded 
that  the pol icy of  the Queen to which they submit ted may 
have saved the nation from those relig ious wars which inflicted 
permanent and immeasurable evils  on Germany and France. 28 
They doubt le s s  be l ieved tha t  in  submit t ing to  i t  they were 
render ing what in the long-run would be the truest  service 
to the cause of  Protes tant i sm, and were aver t ing immediate 
political troubles.

To  t h em a  c a lm  and  impa r t i a l  h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i sm  may 
concede  the  honour s  o f  p rac t i ca l  wi sdom.  To the  ex t reme 
Pur itans must be conceded honours of another kind. To them 
mus t  be  a t t r ibuted  an  immovable  re so lu t ion to  be  loya l  to 
conscience and to Chr ist at al l  hazards; a deeply rooted f aith 
tha t  no compromise  wi th  er ror  can be  neces sa r y  to  secure 
the  u l t ima t e  v i c to r y  o f  t r u th ;  a  vehemen t  abho r rence  o f 
super st i t ion and idolatr y;  a  re lent less  hatred of pr ies t ly pre- 
tens ions  and pr ie s t ly  tyranny,—and these  are  v i r tues  which 
are more necessary to the life of nations and of Churches than 
t h e  p ro f ounde s t  s a g a c i t y ;  a nd  t h ey  a re  mo re  a c c ep t a b l e 
to God.

28 See ante, p. 79.
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CHAPTER IV

ATTEMPTS AT REFORMATION WITHIN 
THE CHURCH

Puritan Experiment at Northampton—Instruction,  Discipline, 
“Prophe sy ings”—Attempt s  at  Suppre s s ion—Conf l ict  b e - 
tween Queen and Parl iament over  Church Leg i slation— 
Cause s  of  the Weakne ss  of  the Anglican Party in Parl ia- 
ment—“The Admonition to the  Parl iament” :  Demand for 
a Presbyterian Establishment—Controversy between Cart- 
wright  and  Whitg i f t—Lim itations  of  the  Powe r  of  the 
Church to vary its  Organisation and Ritual—Meeting at 
Wandsworth to  set  up  a  Scheme  of  Di sc i pl ine—Grindal , 
Archbishop of Canterbury—Attempt to organise a Presby- 
te r i an  System  w ith in  the  Church—Grindal  i ncur s  th e 
Queen’s Displeasure and is suspended—Moral and Spiritual 
Shortcomings  of  the  Cle rgy:  Contemporary  Evide nce— 
Puritan Revolt a Struggle for Righteousness.

IN the  ye a r  1571—the  s ame  yea r  i n  wh i ch  the  member s 
o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  Church  in  London dec l a red  the i r 

f a i th and pol i ty and appealed to their  countrymen to return 
t o  “ t h e  pu r i t y  a nd  t r u t h  o f  t h e  a po s t o l i c  Chu rch”—the 
more moderate Pur i tans were making a s ingular  exper iment 
in the town of Nor thampton. They were resolved to remain 
in  the nat iona l  Church t i l l  they were dr iven out  o f  i t ;  but 
they were rapidly constructing a theory of church order very 
dif ferent from that which had been set up by the Crown and 
Parliament, and were trying how much of it could be car r ied 
into practice within the restraints imposed by the law.

The scheme had  the  s anc t ion  and  suppor t  o f  the  b i shop 
o f  the  d ioce se,  o f  the  mayor  and  cor pora t ion ,  and  o f  the 
mag i s t r a te s  o f  the  town and countr y.  I t  was  both v igorous 
and  comprehen s ive.  The  Pu r i t an s  o f  Nor th ampton  cou ld 
f ind no pa s sage  in  the  New Tes tament  s anct ioning the  use
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of organs  in Chr i s t i an wor ship;  and in ever y church in the 
town the  o rgan  was  s i l enced .  They  cou ld  f ind  no  pa s s age 
s anc t ion ing  the  employment  o f  “ s ing ing  men and  s ing ing 
women”;  and in  ever y church in  the town the choir s  were 
s i lenced. For the minis ter to conduct service in the chancel 
wa s  a  su r v iva l  o f  s a ce rdo t a l  supe r s t i t i on ;  and  the  s e r v i ce 
was therefore conducted in the nave. Contrary to the direction 
of the Prayer-Book, the communion table was placed in the 
nave at  the upper end of the middle a i s le,  and kneel ing was 
dispensed with.

There  were  some noble r  e l ement s  in  the  s cheme.  I t  wa s 
re so lved  tha t  the  peop le  shou ld  be  t augh t  the  Sc r ip tu re s , 
and in the pr incipal church there was a service every Tuesday 
and  Thur sday  fo r  the  read ing  and  expound ing  o f  the  Old 
Testament and the New. To g ive ample t ime to this exercise, 
the Book of Common Prayer was set aside; the service began 
with the Confession, and ended with prayer and the recitation 
of a confession of faith.

I t  was a l so resolved that  the people should have suf f ic ient 
preaching. In the pr incipal church there was a sermon every 
Sunday and holy-day.  In the other  churches  i t  was  ordered 
that  morning service should be c losed by nine o’c lock, that 
the  cong rega t ion  might  be  able  to  hea r  the  p reacher ;  the 
par i sh minis ter  was to charge his  people to go to hear him, 
unless he meant to preach himself.

For  an  hour  a t  the  end  o f  even ing  prayer,  ever y  Sunday 
and holy-day,  the young people  were examined in  Calv in ’s 
catechism, and the catechism was expounded by the minister. 
While this exercise, went on the elder people were present.

Dur ing the time of sermon and catechising, the people were 
not to sit in the streets, or walk up and down, or “otherwise 
occupy themse lves  va in ly,  upon such pena l t ie s  a s  might  be 
appointed.”

Be fo re  t he  commun ion ,  wh i ch  wa s  c e l eb r a t ed  i n  eve r y 
par i sh church once a  quar ter,  the mini s ter  and the church- 
wa rden s  wen t  f rom hou se  to  hou se  to  t ake  the  name s  o f 
communicants, and to examine into the state of their l ives. If 
any of the par ishioner s had quar rel led with each other,  they 
were  to  be  brought  be fore  the  mayor  and  a lder men,  who, 
with the assistance of the minister and others, were to attempt 
to reconci le  them. I f  the a t tempt to reconci le  them f a i led ,
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the obstinate person was to be kept away from the communion; 
he  might  even be  puni shed in  o ther  ways .  Af te r  the  com- 
munion there was a second vis i tat ion of every house.  Those 
who had  been  ab sen t  were  b rought  be fore  the  mayor,  the 
aldermen, and the minister, to explain their reasons for neglect- 
ing their duty, and to receive reproof and exhor tat ion i f  the 
reasons were not regarded as satisfactory.

E ve r y  T h u r s d ay  t h e  m ayo r  a n d  o t h e r  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e 
corporation, with the clergy and cer tain gentlemen appointed 
by the bishop, held a meeting for the exercise of  discipl ine. 
A l l  pe r sons  gu i l t y  o f  d r unkennes s ,  p ro f anene s s ,  and  o ther 
g ros s  v ices ,  a l l  per sons  tha t  ra i led  aga ins t  the  preacher s  or 
against relig ion—“scolds, r ibalds, or such like”—were brought 
before them for reproof or punishment,  or both. Seven men 
appointed for  the pur pose  in  each par i sh  repor ted a l l  such 
offences in wr iting, and the municipal and ecclesiastical autho- 
r i t ie s  of  the town, a s s i s ted by the mag i s t ra tes ,  endeavoured 
to repress all flagrant irreligion and immorality.

M e e t i n g s  f o r  w h a t  we r e  c a l l e d  “ p ro p h e s y i n g s ” we r e 
held on Saturday morning—at f i r s t ,  once a for tnight ;  a f ter- 
wards every week—the minister s of the town and neighbour- 
hood  t ak ing  pa r t  i n  them.  Eve r y  min i s t e r  tha t  w i shed  to 
“prophesy” was required to s ign a confess ion of f a i th and an 
engagement  to  submi t  to  the  d i s c ip l ine  and  o rde r s  o f  h i s 
brethren.  There was  a  pres ident ,  who appear s  to have been 
elected from time to t ime by the minister s who took par t in 
t h e  e xe rc i s e s .  The  f i r s t  s p e ake r  e xpounded  a  p a s s a g e  o f 
Scr ipture which had been chosen at the previous meeting; he 
refuted f a l se inter pretat ions,  and then was per mitted, in the 
quaint language of these times, “to g ive comfor t to the audi- 
ence as the place ministereth just  occasion.” He was a l lowed 
three-quar te r s  o f  an  hour.  The second and th i rd  speaker s , 
whose  du ty  i t  wa s  to  add  any th ing  tha t  they  thought  had 
been omitted by the opener and to enforce his observations, 
were a l lowed a quar ter of  an hour each. The discuss ion was 
c losed by one of  the  “modera tor s ,” o f f i c i a l  per sons  chosen 
by the member s of the association; so that there were always 
four speaker s  bes ides  those that  of fered prayer.  The service 
l a s t ed  two hour s ;  i t  was  he ld  in  one  o f  the  churches ,  and 
every one that pleased was allowed to be present.
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II

T h e  “ p ro p h e s y i n g s ” we r e  e x t r e m e l y  p o p u l a r .  T h e r e 
were no publ ic meet ings of  any kind in those days ,  and the 
mere exci tement of  hear ing a success ion of  men discuss  the 
meaning of important or perplexing passages of Scr ipture was 
ver y  a t t rac t ive.  Ever y speaker  would be l ike ly  to  speak h i s 
be s t .  There  was  a l so  a  keen popu la r  in te re s t  in  the  top ic s 
which were cer ta in to occupy the chie f  p lace in  these  d i s- 
cussions. Common people followed with passionate earnestness 
the g reat  controver sy with Rome; they had seen men burnt 
f o r  d eny ing  t he  doc t r i n e s  wh i ch  we re  now pub l i c l y  and 
vehement ly as saul ted.  They fol lowed with equal  ear nestness 
the development of the myster ious and tremendous doctr ines 
o f  the  Ca lv in i s t i c  theo logy.  Preaching had not  ye t  become 
so common as to make the country familiar with the contents 
of the Chr istian Gospel, and there was an intel lectual as well 
as  a moral  interest  in the exhibit ion of the most e lementary 
religious truth.

Not unfrequently there were other elements of excitement. 
The discussion would dr ift very near to the questions at issue 
between the Pur i tans  and the b i shops ;  i t  would be hard to 
smite Rome without g iving a  s ide blow at  the Romaniser s . 
Somet imes  an  ex t reme Pur i t an  who had  been s i l enced  for 
Nonconfor mity would make his  appearance and take par t  in 
the meeting. Sometimes a layman seems to have r i sen in the 
congregation, and not only ventured to speak, but was respect- 
f u l l y  h e a rd .  T h e  “ p ro p h e s y i n g s ” e x t e n d e d  r a p i d l y  i n t o 
many  p a r t s  o f  Eng l and .  Some  o f  t he  b i shop s  encou r aged 
them.  Archbi shop Parker,  a t  the  in s t iga t ion o f  the  Queen, 
t r i ed  to  pu t  them down;  bu t  he  d id  no t  f i nd  h i s  t a sk  an 
ea sy  one,  and  in  sp i t e  o f  the  Archb i shop  they  ma in t a ined 
their ground.1

1 For details of the system, see Strype, Annals, ii. (i), 133–140; and 
for  a  s imi lar  sys tem es tabl i shed at  Norwich,  J.  Browne,  His to r y  o f 
Congregat iona l i sm in Nor fo lk and Suf fo lk,  18–20. Lord Bacon, in his 
essay on The Paci f i cation of the Church (Touching a Preaching Ministry ), 
expresses a strong opinion in favour of the practice, which he descr ibes 
a s  “ the  be s t  way  to  f r ame and  t r a in  up  p reacher s  to  hand le  the 
Word of God as it ought to be handled,” adding some suggestiQns for 
i t s  development and improvement.  Works  [1778] ,  i i i .  157–158.  For 
the suppression of the “prophesyings," see Strype, Parker, ii. 360–362.
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III

The  movement  a t  Nor thampton  wa s  on ly  a  s ymptom o f 
genera l  and g rowing d i s s a t i s f ac t ion wi th  the  se t t l ement  o f 
the Church. In the same year (1571) in which the moderate 
Pu r i t a n s  o f  No r t h amp ton  we re  mak i ng  t h e i r  a t t emp t  a t 
reformation within the Church and the Congregationalists in 
London  were  appea l i ng  fo r  a  re fo r ma t ion  o f  a  s t i l l  more 
fundamenta l  k ind,  Mr.  S t r ick land,  who i s  descr ibed a s  “an 
ancient gentleman of hot zeal,”2 laid a Bill on the table of the 
House of Commons for the al terat ion of cer tain par ts  of the 
Book o f  Common Prayer  to  which  the  Pur i t an s  ob jec ted . 
The Bi l l  was  regarded by the  Queen a s  an  inva s ion o f  her 
prerogat ive as  supreme governor of  the Church; Mr. Str ick- 
land was cal led before the Pr ivy Council ,  and was forbidden 
to take h i s  p lace  in  the House of  Commons .  But  jus t  then 
the House was too excited to endure this act of tyranny even 
from Elizabeth. The insur rection of the Catholics in the north 
of  England,  the victor ies  and cruel t ies  of  the Duke of  Alva 
in  the Nether lands ,  the  bul l  o f  the  Pope excommunica t ing 
E l i zabe th  and re lea s ing  her  sub jec t s  f rom the i r  a l l eg i ance, 
had heated the temper of English Protestants to a white heat. 
Mr. Str ickland was a l lowed to return to his  seat . 3 When the 
House met again after Easter, bold speeches were made about 
the invas ion of i t s  l iber t ies ;  the blood of the House was up, 
and i t  went on di scuss ing ecc les ia s t ica l  a f f a i r s  in a  sp i r i t  of 
h e a r t y  s y m p a t hy  w i t h  t h e  P u r i t a n s . 4 Pa r l i a m e n t  wa s  i n 
the same mood when it  met in 1572, though its  courage was 
not quite so high. The Queen demanded to see cer tain Bil l s 
touching r ites and ceremonies that had been read in the House; 
and her  demand,  i f  re sented ,  was  not  re s i s ted . 5 But  in  the 
ensuing sess ion, which began in February, 1575–6, Mr. Peter 
Wentwor th made a vigorous at tack on the encroachments of 
the Crown, especia l ly  protes t ing aga ins t  the res t r ic t ions  se t 
on the liberty of Parliament in discussing questions of relig ion.

2 S t r ype,  Anna l s,  i i .  (1 ) ,  93,  and see  a l so  93–99.  “A g rave  and 
ancient man of great zeal,” D’Ewes, Journals, 156.

3 D’Ewes, ibid.., 175–176.
4 Thi s  wa s  the  Pa r l i ament  which  pa s sed  the  Ac t  de sc r ibed  on 

pp. 75–76.
5 D’Ewes, ibid., 213–214.
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For this  of fence he was sent to the Tower,  and was re leased 
only after an abject apology and a severe reprimand.6

The  s t reng th  o f  Pu r i t an i sm  in  t he  Hou se  o f  Commons 
throughout the reign of Elizabeth was unquestionably out of all 
p ropor t ion to  i t s  s t rength in  the  countr y.  One rea son may 
have been that by an Act passed in 1562 members of the House 
of Commons—but not peers—were required to take the Oath 
of Supremacy, which def initely repudiated the author ity of the 
Pope.  Ea r ne s t  Roman  Ca tho l i c s  wou ld  have  sh r unk  f rom 
contesting a seat,  had the Act never been passed; their safety 
was in remaining in obscur ity.  But the Act excluded men of 
a  d i f f e rent  k ind .  An immense  number  o f  Eng l i shmen were 
dr i f t ing away from Rome without quite knowing where the 
stream was car rying them. They continued to worship in the 
churches where they had wor shipped in Queen Mary’s  t ime. 
The ser v ice  was  read in  Engl i sh  ins tead of  in  Lat in ,  but  i t 
was not very unlike the service which used to be celebrated 
before England quar rel led with the Pope; and the clergy st i l l 
wore  the  o ld  ve s tment s .  A s  to  the  qua r re l ,  they  p robably 
thought that there was a g reat deal to be said on both s ides. 
There  had  been t rouble s  be tween k ings  and  popes  be fore. 
They were  not  c lea r  tha t  the  Queen was  a l together  in  the 
wrong;  they were not  c lear  that  the Pope was a l together  in 
the wrong: they wanted to see what would happen, and mean- 
time had no disposition to run heavy r isks by refusing to go to 
church and by ce lebra t ing mas s  in  secre t .  But  i f  they were 
asked to take an oath renouncing the Pope’s  author i ty,  they 
fe l t  scruples .  As a  pol i t ic ian the Pope might go wrong,  and 
E l i z abe th  might  have  cau se  o f  compla in t  aga in s t  h im:  bu t 
he cla imed to be the successor of  St .  Peter and Head of the 
Church ;  to  deny  h im a l l  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  au thor i ty  might  be 
per ilous. Large numbers of men might have gone into Parlia- 
ment  to  he lp  the  Queen  aga in s t  the  Pur i t an s ,  i f  they  had 
not been required to take the oath; the oath excluded them.

T h e  t r u e  A n g l i c a n  p a r t y — t h e  p a r t y  w i t h  a  c l e a r  a n d 
s t rong de ter mina t ion to  re s i s t  the  c l a ims  o f  the  Pope,  and 
with an equal ly s t rong deter minat ion to res i s t  extreme Pro- 
t e s t an t i sm—was  ve r y  weak .  The  House  o f  Commons  wa s , 
therefore, largely composed of men who wanted to shelter the 
Puritans.

6 • D’Ewes, Journals, 236–244; 258–260.
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IV

I t  wa s  now becoming  appa ren t  tha t  the  Pur i t an  cont ro- 
versy with the Crown was passing into new and per ilousregions. 
In  1572 appeared an “Admoni t ion to  the  Par l i ament”7 o f  a 
very star t l ing character,  drawn up by Mr. Field,  minister of . 
Aldermanbury in the City of London, with the ass i s tance of 
Mr. Wilcox and other Pur itan clergymen. The vestments, the 
r ing in mar r iage, kneeling at the sacrament—these were, after 
a l l ,  s l ight  mat ter s .  The wr i te r s  o f  the  “Admoni t ion” a sked 
for a complete eccles iast ical  revolution. The bishops were at 
f i r s t  hor ror- s t r uck  and  then  ind ignant .  B i shop Cox wrote 
to a correspondent, Rodolph Gualter:—

“ Yo u  wo u l d  h a ve  l e a r n e d  .   .   .  w h a t  c o n f u s i o n  h a s  b e e n 
oc c a s i oned  i n  ou r  no t  i l l - con s t i t u t ed  chu rch  by  s ome  f a c t i ou s 
and heady men,  who,  in  the i r  wr i t ings  and se r mons ,  and pr iva te 
conver sa t ion,  condemn and pul l  in  p ieces  the  whole  economy of 
ou r  chu rch ,  and  b r ing  a l l  t he  b i shop s  and  o the r  m in i s t e r s  i n to 
incredible dis f avour with the people,  and a l so with the mag istrates 
and  nob i l i t y.  Nay,  they  even  re j e c t  th i s  o rde r  [ i . e .  t h e  e p i s c o p a l 
o rde r ]  as  being of no use to the Church of Chr is t ,  and are s tr iving 
by every means in their  power that i t  may be a l together abol i shed. 
.  .  . Their object is to revive the ancient presbytery of the pr imitive 
church and to establish . . . an equality among ministers.8

The Puritans were asking for a Presbyterian establishment.
And  t h e  Pu r i t an  a s s au l t  wa s  b r i ng i ng  t h e  b i s hop s  i n t o 

“ i n c r e d i b l e  d i s f avo u r  .   .   .  w i t h  t h e  m a g i s t r a t e s  a n d  t h e 
n o b i l i t y .” I t  wa s  no t  me re l y  t h e  “p eop l e ,” bu t  t h e  mo re 
power fu l  c l a s se s  in  the  S ta te  tha t  were  beg inning to  th ink 
that bishops were “of no use to the Church of Chr ist,” and that 
i t  would  be  we l l  to  re s tore  “ the  anc ient  pre sbyter y  o f  the 
primitive Church and to establish an equality among ministers.”

When  the  “Admoni t ion” appea red ,  the  f i r s t  bu s ine s s  o f 
the eccles ias t ica l  author i t ies  was to throw Fie ld and Wilcox 
into Newgate.  Then Whitg i f t ,  Master  of  Tr ini ty,  and Vice- 
Chancellor of Cambr idge, was requested by Archbishop Parker 
to publi sh a reply. 9Whitg i f t ’s  reply was met with a rejoinder

7 An Admonition to the Parliament: see Note A, pp. 117–119.
8 Zur ich Letters :  1558–79 (Parker Society), cix. 284–285; cf .  ib id., 

cvii. 280–281.
9 An Answere to a cer ten Libel inti tuled An Admonition to the Parl ia- 

ment, by John Whitgifte, D. of Divinitie, 1572.
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under the t i t le  of  A Second Admoni t ion to  Par l iament ,  by the 
most  i l lus tr ious of  the Pur i tan leader s ,  Thomas Car twr ight . 
To  th i s  Whi t g i f t  i s s ued  an  an swe r,  and  Ca r twr i gh t  a g a in 
r e p l i e d .  The s e  two  con t rove r s i a l i s t s  h a d  c ro s s e d  swo rd s 
before, and, whatever his success in controversy, Whitg ift had 
succeeded  in  in f l i c t ing  s eve re  pena l t i e s  on  h i s  opponen t . 
Cartwr ight had been a Fellow of Tr inity; Whitgift had str ipped 
him of  h i s  Fe l lowship.  Car twr ight  had been Lady Margaret 
Profes sor  of  Divini ty ;  Whitg i f t  had a s s i s ted to depr ive him 
o f  h i s  P ro f e s so r sh ip.  The  g re a t  Pu r i t an  s cho l a r  h ad  been 
reduced  to  pove r t y  and  d r iven  fo r  a  t ime  in to  ex i l e ;  bu t 
hi s  sp i r i t  was  unbroken and he renewed the conf l ic t  with a 
masculine courage.

T h e  w h o l e  s u b s t a n c e  o f  t h e  c o n t rove r s y  b e t we e n  t h e 
Presbyter ian Pur itans of that age and the Church of England 
i s  to  be found in the “Admonit ion” and in the wr i t ings  of 
the se  two men who a t t a cked  and  de fended  i t .  The  top ic s 
discussed are such as these: Whether Chr ist  forbade rule and 
supremacy to His minister s—which raised the whole question 
b e t we e n  E p i s c o p a c y  i n  a ny  f o r m  a n d  P r e s by t e r i a n i s m ; 
Car twr ight  contending that  a l l  pas tor s  have equal  rank and 
tha t  the  au thor i ty  c l a imed by  b i shops  i s  i l l eg i t ima te.  The 
author ity of the Church in things indifferent, such as Church 
Order,  Ceremonies,  and Discipl ine—the Presbyter ians main- 
ta in ing that  Chr i s t  i s  the King of  the Church,  that  He has 
g iven laws for  i t s  gover nment ,  and that  the Church has  no 
r ight  to set  these as ide.  The Elect ion of  Minis ter s—that  i s , 
who ought to have the power of  e lect ing them; the Presby- 
ter ians asserting that the people had the r ight to a voice in the 
appo in tment  o f  min i s t e r s ,  and  tha t  fo r  the  Crown,  or  the 
b i shops ,  or  pr iva te  pa t rons  to  impose a  mini s ter  on a  con- 
gregation without its consent is tyranny. Whether men should 
be ordained ministers without charge of a particular congrega- 
tion. Whether men should be ordained minister s who cannot 
p reach .  Whethe r  min i s t e r s  shou ld  ho ld  more  l iv ing s  than 
one.  Whether  they should hold c iv i l  o f f ice s .  What  k ind of 
preaching is  most ef fect ive. Whether deacons should preach, 
and  wha t  a re  the  t r ue  dut i e s  o f  the i r  o f f i ce.  Whether  the 
gover nment of  par t icular  cong regat ions should be ves ted in 
e l d e r s .  Who  ough t  t o  ex commun i c a t e .  The  u s e  o f  f on t s 
and  the  c ro s s  in  bap t i sm.  The ce remonie s  obse r ved  a t  the
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communion.  The appare l  o f  min i s te r s—which was  the  o ld 
controver sy  about  the sur p l ice  and the other  Romish ves t- 
ments .  The author ity of the civi l  mag istrate in eccles ias t ica l 
matters.

The ul t imate quest ion at  i s sue may be s ta ted ver y br ie f ly. 
As against the Pur itans, Whitg ift contends that no exact form 
of church poli ty and discipl ine and no def inite rules for the 
regu la t ion o f  Chr i s t i an  wor sh ip  a re  conta ined in  the  Holy 
Scr iptures, and that many things are left to the judgment and 
control of the Church. On this he insists with much rhetor ical 
diffuseness, which is sometimes not ineffective.

“ T h e  S c r i p t u r e ,” h e  s a y s ,  “ h a t h  n o t  p r e s c r i b e d  a n y  p l a c e 
or  t ime  where in  or  when the  Lord ’s  Supper  sha l l  be  ce l ebra ted , 
ne i the r  ye t  i n  wha t  manne r.  The  Sc r i p tu re  h a th  no t  appo in t ed 
what  day  in  the  week shou ld  be  mos t  meet  fo r  the  Sabba th  day, 
whe the r  S a tu rd ay,  wh i ch  i s  t h e  Jews ’ S abba th ,  o r  t h e  d ay  now 
ob s e r ved ,  wh i ch  wa s  a ppo in t ed  by  t h e  Chu rch .  The  S c r i p t u re 
hath not deter mined what  for m i s  to be used in Matr imony,  what 
word s ,  wha t  p r aye r s ,  wha t  exhor t a t ion s .  The  Sc r ip tu re  speake th 
not one word of s tanding, s i t t ing,  or kneel ing at  the Communion; 
of meeting in churches, f ields, or houses, to hear the Word of God; 
of preaching in pulpits ,  chair s ,  or otherwise;  of  baptizing in fonts , 
in basons, or r iver s ,  openly or pr ivately, at  home or in the church. 
.   .   .  And  ye t  no  man  ( a s  I  s uppo s e )  i s  s o  s imp l e  t o  t h ink  th a t 
the Church hath no authority to take order in these matters.”10 

Car twr ight, of course, is not so ir rational as his opponent’s 
v igorous  rhe tor i c  imp l i e s .  He an swer s  tha t  whi l e  much i s 
necessar i ly left to the Church in regard to “detai ls” of polity 
and worship, such as hours of prayer, places of prayer, and the 
like, it cannot be conceded that the Church has power to deal 
with and to change things which God has established—such as

“ t o  make  a  n ew  m in i s t r y  by  mak i ng  an  a rchb i s hop ;  t o  a l t e r 
the ministry that is appointed by making a bishop or pastor without 
a  church or  f lock ;  to  make a  deacon wi thout  appoint ing h im hi s 
chu rch  whe reo f  he  i s  de acon ,  and  whe re  he  migh t  exe rc i s e  h i s 
charge of providing for the poor ;  to abrogate c lean both the name 
and the  o f f i ce  o f  the  e lder s .  .   .   .  Of  the  which there  i s  no t ime 
nor place nor per son nor any other c i rcumstance which can cause 
any alteration or change.”11

10 An Answere to the Admonition, 21–22.
11 A Replye to  an Answere  made o f  M. Docto r  Whitg i f t e  aga ins te  the 

Admonition to the Parliament by T. C. (1573), 27–28.
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And in  de te r min ing  de ta i l s  there  a re  cer t a in  mora l  r u le s 
which should regulate the Church’s  act ion—such as that the 
regulat ion “should of fend not any,  especia l ly the Church of 
God”; and that “al l  be done in order and comeliness, .   .   .  to 
edifying . . . and the glory of God.”12

In other  words ,  Car twr ight  contended that  the order  and 
discipline of the pr imitive Church should be preserved, except 
in those details which were suggested by circumstances which 
have  p a s s ed  away ;  t h a t  t he  p re sumpt ion  i s  a lway s  on  the 
s ide of  apostol ic pract ice;  and that  thi s  should never be de- 
par ted from unless  there i s  decis ive reason for bel ieving that 
such changes have taken place in the condition of the Church, 
or in the circumstances of human society,  as  would have led 
the  apos t l e s  themse lve s  to  depar t  f rom the i r  own prev ious 
practice.

Wh i t g i f t ,  wh i l e  h e  ma in t a i n ed  ve r y  e a r n e s t l y  t h a t  t h e 
pol i ty  of  the Engl i sh Church,  in i t s  l a rge out l ines ,  had the 
sanction of Chr istian antiquity and of the apostles themselves— 
and on these points Cartwr ight opposed him with great learning 
—did not recognise the obligation to follow apostolic practice 
so  c lose ly.  Ques t ions  o f  church gover nment  a re,  accord ing 
to him, questions of expediency; an archbishop, for instance, 
in  Whi tg i f t ’s  judgment  i s  no t  “nece s s a r y  to  s a lva t ion ,  bu t 
prof i table to the government of  the Church, and, therefore, 
c o n s o n a n t  t o  t h e  Wo rd  o f  G o d .” 1 3 “ T h e  a u t h o r i t y  a n d 
thing,” he says ,  “whereof  the archbishop hath hi s  name was 
i n  Pau l ’s  t ime,  a nd  t h e re f o re  t h e  n ame  [ i s ]  l aw f u l .” He 
thinks that he recognises archiepiscopal power in the apostles 
themselves, and in Timothy and Titus; but, he adds:—

“I f  i t  h ad  no t  been  in  S.  Pau l ’s  t ime  ye t  were  bo th  the  name 
and the of f ice lawful ,  because i t  per ta ineth to the exter na l  pol icy 
and  reg iment  o f  the  Church ,  which  i s  va r i able  accord ing  to  the 
place, time, person, and other circumstances.”14

Mo s t  modem Cong reg a t i on a l i s t s  b e l i eve  w i t h  Wh i t g i f t 
that the polity of the Church is nowhere made the subject of 
pos i t ive law in the New Testament,  and that  even apostol ic 
pract ice  i s  not  author i ta t ive.  They might  concede to Car t-

12 A Replye, etc., 27.
13 Defense of the Answere to the Admonition, 307.
14 Ibid., 310.
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wr igh t  tha t  the  p re sumpt ion  i s  in  f avour  o f  the  p r imi t ive 
organisation and discipline; but they would prefer to determine 
the controver sy  by deeper  pr inc ip le s .  They would contend 
that the idea  and funct ions  of the Church, as i l lustrated by the 
contents of the Chr istian revelation, by the laws of the Chr istian 
life, and by the apostolic order, must always be preserved, and 
that  these deter mine i t s  const i tut ion.  Accept ing thi s  canon, 
they  conc lude  tha t  the  Cong rega t iona l  po l i ty  o f  apos to l i c 
t imes has not been improved but deter iorated by subsequent 
innovations.

The  impas s able  gu l f  be tween Whi tg i f t  and  Car twr ight— 
between Whitg i f t  and al l  the Elizabethan Pur itans—between 
Whitg i f t  and a l l  tha t  inher i t  Pur i t an  t rad i t ions—is  c rea ted 
by the author i ty  to which he attr ibutes the power to regulate 
and var y  the  d i sc ip l ine  and ceremonies  o f  the  Church.  He 
in s i s t s  on the  r ight  o f  the  Chur c h  to  modi fy  i t s  po l i ty  and 
the circumstances of its worship according to changing circum- 
s t ances—a r ight  which ,  wi th in  l imi t s  to  be  de ter mined by 
g reat  sp i r i tua l  pr inc ip le s ,  modem Cong regat iona l i s t s  would 
admit; but he means that this r ight belongs to the civil magis- 
t r a te.  I t  was  aga in s t  th i s  in to le rable  c l a im tha t  Car twr ight 
and all the Pur itans, whether belonging to the extreme or the 
moderate section of the party, vehemently protested.

II

Th i s  g rea t  con t rove r sy  gave  de f in i t e  a im to  the  Pur i t an 
m ove m e n t .  E p i s c o p a c y  wa s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by  l aw,  bu t  t h e 
Pur i tans bel ieved that  without abol i shing the bishops i t  was 
pos s ible  to  pre sbyter i an i se  the  Engl i sh  Church.  They were 
made bold by the support of a powerful par ty in the House of 
Commons .  The mas sacre  o f  the  Huguenot s  in  Par i s  on S t . 
Bartholomew’s Day, 1572, kindled the Protestantism of England 
to fury; and whatever increased the national hostility to Rome 
inc re a s ed  the  n a t i ona l  s ympa thy  w i th  Pu r i t an i sm .  In  the 
November of that year—the year in which the “Admonition” 
t o  Pa r l i amen t  h ad  b e en  pub l i s h ed ,  a  numbe r  o f  Pu r i t a n 
c l e r gymen  and  l aymen  me t  a t  Wand swor th ,  t h en  a  qu i e t 
village, now one of the crowded suburbs of London, and drew 
up a  scheme of  “Disc ip l ine,” re so lv ing to  prac t i se  i t  a s  f a r
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as  the  ev i l  c i rcums t ance s  o f  the  t ime  pe r mi t t ed .  Thomas 
Car twr ight was there; and Walter Traver s was there, a Fellow 
of Tr inity College, Cambr idge, and a fr iend of Beza, whom he 
had known in Geneva. A few year s later he became domestic 
chap l a in  to  Bur le igh ,  the  Lord  Trea sure r ;  and  a  f ew yea r s 
l a t e r  s t i l l  he  wa s  e l ec ted  by  the  l awyer s  o f  the  Temple  a s 
l ec turer  a t  the  Temple  Church—an appointment  which he 
could hold wi thout  subscr ip t ion;  i t  was  whi le  he he ld  th i s 
pos i t ion  tha t  h i s  cont rover sy  began wi th  Richard  Hooker, 
which  ended in  the  publ i ca t ion  o f  the  Ec c l e s i a s t i c a l  Po l i t y. 
Of the  o ther  min i s t e r s  who were  pre sen t ,  Dud ley  Fenner, 
S tephen Eger ton,  and John F ie ld ,  l ec turer  a t  Wandswor th , 
were  the  mos t  con sp i cuous .  An  ou t l ine  o f  a  P re sby te r i an 
o rg an i s a t i on  wa s  c re a t ed ,  and  e l even  o f  t he  l aymen  were 
appointed elders.

The  mee t i ng ,  s ay s  D r.  McCr i e ,  “wa s  v i r t u a l l y,  t hough 
not  for mal ly,  a  meet ing of  presbyter y.  I t  was  the f i r s t  t ime 
that an attempt was made to associate those holding presby- 
ter ian pr inciples in the English Church in mutual conference. 
It was the first endeavour made to unite them under the banner 
o f  p re s by t e r i a l  d i s c i p l i n e .” “Bu t ,” h e  a dd s ,  “ t h e re  i s  no 
evidence that either at Wandswor th or elsewhere dur ing this 
reign there was anything resembling the election and organisa- 
t ion which are  e s sent ia l  to  the working of  presbyter y.   .   .   . 
There was no formal constitution or organisation of a church 
cour t—no sepa r a t e  cong rega t ion s  were  ga the red  f rom the 
parishes—no chapels erected for Nonconformist worship.”15

VI

Archbi shop Parker  d ied in  1575.  Gr inda l ,  who succeeded 
him in 1576, was appointed at the instance of Lord Burleigh, 
who  p rob ab l y  hoped  t h a t  h i s  known  s ympa thy  w i t h  t h e

15 McCr ie, Annals of English Presbyter ianism ,  103–105. The Scheme 
of Discipline adopted at Wandsworth, a copy of which was found in the 
study of Cartwr ight after his death, was published dur ing the sittings 
of the Long Parliament as a contr ibution to the polemical l iterature 
o f  those  s tor my year s .  I t  was  ent i t l ed ,  A Di r e c t o r y  o f  Gove r nmen t 
contended fo r,  and, as  fa r  as  the t ime would suf f e r,  prac t i sed by the f i r s t 
Noncon fo rmi s t s  in  the  days  o f  Queen El izabe th ;  f ound in  the  s tudy o f 
that accomplished divine, Thomas Car twr ight, and reserved to be published 
in such a time as this, 1644.
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Pur i t ans  would  a l l ev i a te  the  sever i ty  wi th  which they  had 
been  t rea ted  by  Pa rker.  In  the  ve r y  f i r s t  yea r  tha t  he  was 
a t  Canterbur y there  were a t tempts  to  es tabl i sh  par t s  o f  the 
Pre sbyter i an  d i sc ip l ine  in  the  county  o f  Nor thampton and 
the  coun ty  o f  Warwick .  There  were  con su l t a t ion s  on  the 
same subjects  in the easter n counties .  Sixty c lergymen from 
Norfo lk ,  Suf fo lk ,  and Cambr idgesh i re  met  a t  Cockf ie ld  in 
Suf fo lk  to  cons ider  the i r  pos i t ion in  the  na t iona l  Church. 
I f  they lef t  i t  they would be s i lenced. They met to consider 
how they  might  make  the i r  po s i t ion  to le r able ;  wha t  pa r t s 
of  the Book of  Common Prayer  they might  use,  what  par t s 
of  i t  their  loyal ty to Chr is t  obl iged them to omit ;  which of 
t h e  r ub r i c s  t h ey  m igh t  obey,  wh i ch  t hey  we re  bound  to 
re s i s t .  They a l so  cons idered to  what  extent  i t  was  pos s ible 
f o r  t hem,  wh i l e  rema in ing  the  min i s t e r s  o f  an  Ep i s copa l 
Church, to introduce a Presbyter ian form of church govern- 
men t .  Some  o f  t h e  conc l u s i on s  a t  wh i ch  t h ey  a r r ived— 
apparent ly under the advice of  Car twr ight and Traver s—are 
i n t e re s t i n g ,  s ome  amu s i n g ,  s ome  a lmo s t  g ro t e s que.  The 
minis ter s  bel ieving in the Presbyter ian di sc ip l ine and l iv ing 
in the same neighbourhood were to for m themselves  into a 
presbyter y,  conference,  or “clas s i s”;  and there was a scheme 
fo r  the  a s s embl ing  o f  p rov inc i a l  and  na t iona l  s ynod s .  No 
mini s ter  was  to  submit  to  ordinat ion by a  b i shop unt i l  the 
presbytery in the neighbourhood of his church had sanctioned 
and acknowledged hi s  d iv ine vocat ion to the mini s t r y.  The 
Popish ceremonies enjoined in the Book of Common Prayer 
were to be omitted; but i f  a minister was in danger of being 
s i lenced for omitt ing them he was to consul t  hi s  presbyter y 
a s  to  which o f  them he might  promise  to  per for m.  Where 
the par ishioner s were of the r ight way of thinking, care was 
to be taken to secure the e lect ion as  churchwardens of  men 
who might  ac t  a s  Pre sby te r i an  e lder s .  Under  cover  o f  ap- 
pointing the legal overseers for the poor, men might be chosen 
who wou ld  d i s cha rge  the  func t ion s  o f  deacons .  I t  wa s  a l l 
ve r y  ingen ious ;  bu t  i t  showed a  f a t a l  want  o f  in te l l ec tua l 
courage.  The  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  p robl em wa s  no t  to  be  so lved 
by such a scheme as this.16

The  p roceed ing s  o f  t he  P re sby t e r i an  Pu r i t an s  we re  no t 
l ikely to escape the notice of the bishops and their  of f icer s .

16 Neal, i. 277–280.



114 ATTEMPTS AT REFORMATION

Gr indal had no desire to bear hardly upon them, and, though 
he was obliged to deal with flagrant offences against uniformity, 
he tr ied to g ive those who had scruples about the ceremonies 
as  much l iber ty as  he dared.  But hi s  power to protect  them 
soon  c e a s ed .  He  re f u s ed  t o  s upp re s s  t h e  “p rophe s y ing s ,” 
and was conf ined to his house for s ix months and suspended 
from the exercise of his jur isdiction. It was not Convocation 
that suspended him, nor the bishops, but the Queen in Council. 
At the close of the six months the suspension was continued, 
and it was not removed till at the end of f ive years he humbled 
himself and confessed that he was most hear tily sor ry that her 
Majes ty  was  of fended with him, a  mat ter  more g r ievous  to 
h im than  any  o ther  ea r th ly  ca l ami ty.  He d id  not  acknow- 
l edge  tha t  he  had  done  wrong ;  he  wa s  so r r y  tha t  he  had 
o f f ended  the  Queen—thi s  wa s  a l l  tha t  he  cou ld  s ay.  Soon 
after his suspension was removed he died.17

Bu t  even  dur ing  h i s  su spen s ion  he  appea r s  to  have  d i s - 
charged some of  hi s  dut ies  a s  archbi shop,  and hi s  sympathy 
with the Pur itans lessened the r igour with which their ir regu- 
lar ities were suppressed, although in some counties the eccle- 
s i a s t i c a l  l aws  were  no t  on ly  f i r m ly  bu t  f i e rce l y  en fo rced . 
I n  a  p amph l e t  pub l i s h ed  t owa rd s  t h e  do s e  o f  E l i z abe th ’s 
re ign  the  wr i te r  reca l l s  the  a rchb i shopr ic  o f  Gr inda l  wi th 
grateful delight:—

“ I n  a l l  t h e  s o u t h  p a r t s  o f  E n g l a n d  t h e re  wa s  g re a t  c o n c o rd 
among the  min i s t e r s ,  and  they  jo ined  in  g rea t  love  and  joy  one 
w i th  ano the r,  i n  the  Lo rd ’s  work .  So  th a t  i n  the  sp ace  o f  f ou r 
or  f ive year s ,  a s  I  remember,  there  were in f in i te  soul s  brought  to 
the  knowledge of  Chr i s t  .   .   .  I t  was  a  go lden t ime,  fu l l  o f  godly 
f r u i t ,  g rea t  honour to  the Gospe l ,  g rea t  love and k ind fe l lowship 
a m o n g  a l l  t h e  m i n i s t e r s ,  p r e a c h i n g  t h e  f a i t h ;  a n d  t h e  p e o p l e 
un i t ed  i n  t h e  t r u e  f e a r  o f  God ,  and  chee r f u l  reve rence  t o  he r 
Majesty.”18

VII

T h e  e x t r a c t  g i ve n  i n  t h e  p re c e d i n g  p a r a g r a p h  d i r e c t s 
at tention to one aspect of  the Pur itan s truggle which i s  too 
often forgotten. We judge the Pur itans f a l sely i f  we imag ine

17 Strype, Grindal, 343, 350–352, 403–404.
18 Jos ias  Nichols ,  The Plea fo r  the  Innocent ,  e tc.  Quoted by Han- 

bury in Historical Memorials, i. 4.
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that they were contending for nothing more than the abolition 
of  ceremonies  which they regarded a s  super s t i t ious ,  and of 
ecclesiastical regulations for which they could find no author ity 
in  the  l e t t e r  o f  the  New Tes t ament .  They  were  no t  mere 
ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  an t i qua r i an s ,  t roubl ed  abou t  a  r i t u a l  wh i ch 
offended them and a polity which was destitute of the sanction 
of  the pr imit ive Church.  They were contending for  a  g reat 
mo r a l  a nd  s p i r i t u a l  r e f o r m .  The  Pu r i t a n  s t r u gg l e  wa s  a 
struggle for righteousness.

I n  the i r  d ay s  t he  Eng l i s h  Church  f a i l ed  g ro s s l y—f a i l ed 
notor ious ly—to d i scharge  the  func t ions  o f  a  Church .  The 
ev i d en c e  i s  on l y  t oo  a bund an t .  A  p e t i t i on  a dd re s s e d  t o 
Parliament in 1578 or 1579 alleges that—

“There  a re  in  th i s  c i t y  [London]  a  g rea t  number  o f  churche s , 
bu t  the  one  ha l f  o f  them a t  the  l e a s t  a re  u t t e r l y  un fur n i shed  o f 
p re a ch ing  m in i s t e r s ,  a nd  a re  p e s t e red  w i th  c and l e s t i c k s  no t  o f 
go ld  but  o f  c l ay,  unwor thy to  have the  Lord ’s  l ight s  se t  in  them, 
wi th watchmen that  have no eyes  and c louds  tha t  have no water ; 
in  the  other  ha l f  .   .   .  there  i s  sca rce ly  the  tenth man tha t  makes 
consc ience  to  wa i t  upon h i s  cha rge,  whereby  the  Lord ’s  s abba th 
i s  o f t - t ime s  who l l y  neg l e c t ed ,  and  fo r  t he  mos t  p a r t  m i s e r ab l y 
mangled.”19

I n  a  “ S u p p l i c a t i o n ” f r o m  t h e  p e o p l e  o f  C o r n w a l l  s t i l l 
heavier charges are brought against the clergy.

“We have,” they  s ay,  “ abou t  one  hundred  and  s i x t y  chu rche s , 
the g rea tes t  par t  o f  which are  suppl ied by men who are  gui l ty  of 
the  g ros se s t  s in s ;  some for nica tor s ,  some adul terer s ,  some fe lons , 
bear ing the marks in their hands for the said offence, some drunkards, 
gamesters on the Sabbath day, etc.”20

In  1584  s even  member s  o f  the  Pr ivy  Counc i l ,  inc lud ing 
Lord Burleigh, the Earl of Warwick, and Sir Francis Walsing- 
ham, remonst ra ted wi th the Archbi shop of  Canterbur y and 
the  B i shop  o f  London fo r  su spend ing  “a  g rea t  number  o f 
zea lous  and l ea r ned preacher s” in  the  county  o f  Es sex  for 
Pur i tan i sm,  whi le  they le f t  many men undi s turbed in the i r 
l iv i ng s  who  we re  “cha rged  o r  cha rge ab l e  w i th  g re a t  and 
enor mous  f au l t s ,  a s  d r unkennes s ,  f i l th ines s  o f  l i f e,  gaming

19 Nea l ,  i .  294 .  F rom The  Se c ond  Pa r t  o f  a  Reg i s t e r,  137–138 ,  a 
manuscript in Dr. Williams’s Library (Morrice MSS., B).

20 Idem, i. 294–295. From tbtrf ., 135–137. Neal suppresses the worst 
charges.
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at  ca rd s ,  haunt ing  o f  a l e-house s ,  and  such  l ike.” They  s ay 
that  they have “sought to be infor med of  some par t icular s” 
concerning the relig ious condition of that county; and having 
received the information which they asked for, think it their 
duty, “without intermeddling ourselves with your jur isdiction 
eccles ias t ica l ,  to make repor t unto your lordships as  per sons 
tha t  ough t  mos t  spec i a l l y  to  have  rega rd  the re to.” 21 They 
s en t  wi th  the i r  l e t t e r  a  l i s t  o f  the  c l e rgy  “ repor ted  to  be 
learned, zealous, and good preachers,” depr ived and suspended; 
also a list of the clergy who were reported to be unfit for their 
office.

The s e  l i s t s  h ave  b e en  p re s e r ved .  They  a re  h e aded :  “A 
Survey of sixteen Hundreds in the County of Essex containing 
Benef ices  335;  wherein there are of  ignorant and unpreach- 
ing mini s ter s  173;  of  such as  have two benef ices  apiece 61; 
o f  non-re s ident s  tha t  a re  s ing le-benef iced 10 ;  preacher s  o f 
s c a n d a l o u s  l i f e  12 ;  s u m m a  t o t a l i s  255.” I n  t h e  l o n g  a n d 
me l ancho ly  l i s t  o f  “unpreach ing  min i s t e r s” appea r  en t r i e s 
like the following:—

Mr. Whiting, parson of Topesfield, sometime a serving-man.
Mr. Hunt, curate of Gible Hiningham, a very infamous person.
M r .  B u l i e ,  p a r s o n  o f  B o r l i e ,  a  m a n  o f  s c a n d a l o u s  l i f e ,  a 

drunkard.
Mr. Philipps, parson of Sturmer, sometime a Popish priest.
Mr. Pinnock, vicar of Much Maplestead, sometime a tailor.
Mr.  L ev i t ,  p a r s on  o f  L ed en  Rod i n g ,  a  no t o r i ou s  swe a re r ,  a 

dicer,  a carder,  a hawker, and hunter,  .   .   .  a quar rel ler and f ighter, 
fo r  he  qua r re l l ed  wi th  the  pa r son  o f  S toke  in  a  common inn  in 
Chelmsford. [Names of witnesses in the case given.]

Mr. Hall, of West Ham, a drunkard.
Mr. Newton, of Little Ilford, a great drunkard.
Mr. Andrews, vicar of Wormingford, a notorious drunkard.
Mr. Warrener, of West Mersey, an adulterer.22

These  are  but  i l lu s t ra t ions  of  the charges  brought  aga ins t 
a  l a r g e  numbe r  o f  t h e  E s s ex  c l e r gy.  Many  o f  t h em we re

21 For  the  sub s t ance  o f  the  l e t t e r,  and  the  Archb i shop ' s  rep ly, 
see Str ype,  Whitg i f t ,  i .  328–330,  331–333.  Davids ,  Annal s  o f  Evan- 
gelical Nonconformity in the County of Essex, 79–80, gives portions of it.

22 Fo r  the  l i s t s ,  s e e  Se c ond  Pa r t  o f  a  Re g i s t e r ,  B  ( o r i g i n a l ) ,  52 , 
112-121 ;  C ( t ran s c r i p t ) ,  735–742 ;  and  Dav id s ,  i b i d . ,  88–126 .  The 
“ summa  t o t a l i s” shou ld  be  256 ,  no t  255 ;  bu t  t he  f i gu re s  i n  t he 
manusc r ip t  a re  c l e a r.  The  l i s t s  o f  “unpreach ing  min i s t e r s ,” .   .   . 
double-benef iced men, non-residents, and “the suff icient painful and 
carefull preachers," appear separately.
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wi thout  educa t ion ;  many o f  them were  v ic ious ;  and  there 
is no reason to suppose that the clergy of Essex or of Cornwall 
were worse than the clergy in the other counties of England.

In the Engl i sh  Church there  were g rea t  scholar s ,  upr ight 
men,  sa int ly  men;  but  the c lergy as  a  whole were di sg race- 
fu l ly  inef f ic ient ,  and many of  them g ross ly  immoral .  I t  was 
not the controver s ia l  vigour of the Pur itans that const i tuted 
the i r  s t rength .  They were  lear ned men;  and l a rge  number s 
o f  the  c le rgy  were  ex t remely  ignorant .  They were  ea r ne s t 
and e loquent  preacher s ;  and the enor mous  major i ty  o f  the 
c l e rgy  were  unable  to  p reach .  They  were  mora l  men;  and 
too many of the clergy were l iving in notor ious vice.  Their 
re l i g ion  wa s  f e r ven t ,  devout ,  in ten se ;  and  the  re l i g ion  o f 
most of the clergy was either s lugg ish or super stit ious. Their 
qua r re l  w i th  the  b i shop s  wa s  no t  mere l y  abou t  the  c ro s s 
in  bapt i sm and the  r ing in  mar r i age,  or  the  Scr ip tura l  au- 
thor ity of ruling elder s, but about the drunkards and profane 
men who held church l ivings, about the g ross ignorance and 
incompetence  o f  the  men  who were  pe r mi t t ed  to  occupy 
pu lp i t s ,  about  the  genera l  i r re l i g ion  o f  the  peop le  which 
re su l t ed  f rom the  genera l  ine f f i c i ency  o f  the  c l e rgy.  They 
tr ied to get the Church better orgainised that they might get 
be t te r  min i s t e r s .  They  be l i eved  tha t  i f  they  cou ld  recover 
the pr imitive polity, they might recover something of pr imitive 
f e r vour.  They  wa in ted  a  c l e rgy  wi th  more  l e a r n ing ,  more 
intellectual vigour, purer morals, and deeper relig ious earnest- 
ness.  These were the chief demands of the Pur itans, whether 
o f  t he  more  mode r a t e  o r  o f  t he  more  ex t reme  t ype ;  and 
it wais because they were incomparably super ior to the g reat 
mas s  o f  the  c l e rgy  on  the se  po in t s  tha t  they  were  able  to 
maintain for so long their difficult struggle with the Crown.

NOTE A 
The Admonition to the Parliament

The Admoni t ion to the Par l iament  was f i r s t  pr inted in 1571. In one 
passage, Str ype (Parker,  i i .  no),  says that “Thomas Cair twr ight .   .   . 
was  the chie f  author,  though there was  (a s  i t  was  thought)  a  c lub 
conce r ned  in  the  compos ing  the reo f .” E l s ewhere  he  speak s  l e s s 
po s i t ive ly :  “Seve ra l  pe r son s  hau l  a s s embled  p r iva t e l y  in  London
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(as  Dr.  Bancro f t  wa s  in fo r med) ,  name ly,  Gi lby,  Sampson ,  Lever, 
F ie ld ,  Wi lcox,  and some other,  Car twr i gh t  ver y  l ike ly  among the 
re s t ;  and  then i t  was  ag reed  upon,  tha t  an  Admon i t i on  shou ld  be 
compiled,  and of fered unto the Par l iament approaching “(Whitg i f t , 
i .  55) .  The t ract  had a  l a rge c i rcula t ion;  for  i t  had “been pr inted 
and  rep r in t ed  no  l e s s  th an  fou r  t ime s  .   .   .  no twi th s t and ing  the 
d i l igence  o f  the  b i shops  to  suppres s  i t .  The l a s t  t ime,  which was 
t h i s  ye a r  ( 1572 ) ,  i t  c ame  f o r t h  w i t h  a dd i t i on s ” ( Pa r k e r,  i b i d . ) . 
He add s ,  “ the  s e c o nd  p a r t  o f  t he  Admon i t i o n  wa s  upon  the  sub- 
scr ipt ion to the ar t ic les  required by the Commiss ioner s ,  to g ive a 
v iew of  such causes  a s  withheld many Minis ter s  f rom subscr ibing; 
w h i c h  wa s  c a l l e d  Po p i s h  a bu s e s  ye t  r e m a i n i n g  i n  t h e  E n g l i s h 
Chu rch  “ (Whi t g i f t ,  i .  56 ) .  The  copy  o f  t h e  f i r s t  Admon i t i o n  i n 
the  Archb i shop ’s  L ib r a r y  a t  L ambe th ,  wh i ch  g ive s  ne i the r  d a t e 
nor  publ i she r,  shows  the  two  pa r t s  d i s t i nc t l y :  the  f i r s t  p a r t  i n - 
cluding pages 1–14; the second, page 15 to the end (with the address 
to the Chr i s t ian reader  and the le t ter s  of  Gual ter  and Beza) .  This 
s e c o n d  p a r t  i s  h e a d e d ,  A n  a d m o n i t i o n  t o  t h e  P a r l i a m e n t — A 
v i ew  o f  P o p i s h e  a bu s e s  y e t  r ema i n i n g  i n  t h e—Eng l i s h e  Chu r c h ,  f o r 
the  wh i c h  God ly—Mini s t e r s  have  r e fu s ed  t o  sub s c r i b e ;  wi th two text s 
of Scripture below.

The  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  t r a c t  l ay s  down  a  c omp l e t e  s c h eme  o f 
reformation: “It hath been thought good to profer re to your godly 
con s i d e r a t i on s ,  a  t r u e  p l a t f o r me  o f  a  chu rch  re f o r med” ( 3 ) .  I t 
then dea l s  wi th the ordinat ion and appointment  of  mini s ter s ,  and 
the  d i s cha rge  o f  the i r  func t ion s ;  w i th  the  s a c r ament s ;  and  wi th 
d i sc ip l ine,  which i s  to  be  exerc i sed ,  not  by  a  pr ie s t ly  order,  but 
by the whole body of  the Church. There i s  to be no eccles ias t ica l 
h i e r a rchy—“ins tead  o f  an  Archb i shop  or  Lord  B i shop,  you  mus t 
make  equa l i t i e  o f  min i s t e r s  “ (n ) .  I f  re fo r m i s  needed  e l s ewhere, 
i t  i s  needed in  Eng land :  “ I s  a  re for mat ion good for  France?  and 
c an  i t  b e  ev i l l  f o r  Eng l a nd ?  I s  d i s c i p l i n e  mee t e  f o r  S co t l a nd ? 
And  i s  i t  unp ro f i t ab l e  fo r  th i s  re a lme?  “ (13 ) .  And  re fo r ma t ion , 
to be ef fectual ,  must  be thorough: “You may not do as  heretofore 
you have done, patch and peece.  .   .   .  But a l together remove whole 
Ant ichr i s te,  bothe head and tay le,  and per fect ly  p lant  that  pur i t ie 
o f  the  word ,  tha t  s imp l i c i t i e  o f  the  s ac r ament s ,  and  seve r i t i e  o f 
disc ipl ine,  which Chr is te hath commanded and commended to His 
Churche” (13, 14).

I t  i s  po s s ib l e  tha t  the  s econd  pa r t  o f  the  Fi r s t  Admon i t i on  wa s 
an  add i t ion  to  the  o r ig ina l  t re a t i s e—i t  may,  indeed ,  in  the  f i r s t 
ins tance have been pr inted separate ly,  and then incor porated with 
i t .  Fo r  i n  t h e  Se c o n d  Admon i t i o n  t h e  au tho r  s ay s ,  “The re  we re 
two  l i t t l e  Trea t i se s  l a te ly  se t te  for the,  both  tending to  one ende, 
namely  to  admoni she  the  par l i ament  what  i t  had  to  do touching 
re l ig ion,  and tending to one ende they beare one name, that  i s  an 
admoni t ion  to  the  pa r l i ament .” And ,  he  add s ,  “ the  pe r son s  tha t 
are thought to have made them are la ide in no wor sse pr i son than 
Newga te  “ (3 ) .  S t r ype  t e l l s  u s  who  the se  “pe r son s  “were—Fie ld
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and Wi lcox ,  “ impr i soned  in  Newga te  fo r  o f f e r ing  th i s  s ed i t iou s 
book to the Parliament” (Annals, ii. (1), 275).

T h e  S e c o n d  A d m o n i t i o n  ( 15 7 2 )  wa s  C a r t w r i g h t ’s  wo r k .  B u t 
i t  wa s  no t  w r i t t en  i n  rep l y  t o  Wh i t g i f t ’s  t re a t i s e— An  An sw e r s 
t o  a  c e r t a i n e  l i b e l l  i n t i t u l e d  A n  A d m o n i t i o n  t o  t h e  Pa r l i a m e n t 
( 1571 ) .  For  the  au thor  expre s s l y  s t a t e s  tha t  he  ha s  no t  s een  the 
a n swe r  t o  t h e  f i r s t  A d m o n i t i o n :  “ T h ey  s ay  t h e re  i s  a n  a n swe r 
towards: for my par t I long to see it, and yet, to say truthe, I should 
be  lo the,  cons ide r ing  they  cannot  but  be t r ay  the i r  weaknes se  to 
the papistes ,  or else conf irme them in their fol lyes,  but pr incipal ly 
o f f end  the  Church  o f  God” (4 ) .  But  he  ha s  s een  a  shor t  t rea t i s e 
a g a i n s t  i t  ( 5 ) .  He  made  an  e l a bo r a t e  re p l y  t o  Wh i t g i f t  i n  t h e 
f o l l ow ing  ye a r  ( 1573 ) .  The  d i f f e ren c e  i n  pu r po s e  a nd  me thod 
be tween  the  two  Admon i t i o n s  i s  thu s  s t a t ed :  “The  f i r s t  admon i - 
t i on ,  a s  be ing  sho r t ,  shows  wha t  to  re fo r m;  the  s e c ond ,  how to 
reform” (5).
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CHAPTER V

“REFORMATION WITHOUT TARRYING FOR ANY”
Rob e rt  B row ne — H i s  Fam i ly  and  E ar ly  L i f e — P reac h e s  at 

Cambridge—His Conception of the Church—Congregational 
Church established at Norwich—Its Officers and Organisa- 
tion—Browne in Norfolk and Suffolk—Arrested by Bishop 
Freake—Burle igh intervene s—Browne re leased  but  again 
arre ste d—At Midde lbe rg—“A Booke  which  sheweth  the 
L i f e  and  M anne r s  of  al l  True  C h r i st i an s ” — P ri nc i p le s 
of Church Government set forth in it—Source of Authority 
in Church and State—“A Treatise of Reformation without 
tarry i ng  f or  A ny ” — At tac k  on  P ur itan  I nac t i on — “ A n 
Order of studying the Scriptures”—Methods of Study and 
Exposition—Formal  Log ic  and Rhetoric  out  of  place  in 
th e  P ul p it — B row ne  i n  S cot land — Agai n  b e f r i e nde d  by 
Burleigh—Submission,  and Appointment to the Mastership 
of  St.  Olave ’s  School—Rector of  Achurch—Mental Dis- 
orde r  during  Late r  Year s—Browne ’s  Church  Princ i p le s 
the Principles of Modern Congregationalism.

CARTWRIGHT and the modera te  Pur i tans  c lung to the 
later cease to enforce the obnoxious vestments and ceremonies, 

and would consent to the reformation of the English Church 
by  t h e  g r adua l  i n t roduc t i on  o f  P re s by t e r i an i sm .  I n  1581 
their policy of patience was rudely and violently assaulted by 
Robert Browne, who is commonly descr ibed as the founder of 
English Congregationalism.

I

He be longed to  an  anc ient  Rut l andsh i re  f ami ly,  and was 
bom towards the end of the reign of Henry VIII., or early in 
the reign of Edward VI.  He was educated at  Corpus Chr is t i 
College, Cambr idge. While there he became an ardent Pur itan.
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On leaving Cambr idge he became a schoolmaster and got into 
trouble with a clergyman whom he descr ibes as “the preacher 
of the town,”1 and with some of the people, through his zeal 
for those pr inciples of relig ious reformation for which, he says, 
he had already suffered some things at the University.

“What soever  th ing s  he  found be long ing  to  the  church ,  and  to 
h i s  ca l l ing  a s  a  member  o f  the  church,  he  d id  put  i t  in  prac t ice. 
For  even  l i t t l e  ch i ld ren  a re  o f  the  church  and  k ingdom o f  God; 
yea,  of  such, sa i th Chr is t ,  doth his  kingdom consi s t :  and therefore 
bo th  in  h i s  s choo l  he  l aboured  tha t  the  k ingdom o f  God  migh t 
appear, and also in those of the town with whom he kept company.” 2

A s  a  re su l t  o f  t he  ho s t i l i t y  wh i ch  he  p rovoked ,  he  wa s 
di smis sed f rom hi s  of f ice,  but  he cont inued to teach in the 
same town till the plague came and his fr iends in Rutlandshire 
were alarmed and sent for him to come home.

Af te r  l iv ing  for  a  shor t  t ime wi th  h i s  f a ther  he  re tur ned 
to  Cambr idge,  or  ra ther  to  Dr y Drayton,  in  i t s  immedia te 
ne ighbourhood ,  to  s tudy  theo logy  under  the  d i rec t ion  o f 
Richard Greenham,3 a  wel l-known Pur i tan c lergyman. Here 
he began to preach;  and he preached so powerfu l ly  that  he 
was invited by the Mayor, the Vice-Chancellor, and some other 
per sons,  to accept an appointment as  preacher in one of the 
Cambr idge churches .  But  by thi s  t ime he had g rasped ver y 
f irmly the central pr inciple of the Congregational polity, and 
he states it in a very startling form.

If he is to accept any church off ice he must receive it from 
Chr i s t  Himsel f ;  for  Chr i s t  i s  the Head of  the Church.  And 
who ha s  au thor i ty  to  speak  for  Chr i s t ?  The b i shop o f  the 
d iocese,  “by whom so many mischie f s  a re  wrought”? 4 That 
seems an impossible hypothesis. Chr ist, he argued, is the Head 
of  the Church,  and next  under  Him i s  the a s sembly of  the 
saints.  “The voice of the whole people, guided by the elder s 

1 The particulars of Robert Browne’s life are taken from a pamphlet 
wr itten by himself . The only copy known to be in existence is in the 
Archbishop’s Library at  Lambeth. It  was discovered by Dr. Dexter ; 
o f  Boston,  U.S.  The copy seems to be an imper fect  one.  Browne 
does not say in what town it was that he became a schoolmaster. The 
pamphlet  bear s  the t i t le :  A True  and Sho r t  Dec l a ra t i on ,  bo th  o f  the 
gather ing and joyning together of cer taine persons: and also of the lament- 
able breach and division which fell among them.

2 A True and Short Declaration, 1–2.
3 Brook, i. 415–418.
4 A True and Short Declaration, 2.
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and the forwardest , 5 i s  .   .   .  the voice of God.” And, “there- 
fore,  the meet ings together of  many churches ,  a l so of  every 
whole church, and of the elders therein, is above the Apostle, 
above the Prophet ,  the Evangel i s t ,  the Pas tor,  the Teacher, 
a n d  eve r y  p a r t i c u l a r  e l d e r .” “ A n d  t h i s  a l s o  m e a n t  Pa u l 
where  he  s a i th  .   .   .  ‘We a re  your s ,  and  you  a re  Chr i s t ’s , 
a n d  C h r i s t  i s  G o d ’s .’ 6  S o  t h a t  t h e  A p o s t l e  i s  i n f e r i o r 
t o  the  chu rch ,  and  the  chu rch  i s  i n f e r i o r  t o  Chr i s t ,  and 
Chr i s t ,  concer n ing h i s  manhood and o f f i ce  in  the  church, 
i s  i n f e r io r  to  God .” 7 He  s aw tha t  the  o rgan i s a t ion  o f  the 
Church by  par i she s  was  whol ly  incons i s t en t  wi th  the  t r ue 
concep t i on  o f  a  Ch r i s t i a n  Chu rch .  “He  j udged  t h a t  t h e 
Kingdom of God was not to be begun by whole par ishes, but 
r a t h e r  o f  t h e  wo r th i e s t ,  we re  t h ey  neve r  s o  f ew.” 8 On l y 
tho se  who  a re  re a l l y  i n  Chr i s t  s hou ld  be  in  the  Church ; 
and an a s sembly,  however  smal l ,  o f  those  who are  rea l ly  in 
Chr i s t  i s  the  organ of  Hi s  wi l l .  They dwel l  in  Chr i s t ,  and 
Chr i s t  dwe l l s  i n  them.  When  they  a re  g a the red  toge the r 
in Chr i s t ’s  name,  He i s  one of  the company.  Their  act s  are 
His acts. Their prayers are His.

About  th i s  t ime  Rober t  Har r i son ,  a  f r i end  o f  Browne ’s 
and a member of  the same col lege,  but  now “Master  of  the 
hospita l  at  Norwich,” came to Cambr idge. 9 He was thinking 
about enter ing the ministry, but he was a strong Pur itan, and 
was not quite c lear whether he ought to accept a l icence to 
preach  f rom a  b i shop. 10 Af te r  long  d i scus s ions  he  rece ived 
Browne’s  theor y of  the  t r ue nature  o f  a  Chr i s t i an Church; 
and as Har r ison knew that there were a considerable number 
of  devout  per sons  a t  Norwich who were d i scontented with 
the existing condition of ecclesiastical aff air s, the two fr iends 
resolved to attempt to form a Congregational Church in that 
c i t y.  B rowne  de s c r i be s  t he  manne r  i n  wh i ch  the  Church 
was formed.

“This  doctr ine before being showed to the company, and openly 
preached among them,  many d id  ag ree  there to.   .   .   .  There  was  a 
day appointed and an order taken for redress  of  the former abuses ,

5 That is, those who have made the greatest progress in the Christian 
Church (A True and Short Declaration, 3).

6 1 Cor. iii. 23. “We” for “all.”
7 A True and Short Declaration, 3.
8 Ibid., 6.
9 Ibid., 8.
10 Ibid., 8.
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and for  c leav ing to the Lord in  g rea ter  obedience.  So a  covenant 
wa s  made  and  the i r  mutua l  consen t  wa s  g iven  to  ho ld  toge the r. 
There were cer tain chief points proved unto them by the Scr iptures, 
a l l  which being par t icular ly rehear sed unto them with exhor tat ion, 
they ag reed upon them, and pronounced the i r  ag reement  to  each 
thing particularly, saying,‘ to this we give our consent.’”11

T h ey  a g re e d  “ t o  j o i n  t h e m s e l ve s  t o  t h e  L o rd ,  i n  o n e 
covenant and fellowship together, and to keep and seek agree- 
men t  unde r  h i s  l aw s  and  gove r nmen t .” 12 Th i s  i n c luded  a 
complete separation from the worship of the English Church.

T h e y  e l e c t e d  a  “ p a s t o r ” — R o b e r t  B r o w n e — a n d  a 
“ teacher”—Rober t  Har r i son;  and “prayed for  the i r  watch- 
f u l n e s s  a nd  d i l i g e n c e ,  a nd  p rom i s e d  t h e i r  o b ed i e n c e .” 13 
Whether at their f ir st meeting they elected “elder s” does not 
appear.

T h ey  a r r a n g e d  t h e  o rd e r  o f  t h e i r  s e r v i c e s .  N o t  o n l y 
off icer s of the Church, but other per sons who had “the g ift,” 
were to instruct  and edi fy the Church.  I f  anything was sa id 
tha t  appea red  “doubt fu l  and  ha rd” to  any  o f  the  member s 
of the Church, they could ask for explanations.

I t  was  ag reed “ tha t  any might  prote s t ,  appea l ,  compla in , 
exhor t,  dispute, reprove, etc. ,  as  he had occasion, but yet in 
due order,  which was then a l so declared.”14 In other words , 
there were to be meetings of the Church for free conference.

The member s covenanted to “fur ther the kingdom of God 
in themselves,  and especia l ly in their  charge and household, 
i f  t h ey  h ad  any,  o r  i n  t he i r  f r i end s  and  compan ion s  and 
whosoever was worthy.”15

A r r a n g e m e n t s  we re  m a d e  f o r  c a l l i n g  m e e t i n g s  o f  t h e 
church members both for worship and for discipline. Regula- 
tions were adopted for the reception of new members into com- 
munion, and for the exclusion of the unfaithful; for ascertaining 
the  judgment  o f  the  Church  in  d i spu ted  ma t t e r s ;  f o r  the 
election, as they might be required, of those church off icer s 
who  were  no t  immed i a t e l y  appo in t ed ;  f o r  co r re spond ing 
w i t h  o t h e r  Chu rch e s ,  “ t o  h ave  t h e i r  h e l p,  b e i n g  b e t t e r 
reformed, or to bring them to reformation.”16

11 Ibid., 19–20.
12 Ibid., 20.
13 Ibid., 20.
14 Ibid., 20.
15 Ibid., 20.
16 Ibid., 20.
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II

But Rober t  Browne was too rest les s  and energet ic a  spir i t 
to  be  content  wi th  h i s  pa s tora l  work  a t  Norwich .  He was 
about thir ty or  thir ty-f ive year s  of  age,  a  man of  audacious 
intellect and vehement temperament, and his hear t was al l on 
f i re  wi th hi s  revolut ionar y ideas  about  the t r ue nature  and 
g lor y  of  the  Chr i s t i an Church.  He he ld  secre t  meet ings  in 
town a f te r  town in  ever y  par t  o f  Nor fo lk  and Suf fo lk ,  ex- 
pounding and enforcing his theory of the Church with a free 
and f lowing and impetuous eloquence, and attacking f iercely 
the bi shops and the c lergy of  the Queen’s  Church.  Nor did 
he  spa re  the  Pur i t an  min i s t e r s .  I t  s eemed to  h im tha t  the 
Pur itans shrank from car rying out their own pr inciples;  they 
sa id  tha t  Chr i s t  was  the  only  King of  the  Church,  and yet 
submitted to a discipl ine and celebrated a worship which, in 
their own judgment, Chr ist condemned. For this inconsistency 
and thi s  cowardice he reserved his  most  f ier y denunciat ion. 
No wonder  tha t  the  two count ie s  bur s t  in to f l ame.  Mag i s- 
trates and persons of rank as well as the common people were 
carried away by his boldness and earnestness.

In  Apr i l ,  1581,  he  wa s  a r re s t ed  and  b rough t  be fo re  the 
Bishop of Norwich, Dr. Freake. The bishop wrote to Burleigh, 
the Lord Treasurer,  compla in ing of  Browne’s  i r regular i t ie s , 
s ay ing tha t  he  “had been l a te ly  apprehended on compla in t 
of many godly preachers, for deliver ing unto the people corrupt 
and  con ten t iou s  doc t r ine  ” ;  and  tha t  “h i s  a r rogan t  sp i r i t 
o f  r e p rov i ng  wa s  s ome th i ng  t o  b e  ma r ve l l e d  a t .” 17 Lo rd 
Burleigh, who was a kinsman of Browne’s, suggested that the 
young man’s  er ror s  were doubt less  the resul t  “of zeal  rather 
than malice”; expressed the hope that he would be “char itably 
confer red with and reformed”; and proposed that i f  he were 
not at  once discharged he should be sent to London, “to be 
further dealt with as I shall take order for upon his coming.”18

B row n e  wa s  r e l e a s e d ,  bu t  n o t  “ r e f o r m e d .” I n  A u g u s t 
of the same year he was ar rested again, and the bishop wrote 
once  more  to  the  Lo rd  Tre a su re r.  B rowne ’s  “ s t r ange  and

17 Hanbur y,  Memor i a l s,  i .  19  ( f rom the  Lansdowne MSS. ,  xx i i i . 
13, 20).

18 For Bur le igh’s  reply,  see Ful ler,  v.  63–64,  and Str ype,  Annal s, 
iii. (1), 22.
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dangerous  doct r ine,” which he  preached in  “a l l  d i sordered 
manner,” “had greatly troubled the whole country,and brought 
many  t o  g re a t  d i s obed i en c e  o f  a l l  l aw  and  mag i s t r a t e s .” 
Other men of the same kind, the bishop thinks he might be 
a b l e  t o  che ck ;  bu t  B rowne ’s  mee t i ng s  a re  s o  “ c l o s e  and 
secret” that the bishop and his off icer s are baffled. He, there- 
fo re,  a sk s  the  he lp  o f  the  Lord  Trea sure r  in  “ suppre s s ing” 
him.19

I t  wa s  p robably  by  Bur l e i gh ’s  adv i ce  tha t  a  f ew month s 
la ter  Browne and Har r i son and s ixty of  the member s  of  the 
Norwich Church le f t  England and set t led in Middelberg in 
Zealand.

III

Here he began to pr int.  In 1582 he published his pr incipal 
work,  under  the t i t le,  A Book whi c h  shewe th  the  l i f e  manne r s 
o f  a l l  t rue  Chr i s t ians,  and how unl ike  they a r e  unto  Turkes  and 
Papistes and Heathen Folke, etc. This is a manual of theological 
doctr ine,  ethics ,  and eccles ias t ica l  pr inciples .  I t  i s  cur iously 
and ingeniously ar ranged so as to be useful both for “simple 
peop le” and  fo r  s cho l a r s .  Fo r  the  “ s imp le  peop le” eve r y- 
thing i s  s ta ted in the s imples t  language,  and in the for m of 
quest ions and answer s :  these are in the outer column of the 
le f t-hand page.  On the r ight-hand page the same truths  are 
stated in the form of “Def init ions,” contained in the column 
on the left, with “Divisions” in the column on the r ight. The 
errors which deny or corrupt the truths affirmed in the “Defini- 
t ion s ,” and  i l lu s t r a t ed  in  the  cor re spond ing  que s t ion s  and 
answers, are discussed and refuted in the inner column of the 
left-hand page.20

The subjec t s  inc luded in  th i s  manua l  a re  the  Tr in i ty,  the 
glor ious Perfections of God, His Author ity,  the Fal l  of man, 
the Divinity of our Lord; the doctr ines of the Atonement, of 
Redemption,  of  Elect ion,  and of  Cal l ing;  the theory of  the 
Church and of the Sacraments, and the standing pr ivileges of 
Chr i s t i an s .  Af te r  a  de sc r ip t ion o f  Jewi sh  ceremonie s  there

19 For  the  b i shop’s  l e t te r,  see  S t r ype,  i b i d . ,  i i i .  (1 ) ,  22–23,  and 
Hanbury, Memorials, i. 20.

20 In sect ions  65–81,  dea l ing with c e r emonie s,  the method i s  d i s- 
carded, and the four parallel columns are merged in one.



126 “REFORMATION WITHOUT

fo l lows  an  account  o f  the  genera l  du t i e s  o f  the  Chr i s t i an 
L i f e—Repentance,  Fa i th ,  Honour ing  God ,  Obey ing  God , 
Publ ic  Wor sh ip,  and the  obser vance o f  the  Sabbath .  There 
are a l so sect ions on socia l  duties—the Duties and Quali f ica- 
t ions of  Church Governor s ,  of  Civi l  Mag is trates ,  of  House- 
ho lde r s ;  on  the  In s t i tu t ion  o f  Mar r i age ;  on  the  Dut ie s  o f 
infer iors to those above them; on Duties owing to good men; 
and  Dut ie s  owing  to  the  mi se rable.  The  book c lo se s  wi th 
sect ions on Per sonal  Duties—Chast i ty,  Industr y,  Providence, 
Justice, Fidelity, Equity, Truth, Simplicity, Secrecy, and there 
are special warnings against Slander and Covetousness.

In his  theology and his  theory of Bapti sm21 and the Lord’s 
Supper,  Browne was  Calv ini s t ic.  The fo l lowing Def in i t ions 
show the  pr inc ip le s  which he taught  in  re l a t ion to  church 
government and some other subjects,

“The  Chu r c h  p l an t ed  o r  g a the red  i s  a  company  o r  numbe r  o f 
Chr i s t i an s  or  be l i ever s ,  which ,  by  a  wi l l ing  covenant  made  wi th 
their  God, are under the government of God and Chr is t ,  and keep 
h i s  l aws  in  one  ho ly  communion;  because  Chr i s t  ha th  redeemed 
them unto hol ines s  and happines s  for  ever,  f rom which they were 
fallen by the sin of Adam.” 22

“The  Chur c h  Gove r nmen t  i s  the  Lordsh ip  o f  Chr i s t  in  the  com- 
munion o f  h i s  o f f i ce s :  whereby h i s  peop le  obey to  h i s  Wi l l ,  and 
have mutual use of their g races and cal l ings,  to fur ther their godli- 
ness and welfare.”23

The Kingdom  of al l  Chr is t ians  i s  their off ice of guiding and ruling 
with Chr is t ,  to subdue the wicked and make one another obedient 
to Chr ist.  Their pr iesthood is  their off ice of cleansing and redressing 
w i c ke d n e s s ,  w h e re by  s i n  a n d  u n c l e a n n e s s  i s  t a ke n  away  f ro m 
amongs t  them.   .   .   .  The i r  p r oph e c y  i s  the i r  o f f i ce  o f  judg ing  a l l 
th ings  by  the  word o f  God,  whereby they  increa se  in  knowledge 
and wisdom among themselves.”24

(Th i s  wa s  t h e  f ounda t i on  on  wh i ch  B rowne  re s t ed  t h e 
power s  and  re spon s ib i l i t i e s  o f  the  Chr i s t i an  commona l t y. 
In  v i r tue  o f  the i r  union wi th  Chr i s t ,  they share  the  rega l , 
priestly, and prophetic offices.)

“The  K in g d om  o f  Ch r i s t  i s  h i s  o f f i c e  o f  gove r nmen t ,  whe reby 
he useth the obedience of his people to keep his laws and command- 
ments, to their salvation and welfare.”25

21 Browne bel ieved that  bapt i sm should be admini s tered to “the 
children of the faithful” (A Booke which sheweth, § 40).

22 Ibid., § 35.
23 Ibid., § 35.
24 Ibid., § 55.
25 Ibid., § 48.
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“A Pa s t o r  i s  a  p e r son  h av ing  o f f i c e  and  me s s a ge  o f  God ,  f o r 
exhor t ing and moving especia l ly,  and guiding accordingly:  for  the 
which he  i s  t r i ed  to  be  meet ,  and there to  i s  du ly  chosen by  the 
chu rch  wh i ch  c a l l e t h  h im ,  o r  re c e ived  by  obed i ence  whe re  he 
pianteth the church.”26

“A Teache r  o f  doctr ine i s  a  per son having of f ice  and message of 
God, for teaching especial ly, and guiding accordingly, with less g ift 
to exhort and apply: for the which he is tried, etc.”27

“An  Eld e r,  o r  more  fo rwa rd  in  g i f t ,  i s  a  pe r son  hav ing  o f f i c e 
and  me s s age  o f  God ,  f o r  ove r s i gh t  and  coun se l ,  and  red re s s i ng 
things amiss: for the which he is tried, etc.”28

“The  Re l i e ve r  (o r  Dea c on )  i s  a  pe r son  hav ing  o f f i ce  o f  God to 
provide,  gather,  and bes tow the g i f t s  and l ibera l i ty  of  the church, 
a s  there  i s  need :  to  the  which  o f f i ce  he  i s  t r i ed  and  rece ived  a s 
meet.”

“The  Widow  i s  a  pe r son  hav ing  o f f i ce  o f  God  to  p r ay  fo r  the 
church,’ and to vi s i t  and minis ter  to those which are a f f l ic ted and 
dis tressed in the church, for the which she i s  tr ied and received as 
meet.”29

“Th e  g a t h e r i n g  o f  v o i c e s  a n d  c o n s e n t  o f  t h e  p e o p l e  i s  a  g en e r a l 
inquiry who is meet to be chosen; when f ir st it is appointed to them 
a l l ,  be ing duly  a s sembled,  to  look out  such per sons  among them; 
and  then  the  number  o f  the  mos t  which  ag ree  i s  t aken  by  some 
o f  the  w i s e s t ,  w i th  p re s en t ing  and  naming  o f  t he  p a r t i e s  t o  be 
chosen, if none can allege any cause or default against them.”30

“ T h e  O r d a i n i n g  b y  s o m e  o f  t h e  f o r wa rd e s t  a n d  w i s e s t  i s  a 
pronouncing them with prayer and thanksg iving,  and laying on of 
hand s  ( i f  such  impos i t ion  o f  hand s  be  no t  tu r ned  in to  pomp or 
s upe r s t i t i on ) ,  t h a t  t h ey  a re  c a l l e d  and  au tho r i s ed  o f  God ,  and 
received of their charge to that calling.” 31

“Elde r sh ip  i s  a  jo in ing  or  pa r t ak ing  o f  the  au thor i ty  o f  E lder s , 
or forwardest and wisest  in a peaceable meeting, for redress ing and 
deciding of matters in particular churches, andfor counsel therein.”32

“A  Synod  i s  a  j o i n ing  o r  p a r t ak ing  o f  t h e  au tho r i t y  o f  many 
churches met together in peace, for redress and deciding of matter s 
which cannot well be otherwise taken up.”33

IV

There are several points in these Def initions which deserve 
consideration.

1. Browne believed that i f  on any question a single Church

26 Ibid., § 53.
27 Ibid., § 53.
28 Ibid., § 53.
29 Ibid., § 54.
30 Ib id.,  § 119. On the outer column of the r ight-hand page, the 

definition is thus stated: “The consent of the people must be gathered 
by the Elders or guides, and testif ied by voice, presenting, or naming 
of some, or other tokens,  that  they approve them as meet for that 
calling.”

31 Ibid., § 119.
32 Ibid., § 51.
33 Ibid., § 51.
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was unable with clearness and conf idence to discover the will 
of Chr ist, it should invite other Churches to meet with it that 
they might consider the quest ions together.  Such a meet ing 
he cal led a Synod.  I t  was not to consis t  of  the r epresentat ives 
of the several Churches, but of the Churches themselves: and 
i t  wa s  no t  to  have  a  pe r manen t  au tho r i t y,  bu t  wa s  to  be 
convened as occasion arose.

2 .  The  Eld e r s  o f  a  Church—and ,  a s  a  ma t t e r  o f  cour s e, 
the Pastor and the Teacher would be Elders—were in Browne’s 
judgment  a  pe r manen t  Church  Counc i l ,  hav ing  a  gene r a l 
s p i r i t u a l  s upe r in t endence  ove r  the  member s .  They  cou ld 
not subject any member to discipline without the concur rence 
of the whole Church; but by counsel and warning they might 
r e nde r  c hu rch  c en s u re  unne c e s s a r y.  I f  a ny  membe r  d i s - 
regarded the i r  admoni t ion ,  and was  in  the i r  op in ion unf i t 
to remain in fel lowship, their decis ion was to be repor ted to 
the  Church ,  which  cou ld  conf i r m,  modi fy,  o r  re jec t  the i r 
judgment.

3.  I t  wa s  no t  Browne ’s  v i ew tha t  the  power s  o f  Pa s to r s , 
Teacher s ,  and Elder s  were der ived f rom the people.  Pas tor, 
Teacher,  E lder,  have “of f ice  and mes sage  o f  God,” and the 
Church has simply to discover to what persons “the off ice and 
me s s a g e  o f  God” h ave  b e en  en t r u s t e d .  The  r i gh t  wh i ch 
Browne cla imed for the Chr is t ian commonalty was not “the 
r ight to choose their  own minis ter s ,” but the r ight to judge 
what ministers God had chosen for them.

He had a very lofty conception of Authority of all kinds.

“ C h u r c h  G o v e r n o r s ,” h e  s a y s ,  “ a r e  p e r s o n s  r e c e i v i n g  t h e i r 
au tho r i t y  and  o f f i c e  o f  God  f o r  t h e  gu id ing  o f  h i s  p eop l e  t h e 
church ,  rece ived  and  c a l l ed  the re to,  by  due  con sen t  and  ag ree- 
ment of the church.”34

The  Civ i l  Mag i s t r a t e  a l so  exe rc i s ed  func t ion s  en t r u s t ed 
to him by the divine will:—

“Civ i l  Mag i s t ra t e s  a re  pe r sons  au thor i s ed  o f  God,  and  rece ived 
by the consent or choice of the people, whether off icer s or subject, 
or by bir th and succession also, to make and execute laws by public 
ag reement ,  to  r u le  the commonweal th in  a l l  outward jus t ice ;  and 
to mainta in the r ight ,  wel f are,  and honour thereof ,  wi th outward 
power, bodily punishments, and civil forcing of men.” 35

34 A Booke whi c h sheweth ,  §117.  They receive their  author i ty,  not 
from those who elect them, but from God.

35 Ibid., § 117.
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V

Bound up with this Manual of Theology, Ethics, and Eccle- 
s i a s t i ca l  Po l i ty 36 i s  a  Trea t i s e  o f  Re f o rma t i on  w i thou t  t a r r y ing 
f o r  An i e.  Th i s  b r i e f  pamphle t  i s  an  a s s au l t  on  the  Pur i t an 
preacher s who deplored the evils  of the English Church, and 
especially its want of discipline, but who were waiting for the 
Queen  and  Pa r l i ament  to  e f f ec t  re fo r mat ion .  The  v igour, 
directness, and eloquence with which Browne presses his attack, 
explain the immense impression produced by his preaching.

The Pur itans say that they must “tar ry for the Mag istrate.” 
“Are  they  no t  a shamed thu s  to  s l ande r  the  Mag i s t r a t e ?” 37 
The reformation of the Church is the duty of those to whom 
the necessity of reformation has been revealed; i t  i s  the duty 
of the minister s of Chr ist, not of the Queen. Let the silenced 
Pur itan preachers do the work to which Chr ist has appointed 
them, do it at al l  costs ;  at present, they are refusing to car ry 
their  own burden, and are cr ying out that “i t  i s  not car r ied 
by  the  f au l t  o f  the  Mag i s t r a te.” 38 The i r  compromis ing  and 
cowardly policy makes the will of the mag istrate the supreme 
authority in the Church instead of the will of Christ.39

“How long,  therefore,  wi l l  these men take the inher i tance f rom 
the  r i gh t  h e i r ,  a nd  g ive  i t  un to  t h e  s e r van t ?  Fo r  t h e  s p i r i t u a l 
powe r  o f  Chr i s t  and  h i s  Chu rch ,  and  the  Key s  o f  b ind ing  and 
loos ing ,  they  t ake  f rom Chr i s t ,  and  g ive  to  the  Mag i s t r a t e.  The 
Mag is t ra tes  have the c iv i l  sword,  and les t  they should s t r ike them 
therewith, they give them the ecclesiastical also.”40 

They say that i f  they were apost les or prophets they would 
preach in spite of the magistrate; but as they are only ordinary 
mini s ter s  of  Chr i s t ,  they have no r ight  to preach when the 
mag i s t ra te  forbids  them. But  the apos t le s ,  answer s  Browne, 
were no more exempted from obedience to mag is trates  than 
o the r  p re ache r s .  They  were  j u s t  a s  much  unde r  the  c iv i l 
au thor i ty  o f  k ings  and gover nor s  a s  we a re.  But  l ike  them

36 But with a separate title-page in the Lambeth copy.
37 Reformation without Tarrying, 2.
38 Ibid., 3.
39 “Do they not pul l  down the head,  Chr i s t  Jesus ,  to set  up the 

hand of the magistrate?” (Ibid., 2.)
40 Ibid., 6.
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we mus t  obey  God ra ther  than man.  Our  g i f t s  and ca l l ing 
a s  p re a che r s  c ame  f rom God ;  t he  mag i s t r a t e  c anno t  t ake 
t h em away.  He  may  s hu t  me  up  i n  p r i s on  f o r  p re a ch ing 
t h e  t r u t h ;  bu t  “ t h e  mag i s t r a t e  s o  u s i n g  me  c anno t  b e  a 
Chr i s t i an ,  but  for saketh the  church:  And how then should 
my off ice in the church depend on him which is none of the 
church?”41

“Except  the  Mag i s t ra te s  wi l l  go in to the  tempes t  and ra in ,  and 
be  wea ther-bea ten  wi th  the  ha i l  o f  God’s  wra th ,  they  mus t  keep 
unde r  t h e  roo f  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  gove r nmen t .  They  mu s t  b e  unde r  a 
Pas tora l  charge :  they must  obey to  the  Scept re  o f  Chr i s t ,  i f  they 
be Chr i s t i ans .  How then should the Pas tor,  which hath the over- 
s ight of the Mag istrate,  i f  he be of his  f lock, be so over seen of the 
Mag istrate, as to leave his f lock, when the Mag istrate shal l  unjust ly 
and  wrongfu l ly  d i s charge  h im?  Yet  the se  Preacher s  and  Teacher s 
will not only do so, but even holding their charge and keeping with 
i t ,  wi l l  not guide and refor m it  ar ight ,  because the Mag is trates  do 
forbid them forsooth.”42 

VI

Brown al so wrote what he descr ibes  as  A Treat i s e  upon the 
23  o f  Mat thewe,  bo th  f o r  an  o rde r  o f  s tudy ing  and hand l ing  the 
Sc r ip tu r e s,  and a l so  f o r  avoyd ing  the  Pop i she  d i so rde r s,  and un- 
god ly communion o f  a l l  fa l s e  Chr i s t ians,  and espe c ia l ly  o f  wi c ked 
Preachers and Hirelings.43

He g ive s  seven sugges t ions  fo r  s tudy ing  and expounding 
any  p a s s a g e  o f  S c r i p t u re .  I n  s ub s t an ce  t h e s e  s ugge s t i on s 
are :  (1 )  Make sure  that  the t rans la t ion i s  cor rect ,  and then 
cons ider  the t rue meaning and doctr ine of  the words.  (2)  I f 
the  words  a re  hard to  be  under s tood,  search out  why such 
words  were  used to  expres s  the  meaning.  (3 )  F ind out  and 
deter mine the pla ce  of  the doctr ine in a theolog ica l  sys tem. 
(4 )  Cons ider  what  ob jec t ions  and d i f f i cu l t i e s  the  doct r ine 
provokes .  (5)  Sta te  the er ror  opposed to i t ,  and make both 
the truth and the er ror plain by some parable or i l lustrat ion

41 Reformation without tarrying, 8. 
42 Ibid., 3.
43 Thi s  t rea t i se  fo l lows  the  t rac t  Refo rma t i on  w i thou t  t a r r y ing  f o r 

Anie ,  in the Lambeth copy. Though it has no separate t i t le-page, i t 
is not mentioned in the general title-page prefixed to the volume, and 
the page-reg ister s run straight on. The third treatise, A Booke which 
Sheweth, comes next, with a different title-page and separate r agisters.
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or ancient  Jewish ceremony.  (6)  Apply the t r uth.  (7)  Close 
with exhortation.44 

After these suggest ions comes a keen and a rather amusing 
a t t a c k  o n  p re a c h e r s .  F i r s t  h e  a t t a c k s  t h e m  f o r  q u o t i n g 
Latin, Greek, and Hebrew in their sermons.45 Then he attacks 
t h e i r  “ va i n  l og i c ” ;  s how ing  t h a t  t h e  me thod s  o f  f o r ma l 
log ic  are  wor se  than use le s s  in  the s tudy and expos i t ion of 
Scr ip ture.  I t  i s  pos s ib le,  he  s ay s ,  to  rea son ,  wi thout  u s ing 
the  t e chn i c a l i t i e s  o f  t he  s choo l s .  “ Job  d i s pu t ed  w i th  h i s 
f r i e nd s ;  bu t  d i d  h e  u r g e  t h em w i t h  Sy l l og i sm s ?  D id  h i s 
p roo f s  wa lk  upon a  ‘Ma jor ’ o r  a  ‘Minor,’ o r  d id  two such 
s t ump s  b e a r  up  h i s  c onc l u s i on s ? ” 46 One  o f  h i s  p r a c t i c a l 
object ions to the use of for mal log ic in exposi t ion throws a 
light upon the importance whch he attached to free conference 
on Christian truth and duty.

“By i t  i s  the  exerc i se  o f  prophecy or  mutua l  ed i fy ing ,  a l so  the 
r ight use of Synods or general meetings, of determining controversies, 
of  di scuss ing matter s ,  of  communing,  di sput ing,  and searching out 
the  t r u th ,  dean  t aken  away.  By  tha t  a l so  the  peop le  which  have 
no t  l e a r ned  Log i c ,  a re  s hu t  ou t  and  d i s cou r aged  f rom t a l k i ng , 
pleading, and mutual edifying in the church meetings.” 47

Then  he  condemns  the  u se  in  s e r mons  o f  the  t echn i c a l 
te r ms  o f  rhe tor ic,  and r id icu le s  the  preacher s  who cannot 
expound the Scr iptures  without ,  ta lk ing of  an hyperbole,  a 
t rop e,  a  s yn e cdoche,  a nd  t h e  re s t .  F i n a l l y  h e  condemn s 
their “curious methods and divisions.”

Browne was  an  ora tor  a s  wdl  a s  a  theo log ian  and a  con- 
trover s ia l i s t .  While he ins i s ted that  the subs tance  of  ser mons 
should be solid and weighty, he insisted with equal earnestness 
that their form should be free and popular.48

He  a l s o  w ro t e ,  e i t h e r  wh i l e  h e  wa s  a t  M idde l b e r g ,  o r 
immediate ly a f ter  leaving i t ,  An Answer  to  Maste r  Car twr ight 
h i s  l e t t e r  f o r  j o i n i n g  w i t h  t h e  Eng l i s h  Chu r c h ;  wh e r eun t o  t h e 
true copy of his said letter is annexed.49

44 An Order of studying the Scriptures, 4–5.
45 Ibid., 5–6.
46  Ibid., 8.
47 Ibid., 6.
48 In 21–40 he i l lustrates his pr inciples by practical application to 

hi s  text ,  and ends  h i s  t rea t i se  by a  v igorous  ons laught  upon “the 
Par ishe Preacher s and hired Lecturer s ,  and al l  that Popish rabble— 
the Scribes and the Pharisees [who] sit in Moses' seat” (Matt, xxiii. 2).

49 Published probably in 1583.
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VII

G r ave  t ro u b l e s  d i s t u r b e d  t h e  C h u rc h  o f  t h e  e x i l e s  a t 
Middelberg.  Browne was charged with being too severe and 
peremptor y in  the exerc i se  of  h i s  pas tora l  author i ty.  Three 
times he resigned his pastorate, and three times he resumed it. 
But at the end of November, 1583, he and a few of his fr iends 
s a i l ed  fo r  Sco t l and .  The  P re sby t e r i an s  re t a ined  fo r  many 
years the impression of hor ror produced by what they regarded 
a s  h i s  wi ld  and  revo lu t ionar y  t a lk  about  church  po l i ty.  In 
January, 1583–4, he was cited to appear before the Edinburgh 
P re sby t e r y.  A r t i c l e s  d e f i n ing  h i s  he re s i e s  we re  d r awn  up 
to be presented to the King; but the ecclesiastical author ities 
appear  to have rece ived an int imat ion that  the case  aga ins t 
h im was  not  to be pres sed.  I t  i s  probable  that  he remained 
in Scotland for several months.

I n  t h e  s umme r  o f  1584  t h e  re s t l e s s ,  e a g e r  man  wa s  i n 
London ,  and  wa s  aga in  re s cued  f rom the  b i shops  by  Lord 
Burleigh, who, in October, 1585, sent him home to his f ather 
in Rutlandshire with a kindly letter.

“ I  though t  good ,” wro te  the  Lo rd  Trea su re r,  “ con s ide r ing  he 
was your son, and of my blood, to send unto my lord of Canterbury 

t 
on hi s  beha l f  that  he might  f ind what  reasonable  f avour he could 
shew him, before whom I perceive he hath answered in some good 
sor t.. . and, therefore, for that he purposeth to repair to you, I have 
thought good to accompany him with these my letter s ,  and to pray 
you  fo r  th i s  c au se,  o r  any  h i s  fo r mer  dea l ing s ,  no t  to  wi thdraw 
from him your f a ther ly  love and a f fect ion;  not  doubt ing but  with 
t ime he wi l l  be  fu l ly  recovered and wi thdrawn f rom the re l ic s  o f 
some fond opinions of  his ,  which wil l  be the better  done i f  he be 
dealt withal in some kind and temperate manner.”50

He re  he  rema ined  a s  a  k i nd  o f  “ e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  p r i s one r 
on  p a r o l e .” 51 Bu t  Lo rd  Bu r l e i gh ’s  hope  t h a t  h e  m igh t  b e 
“ re cove red  and  w i t hd r awn  f rom the  re l i c s  o f  s ome  f ond 
op in ions  o f  h i s” was  no t  fu l f i l l ed .  At  h i s  f a the r ’s  reque s t , 
and  wi th  Lord  Bur l e i gh ’s  con sen t ,  he  l e f t  To le thor pe  fo r 
S t amford  in  Februar y,  1585–6 .  At  tha t  t ime there  were  no 
i nd i c a t i on s  t h a t  h i s  ho s t i l i t y  t o  t h e  Eng l i s h  Chu rch  wa s 
relenting.

50 In Fuller, v. 65–66.
51 Joseph Fletcher, History of Independency, ii. 123.
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VIII

What happened dur ing the next s ix months i s  uncer ta in;52 
but on November 21 of  the same year (1586) he was chosen 
master of  St .  Olave’s  Grammar School,  Southwark, and sub- 
s c r ibed  s i x  a r t i c l e s :  ( 1 )  Not  to  keep  conven t i c l e s ;  ( 2 )  To 
go with the children to church; (3) To conform to the doctr ine 
of the Church of England; (4)  To use no catechism but that 
author i sed by publ ic  author i ty ;  (5 )  To communica te  a t  the 
par ish church according to law; (6) And, if he be not content 
to keep these articles, no longer to keep the school-mastership. 
In June, 1589, Burleigh wrote to the Bishop of Peterborough 
asking that Browne might be received again into the ministry 
“a s  a  mean s  and  he lp  fo r  some ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  p re f e r ment ,” 
and assur ing the bishop that he had for “a good t ime” g iven 
up hi s  “s t range manner of  wr i t ing and opinions” and “sub- 
mi t ted  h imse l f  to  the  order  and gover nment  e s t abl i shed in 
the Church.”53

IX

Two yea r s  l a t e r—September,  1591—Browne  re s i gned  h i s 
ma s t e r sh ip  and  became rec to r  o f  Achurch-cum-Thor pe,  a 
smal l  hamlet  and par i sh in Nor thampton. The l iv ing was in 
the g i f t  of Lord Burleigh. Here he remained for for ty year s . 
Thomas Fuller, who was bom a mile from Achurch, says that 
in hi s  t ime Browne “had a  wife  with whom for many year s 
he never l ived”—and a church “wherein he never preached.” 
“He was  o f  an  imper ious  na ture,” s ay s  Fu l le r,  “of fended i f 
what he aff irmed but in common discourse were not instantly 
received as an oracle.”54 In a pass ion he struck the constable 
of the par ish, who had somewhat roughly required him to pay 
a rate, and the constable had him committed to Northampton 
gaol ,  where he died—an old man of e ighty.  The date of  his 
dea th  i s  unce r t a in ;  bu t  i t  wa s  be tween  June  2 ,  1631,  and 
November 8, 1633.

52 See Note A, p.136.
53 The letter is given by Strype, Whitgift, i. 620.
54 Fuller, v. 68–69, says that when he was a “youth” he often saw 

Browne. He must have been more than twenty-two year s  of age at 
the time of Browne’s death.
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Al l  tha t  we know of  the  l a s t  for ty  year s  o f  Browne’s  l i f e 
comes from those who regarded his early ecclesiastical opinions 
with abhor rence.  There are some strong indicat ions that  his 
exc i tement  somet imes  became pos i t ive  in san i ty ; 55 and th i s , 
perhaps,  i s  the true explanat ion of the g rosser scandals  con- 
nected with his name after he had conformed to the English 
C h u rc h .  H i s  s t r e n g t h  wa s  b ro ke n .  H e  u s e d  t o  s ay  t h a t 
“he had been committed to thir ty-two pr isons,  and in some 
of them he could not see his hand at noon-day;56 and English 
pr i sons in the days  of  El izabeth were of ten foul ,  damp, and 
f a t a l  t o  the  mos t  robu s t  hea l th .  He  f e l t  t he  b i t t e r ne s s  o f 
d i s a ppo in tmen t .  I n  h i s  you th  he  h ad  d re amt  d re ams  and 
seen visions of an ideal Church, and with a vehement zeal had 
endeavoured to rea l i se  i t ;  but the dream had passed and the 
v i s ion had f aded.  He was  a l ienated f rom the men who had 
shared h i s  enthus i s am and h i s  f a i th ;  and h i s  co inage  f a i l ed 
him. That he had ceased to hold his  eccles ias t ica l  pr inciples 
is  not at al l  cer tain. Strype says that he “continued st i l l  very 
f reak i sh” ; 57 and  S tephen Bredwel l ,  who wrote  aga in s t  h im 
in 1588 when he was  mas ter  o f  S t .  Olave’s  school ,  dec lares 
tha t  “ the man remaineth of  the  same judgment  aga ins t  the 
English assemblies, which he held before, when he passed the 
Seas .” 58 But  the g rea t  re for mat ion on which he had se t  h i s 
hear t ,  and for  which he had endured such cruel  suf fer ings , 
made no progress, and he turned from it in despair.

With a  temperament l ike hi s—ardent ,  sanguine,  res t le s s— 
and with his health injured by repeated impr isonments, there 
would be nothing to surpr ise us if in the wreck of all his hopes 
hi s  reason gave way.  Dur ing the second hal f  of  hi s  l i fe  i t  i s 
possible that he was in a state border ing on insanity and was 
hardly responsible for his  act ions;  while he was a Congrega- 
tionalist he appears to have been an excellent Chr istian, rough 
in speech af ter  the manner of  those t imes,  but f ree f rom al l 
mora l  reproach and a  man of  in tense  and fe r vent  re l ig ious 
zeal.

55 Dexter (120–126) suggests  that  dur ing his  la ter  year s  Browne’s 
reason was troubled.

56 Fuller, v. 67.
57 Strype, Parker, ii. 69.
58 Quoted by Dexter,  84.  There are many passages  in Bredwel l ’s 

Ras ing  o f  the  Foundat ions  o f  Browni sm  which sus ta in thi s  a s ser t ion. 
Some of them Dexter has quoted.
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X

The ecc le s i a s t i ca l  p r inc ip le s  which Browne advoca ted  in 
his earlier years are the pr inciples of modem Congregationalism. 
The Chr istian Church, as he contended, should consist only of 
Chr is t ians—a posi t ion which may seem suff ic ient ly obvious. 
But this was the root of the controversy between Browne and 
the Queen—between Browne and the English Church. Whit- 
g i f t  spoke for  E l i zabeth and her  b i shops  when he dec la red 
th a t  he  a cknowledged  no  d i f f e rence  be tween  a  Chr i s t i an 
Commonwealth and a Chr istian Church—a theory maintained 
twenty year s  la ter  by Hooker in hi s  Ecc l e s ia s t i ca l  Po l i ty,  and 
the only theory by which the Engl i sh Establ i shment can be 
e xp l a i n ed  o r  j u s t i f i e d .  Th i s  wa s  t h e  t h eo r y  o f  Edmund 
Burke, who denied that there is any al l iance between Church 
and State in thi s  countr y;  for  the Church and the State are 
not  a l l i ed—they are  one and the  same communi ty.  Thi s , -^ 
too, was the theory of Coleridge and of Dr. Arnold.

The  e a r l y  Cong reg a t i on a l i s t s  ma in t a i n ed  t h a t  a  man  i s 
not necessar i ly a Chr ist ian because he is  an Englishman, and 
tha t  the  ev i l  l ive s  o f  l a rge  number s  o f  Eng l i shmen were  a 
dea r  p roo f  tha t  they  were  no t  Chr i s t i an s ,  and ,  the re fo re, 
were not proper member s of a Chr ist ian Church. To recover 
the idea of the Church, Browne and his disciples believed that 
i t  was  neces sar y,  f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  to  re ject  and to tear  to pieces 
the  f i c t ion which t rea ted the  Engl i sh  na t ion or  an Engl i sh 
diocese or an English pansh as a Church of Chr ist; and then ^ 
to establish what were cal led “gathered Churches,” consist ing 
of  those  “Chr i s t i an be l iever s  which,  by a  wi l l ing covenant 
made with their God, are under the government of God and 
Christ, and keep his laws in one holy communion.”59

They  be l i eved  tha t ,  a ccord ing  to  the  wi l l  o f  Chr i s t  and 
the precedent of the apostolic Churches, every separate society 
of  such per sons  should be f ree f rom a l l  control  except  that 
o f  Chr i s t  Himse l f ,  who  i s  p re s en t  whereve r  two o r  th ree 
a re  ga the red  toge ther  in  Hi s  name.  They  be l i eved  tha t  in 
rece iv ing or  re ject ing member s ,  or  excommunicat ing those 
who had proved themselves unwor thy, and in the election of 
i t s  o f f icer s ,  i t  i s  the duty of  each separa te  Church to lear n 
for itself the will of Christ and to do it.

59 A Booke which sheweth, § 35.
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The Church,  according to their  concept ion of  i t ,  i s  not  a 
voluntary club for the regulation of which the members may 
make what rules  they please,  the r ights  and power s of  indi- 
v i dua l  membe r s  be ing  b a s ed  upon  f re e  con t r a c t  be tween 
themse lves ;  i t  i s  a  Socie ty  of  which Chr i s t  i s  the Founder, 
the Head, and the Lord. Its  member s have no r ight to admit 
whom they l ike or to exclude whom they l ike; they have no 
r ight to elect men to off ice according to their pr ivate tastes 
and preferences.  Nor are they at l iber ty to please themselves 
in  the  conduct  o f  publ ic  wor sh ip.  In  the whole  l i fe  o f  the 
Church they have simply to g ive effect to the wil l  of Chr ist , 
who i s  present  whenever the Church meets ,  and apar t  f rom 
whose  concu r rence  and  s anc t i on  a l l  t he  dec i s i on s  o f  t he 
Church are without validity.

Congregationalism does not asser t that al l  Chr ist ian people 
have a r ight  to choose their own ininister s and to control the 
a f f a i r s  o f  the  Church ;  Cong rega t iona l i sm a s se r t s  tha t  i t  i s 
t he  du t y  o f  a l l  Chr i s t i an  peop l e  to  a s s e r t  and  de f end  the 
author ity of Chr ist in the election and appointment of church 
.o f f icer s ,  in  the admini s t ra t ion of  church di sc ip l ine,  in  the 
conduct  of  Chr i s t i an wor ship.  “Chr i s t ,” sa id Browne,  “uses 
the obedience of his  people to keep his  laws and command- 
ments, to their salvation and welfare.”60

NOTE A 
Browne’s Submission

B ro o k  ( i i .  36 8 )  s ay s  t h a t  “ a f t e r  t r ave l l i n g  u p  a n d  d ow n  t h e 
countr y preaching aga ins t  the laws and ceremonies  of  the church, 
he went  to  re s ide  a t  Nor thampton.  Here h i s  preaching soon gave 
of fence,  and he was c i ted before Bishop Lindse l l  of  Peterborough, 
who,  upon h i s  re fu s ing  to  appear  publ i c ly,  excommunica ted  h im 
fo r  con tempt .  The  so l emni ty  o f  th i s  c en su re  made  such  an  im- 
pres s ion upon Browne that  he renounced hi s  pr incip les  of  separa- 
t i o n .” W h a t  a u t h o r i t y  t h e re  i s  f o r  t h i s  s t o r y  B ro o k  d o e s  n o t 
g i v e .  D e x t e r ,  w h o  q u o t e s  f r o m  t h e  B i b l i o t h e c a  E c d e s i a 
Ang l i c anæ  (1709 ,  x i i . )  a  t r ad i t ion o f  the  excommunica t ion and of 
i t s  e f fec t  on Browne,  inc l ines  to  the opinion that  he was  excom- 
munica ted .  But  the  ev idence  seems  ra ther  unsubs tant i a l .  (Dexter 
81,  no t e  87. )  See,  however,  Bur rage,  True  S t o r y  o f  Robe r t  B rowne, 
67–70.

60 A Books which sheweth, § 48.
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The  Rev.  T.  G.  Cr ippen ,  the  L ib r a r i an  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l 
L ibra r y  a t  the  Memor ia l  Ha l l ,  in for ms  me tha t  a  document ,  un- 
doubtedly in Browne’s  handwr i t ing,  has  recent ly  been di scovered. 
He s ay s  tha t  “on Browne’s  f i r s t  pa r t i a l  submi s s ion  a t  the  end  o f 
1585,  Bar rowe and Greenwood sent  h im a  le t ter  o f  remonst rance, 
not  now extant .  To th i s  Browne rep l ie s  in  the  lengthy document 
now discovered, in which his  att i tude is  on the whole oppor tunist . 
I t  s e em s  c l e a r  t h a t ,  no t  s o  much  t h e  p e r s e cu t i on  t h a t  h e  h ad 
endured,  as  the pract ica l  breakdown of the exper iment at  Middel- 
berg,  had brought him to thi s  pos i t ion.  He does not renounce his 
idea l ,  but  seems to  look upon i t  a s  a  k ind o f  sp i r i tua l  Utopia  to 
b e  a p p rox i m a t e d  a s  n e a r l y  a s  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  m ay  p e r m i t ;  a n d 
a l toge the r  repud i a t e s  the  uncompromi s ing  comba t ivene s s  o f  h i s 
c o r r e s p o n d e n t s .” To  t h i s  l e t t e r  M r .  B u r r a g e  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e 
Bar rowe treatise, which it was Mr. Cr ippen’s good for tune to br ing 
to l ight  l a s t  year,  was  intended as  a  rep ly ;  Browne re jo ining with 
the Answer to one Barrowe, now lost, but quoted by Bancroft.

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  va r i o u s  r e f e r e n c e s  g i ve n  a b ove ,  s p e c i a l 
ment ion should be made of  Mr.  Champl in Bur rage ’s  t rea t i se,  The 
Tr u e  S t o r y  o f  Ro b e r t  B r own e ,  a nd  o f  t h e  a r t i c l e s  by  t he  Rev.  F. 
Ive s  Ca te r  in  Tran s a c t i on s  o f  t h e  Cong r e g a t i ona l  H i s t o r i c a l  So c i e t y , 
S ep t ember  19 05,  Janua r y  19 06 .  The  s ame  Soc i e t y  ha s  rep r in t ed 
B row n e ’s  Tr e a t i s e  o f  R e f o r m a t i o n  w i t h o u t  Ta r r y i n g  f o r  A n i e  a n d 
A New Years Guift, discovered in 1903 by Mr. Burrage.
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CHAPTER VI

MARTYRS
Troubles at Bury St.  Edmunds—Memorial on Behalf of Hand- 

son and Gayton—Copping, Thacker, and Dennis imprisoned 
and  e xe c ute d — H e nry  Barrowe — H l s  C onve r s i on — Joh n 
Gre e nwood—Barrowe  and  Gre e nwood arre ste d  and  ex- 
am i ne d — M e mor i al  f rom  P r i s one r s  i n  L ondon  G aol s — 
Attempt to obtain Evidence by means of Visiting Clergy— 
Treatm e nt  o f  P r i s one r s — Barrowe ’s  “ B r i e f  D i scove r i e 
of  th e  Fal se  C h urc h ” — G re e nwood  re lease d  but  agai n 
arre sted—Barrowe and Greenwood tried and executed— 
John Penry—His Life at Cambridge and Oxford—Proposals 
for the Evangelisation of Wales—Secret Press  e stablished 
—Pe nry ’s  Publ ications—The  Mar-pre late  Tract s—Pe nry 
Appeals to Parliament against the High Commission—Takes 
Re fuge  in  Scotland,  but  i s  bani shed—Joins  the  Cong re- 
gational  Church in  Southwark—Arre st  and Examination 
—Charge s  g rounde d  on  Pas sage s  in  h i s  Private  Pape r s— 
Penry tried, convicted, and hanged—His Character.

I

IN the  l e t t e r  wr i t t en  by  the  B i shop  o f  Norwich  to  Lord 
B u r l e i g h ,  A p r i l  19 ,  1581,  c o m p l a i n i n g  o f  t h e  i r r e g u - 

lar i t ies  of  Rober t  Browne, the bishop a l so complains of  the 
“many g reat disorder s in the town [of Bury] and the country 
t h e r e a b o u t s ,  a s  we l l  i n  t h e  c l e f g y  a s  t h e  l a i t y.” 1 T h e s e 
“d i so rde r s ” h ad  ex i s t ed  i n  Bu r y  S t .  Edmund s  f o r  s eve r a l 
year s  be fore  Rober t  Browne d i s turbed the two count ie s  o f 
Su f fo lk  and  Nor fo lk  by  p re ach ing  Cong rega t iona l i sm .  In 
1573  John  Hand son ,  cu r a t e  o f  S t .  Jame s ’s  Church  in  tha t 
town, had been examined before the Bishop’s Chancel lor on 
a c coun t  o f  h i s  Pu r i t a n  p r a c t i c e s . 2 R i ch a rd  Gay ton ,  who 
had  been su spended by  the  b i shop in  1576  for  re fu s ing  to 
make the s ign of  the cros s  in bapt i sm and for  other  act s  of

1 Strype, Annals, iii. (1), 21.
2 Brook, i. 238–239.
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noncon for mi ty, 3 wa s  “preacher” a t  the  s ame church  when 
Rober t  Browne vi s i ted Bury in 1581.  Nei ther  Handson nor 
G ay t o n  h a d  r e n o u n c e d  P u r i t a n i s m ,  a n d  t h e  b i s h o p  wa s 
resolved that their  res i s tance to the eccles ias t ica l  author it ies 
should be ar rested and punished. But 170 of the inhabitants 
of the town sent up a memor ial to the Pr ivy Council in 1582 
protesting against his proceedings. They say:—

“In  mos t  l amen t ab l e  and  humble  manne r  comp l a in  un to  your 
honour s ,  the  poor  inhab i t an t s  o f  the  town o f  Bur y  S t .  Edmunds 
in  the  county  o f  Su f fo lk ,  be seech ing  your  lo rd sh ip s  to  t ake  p i ty 
upon our  miserable  and wretched es ta te,  whereunto present ly  we 
are plunged, and in the same likely for ever to st ick f ast ,  i f  by your 
mos t  g r ac iou s  and  honourable  means  we  be  no t  de l ive red .  Your 
honour s  a re  no t  i gnoran t  tha t  our  town ha th  been  o f  long  t ime 
ins t r uc ted in  the  gospe l  o f  s a lva t ion by many,  but  in  these  l a t te r 
ye a r s  mo s t  p l e n t i f u l l y  a nd  p a i n f u l l y  t a u gh t  by  two  god l y  a nd 
f a i thful  minis ter s ,  Mr. Handson and Mr. Gayton, the f i r s t  whereof 
hath been for about ten year s a preacher amongst us,  and the other 
about five years.

A f te r  de sc r ib ing  how much good the  town had  rece ived 
from their devout and zealous ministry, and bear ing testimony 
to  the i r  pe r sona l  exce l l ence,  the  memor i a l i s t s  p roceed  to 
say:—

“Yet,  never theless ,  nei ther their  approved integ r i ty nor wonder- 
fu l  pa t ience,  which for  a l l  the i r  in jur ie s  increa sed  have  not  .   .   . 
opened  the i r  mouth s  to  revenge,  l e av ing  the  judgment  o f  the i r 
enemies to the Lord God, could any way prevail to stop the passages 
of  some men’s  mal ice ;  but  they have so cont inual ly  a f f l ic ted them 
by untrue accusations, that as men not able to support so intolerable 
burdens, Mr. Gayton, by their dealing, a quar ter past, depar ted from 
u s  ( w h o m  t h ey  h ave  t h re a t e n e d  b e i n g  a b s e n t  t o  p u r s u e ) .  M r. 
Hand son ,  now a t  l a s t  wea r i ed  w i th  the i r  v io l en t  and  con t inua l 
prac t ice s ,  ha th a l so  y ie lded up hi s  p lace,  to  the g rea t  danger  and 
unspeakable  g r ie f  o f  the  inhab i t an t s  o f  the  town,  and a l so  to  a l l 
we l l  a f fec ted to  the  t r uth and Her  Maje s ty  in  the  whole  countr y 
about,  which received by their  confess ions s ingular  commodity by 
their ministry.”4

The memor ia l  does not seem to have had any good ef fect . 
Mr. Gayton had left the town, and so appears to have escaped

3 His  name i s  g iven var ious ly  a s  Gayton,  Gai ton,  and Gawton. 
Brook, ii. 241–247; and Strype, Annals, ii. (2), 59–62; iii. (1), 26–28.

4 Sta te  Paper s :  E l i zabeth (Domest ic  Ser ie s ) ,  Aug.—Nov. ,  1582, 
voL 155 (5).
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immed i a t e  h a r m;  bu t  a t  t he  a s s i z e s  he ld  a t  Bu r y  i n  Ju l y, 
1583, Mr. Handson was convicted of “depraving the Book of 
Common Prayer.”

A t  t h e  s ame  a s s i z e s  two  o t h e r  p r i s on e r s  me t  a  h a rd e r 
f a t e .  John  Copp ing  h ad  b een  s en t  t o  p r i s on  i n  1576  f o r 
cer ta in Pur i tan opinions  which hi s  judges  ca l led “f a l se  and 
mal ic ious .” 5 In 1578 one of  the pr i son author i t ie s  repor ted 
that though Copping had been two year s in gaol, and dur ing 
that t ime had been seen by lear ned preacher s who had tr ied 
to br ing him to a better mind, he still refused to renounce his 
e r ror s .  What  was  wor se,  he  was  so  zea lous  in  ma in ta in ing 
and defending his opinions that many of his fr iends who had 
come to see him in prison were now of the same way of thinking. 
I t  was  dangerous to keep him in Bury,  even though he was 
in gaol,  for he would not be s i lenced, and “infected other s.” 
I f  he  wa s  s en t  e l s ewhe re  he  wou ld  be  equa l l y  e a r ne s t  i n 
p ro p a g a t i n g  d i s c o n t e n t .  A n d  ye t  i t  s e e m s  t o  h ave  b e e n 
difficult to bring home to him any definite offence.6

At la s t  depos i t ions  were s igned charg ing him with having 
refused to permit his child to be baptized with god-fathers and 
god-mother s ,  and  wi th  hav ing  s a id  tha t  none  bu t  a  god ly 
min i s t e r  shou ld  conduc t  the  s e r v i ce.  He was  a l so  cha rged 
wi th  hav ing  spoken  t rea sonable  word s  aga in s t  the  Queen ; 
for he said that she had sworn on her accession to car ry out a 
ful l  reformation of the Church, and that she was “perjured,” 
for she had not done it . 7 These words, or words of the same 
meaning,  appear to have been spoken in the heat  of  pr ivate

5 D e s c r i b e d  a s  h av i n g  b e e n  " a  m i n i s t e r  n e a r  B u r y ” :  Jo h n 
Browne, History o f  Congregat ional i sm in Nor fo lk and Suf fo lk ,  46; and 
Brook, i. 262.

6 Copping and his fel low-pr isoner Thacker complained at quar ter 
sessions of their long and illegal impr isonment, and the justices inter- 
ceded  wi th  the  b i shop in  the i r  f avour.  Whereupon h i s  Lord sh ip 
drew up twelve articles of impeachment against the justices themselves, 
and caused them to be summoned before the Queen and the Council 
to answer for their misdemeanour. They were charged with counten- 
ancing the pr isoners and other disorderly clergymen; and with con- 
tempt of his lordship’s jur isdiction in refusing to admit divers ministers 
whom he had ordained, because they were ignorant and could only 
read ;  and wi th  removing one Wood f rom hi s  l iv ing  on the  s ame 
account .” J.  Browne,  Cong r ega t i ona l i sm in  Nor f o lk  and  Su f f o lk ,  45. 
And see Strype, Annals, iii. (1), 28–29; and for the justices’ reply to the 
articles of impeachment, iii. (2), 172 foll.

7 Strype, Annals, iii. (2), 187; Neal, i. 313–314; and Brook, i. 262–264.
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di scus s ion.  They were  swor n to  by the keeper  o f  the  gao l , 
by  t h e  c h a p l a i n ,  by  t h e  u n d e r - ke e p e r ,  a n d  t wo  o f  t h e 
prisoners.

There was  another  pr i soner  in  Bur y gaol—Elia s  Thacker, 
who is said to have been a “Brownist minister”; he had been 
in pr ison for f ive or six year s.8 In July, 1583, he and Copping 
were brought to tr ia l .  The charges in the deposit ions against 
Copping were dropped, and both he and Thacker were tr ied 
for circulating, while in pr ison, the wr itings of Robert Browne 
and  Rober t  Har r i son ,  wh ich  f i e rce l y  a t t a cked  the  s e t t l e - 
ment  of  the Church and denied the ecc les ia s t ica l  author i ty 
o f  the  Queen .  The  Chie f  Ju s t i ce  repor ted  tha t  “ the  book 
a c k n ow l e d g e d  H e r  M a j e s t y  a s  c h i e f  r u l e r  c i v i l l y. 9  B u t 
so  wa s  t he i r  t e r ms ,  and  no  fu r the r.  And  though  Dr.  S t i l 
[ the  Archb i shop ’s  chap l a in ]  and  o ther s  t r ava i l ed  and  con- 
fe r red wi th  them,  ye t  they were  a t  tha t  ver y  t ime of  the i r 
death unmoveably of the same mind.”10 They were convicted 
under  the Act  pas sed in the twenty-thi rd year  of  E l izabeth 
(1581), which provided—

Tha t  i f  a ny  p e r s on  o r  p e r s on s  .   .   .  s h a l l  a dv i s e d l y  and  w i t h 
a malicious intent against  our said sovereign lady devise and wr ite, 
p r in t ,  o r  s e t  fo r th  any  manner  o f  book ,  rhyme,  ba l l ad ,  l e t t e r  o r 
wr i t ing ,  conta in ing  any  f a l s e,  s ed i t iou s ,  o r  s c anda lous  mat te r  to 
the de f amat ion ot  the  Queen’s  Majes ty  .   .   .  [or  sha l l ]  procure  or 
cause any such book, rhyme, ballad, letter or wr iting to be wr itten, 
pr inted,  publ i shed or set  for th,  .   .   .  That  then every such of fence 
sha l l  be  deemed and  ad judged  f e lony,  and  the  o f f ender s  the re in 
be ing  the reo f  conv ic ted  and  a t t a in ted ,  sha l l  su f f e r  such  pa in s  o f 
d e a th  and  f o r f e i t u re,  a s  i n  c a s e  o f  f e l ony  i s  u s ed ,  w i thou t  any 
benef i t  of  Clergy or Sanctuary to be a l lowed unto the of fender in 
that behalf.”11

The  S ep a r a t i s t s  c on t ended  t h a t  t h e  Ac t  wa s  p a s s e d  t o 
p ro t ec t  the  Queen  aga in s t  the  Pap i s t s  who  were  p lo t t i ng 
aga in s t  her  c rown;  but  under  i t  s evera l  Cong rega t iona l i s t s 

8 J. Browne, Congregationalism in Norfolk and Suffolk, 46.
9 i.e. as civil magistrate only.
10 Strype, Annals, iii. (1), 269–270; where Copping's feUow-martyr 

is descr ibed as Elias Fawker in the quotation from the Chief Justice's 
l e t t e r.  Wadd ing ton ,  Cong r e ga t i ona l  Ma r t y r s ,  43,  and  Dexte r,  210 , 
g ive the passage,  with var iat ions,  taken from the Lansdowne MSS., 
xxxviii. 64.

11 23 Eliz. cap. 2, § 4.
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were convicted of treason. Copping and Thacker were hanged 
during the assizes.12

Abou t  t h e  s ame  t ime,  Wi l l i am  Denn i s ,  o f  The t f o rd  i n 
N o r f o l k ,  a  “ g o d l y  m a n  a n d  f a i t h f u l  i n  h i s  p l a c e ,” wa s 
hanged  fo r  the  s ame c r ime. 13 These  mar ty r s  o f  Cong rega- 
t i on a l i sm  den i ed  t h a t  t h e  c iv i l  mag i s t r a t e  h ad  au tho r i t y 
t o  re gu l a t e  t h e  doc t r i n e,  d i s c i p l i n e,  a nd  wo r sh i p  o f  t h e 
Church .  Th i s  wa s  the i r  on ly  o f f ence.  They  be l i eved  tha t 
Ch r i s t ,  a nd  Chr i s t  a l one,  who  f ounded  t he  Chu rch ,  h a s 
authority to legislate for it.

II

Henry Bar rowe, who next to Rober t Browne was the most 
f amous  o f  the  E l i zabe than  Cong rega t iona l i s t s ,  was  bom a t 
Shipdam in  Nor fo lk  about  1546.  He was  o f  a  good f ami ly, 
and  was  educa ted  a t  Cambr idge,  where  he  was  en te red  a s 
a  fe l low-commoner at  Clare Hal l ,  November,  1566.  In 1576 
h e  b e c a m e  a  m e m b e r  o f  G r ay ’s  I n n .  W h e t h e r  h e  e ve r 
p rac t i s ed  a t  the  Bar  i s  uncer t a in .  For  some yea r s  he  l ived 
a  care le s s  and perhaps  a  v ic ious  l i fe :  Lord Bacon descr ibes 
h i s  yo u t h  a s  v a i n  a n d  d i s s o l u t e . 1 4  H e  s o m e t i m e s  we n t 
to  cour t ,  but  he  cared more for  p lea sure  than for  po l i t i c s . 
T h e  p owe r s  o f  c o nve r s a t i o n  w h i c h  h e  d i s p l aye d  a t  t h e 
common table  o f  the  l awyer s  o f  Gray ’s  Inn and a t  “ord in- 
ar ies” in the city made him a well-known man in London. His 
books  show how much he  mus t  have  t a lked .  He was  keen,

12 Thomas  Gibson was  a l so  convic ted  a t  the se  a s s i ze s  o f  c i rcu- 
l a t ing  the  wr i t ing s  o f  Browne and Har r i son ;  but  he  ab jured  the 
er ror s in the books, and was repr ieved. Strype, Annals,  i i i .  (1), 177; 
Dexter, 210.

13 Gover nor  Brad ford ’s  Dia l ogue  (1648)  in  Young’s  Chron i c l e s  o f 
the Pilgrim Fathers of the Colony of Plymouth, 427.

14 “Being a gentleman of a good house but one that lived in London 
at ordinar ies and there learned to argue in table talk and so was very 
much known in the city and abroad, he made a leap from a vain and 
libertine youth to a preciseness in the highest degree, the strangeness 
of which alteration made him very much spoken of .” Bacon, Works, 
(Montagu's edition), v. 441.

R. Bancroft ,  in A Sur vey o f  the  Pre tended Holy Dis c ip l ine,  charges 
him with “rois t ing and gaming,” and with having “run so f ar  into 
many a  man’s  debt  tha t  he  dur s t  not  show hi s  head abroad .” See 
Strype, Whitgift, ii. 187.
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aler t, humorous, and witty, vigorous in abuse, full of epigram, 
da sh ing ,  coar se,  reck le s s .  Sudden ly  the  whole  hab i t  o f  h i s 
l i fe was changed, and he became the close associate and loyal 
comrade of obscure men who at the per i l  of l iber ty and l i fe 
were  endeavour ing  to  promote  an  ex t reme re for mat ion  in 
religion.

“Walking in London one Lord’s Day with one of his companions, 
he heard a  preacher  a t  h i s  ser mon ver y loud as  they pas sed a t  the 
church.  Upon which Mr. B. sa id to his  consor t ,  ‘Let  us  go in and 
h e a r  wha t  t h i s  man  s a i t h  t h a t  i s  t hu s  i n  e a r n e s t .’ ‘Tu sh ,’ s a i t h 
the  o the r,  ‘wha t ,  sha l l  we  go  to  hea r  a  man  t a lk ? ’ Bu t  he  wen t 
and  s a t  down.  And the  min i s t e r  wa s  vehement  in  reprov ing  s in , 
and shar p ly  app l ied the  judgment s  o f  God aga ins t  the  same;  and, 
i t  should seem, touched him to the quick in such things as  he was 
gui l ty of ,  so as  God set i t  home to his  soul and began to work for 
h i s  repentance  and  conv ic t ion  thereby,  fo r  he  was  so  s t r i cken a s 
he  cou ld  no t  be  qu ie t  un t i l  by  con fe rence  wi th  god ly  men  and 
fur ther hear ing of the Word, with di l igent reading and meditat ion, 
God brought peace to his soul and conscience, after much humiliation 
of  hear t  and re for mat ion of  l i fe.  So he le f t  the Cour t  and ret i red 
himsel f  to a pr ivate l i fe,  some t ime in the countr y,  and some t ime 
in the city, g iving himself to study and reading of the Scr iptures and 
o ther  good works  ver y  d i l i gent ly ;  and  be ing  mi s sed  a t  Cour t  by 
h i s  consor t s  and acqua intances ,  i t  was  quick ly  h inted abroad tha t 
Barrowe was turned Puritan.”15

He  soon became not  mere ly  a  Pur i t an ,  bu t  a  Sepa ra t i s t . 
Whether he was led to this  extreme posit ion by his  own re- 
flections on the actual condition of the English Establishment 
as  contras ted with the idea l  Church of  the New Testament, 
or  by the wr i t ings  o f  Rober t  Browne,  or  by hi s  f r iendship 
with John Greenwood, is doubtful.

Jo h n  G re e n wo o d  wa s  a  P u r i t a n  c l e r g y m a n  s o m e  ye a r s 
younger than Bar rowe. He had been depr ived of his benef ice

15 Gover nor Bradford,  Dialogue ,  in  Alexander Young’s  Chroni c l e s 
o f  t h e  P i l g r im  Fa t h e r s  o f  New  P lymou t h ,  4 33–434 .  B r ad fo rd  thu s 
descr ibes Bar rowe's character : “And thus much we can further aff irm, 
from those that well knew him, that he was very comfor table to the 
poor and those in dis tress  in their  suf fer ings;  and when he saw he 
must die, he gave a stock for the relief of the poor of the church, which 
was a good help to them in their banished condition afterwards. Yea, 
and that which some wil l  hardly bel ieve, he did much to per suade 
them to peace, and composed many differences that were grown amongst 
them whilst he lived, and would have, it is like, prevented more that 
after fell out, if he had continued” (ibid., 434–435). j
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in the  county  o f  Nor fo lk  and became one of  the  domes t ic 
chap l a in s  o f  Lord  Rich  a t  Rockford  in  Es sex .  Hi s  f e l low- 
chaplain, Robert Wr ight, had with the sanction of Mr. Ber r i- 
man, the par ish clergyman, formed a Church in his own house, 
and  Greenwood was  a s soc i a ted  wi th  h im in  the  pa s to ra te. 
The Bishop of London was resolved to suppress these ir regu- 
l a r i t i e s .  B o t h  L o rd  R i c h  a n d  W r i g h t  we re  i m p r i s o n e d ; 
Greenwood l e f t  Rock ford ,  c ame to  London and  fo r med a 
secret congregation which met at the house of Henry Martin, 
a t  S t .  Andrews  in  the  Wardrobe,  nea r  S t .  Pau l ’s . 16 Of  th i s 
congregation Henry Barrowe was probably a member.

Ea r l y  i n  Oc tobe r,  1586 ,  Greenwood  wa s  a r re s t ed  wh i l e 
conduc t i ng  a  s e r v i c e.  Evan s ,  who  h ad  been  o rd a i ned  by 
Gr indal ,  was  ar res ted with him. Rather more than a month 
l a t e r,  on  Sunday,  November  19 ,  Bar rowe,  hav ing  hea rd  o f 
h i s  f r i end ’s  impr i sonment ,  went  to  the  Cl ink  to  v i s i t  h im 
between nine and ten o’c lock in  the mor ning.  The gaoler, 
who knew that Whitgift was anxious to layhis hand on Barrowe, 
ar re s ted him, without  any war rant  except  Whitg i f t ’s  verba l 
author ity,  and went to Lambeth with the news of his  ar rest . 
In the cour se of the same after noon Bar rowe was put into a 
boa t ,  and  t aken  to  the  Archb i shop ’s  pa l ace,  where  he  was 
examined before the Archbishop himself , the Archdeacon, and 
Dr.  Cosins .  His  complaint  of  the i l lega l i ty of  hi s  ar res t  was 
peremptor ily put aside, and he was sent back to pr ison without 
being formally charged with any offence. He was brought up 
for  examina t ion  aga in  towards  the  end o f  November  [27 ] , 
towards  the  end o f  March [24] ,  1586–7,  and in  the  midd le 
o f  Ju l y  [ 18 ] . 17 I n  Ju l y,  Bu r l e i gh ,  t h e  Lo rd  Tre a su re r,  t h e 
Archbishop, the Lord Chancellor, Lord Buckhurst, the Bishop 
of London, Justice Young, Dr. Some, and others were present. 
The following extractfrom theexamination illustrates Bar rowe’s 
ecclesiastical position.18

16 Wadd ing t on ,  i i .  ( 1567–170 0 ) ,  2 9 ;  a nd  i d em .  Con g r e g a t i o n a l 
Mar tyrs,  67. Strype, Annals,  i i i .  (1), 177–180; for detai ls  of Wr ight’s 
examination and defence, ibid,, iii. (2), 228–237; and Aylmer, 54–57.

17 T h e  r e c o r d — T h e  E x a m i n a t i o n s  o f  H e n r y  B a r r o w e ,  J o h n 
and John Penr ie—has “18 day of the 3 month,” which, according to 
Bar rowe’s practice in dating, would be March 18. But a manuscr ipt 
exists in which the date is g iven as July 18, and “7” may have been 
turned into “3” by a printer’s error (Dexter, 216, note 38).

18 The Examinations of Henry Barrowe, etc., 14–17.



 MARTYRS 145

Lord Treasurer. “Why are you in prison, Barrowe? “
B o r r o w s.  “ I  a m  i n  p r i s o n ,  my  L o rd ,  u p o n  t h e  s t a t u t e  m a d e 

for recusants.”19

Lord Treasurer. “Why will you not go to church? “
Barrowe. “My whole desire is to come to the Church of God.”
Lo rd  Tr e a s u r e r.  “Thou  a r t  a  f an t a s t i c a l  f e l l ow,  I  s e e ;  bu t  why 

not to our churches? “
B a r r o w e .  “ M y  L o r d ,  t h e  c a u s e s  a r e  g r e a t  a n d  m a n y  .   .   . 

( i)  Because al l  the profane and wicked of the land are received into 
the  body o f  your  Church;  (2 )  You have  a  f a l se  and Ant ichr i s t i an 
ministry set over your Church; (3) Neither worship you God ar ight, 
bu t  a f t e r  an  i do l a t rou s  and  supe r s t i t i ou s  manne r ;  ( 4 )  and  you r 
Church i s  not governed by Chr is t ’s  Testament,  but by the Romish 
Courts and canons, etc.”

L o r d  Tr e a s u r e r.  “ H e re  i s  m a t t e r  e n o u g h ,  i n d e e d .  I  p e r c e i ve 
thou takest delight to be an author of this new religion.”

The  Lord  Chance l lo r  s a id  he  neve r  hea rd  such  s tu f f  in  a l l  h i s 
l i fe.  After  quest ions  on var ious  other  subject s ,  the Lord Treasurer 
asked Barrowe whether he held tithes to be lawful.

Barrowe. “My Lord, they [tithes] are abrogated and unlawful.”
L o r d  Tr e a s u r e r.  “ W hy,  t h o u  wo u l d e s t  h ave  t h e  m i n i s t e r  l i ve 

of somewhat: whereof should he live? “
B a r r o w e .  “ E x  p u r  a  e l e e m o s y n a .  O f  c l e a r  [ c l e a n ?  ]  a l m s ,  a s 

Christ in his testament hath ordained, and as he and his apostles.”
Lord Treasurer. “But how if the people will not give? “
Barrowe. “Such are not the people of God.”
L o r d  Tr e a s u r e r.  “ B u t  w h a t  s h a l l  t h e  m i n i s t e r s  d o  i n  t h e 

meantime? “
Bar rowe.  “Not  s t and a  min i s te r  to  such,  ne i ther  t ake  the  goods 

of the profane.”20

A b o u t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  t h a t  B a r rowe  wa s  e x a m i n e d  a t 
Whitehal l  before Burleigh, Whitg i f t ,  and other g reat autho- 
r i t ies both civi l  and eccles iast ical ,  Greenwood was examined 
by the Bishop of London at his  palace. They were sent back 
to the Fleet, and there they remained for several years.21

Bar rowe and Greenwood were not alone in their suffer ings. 
In  1588  a  Memor i a l  wa s  p re sen ted  to  Lord  Bur l e igh  f rom

19 By this time, apparently, a war rant had been issued charg ing him 
with the offence for which he was imprisoned.

20 It  was a g reat point with Bar rowe that we have rel ig ious com- 
munion with those who contr ibute with us to a common fund for 
relig ious purposes. He would, therefore, not allow the contr ibutions 
of those outside the Church to go into the church treasury or to be 
received for the maintenance of church worship or church work.

21 Examinations of Henry Bar rowe ,  etc., 18–21. Penry was examined 
by Fanshaw and Young, but the place is not stated, ibid., 21 foll.

The Fleet pr i son occupied the s i te of the present Congregat ional 
Memorial Hall in Farringdon Street.
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“many poor Chr ist ians,  impr isoned by the bishops in sundry 
prisons in and about London.” The memorialists say:—

“P l e a s e t h  i t  t h en  you r  l o rd s h i p  t o  unde r s t a nd ,  t h a t  we,  h e r 
Majes ty ’s  loya l ,  dut i fu l ,  and t r ue-hear ted subject s ,  to  the number 
o f  three score  per sons  and upwards ,  have,  cont ra r y  to  a l l  l aw and 
equity, been impr isoned, separated from our trades, wives, children, 
and f ami l ie s ;  yea ,  shut  up c lose  pr i soner s  f rom a l l  comfor t ;  many 
o f  u s  the  space  o f  two year s  and  an  ha l f ,  upon the  b i shop ’s  so le 
commandment ,  in  g rea t  penur y  and  no i somenes s  o f  the  p r i sons ; 
many ending their  f ives ,  never ca l led to tr ia l ;  some haled for th to 
the sess ions;  some cast  in irons and dungeons;  some in hunger and 
f amine:  a l l  of  them debar red f rom any lawful  audience before our 
honourabl e  gove r nor s  and  mag i s t r a t e s ,  and  f rom a l l  bene f i t  and 
he lp of  the l aws :  da i ly  def amed,  and f a l se ly  accused by publ i shed 
p amph l e t s ,  p r iva t e  s u gg e s t i on s ,  op en  p re a ch i ng ,  s l a nd e r s ,  a nd 
accusa t ions  o f  here sy,  sed i t ion,  sch i sm,  and what  not .  And above 
al l ,  (which most utter ly toucheth our sa lvat ion,) they keep us from 
a l l  sp i r i tua l  comfor t ,  and edi fy ing,  by doctr ine,  prayer,  or  mutua l 
conference.”22

Ten o f  the  number  had  d ied ;  the  sur v iv ing  memor ia l i s t s 
p r ay  tha t  they  may  be  b rough t  to  t r i a l—“and  i f  any th ing 
be  found in  u s  wor thy  o f  dea th  or  bonds ,  l e t  u s  be  made 
an  ex amp l e  t o  a l l  po s t e r i t y :  i f  no t ,  we  en t re a t  f o r  s ome 
compass ion to be shown in equity according to law for our 
relief.”23

E a r l y  i n  158 9  t h e  B i s h o p  o f  L o n d o n  wa s  d i r e c t e d  by 
Whitg ift and the two Chief Justices to ar range for the visita- 
tion of these contumacious persons by selected clergymen who 
were to “seek by all learned and discrete demeanour to reduce 
t h em f rom the i r  e r ro r s .” Bu t  t h e s e  k i nd l y  and  b ro the r l y 
v i s i t s  had another  and ver y  d i f fe rent  pur pose.  The v i s i t ing 
clergymen were to take notes of what the pr isoner s said—to 
take notes  so care fu l ly  a s  to  be able  to swear  in  a  cour t  o f 
justice that the words were actually spoken by the pr isoners.24 
It came to this: if the pr isoners recanted their opinions about 
the  Praye r  Book ,  the  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  l aws ,  and  the  Queen ’s 
supremacy over the Church, it would be well, and they might 
be  s e t  a t  l i b e r t y ;  bu t  i f  i n  t he  wa r mth  o f  d i s cu s s i on ,  o r 
in  the  f r anknes s  wi th  which they opened the i r  hear t s  to  a

22 Strype, Annals, iv. 128–129.
23 Waddington, Congregaional Martyrs, 86; see also 85–87.
24 A Col l e c t i on  o f  c e r t a ine  S c l aunde rous  Ar t i c l e s  .   .   .  a l s o  the  s ome 

of certain conferences had in the Fleet (1590), 6.
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Chr istian brother who was visiting them in their trouble, they 
spoke incautiously, and used words on which a legal prosecution 
might  be  re s ted ,  what  they  s a id  was  to  be  brought  aga in s t 
them on their tr ia l .  The vis i t ing clergyman was to discharge 
two incongruous functions: he was to be a zealous and com- 
passionate pastor char itably endeavour ing to rescue a Chr istian 
sou l  f rom per i lous  e r ror s ;  and he  was  to  be  a  gover nment 
spy  e age r  to  ob t a in  f rom the  p r i sone r ’s  own l i p s  dec i s ive 
proof  o f  d i s loya l ty  to  the  Crown.  Nor  was  i t  on ly  aga in s t 
t h e  p r i s one r s  t h a t  ev i d ence  wa s  t o  b e  ob t a i n ed  i n  t h e s e 
remarkable pastoral vis i ts :  i t  might also be possible to obtain 
t he  n ame s  o f  t he i r  a s s o c i a t e s .  “Who  be  t ho s e  s a i n t s  you 
speak  o f—where  a re  they?” a sked  one  o f  the se  c l e rgymen 
of  Bar rowe.  Bar rowe was  too keen for  him—“They a r e  even 
t h o s e  p o o r  Ch r i s t i a n s  wh om  y o u  s o  b l a s p h em e  a n d  p e r s e c u t e 
and  now mos t  un ju s t ly  ho ld  in  you r  p r i s on s .”—“But  where  i s 
t h e i r  c o n g re g a t i o n ? ” — “ T h o u g h  I  k n e w  I  p u r p o s e d  n o t  t o 
tell you.”25

The  t r e a tmen t  wh i ch  t h e  p r i s on e r s  r e c e ived  va r i e d  a t 
d i f f e r e n t  t ime s ;  i t  p rob ab l y  va r i e d  i n  d i f f e re n t  p r i s on s . 
Many of them complained of the dark, damp, and foul dungeons 
in which they were conf ined. Some—as the memor ial states— 
were  put  in  i rons .  Some were  bea ten wi th  cudge l s .  Some- 
t ime s  t h ey  we re  f o r b i dden  t o  s e e  e a ch  o t h e r.  Bu t  t h e s e 
s e ve r i t i e s  we r e  n o t  a lway s  m a i n t a i n e d .  O c c a s i o n a l l y  a 
kindly gaoler  a l lowed one of  hi s  pr i soner s  to go out  to see 
his  f r iends and chi ldren.  St i l l  more frequent ly the pr i soner s 
we re  a l l owed  t o  mee t  t oge the r  f o r  wo r sh i p,  re ad i ng  t h e 
Sc r i p tu re s ,  and  mutua l  exhor t a t i on .  Ba r rowe  and  Green- 
wood, dur ing the greater part of the time they were impr isoned 
t og e t h e r ,  a p p e a r  t o  h ave  b e e n  t r e a t e d  ve r y  b a d l y.  T h e 
books  they  wrote  were  p roduced  under  d i f f i cu l t i e s  which 
would  have  c r ushed the  sp i r i t  o f  men o f  weaker  f ib re  and 
i n f e r i o r  cou r age.  They  we re  den i ed  p rope r  ma t e r i a l s  f o r 
wr i t ing,  and had to use what  scraps  of  paper  came in their 
way or were secret ly fur nished them by their  f r iends.  Their 
manuscr ipt was sent out of the pr ison secretly, a page or two 
one week,  a  page or  two the next ,  by any hand they could 
t r u s t .  They  cou ld  keep  no  copy  o f  wha t  they  wro te,  and 
they  s aw  no  “p roo f s .” The  p r i n t e r s  i n  Ho l l and  to  whom

25 Ibid., 28–29.
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these f ragments  were genera l ly  sent  had to make what  they 
could of them; and, on the whole, did their work fairly well.26

Ba r rowe ’s  p r i nc ip a l  work ,  a  sma l l  qua r to  o f  r a the r  l e s s 
than two hundred and eighty pages, appeared in 1590, under the 
t i t le  A Br i e f  Dis cove r i e  o f  the  Fa l s e  Chur c h . 27 I t  i s  subscr ibed 
on the la s t  page “By the Lord’s  most  unwor thy servant  and 
witnes  in  bondes ,  Henr y Bar rowe.” The motto on the t i t le 
page—“As the Mother such the Daughter is” (Ezekiel xvi. 44) 
—ind ica te s  the  sp i r i t  and  subs t ance  o f  the  book .  Bar rowe 
insists that the English Church is the daughter of the Roman 
apos t a sy,  and  i s  in f ec ted  wi th  the  v i ce s ,  co r r up t ion s ,  and 
super st i t ions of  her or ig in.  He denounces the cor rupt com- 
munion of the English Establishment which includes—

“al l  the.  prof ane and wicked of  the land.  Atheis t s ,  Papis t s ,  Ana- 
bapt i s t s ,  and  here t i c s  o f  a l l  so r t s ,  g lu t tons ,  r io te r s ,  b l a sphemer s , 
per jurer s ,  covetous ,  extor t ioner s ,  th ieves  .   .   .  wi tches ,  conjurer s , 
etc.,  and who not, that dwelleth within this is land, or is within the 
Queen ’s  domin ion .   .   .   .   .   . “A l l  wi thout  excep t ion  or  re spec t  o f 
person are received into, and nour ished in the bosom of this Church, 
w i th  t he  word  and  s a c r amen t s .” .   .   .” A l l  t h i s  p eop l e,  w i th  a l l 
these manners, were in one day, with the blast of Queen Elizabeth’s 
t r umpe t ,  o f  i gno r an t  Pap i s t s  and  g ro s s  i do l a t e r s ,  made  f a i t h fu l 
Christians and true professors.” 28

He i s  equal ly severe on the minis tr y of  the Establ i shment. 
He  ma in t a i n s  t h a t  i t s  a rchb i s hop s ,  b i s hop s ,  d e an s ,  a rch - 
deacons ,  rec tor s ,  cura te s  and the re s t  ho ld  of f ice s  and d i s- 
charge funct ions which were never inst i tuted by Chr is t .  He 
contended tha t  the  Engl i sh  Es tabl i shment  was  gover ned by 
those to whom Chr ist had g iven no author ity in His Church, 
and that  those who had received author i ty f rom Chr i s t  had 
no  power.  Chr i s t ,  he  s a id ,  ha s  commit ted  to  the  Church ,

26 In Bar rowe’s Br ie f  Discover ie  o f  the False Church  (A. i i i . )he says, 
“If some unperfect sentences, or superfluous repetitions ar ise in the 
reading, attr ibute those to his weakened memory, that is but a l itt le 
cher i shed,  as  a l so,  to the inconvenience of  the place,  through the 
iniquity of the t imes: where such was the rage of the enemy, as he 
might not keep one sheet by him, whiles he was wr iting of another, 
having a l so as  evi l  means to revise or retract  that  he had wr i t ten: 
so no wonder though many things escaped which might with more 
diligence have been prevented.”

27 There is a fictitious repr int of this work (1707), in which, without 
any intimation, the editor has struck out of the text whatever offended 
his taste.

28 A Brief Discoverie, 9–10.
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and to  the  whole  Church ,  those  “ho ly  orac le s” which  a re 
the  endur ing  reve l a t ion  o f  Hi s  w i l l :  i t  i s  the  du ty  o f  the 
Church to maintain their purity and their supremacy.

“Hereunto  i s  the  who le  Church ,  and  ever y  pa r t i cu l a r  member 
thereof ,  both joint ly  and severa l ly  bound:  both because they have 
a l l  o f  them interes t  in  the t ree  and r iver  of  l i fe,  a l l  a re  bound to 
the  ma in tenance  o f  the  f a i th  which  i s  g iven  and  common to  a l l 
t h e  s a i n t s ;  a n d  b e c a u s e  t h ey  a r e  a l l  o f  t h e m  t h e  m e m b e r s  o f 
Christ, and together his body and each others members in him.”29

To t r an s fe r  to  b i shops  and o ther  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  r u le r s  the 
author ity and responsibi l i ty which Chr ist Himself had vested 
in  the  Chr i s t i an  commona l t y,  wa s  to  b reak  up  the  who le 
cons t i tut ion and order  o f  the Church.  Those whom Chr i s t 
had  t r u s t ed  wi th  the  du ty  o f  ma in t a in ing  Hi s  w i l l  i n  the 
Church could not without the g ravest  gui l t  consent  to sur- 
render  tha t  duty  to  o ther s ;  to  re s i s t  the  power  c l a imed by 
the Crown and the bishops, was therefore one of the supreme 
obligations of all Christian men.

Ba r rowe  a l so  c r i t i c i s e s  w i th  g re a t  s eve r i t y  the  Book  o f 
C o m m o n  P r aye r .  I t  wa s  “ a b s t r a c t e d  o u t  o f  t h e  Po p e ’s 
bl a sphemous  book”; 30 but  i f  i t  were  the  bes t  tha t  was  ever 
devised by mortal men it could not, in his judgment, be r ightly 
used ei ther in churches or in pr ivate houses  as  the uni for m 
rule of prayer.

“ S h a l l  we  t h i n k ,” h e  a s k s ,  “ t h a t  G o d  h a t h  a t  a ny  t i m e  l e f t 
the se  h i s  s e r van t s  so  s ing ly  fu r n i shed  and  de s t i tu te  o f  h i s  g r ace, 
t h a t  t h ey  c anno t  f i nd  word s  a c co rd ing  t o  t he i r  n ece s s i t i e s  and 
f a i t h ,  t o  e xp re s s  t h e i r  wan t s  a nd  d e s i re s ,  bu t  n e ed  t hu s  t o  b e 
t aught  l ine  un to  l ine,  a s  ch i ld ren  new weaned  f rom the  b rea s t s , 
wha t  and  when  to  s ay,  how much  to  s ay,  and  when  to  make  an 
e n d ?  P r aye r  I  t a ke  t o  b e  a  c o n f i d e n t  d e m a n d i n g  w h i c h  f a i t h 
make th  th rough  the  Ho ly  Ghos t ,  a ccord ing  to  the  wi l l  o f  God , 
for their present wants, estate, etc.”31

In other “words ,  as  Bar rowe bel ieved that  the presence of 
Chr i s t  in  the Church guides  i t s  dec i s ions ,  he a l so  be l ieved 
that the grace of the Spirit suggests and guides its prayers.

Every separate off ice of the Church is  cr i t icised in a spir i t 
of relentless hostility—sometimes with a keen wit and amusing 
humour.  The  Sa in t s ’ Day s  p rovoke  h i s  s pec i a l  ange r,  and

29 A Brief Discoverie,1.
30 Ibid., 63.
31 Ibid., 64–65.
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the celebrat ion of the sa ints  i s  regarded as  an encroachment 
on the honour due to God.

“And tha t  they  might  not  f a i l  a t  t ime o f  need ,  see ;  they  make 
a l l  the  sa in t s  and innocent s  in  Heaven the i r  f r iends  and on the i r 
side, celebrating to the innocents one day of their solemn Chr istmas: 
unto al l  saints (because none should be forgotten and they are many 
in  number )  they  keep an  e spec ia l  and pr inc ipa l  f ea s t -day,  wi th  a 
devout  f a s t  upon the  Eve,  e tc.  Yet  l e s t  some o f  the  ch ie f  s a in t s , 
a s  John the Bapt i s t ,  and the Twelve Apost le s ,  might  be di sp leased 
in  tha t  they  a re  numbered  and  pa s s ed  ove r  w i th  o the r  common 
saints ,  they several ly remember them again in their turn with their 
peculiar eves, days, fasts, feasts, and worship.”32

He condemns the monuments and memor ials  of Romanism 
s t i l l  preser ved in the church bui ld ings ;  and th inks ,  indeed, 
that  a s  in Jewish t imes idol  temples  were to be des t royed— 
not preserved for the wor ship of  the true God—the ancient 
cathedral s  and churches should a l l  have been level led to the 
g round. 33 The Canon Law and the Eccles ia s t ica l  Cour t s  are 
wholly contrary to the will of Christ.

In the autumn of 1592 there was a relaxation of the r igour 
wi th which some,  a t  lea s t ,  o f  the Separa t i s t  pr i soner s  were 
treated.34 Greenwood was allowed to leave the Fleet—either on 
bail or on his personal promise to appear when required—and 
he went to live with Roger Rippon in Southwark.35 Rippon’s

32 A Brief Discoveries 82.
33 The fol lowing note i s  pasted upon the marg in (133):  “Though 

this Booke could not by the Author be cor rected or revised, yet he 
signif ied his minde doubtful, if not changed, in this poinct. Namely, 
that though these Synagogs being dedicated to Idolatry and def i led 
with Idols ,  ought therfore to be plucked downe, yet not with such 
detestation as to be utterly destroyed, as these Idols which had worship 
given unto them, but that the idolatrous shapes being utterly abolished, 
the stuffe of these Synagogs, as the stone, tymber, leade, yron, etc., may 
be converted to civile and honest uses, as the good creature of God, 
as meate offered to Idols ,  etc.” The note, though in dif ferent type, 
has been printed in such a form as to adapt it for marginal insertion.

34 For the date,  see Dexter,  233, note  71;  and Bar rowe's  evidence 
there given.

35 Waddington, i i .  [1567–1700] 72–73, says  that  Greenwood “was 
transferred from the Fleet Prison to the charge of a private citizen, Roger 
Rippon.” It is hardly probable that he was placed in the charge of a 
Separatist like himself; and Waddington, in his Congregational Martyrs, 
129, states more cor rectly that “he was transfer red to the charge of a 
pr ivate citizen, who was responsible to the authorities for his appearance 
be fo re  them when requ i red .” And  he  add s ,  “Roger  Rippon had 
extended to him the same relief.”
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house was one of those at which the members of a secret Church 
which had been formed four or f ive year s  before,  held their 
meet ings ;  Greenwood,  now that  he was  out  o f  pr i son,  met 
wi th  them and was  appoin ted  the i r  “doctor” or  “ teacher.” 
Bu t  the  b i shop s  were  a l a r med  by  wha t  they  hea rd  o f  the 
sp read  o f  Separa t i sm,  and on December  5  Greenwood was 
again arrested and committed to the Fleet.

On March 23, 1592–3, he and Bar rowe, after being in pr ison 
for  seven year s ,  were  brought  to  t r i a l .  They were  charged 
w i t h  “ pub l i s h i n g  a nd  d i s p en s i n g  s e d i t i ou s  book s  ” ;  t h e 
proofs  of  the charge were found in the wr it ings which they 
had publ i shed dur ing thei r  impr i sonment .  Their  “sedi t ion” 
cons i s ted in  denying her  Majes ty ’s  ecc le s i a s t ica l  supremacy 
and  a t t ack ing  the  ex i s t ing  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  o rde r.  They  were 
found gui l ty under the Act of  the 23rd of El izabeth,*® and 
were condemned to be hanged.

The  nex t  mor n ing ,  Ma rch  24 ,  p rep a r a t i on s  we re  made 
f o r  t h e i r  e xe c u t i o n ,  bu t  t h ey  we re  r e p r i eve d .  “ C e r t a i n 
Doc tor s  and  Deans” were  then  s en t  to  con fe r  wi th  them, 
but the pr i soner s  c la imed an open discuss ion—“A Chr is t ian 
and  p e a c e ab l e  d i s pu t a t i on  .   .   .  f o r  t h e  re ady  and  h appy 
dec id ing  or  compos ing” the i r  d i f f e rence s ;  th i s ,  o f  cour se, 
was refused.36 On the 31st they were conveyed to the place of 
execut ion—“as  ear ly  and secre t ly  a s  wel l  they could  be”;37 
and with the ropes round their  necks ,  they were a l lowed to 
address  the few per sons who had met to see them die.  They 
were  ag a in  rep r i eved . 38 Bu t  s i x  d ay s  l a t e r,  Ap r i l  6 ,  1593, 
were hanged at Tyburn.39

III

John  Penr y,  who  ha s  some t ime s  been  de s c r i bed  a s  “ the 
morning star of the reformation” in Wales, was hanged a few 
weeks later. He was bom in the distr ict of Builth, in Brecon- 
shire, in 1559,40 and was admitted to Peterhouse, Cambr idge, 
i n  158 0 .  Ca r twr i gh t  h ad  been  d r iven  in to  ex i l e ,  and  the

36 See above, p. 141; and Bar rowe’s letter in An Apologie or Defence 
of such true Christians, etc., 91.

37 Strype, Annals, iv. 239–241; and An Apologie, 92.
38 An Apologie, 95.
39 Ibid., 92–93.
40 Claims are advanced for two par ishes—Cefnbr ith in Llangamarch, 

and Mer thyr-Cynog. Waddington ( John Penry,  3)  prefer s  Cefnbr i th 
following Cooper, Ath. Cant., ii. 154.
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Pu r i t a n  en thu s i a sm  o f  t h e  un ive r s i t y  h ad  coo l ed .  Pen r y 
found men in  h i s  co l lege  who s t i l l  re ta ined the i r  a f fec t ion 
for the Catholic f aith.41 He was induced to join his Catholic 
fr iends in their worship, and sometimes stole out at midnight 
to  a s s i s t  “a  pr ie s t  in  ce lebra t ing  the  mas s .  But  Pur i t an i sm 
s t i l l  su r v ived ,  though i t  wa s  c lo se ly  wa tched  and  seve re ly 
d i s cour aged .  Some o f  the  member s  o f  the  un ive r s i t y  me t 
weekly for prayer and the reading of the Bible,  and at  these 
meetings the hear t  of  Penry was broken by the discovery of 
his  s in and was inspired with f a i th in the Lord Jesus Chr is t . 
Among those who at tended these meet ings  was  John Udal l , 
who afterwards became a famous Puritan preacher.

Penr y took hi s  deg ree in 1583,  and then went  to Oxford, 
where  he  became a  member  o f  S t .  A lban  Ha l l .  In  Oxford 
Pur itanism was at this t ime less repressed than at Cambr idge: 
Le ice s te r,  the  pa t ron o f  the  Pur i t ans ,  was  Chance l lor,  and 
Dr. Reynolds, a distinguished Pur itan theolog ian, was Reader 
in Divinity. Soon after his ar r ival at Oxford several minister s 
from Scotland, Mr. Gel l ibrand among them, vis i ted the uni- 
ver s i ty  wi th  the  hope  o f  in t roduc ing  Pre sby te r i an i sm in to 
t he  Eng l i s h  Church .  They  a s ked  t he  Pu r i t an  s t uden t s  t o 
accep t  e l even  “ re so lu t ion s .” The  f i r s t  o f  the se  wa s  to  the 
effect that no man should consent to be ordained by a bishop 
unt i l  (1 )  he  had been inv i ted  by a  par t i cu la r  cong rega t ion 
or Church to become its minister ; and until (2) the invitation 
had  been  approved  and  con f i r med by  a  “c l a s s i s” o r  “con- 
ference” of the neighbour ing clergy.42 Penry appear s to have 
been convinced that ordination by a bishop “to an uncer tain 
and vague ministry”—that is, apar t from the call of a par ticu- 
lar congregation—was contrary to apostolic order; he therefore 
declined to be ordained, and simply took a l icence to preach 
from his university.

41 Henr y Walpole  matr icu la ted a t  Peterhouse  in  1575,  and went 
up to Cambridge with the strongest Catholic leanings, if indeed he was 
not  a l ready a  Catho l ic.  Hi s  cous in ,  Edward Walpo le,  was  a l so  a t 
Peterhouse, besides many of his kindred, three of whom afterwards 
became Je su i t s  l i ke  h imse l f .  He  was  s t i l l  a t  Cambr idge  in  1578 . 
Henry Walpole was executed as  a  Jesuit  in 1595. See an ar t ic le on 
“Jesuit Martyrs,” Edinburgh Review, October, 1878, 469–503, especially 
4 85 ;  a n d  D r .  A u g u s t u s  J e s s o p ’s  O n e  G e n e r a t i o n  o f  a  N o r f o l k 
House, passim.

42 Wood, History and Antiquities of the University of Oxford (Gutch), 
ii, 224–225; and see Waddington, John Penry, 7–8.
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But  Penr y  ca red  l i t t l e  for  the  re for m of  the  Church;  h i s 
hear t was on f ire for the evangelisation of his fellow country- 
men. The inf luence of  the Refor mat ion had hardly reached 
them;  the  peop le  were  g ro s s l y  i gnoran t  and  super s t i t iou s ; 
the clergy were flagrantly unf it for their duties. While he was 
st i l l  a student he had preached with g reat fervour in Brecon- 
shire, and there are four churches sti l l  in existence which are 
said to have been founded by his ministr y. In 1587 he issued 
a pamphlet in which he made a passionate appeal to the Queen 
and Par l i ament  on beha l f  o f  the  evange l i s a t ion o f  Wale s . 43 
He proposed that three hundred preachers should be sent from 
the  univer s i t i e s  to  the  border- towns  in  which Eng l i sh  was 
spoken.  He thought that  a t  leas t  twelve preacher s  might  be 
found at the univer sit ies who could preach in Welsh.44 There 
were also clergymen in charge of English par ishes who had been 
bom in Wales and had not lost the use of their native tongue; 
these, he proposed, should be required to g ive up their livings 
and to preach where their preaching was more urgently needed. 
H e  e ve n  ve n t u r e d  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e r e  we r e  l a y m e n , 
We l shmen  by  b i r th ,  who  had  “we l l  p ro f i t ed  i n  d iv in i t y,” 
who might  be sent  to preach the Gospel  wi thout  rece iv ing 
ord ina t ion. 45 As  for  the i r  maintenance,  “ they whose  hear t s 
the Lord hath touched would thresh to get their living, rather 
than the people should want preaching.  Our gent lemen and 
people, i f  they knew the good that ensueth preaching, would 
be soon brought to contribute.”46

W h i t g i f t  wa s  e x c i t e d  a n d  d i s m aye d  by  t h i s  a u d a c i o u s 
scheme.  Order s  were  g iven tha t  a l l  the  copie s  o f  the  book 
should be seized and that the author should be ar rested. Penry 
remained in pr i son for a  week and was then brought before 
the Archbi shop.  I t  was  d i f f icu l t ,  however,  to  prove that  he 
had committed any penal  of fence, and af ter a month he was 
liberated.47

43 A Treat i se  conta ining the Æquity o f  an Humble Suppl i ca t ion whi ch 
i s  t o  be  exh ib i t ed  un to  h i r  Gra c i ous  Maje s t i c,  and  th i s  High  Cour t  o f 
Par l iament, in the behal fe  o f  the countrey o f  Wales,  that some order  may 
be taken for the preaching of the Gospel among those people, etc.” (1587).

44 Ibid., 53.
45 Ibid., 54.
46 Ibid., 55.
47 Appel la t ion ,  5.  Penry in that  appeal  lays  s t ress  on the iact  that 

no def in i te  charge aga ins t  h im was  ever  made,  tha t  he was  never 
formally examined, and that he was still ignorant of the cr ime imputed 
to him.
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Soon after this Penry marr ied and went to live at Northamp- 
ton near his  wife’s  f amily.  Nor thampton had for many year s 
been conspicuous for its Pur itanism, and in the neighbourhood 
there were severa l  f amil ies  of  considerat ion that  gave s trong 
suppor t  to  the Pur i tan mini s ter s .  S i r  Richard Knight ley of 
Faus ley  inv i ted  to  the  manor-house  the  c le rgy  and l aymen 
who were known to belong to the Pur itan par ty, to consider 
what could be done for the reformation of the Church and the 
extension of relig ion; and as the ecclesiastical author ities were 
not only si lencing the Pur itan preachers, but preventing them 
from publishing any books or pamphlets which were unfr iendly 
to the existing ecclesiastical order, it was resolved to establish 
a  sec re t  pr in t ing-pre s s .  S i r  Richard  Knight ley  cont r ibuted 
a large part of the cost.

The  p re s s  wa s  s e t  up  in  1588  a t  Mou ld s ey  i n  Su r rey  a t 
the house of  a  Mr s .  Crane.  Waldg rave was  the pr inter,  and 
dur ing the summer Penry was at  Mouldsey for three weeks. 
The  f i r s t  book  tha t  appea red  wa s  An Exho r t a t i on  un t o  t h e 
Gove r n ou r s,  and  p e op l e  o f  h i r  Ma j e s t i e s  c oun t r i e  o f  Wa l e s,  t o 
l a b o u r  e a r n e s t ly  t o  h a v e  t h e  p r e a c h i n g  o f  t h e  Go s p e l  p l a n t e d 
among  t h em  [ 1588 ? ] .  Th i s  wa s  immed i a t e l y  fo l l owed  by  A 
Viewe  o f  s ome  pa r t  o f  su c h  Publ i c  Wan t s  and  Di s o rd e r s  a s  a r e 
i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  o f  God  w i t h i n  H i r  Ma j e s t i e s  c oun t r i e  o f  Wa l e s, 
toge the r  wi th  an Humble  Pe t i t i on,  unto  th i s  High Cour t  o f  Par- 
l iament  fo r  the i r  speedy redre s se  [1588] . 48 In this  Penry appeal s 
to the people that are l iving in par ishes held by non-resident 
or non-preaching clergymen, to provide ministers of their own 
at their own cost. In answer to their objection that since they 
already paid tithes for the suppor t of worship and preaching, 
it was unreasonable to expect them to contr ibute any additional 
money for these purposes, he says:—

“Can you be s tow no more  to  be  in s t r uc ted  in  the  way  o f  l i f e, 
than that  which law a l ready hath a l ienated f rom your posses s ions? 
You never made account of your tithes, as of your own. For shame! 
bestow something that is  yours, to have salvation made known unto 
you.”49

48 This seems to be the r ight order. The Exhor tation was repr inted, 
with additions, in 1588; and in the Viewe (2) there is a reference that 
might  wel l  apply to i t :  “The Lord wi l l  have the cause once  aga ine 
brought into the Parliament in my hands.”

49 An Exhortation, 37.
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Waldg rave—whether with Penry’s  concur rence or without 
i t ,  i s  a  debated ques t ion50—now began to use  the pres s  for 
pr inting the Mar-prelate Tracts ,  the f ir s t  of which came out 
in  1588 .  The Trac t s  provoked the  f i e rce s t  an tagoni sm,  and 
Whi tg i f t  u s ed  g re a t  e f f o r t s  t o  d i s cove r  the  p r in t e r s .  The 
pre s s  wa s  the re fo re  removed to  Nor thamptonsh i re  and  se t 
up in  the nur ser y  o f  Faus ley  Manor. 51 Waldg rave,  who was 
well known to the Archbishop’s officers, was sent off to Scotland.

I n  15 8 9  P e n r y  h a d  a  c o n t r o v e r s y  w i t h  D r.  S o m e  o n  t h e 
q u e s t i o n s  a t  i s s u e  b e tw e en  t h e  Pu r i t a n s  a nd  t h e  b i s h o p s,  a nd 
i n  t h e  s a m e  y e a r  h e  i s s u e d  a n o t h e r  a p p e a l  t o  Pa r l i a m e n t : 
The appellation of John Penry unto the High Court of Parlia- 
ment, from the bad and injur ious dealing of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, and other his colleagues of the High Commission:52 
wherein the complainant, humbly submitting himself and his cause 
unto the determination of this honourable assembly, craveth nothing 
else, but either release from trouble and persecution, or just trial.

He  t e l l s  t he  House  f r ank l y  th a t  he  had  sough t ,  t hough 
only  by l awfu l  means ,  to  wi ths tand “ the  tyranny,  un lawfu l 
bondage, and unjust oppress ion of God’s Church by ungodly 
.   .   .  b i shops” ; 53 p ro te s t s  aga in s t  the  ince s s an t  pe r s ecu t ion 
to which he was subjected,  and complains that  the commis- 
s ioner s  had  exceeded the i r  l awfu l  au thor i ty  and tha t  the i r 
officer had exceeded the powers of his warrant.

As his appeal had no effect, he went to Scotland, where he 
hoped to be beyond the reach of the High Commission; and 
where he also hoped to be able to make use of Waldgrave to 
pr int his  books.  He had a cordial  reception from the Scotch 
Presbyter ians ,  having been commended to them as  one who 
had  rec l a imed some tha t  fo r  want  o f  a  p reach ing  min i s t r y 
were in danger of becoming Brownists.

50 Waddington says :  “He [Penry] could not monopoli se the press 
at Mouldsey, though he was chiefly responsible for its management. 
To his great inconvenience and sometimes in direct opposition to his 
remonstrances,  Waldg rave pushed the anonymous Mar-prelate tract 
i n to  c i rcu l a t i on” ( J o hn  P en r y,  35 ) .  S e e  No te  A  on  Mar -p re l a t e 
Tracts, p. 160.

51 The secret  press  was a f terwards removed to Coventr y,  then to 
War r ington, then to Manchester, and was discovered by the Earl of 
Derby at Newton Lane in the summer of 1589. Penry had relinquished 
the charge of it in February. See Strype, Annals, iii. (2), 602–606.

52 See Note B on the High Commission, p. 163.
53 Appellation, 16.
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But  Wh i t g i f t  wa s  re so l ved  t o  l ay  h i s  i ron  h and  on  t he 
fug it ive, and induced the Queen to address  a letter to James 
warning him that there had r isen both in the realm of Scotland 
and the rea lm of  England “a  sec t  o f  per i lous  consequence, 
such as  would have no kings but a  Presbyter y,  and take our 
p lace  whi le  they en joy our  pr iv i leges .” The Pr ivy  Counci l 
issued a war rant signed by Whitg ift and f ive others for Penry’s 
a r re s t ,  and  James  ban i shed  h im f rom the  k ingdom. 54 For  a 
time, however, the Scotch clergy gave him shelter, and he issued 
a n o t h e r  p a m p h l e t  ( 15 9 0 ) ,  e n t i t l e d  A  Tr e a t i s e  w h e r e i n  i s 
m an i f e s t l y  p r o v e d  t h a t  R e f o r m a t i o n  a n d  t h o s e  t h a t  s i n c e r e l y 
f a vou r  t h e  s ame  a r e  un j u s t ly  c h a r g e d  t o  h e  e n em i e s  un t o  He r 
M a j e s t y  a n d  t h e  S t a t e ,  e t c .  W h i l e  i n  S c o t l a n d  h e  a l s o 
worked at a translation of cer tain Theological Theses by foreign 
divines, wr itten in Latin and published at Geneva. The trans- 
l a t ion ,  which appeared in  1591,  i s  ent i t l ed  Propo s i t i on s  and 
Pr inc ip le s  o f  Div in i ty propounded and di sputed in the Univer s i ty 
o f  G en e va ;  by  c e r t a i n  p r o f e s s o r s  o f  d i v i n i t y  u n d e r  Th e o d o r e 
Beza and Anth. Faius, Professors of Divinity.55

About this t ime his views of ecclesiast ical  polity must have 
changed, for in September (1592) he reached London and at 
once associated himself with the secret Congregational Church 
in Southwark.  When the Church e lected i t s  pas tor,  doctor, 
e lder s ,  and deacons ,  Penr y  was  a sked to  accept  one o f  the 
offices—probably that of doctor; but he declined.

“ I t  h a t h  b e e n  my  p u r p o s e ,” h e  s a i d ,  “ a lway s  t o  e m p l oy  my 
smal l  ta lent  in  my poor countr y of  Wales ,  where I  know that  the 
poor  people  per i sh for  want  of  knowledge;  and th i s  was  the only 
cause  for  my coming out  of  that  countr y where I  was ,  and might 
have s t a id  pr iva te ly  a l l  my l i fe ;  even because  I  s aw myse l f  bound 
in  consc i ence  to  l abour  fo r  the  c a l l ing  o f  my poor  k indred  and 
countrymen unto the knowledge of their salvation in Christ.”56

54 E l izabeth to  James ,  Sta t e  Pape r s  r e l a t ing  t o  S co t l and ,  x lv i .  (5 ) , 
and Calendar do.,  i i .  579 (July 6, 1590). For the order of expulsion, 
see Regis te r  o f  the Pr ivy Counci l  o f  Scot land,  iv.  518–519, and note  1; 
and Calendar of State Papers relating to Scotland,  ii. 574, 580, 581, 584, 
585. Strype, Whitgift, ii. 175.

55 The  or ig ina l  t i t l e  o f  the  work  i s  The s e s  Theo l o g i c a  i n  S c ho l a 
G e n e v e n s i ,  s u b  D. D.  T h e o d o r e  B e z a  e t  A n t o n i o  Fay o,  p r o p o s i t æ 
disputatæ. Genevæ, 1586.

56 E x a m i n a t i o n s  o f  H e n r y  B a r r o w e ,  J o h n  G r e n e w o o d ,  a n d  J o h n 
Penry, 25.



 MARTYRS 157

Though he did not accept off ice, he preached at the meetings 
o f  the  Church in  Southwark ,  Smi th f i e ld ,  and  S tepney.  He 
had now no pr inting-press  at  command, but wrote a treat i se 
on the History of Corah, Dathan, and Abiram, manuscr ipt copies 
of which were circulated among the church members.

On March  22  ( 1592–3 )  he  wa s  a r re s t ed—the  day  be fo re 
Bar rowe and Greenwood were brought to tr ia l .  On Apr i l  10, 
he  wa s  b rough t  be fo re  Ju s t i c e  Young  and  Mr.  F an shaw. 57 
His  examinat ion began with an inquir y into hi s  reasons for 
refusing to attend the services of the Church of England, and 
in his reply he objected to the organisation of the Church— 
its  archbishops,  bishops,  deans,  chancel lor s ,  canons,  preben- 
dar ie s ,  pr ie s t s ,  deacons ,  and the res t ;  the manner  in  which 
they were appointed,  their  funct ions ,  and their  compulsor y 
maintenance by tithes and other public proper ty. The Queen, 
he thought, should employ the ecclesiastical revenues “to the 
holy civil uses” of the Pr ince and the State; and he suggested 
that the maintenance of the eccles iast ical  establ i shment con- 
s t i tu ted  a  s t anding inducement  to  the  Romani s t s  to  t r y  to 
re s tore  Eng land to  Rome. 58 When a sked whether  he  knew 
of any “practice or intent of any sedition or commotion against 
her Majesty and the State for the pul l ing down of bi shops,” 
he denied that he had any such knowledge.59 He also spoke of 
“every par t icular congregation of the Church” as being “the 
body  o f  Ch r i s t ,” and  a s  h av i ng  au tho r i t y  t o  requ i re  t h e 
services of any of its members for its instruction, consolation, 
and edif icat ion. I t  was for this  reason that a l though he held 
no office in the Church he had occasionally preached.60

One  o f  t h e  g round s  on  wh i ch  he  re s t ed  h i s  d e f ence  i s 
exceedingly curious:—

“ H e r  M a j e s t y  h a t h  g r a n t e d ,  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a n d  c o n f i r m i n g 
the g reat char ter of England (whereunto, as I take it ,  the kings and 
queens  o f  th i s  l and  a re  swor n  when they  come to  the i r  c rown) , 
that  the church of  God,  under her,  should have a l l  her  r ights  and 
l iber t ie s  for  ever.  Let  the benef i t  o f  th i s  l aw be g ranted unto me 
and other s of my brethren, and it  shal l  be found that we have done 
nothing but what is warrantable by her laws.”61

I t  i s  unfor tunate  tha t  one o f  the  Commis s ioner s ,  in s tead

57 E x a m i n a t i o n s  o f  H e n r y  B a r r o w J o h n  G r e n e w o o d ,  a n d  J o h n 
Penry, 20 foll.

58 Ibid., 29.
59 Ibid., 27.
60 Ibid., 24.
61 Ibid., 25.
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of challeng ing Penry to show how the great Char ter sheltered 
the Separatists ,  asked him whether it  was “meet that subjects 
should charge their pr inces to keep covenant with them and 
enter to scan what oaths they have taken for this  purpose.”62 
Th i s  que s t i on  Pen r y  an swered  w i th  a  f i r m bu t  re spec t fu l 
loyalty.

“ I t  i s  the  c rown and  honour  o f  p r ince s  to  be  known not  on ly 
to  hold but  even to be in  covenant  wi th the i r  subject s ,  tha t  they 
wi l l  ma in t a in  and  p re se r ve  them f rom v io l ence  and  wrong ;  nay, 
he a then  p r ince s  h ave  though t  t hemse l ve s  honoured  when  the i r 
mean subjects have charged them very earnest ly with the covenants 
whereby they were bound unto their people.”63

Had he  been requ i red  to  exp l a in  h i s  appea l  to  the  g rea t 
Char ter,  he would probably have sa id that when a Chr is t ian 
Pr ince  promi se s  to  guaran tee  the  “ r igh t s  and  l ibe r t i e s” o f 
the Church,  the promise must  be taken to refer  to the t rue 
Church of Chr ist, and that the Chr istian men whom the bishops 
were persecuting were members of this Church.

It was dif f icult  to discover any g rounds on which he could 
be prosecuted.  Whitg i f t  be l ieved that  he was  the wr i ter  o f 
the Mar tin Mar-prelate Tracts;  but of this there was no clear 
proof , and if there had been, it is doubtful whether the Tracts 
c o n t a i n e d  m a t e r i a l  f o r  a  c a p i t a l  c h a r g e .  Pe n r y  h i m s e l f 
ma in t a ined  s t rong ly  tha t  the re  wa s  no th ing  in  any  o f  h i s 
published wr itings which brought him within the penal clauses 
o f  t he  23 rd  o f  E l i z abe th .  Bu t  among  h i s  p r iva t e  p ape r s 64 
were discovered the rough notes of  a  pet i t ion to the Queen 
da ted Apr i l  30 ,  1592.  These  note s  conta ined the  fo l lowing 
sentences and some others of the same character:—

“The  l a s t  d ay s  o f  you r  re i gn  a re  t u r n ed  r a t h e r  a g a i n s t  Je s u s 
Chr i s t  and h i s  Gospe l  than to  the  maintenance o f  the  same.   .   .   . 
Amongst  the re s t  o f  the pr inces  under  the Gospe l  that  have been 
d rawn to  oppose  themse lve s  aga in s t  the  Gospe l ,  you  mus t  th ink 
your se l f  to  be  one.   .   .   .  Your  s t and ing i s ,  and ha th  been,  by  the 
Gospe l .  I t  i s  l i t t l e  o r  sma l ly  beho lden  to  you ,  fo r  any th ing  tha t 
a p p e a re t h .  T h e  p r a c t i c e  o f  yo u r  g ove r n m e n t  s h ewe t h  t h a t ,  i f

62 E x a m i n a t i o n s  o f  H e n r y  B a r r o w e ,  J o h n  G r e n e w o o d ,  a n d  J o h n 
Penry, 25.

63 Ibid., 26.
64 When he was brought before the High Commission the first time, 

i t  was  for  a l leged treason conta ined in “pr inted books and a l so  in 
writings” ( Appellation, 6).
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you could  have r u led wi thout  the  Gospe l ,  i t  would have been to 
be  fea red  whether  the  Gospe l  shou ld  be  e s t abl i shed  or  not .   .   .   . 
And, therefore.  Madam, you are not so much an adver sar y unto us 
poor men as unto Chr ist Jesus, and the wealth of his kingdom.  .  .   . 
But,  Madam, thus much we must needs say,  that ,  in a l l  l ikel ihood, 
i f  the  day s  o f  your  s i s t e r  Queen  Mar y  and  he r  pe r s ecu t ion  had 
cont inued unto thi s  day,  the Church of  God in England had been 
f ar  more f lour i shing than at  this  day i t  i s .   .   .   .  Now, madam, your 
Majesty may consider what good the Church of God hath taken at 
your hands ;  even outward peace,  with the absence of  Chr i s t  Je sus 
in  h i s  ord inance.  Otherwi se,  a s  g rea t  t rouble s  a re  l ike ly  to  come 
as ever were in the days of your sister.”65

There were a l so passages in these “Notes” which assaul ted 
the bishops and the ecclesiastical settlement with great f ierce- 
ness.66

He  wa s  i nd i c t ed  fo r  h av ing  de l i be r a t e l y,  and  adv i s ed l y, 
and with a malicious purpose against the Queen, devised and 
wr i t t en  ce r t a in  f a l s e,  s ed i t iou s ,  and  s canda lous  mat te r s  in 
defamation of her Majesty, and intending to instigate rebellion 
and insur rec t ion aga ins t  her  author i ty.  The ca se  was  heard 
a t  Wes tmin s t e r  be fo re  the  Lord  Ch ie f  Ju s t i ce  on  May  21, 
1593; and he was found guilty.

The next day he addressed a protest to the Lord Treasurer, 
comp l a in ing  th a t  “ the  s e c re t  and  con fu s ed  ob s e r va t i on s” 
found among his  pr ivate paper s  should be made the g round 
of a cr iminal charge; urg ing that some of the passages which 
had been brought agains t  him were notes  of  what  had been 
sa id to him by other men, notes  which he meant to di scuss 
“ f o r  h e r  Ma j e s t y ’s  c l e a r i ng”—fo r  he  b e l i eved  t h a t  many 
things of which her Majesty knew nothing were done under 
her  gover nment  to  the  h indrance  o f  the  f ree  Gospe l .  Thi s 
document seems to have beensubmitted to the judges; and they 
wrote. That “Penry is  not,  as  he pretendeth, a loyal  subject, 
but  a  sedi t ious di s turber of  her Majes ty’s  peaceable gover n- 
ment ,  appea re th  in  many  way s .” Amongs t  o the r s ,  “By  h i s 
s ch i smat i ca l  s epa ra t ion  f rom the  soc ie ty  o f  the  Church  o f 
England,  and joining with the hypocr i t ica l  and schismat ica l 
convent ic le s  o f  Bar rowe and Greenwood.  By h i s  ju s t i fy ing

65 In Strype, Whitgift, ii. 178–180; and Collier, vii. 175–179, where 
a l l  the passages used in the indictment,  taken from Coke’s  Book o f 
Entries, 353–354, are given at length.

66 Given in full by Strype, Whitgift, iii. 304–313. See also ii. 175–187.
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of Bar rowe and Greenwood, who, suffer ing worthily for their 
wr i t ings  and preachings ,  a re,  never the le s s ,  by  h im reputed 
as holy martyrs.”67

To impeach the ecclesiast ical  policy of the Queen, to con- 
demn the Queen’s  ecc le s i a s t ica l  Es tabl i shment ,  to  a s soc ia te 
with a Congregational Church—these were judged to be cr imes 
wor thy of  death.  On May 25 (1593) he was sentenced to be 
hanged ;  and  the  s en tence  wa s  execu ted  a t  S t .  Thomas - a - 
Watering68 on May 29.

Pen r y  wa s  a  f e r ven t  evange l i s t  r a t h e r  t h an  an  e c c l e s i - 
a s t i c a l  re fo r mer.  Had the  au thor i t i e s  in  Church  and  S t a te 
shown any disposit ion to provide for the neglected rel ig ious 
condition of the people of Wales, it is doubtful whether he would 
ever have attacked the supremacy of the Queen or discovered 
tha t  b i shops  had  no p l ace  in  the  apos to l i c  Church .  I t  was 
because  the  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  E s t abl i shment ,  in  Wale s  a t  l ea s t , 
wholly f ai led to instruct the people in the r ighteousness and 
g race of  God that  he a s sa i led i t  so  vehement ly.  His  le t ter s , 
wr itten dur ing his impr isonment, to the Southwark Church, to 
his  wife,  and to his  chi ldren, reveal  a s ingular tenderness  of 
heart; and they contain passages of pathetic eloquence.

NOTE A 
The Martin Mar-prelate Tracts

The  Ma r t i n  Ma r - p re l a t e  Tr a c t s  a r e  a  s e r i e s  o f  p amph l e t s  i n 
wh ich  the  b i shop s ,  the  c l e rgy,  and  the  who le  s e t t l ement  o f  the 
E l i zabe than Church a re  a s s a i l ed  wi th  g rea t  audac i ty  and pa s s ion .

67 Strype, Annals, iv. 248–249.
68 “This place of execution for the county of Sur rey was s i tuated 

close to the second mile-stone on the Kent road, and near a brook 
dedicated to St .  Thomas-a-Becket” (Waddington, John Penry ,  203). 
Dex t e r  ( 251 )  quo t e s  “ t he  b r u t a l  e p i t a ph” o f  s ome  “Nor the r ne 
Rimer” (from J. Weever, Ancient Funerall Monuments, 56):

“The Welchman is hanged 
Who at our Kirke flanged, 
And at her state banged, 
And brened are his buks. 
And tho he be hanged; 
Yet is he not wranged. 
The de’ul has him fanged 
In his kruked kluks.”
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The  Ep i s t l e  a ppe a red  i n  Novembe r,  1588 .  The  Ep i t om e  a nd  The 
Min e ra l l  Con c l u s i o n s  i n  Feb r ua r y,  and  Hay  any  Wo rk  f o r  Coop e r ? 
in  March ,  1588–9 .  Thes e s  Mar t in i anæ  o r  Mar t in  Jun i o r  and  Mar t in 
Senior in July, 1589. The Protestation in September, 1589.

The  t r a c t s  a re  wr i t t en  i n  a  f re e,  v i go rou s ,  popu l a r  s t y l e ;  a re 
o f ten  coar se,  and somet imes  br uta l .  They conta in  a t t acks  on the 
pr ivate  character  of  the b i shops  a s  wel l  a s  on thei r  publ ic  pol icy ; 
and i t  i s  pos s ible  tha t  these  per sona l  scanda l s  g rea t ly  contr ibuted 
to  the i r  immense  popula r i ty.  The ear l i e r  t r ac t s  a re  le s s  g ros s  and 
violent than those which were published later.  They were answered 
by a  ser ie s  o f  pamphlet s  on the other  s ide  wr i t ten in  a  s ty le  s t i l l 
coarser and more brutal.

W h i t g i f t  wa s  c o nv i n c e d  t h a t  M a r t i n  M a r - p r e l a t e  wa s  Jo h n 
Pen r y.  S t r ype  a t t r i bu t e s  t h e  au tho r sh i p  o f  t h e  Tr a c t s  t o  Pen r y 
a s  though the f ac t  were undi sputed. 69 Many la ter  author s—among 
them Mr. Edward Arber—have also attributed them to Penry.70

T h e r e  wa s  s t ro n g  p r i m a  f a d e  e v i d e n c e  t o  j u s t i f y  W h i t g i f t ’s 
suspic ion.  The Epi s t t e  and The Epi tome  were pr inted by the secret 
pres s  whi le  Penry had charge of  i t ;  one—if  not  both—of them he 
rev i s e d  a nd  co r re c t e d .  Whe th e r  The  M i n e r  a l l  C on c l u s i o n s  wa s 
p r i n t e d  b e f o re  h e  l e f t  t h e  p re s s  a t  Coven t r y  i s  d oub t f u l .  Bu t 
Wigg in ton ,  who  wa s  b rough t  up  be fo re  t he  Commi s s i one r s  on 
suspicion of being the author, when asked, “Is Mr. Penry, then, the 
au tho r  o f  the  Demon s t ra t i o n  o r  o f  Mar t i n  Ma r - p r e l a t e ,  an swered , 
“I think he is not. And I think you are g reatly deceived in charg ing 
h i m  w i t h  i t .” 7 1 U d a l l  wa s  a s ke d  w h e t h e r  h e  k n ew  Pe n r y,  a n d 
an swe red ,  “Ye s ,  my  Lo rd ,  t h a t  I  do.” “And  do  you  know  h im 
to be Mar t in?”—“No, surely;  nor do I think him to be Mar t in.”— 
“ Wha t  i s  you r  r e a s on ? ”—“Th i s ,  my  Lo rd ;  when  f i r s t  i t  c ame 
out ,  he,  under s tanding tha t  some gave h im out  to  be  the  author, 
wrote a letter to a fr iend in London, wherein he denied it ,  in such 
ter ms a s  dec la re  h im to be ignorant  and c lear  in  i t .”72 On a  l a ter 
occasion, when Udal l  was brought up to receive sentence of death, 
he  s a id  to  the  judge :  “For  Mar t in  and the  re s t  o f  the  books  tha t 
you have named,  they were never  approved by the godly  lear ned; 
and I  am fu l ly  per suaded tha t  these  books  were  not  done by any 
minister ;  and I think that there is  never a minister in the land that 
doth know who’ Mar tin’ is ;  and I for my par t have been inquisit ive, 
but I could never learn who [he] is.”73

Mr.  Ma s ke l l—an  impo r t a n t  j u dg e  on  t h i s  qu e s t i on—say s ,  i n

69 Annal s,  i i i .  (2) ,  71,  and e l sewhere:  though in Whitg i f t ,  i i .  175 
he speaks  with les s  a s surance.  Penry “was a l so reckoned the chief 
publisher, if not author, of these scur r ilous libels, under the name of 
Martin Mar-prelate.”

70 An Introductory Sketch to the Mar t in Mar-pre late Controversy  (The 
English Scholar's Library), 193–196, where he attr ibutes the authorship 
to John Penry and Job Throckmorton conjointly.

71 Brook, i. 425.
72 Ibid., ii. 11.
73 State Trials (Howell), i. 1294; and Dexter, 186–187, notes 297,298.
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hi s  His t o r y  o f  t h e  Ma r t i n  Ma r -p r e l a t e  Con t r o ve r s y : 74 “We mus t  no t 
ove r look  th i s—tha t  no  ev idence  wa s  found ,  and  a l so  tha t  Penr y 
himself at the time (which I cannot g ive much weight to) and always 
after, even when about to die, (when one is inclined to believe that 
he would speak the t ruth, )  denied that  he had been concer ned in 
t h e  w r i t i n g  o f  t h e s e  t r a c t s .” T h e  i n t e r n a l  ev i d e n c e  i s  w h o l l y 
a g a in s t  Pen r y ’s  au tho r sh ip.  In  h i s  a cknowledged  wr i t i ng s  t he re 
i s  noth ing o f  the  lev i ty  or  coar senes s  tha t  charac ter i se  “Mar t in ,” 
and in Mar tin there i s  a complete absence of that pathetic element 
which was characteristic of Penry.

D r .  D e x t e r  a t t r i b u t e s  t h e  Tr a c t s  t o  B a r rowe .  B u t  e x t e r n a l 
ev idence  o f  Bar rowe’s  author sh ip  there  i s  none ;  and the  in ter na l 
ev idence does  not  seem to be ver y s t rong.  On the other  hand,  a s 
aganst  Bar rowe’s  author ship the two fol lowing considerat ions seem 
decisive.

1 .  B e f o r e  t h e  M a r t i n  M a r - p r e l a t e  Tr a c t s  b e g a n  t o  a p p e a r , 
Ba r rowe had  become a  Sepa r a t i s t ,  and  wa s  v io l en t l y  opposed  to 
t he  mode r a t e  Pu r i t an s .  Bu t  Ma r t i n  s hows  no  s i gn  o f  s ympa thy 
with the ecclesiast ical  opinions which to Bar rowe were dearer than 
l i fe.  At  f i r s t ,  Mar t in ,  though vio lent  in  h i s  l anguage,  would have 
been satisfied with moderate concessions.

In  the  Ep i s t l e  he  p romi s e s  t o  be  a t  pe ace  w i th  the  b i shop s— 
( i )  I f  they wi l l  “promote the preaching of  the Word in ever y par t 
o f  the  l and ” ;  (2 )  I f  they wi l l  orda in  in  fu ture  on ly  such men a s 
“ fo r  the i r  god l ine s s  and  l e a r n ing” a re  f i t  f o r  the  min i s t r y ;  and 
wil l  suffer Thomas Car twr ight’s answer to the Rhemish Testament 75 
t o  be  publ i shed ;  ( 3 )  I f  t hey  w i l l  no t  in s i s t  on  any  sub s c r ip t ion 
beyond that required by the thir teenth of El izabeth, and wil l  cease 
to moles t  those c lergymen who object  to the ves tments  and cere- 
monie s ;  (4 )  I f  they  wi l l  not  mole s t  those  who re fu se  to  knee l  a t 
communion, or who, i f  their par ish minister s  do not preach, go to 
he a r  o the r  p re a che r s ;  ( 5 )  I f  t h ey  c e a s e  t o  excommun i c a t e  men 
privately, and no longer forbid public fasts.76

Ba r rowe  wou ld  no t  h ave  o f f e red  the  b i shop s  the s e  t e r ms .  He 
had been in pr i son as  a  Separat i s t  for  e ighteen months  before the 
first of the Tracts—in which these terms were proposed—appeared.

“ M a r t i n ” h a s  n o t h i n g  o f  t h e  w i t ,  n o t h i n g  o f  t h e  h u m o u r , 
of Bar rowe; what wit and humour he has are of a ruder and coar ser 
k ind ;  and  the  gene r a l  i n t e l l e c tua l  fo rce  o f  the  Trac t s  i s  g re a t l y 
in f e r io r  to  tha t  wh ich  i s  d i sp l ayed  in  the  Dis c o ve r i e  o f  t h e  Fa l s e 
Chu r c h .  Ba r rowe  some t ime s  s i nk s  a s  l ow a s  Mar t in ;  bu t  Mar t in 
never  r i s e s  to  the  he igh t  o f  Bar rowe.  In  the  ab sence  o f  pos i t ive 
ex te r io r  ev idence  o f  Ba r rowe ’s  au thor sh ip—and the re  i s  none— 
the re  s e ems  no  re a s on  f o r  a t t r i bu t i ng  t h e  Tr a c t s  t o  h im .  Who 
wrote them remains doubtful.

74 Maskell, 107–108.
75 This  was a Roman Cathol ic trans lat ion of  the New Testament 

with notes.
76 An Epistle to the terrible Priests of the Convocation House, 38–39.
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NOTE B 
The Court of High Commission

“ T h e  A c t  o f  S u p re m a c y,  w h i l e  i t  r e s t o r e d  a l l  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
jur i sd ic t ion to the crown,  empowered the queen to execute  i t  by 
commiss ioner s  appointed under the g reat  sea l ,  in such manner and 
for  such t ime as  she should direct ;  whose power should extend to 
vis i t ,  cor rect  and amend a l l  heres ies ,  schisms,  abuses ,  and of fences 
whatever,  which f a l l  under  the cognizance and are  subject  to  the 
cor rec t ion  o f  sp i r i tua l  au thor i ty.  Severa l  t emporar y  commis s ions 
had sa t  under  th i s  ac t  with cont inua l ly  augmented power s ,  before 
that  appointed in 1585,  wherein the jur i sdict ion of  thi s  anomalous 
cour t  a lmos t  reached  i t s  zen i th .  I t  cons i s t ed  o f  fo r ty- four  com- 
miss ioner s ,  twelve of  whom were bishops,  many more pr ivy-coun- 
ci l lor s, and the rest either clergymen or civi l ians. This commission, 
a f t e r  rec i t ing  the  ac t s  o f  supremacy,  un i fo r mi ty  and  two o ther s , 
directs  them to inquire f rom t ime to t ime, as  wel l  by the oaths of 
twelve good and lawful  men,  a s  by wi tnes se s  and a l l  o ther  means 
they can devise, of al l  offences, contempts, or misdemeanours done 
and commit ted contra r y  to  the  tenor  o f  the  sa id  severa l  ac t s  and 
statutes, and also to inquire of all heretical opinions, seditious books, 
contempts ,  consp i rac ie s ,  f a l se  r umour s  or  t a lk s ,  s l anderous  words 
and  s ay ing s ,  e t c. ,  cont r a r y  to  the  a fo re s a id  l aws .  Power  i s  g iven 
to  any  th ree  commis s ioner s ,  o f  whom one  mus t  be  a  b i shop,  to 
pun i sh  a l l  p e r son s  ab s en t  f rom church ,  a c co rd ing  to  the  a c t  o f 
uni for mity,  or  to  v i s i t  and re for m heres ie s  and schi sms according 
to law; to depr ive a l l  benef i ted per sons holding any doctr ine con- 
t rar y to the thir ty-nine ar t ic les ;  to punish inces t s ,  adul ter ies ,  and 
a l l  of fences of  the kind; to examine a l l  suspected per sons on their 
oa th s ,  and to  puni sh  a l l  who shou ld  re fu se  to  appear  or  to  obey 
the i r  order s ,  by sp i r i tua l  censure,  or  by d i scre t ionar y f ine or  im- 
pr isonment; to a l ter and amend the statutes of col leges,  cathedrals , 
schools, and other foundations, and to tender the oath of supremacy 
according to the act of parliament.

“Master of such tremendous machinery, the archbishop proceeded 
to cal l  into action one of its powers, contained for the f ir st t ime in 
the present  commiss ion,  by tender ing what  was  technica l ly  s ty led 
the oath ex of f i c io, to such of the clergy as were surmised to harbour 
a  s p i r i t  o f  pu r i t an i c a l  d i s a f f e c t i on .  Th i s  p rocedu re,  wh i ch  wa s 
whol ly founded on the canon law, consi s ted in a ser ies  of  inter ro- 
gations, so comprehensive as to embrace the whole scope of cler ical 
uniformity, yet so precise and minute as to leave no room for evasion, 
to which the suspected party was bound to answer upon oath.”77

The ex o f f i c io  oath was one of the most monstrous and iniquitous 
i n s t r umen t s  o f  t y r anny  eve r  i nven t ed .  A  c l e r gyman  migh t  h ave 
omitted the s ign of  the cross  in bapt iz ing a chi ld,  and the parents 
would  not  be t r ay  h im;  perhaps  he  omi t ted  i t  a t  the i r  de s i re.  Or

77 Hallam, Constitutional History, i, 200–201.
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he might have omitted to use the r ing in celebrating a marr iage, 
and the br ide and br idegroom would not inform against him; 
perhaps  they objected to the r ing a s  super s t i t ious .  In some 
parishes neither the clergy nor the parishioners liked the apocryphal 
lessons, and they were not read; but no one cared to give information 
to the bishops. In pr ivate conversation with a fr iend a clergyman 
might have expressed the opinion that there were some things in 
the Book of Common Prayer which seemed to him repugnant to 
the Word of God; but his fr iend, not being a traitor, would say 
nothing about it. Or, perhaps, though the clergyman had said 
nothing of the kind he might have thought it; but no one knew that 
he had thought it. The Archbishop was determined to have legal 
proof against the offender in all these cases. Twenty-four inquir ies 
were addressed to the suspected clergyman himself . Had he ever 
omitted to sign the cross in baptism, or to use the ring in marriage, 
or to read the appointed lessons? Had he ever said to a fr iend 
that there were parts of the Book of Common Prayer contrary to 
the Word of God, or at least not convenient for use in the Church? 
Did he think that there was anything in the Book contrary to the 
Word of God. These inquir ies the Commissioners had power to 
compel him to answer. If he refused he could be committed for 
contempt. Lord Burleigh got sight of the ar ticles, and wrote a 
letter to the Archbishop telling him that they were worse than the 
Spanish Inquisition, used in order to entrap their prey: “according 
to my simple judgment, this kind of proceeding is too much savour- 
ing of the Roman inquisition, and is rather a device to seek for 
o f fender s  than to  re for m any.”78 The Lords  o f  the  Counci l 
remonstrated. Parliament attempted to shield the Pur itans. But 
the Archbishop was relentless, and the Queen stood by him.

78 Strype, Whitgift, i. 268–271; iii. 81–87, 104–107, and 107–115.
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CHAPTER VII

EXILES
Fre sh  Leg i slation to  e nforce  Uni formity—Pe nalti e s  of  Di s - 

obedience—Increase of the Separatists—Exodus to Holland 
—Francis  Johnson—Fai lure of  the Expedition to America 
—Henry Ainsworth and the Church at Amsterdam—Puri- 
tans  and the  Princ iple  of  Re l ig ious  L ibe rty—They hold 
that the Mag istrate should support the Church,  but may 
not  l e g i s late  f or  it — R ival  Auth or ity  of  C h urc h  and 
State—Puritans  challenge Claims  of  the  State,  conceded 
by the Anglican Church, to touch the Province of Religious 
L i f e  and  Faith—Puritans  conce rne d  with  Doti e s  rathe r 
than  Right s—They  as se rt  the  Supremacy  of  the  D ivine 
Authority.

IN the ear ly  summer of  1593,  be fore  Bar rowe and Green- 
wood were executed at  Tyburn,  Par l iament was di scuss ing 

a  new Bi l l  fo r  the  en forcement  o f  Uni for mi ty.  An Act  To 
re ta in the Queen’s  Majes ty’s  Subje c t s  in the i r  due Obedience had 
been pa s sed  twe lve  year s  be fore. 1 That  s t a tu te  had been a t 
the out se t  a imed main ly,  i f  not  whol ly,  aga ins t  the Papi s t s ; 
but subsequently it had been used as a weapon against other s 
a l so.  I t s  provi s ions  had g iven r i se  to d i s sa t i s f ac t ion,  on the 
ground that they were “likely to br ing other innocent persons 
into danger not intended”; and so a new Bil l  was now drawn 
which  became l aw in  the  cour se  o f  the  se s s ion . 2 I t  enac t s 
that if any person or persons above sixteen years of age shall be 
ab sen t  f rom church  fo r  a  month ,  o r  by  wr i t ing ,  p r in t ing , 
o r  s peech  sh a l l  a t t empt  to  pe r suade  any  o f  he r  Ma j e s t y ’s 
sub j ec t s  to  deny  the  Queen ’s  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l  sup remacy,  o r 
shal l  attempt to per suade them from coming to church or to

1 23 Eliz. cap. 1.
2 35  E l i z .  c ap.  1.  An Exp l ana t i on  o f  a  B ran c h  o f  a  S t a tu t e  made 

23  El iz. ,  en t i t l ed  An Ac t  t o  r e t a in  the  Queen’s  Maje s ty ’s  Sub j e c t s  in 
their dm Obedience. And see Strype, Whitgift, L 190–193; ii. 190–192.
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be  pre sen t  a t  any  un l awfu l  mee t ing  fo r  re l i g ious  wor sh ip, 
they  sha l l  be  commi t t ed  to  p r i son  wi thou t  ba i l ,  t i l l  t hey 
con fo r m and  make  s ubmi s s i on .  I f  f o r  t h re e  mon th s  t h ey 
refuse to do thi s  they are to be banished from the rea lm. I f 
they fail to leave the country, or return without licence, they 
are to be hanged as felons.3

With a  re f inement of  cruel ty i t  was  made a  penal  of fence 
to g ive shelter to a Separat i s t .  For a man to receive into his 
house his  dearest  f r iend, i f  that  f r iend refused to at tend the 
services of the Queen’s Church, made him liable to the ruinous 
pena l ty  o f  £10 a  month .  Hi s  f r i end might  be  dangerous ly 
ill, and might have no other home; but the law was inexorable: 
to g ive him shelter from rain, snow, fog, and frost,was a cr ime. 
For a man to keep in his house his own wife, chi ld, mother, 
f a ther,  s i s ter,  brother,  i f  they refused to at tend the Queen’s 
churches, made him liable to the same penalty unless he could 
show that they had no other home.4

But  the  Act ,  wi th  a l l  i t s  s ever i t i e s ,  was  a  p roof  tha t  the 
bishops were becoming alarmed at the effect produced on the 
mind of  the  nat ion by hang ing men for  the i r  ecc le s i a s t ica l 
op in ion s .  The  numbe r  o f  t h e  Sepa r a t i s t s  wa s  i n c re a s i ng . 
Sir Walter Raleigh, speaking in the House of Commons, said 
that there were 20,000 Brownists in England, chiefly in London 
and the easter n counties . 5 His  es t imate of  their  number was 
probably  g rea t ly  exaggera ted ;  but  i f  there  were  10 ,0 0 0 ,  or 
even 5,0 0 0 ,  i t  was  impos s ible  to  hang them a l l ;  and whi le 
any  rema ined  in  the  coun t r y—even  though  they  we re  i n 
pr ison—no exer tions of the bishops could restrain the growth 
of  their  opinions .  Immediate ly a f ter  the pass ing of  the Act , 
most of the Separatist  pr isoner s were released from gaol, and 
several hundreds of them streamed over to Holland.

Among the f i r s t  that  f led were the member s  of  the secret 
Church  in  London o f  which  Bar rowe and Penr y  had  been 
member s and Greenwood the pastor. They crossed the sea in 
separa te  companies ,  a s  they were able ;  and within three or 
four years most of them were settled in Amsterdam.

Francis  Johnson, their  pastor,  was kept in pr i son for some 
time after most of his f lock had reached Holland. His history 
i s  a  remarkable  one.  He was  bom at  Richmond,  Yorkshi re,

3 35 Eliz. cap. 1, §§ 1, 2. 
4 Ibid., § 8.
5 Strype. quoting D’Ewes, Journals, 517, in Whitgift, ii. 191.



 EXILES 167

in  1562 ;  was  educa ted  a t  Cambr idge  and  became a  Fe l low 
of  Chr i s t ’s .  In  a  ser mon preached a t  S t .  Mar y ’s  in  Januar y, 
1587–8, he defended the Presbyter ian polity, and on being ex- 
amined declared that  he solemnly bel ieved that  the want of 
this  poli ty was the cause of the ignorance, atheism, idolatr y, 
p ro f ana t ion  o f  the  Sabba th ,  d i sobed ience  to  super ior s  and 
o the r  ev i l s  wh ich  were  p reva l en t  in  the  coun t r y. 6 A  long 
impr i sonment did not  convince him that  h i s  opinions  were 
wrong; and in the autumn of 1589 he was expel led from the 
un ive r s i t y.  Not  l e av ing  Cambr idge  a t  once,  he  wa s  aga in 
impr i soned .  Appa ren t l y  i n  159 0  he  bec ame  pa s to r  o f  t he 
Church of English merchants at Middelberg in Zealand.7 While 
there he happened to discover that a book wr itten by Bar rowe 
and Greenwood was  be ing secre t ly  pr inted a t  Dor t .  At  the 
request of the ambassador he kept watch over the progress of 
the pr int ing,  and when the la s t  sheet s  were f in i shed se ized 
the impress ion and had the whole edi t ion burned,  with the 
except ion of  two copies ;  one of  these  he kept  for  h i s  own 
reading, the other he meant to give to a fr iend.8 On reading it, 
his  theory of eccles ias t ica l  pol i ty was shaken; he was a lmost 
convinced that the Separatists were in the r ight. He resigned 
his pastorate, crossed over to London, found access to Bar rowe 
in r i ie  F leet  pr i son;  and before the autumn of  1592 was  so 
comp l e t e l y  conve r t ed  t o  Ba r rowe ’s  po s i t i on  t h a t  h e  wa s 
elected pastor, as we have seen, of the secret Congregational 
Church in London.  In 1605 he repr inted and publ i shed the 
book he had burnt.9

Johnson seems to have remained in pr ison from 1592 to the 
end of 1596. In 1597 there was a project for planting a colony 
on an island in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, or somewhere in the 
ne ighbourhood.  The  merchant s  who were  engaged  in  th i s 
s cheme  a sked  l e ave  to  t r an spor t  ou t  o f  the  re a lm “d ive r s 
a r t i f i cer s  and other  per sons  tha t  a re  noted to  be  sec ta r ie s , 
whose minds are cont inual ly  in an ecc les ia s t ica l  fer ment .” 10

6 Strype, Annals, iii. (2), 117–122, and 611–615.
7 Car twr ight and Dudley Fenner had been pastors of this Church. 

Johnson received £200 a year—an extremely handsome salary.
8 Gover nor Bradford’s  Dialogue ,  in  Alexander Young,  Chroni c l e s 

of the Pilgrim Fathers of the Colony of Plymouth, 424–425.
9 Ibid., 425.
10 State Papers,  El i sabeth  (Domest i c )  cclvi .  56; and Acts o f  the Pr ivy 

Council, March 25,1597: new series, xxvii. 6.
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They received permission to take four persons of this descr ip- 
tion, on condition of giving bonds that none of the four would 
retur n to England t i l l  they were ready to submit themselves 
t o  t h e  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  l aw s .  The  f ou r  t h a t  wen t  ou t  we re 
Franci s  Johnson,  the pas tor,  and Danie l  Studley,  one of  the 
elder s of the secret Church; George Johnson, the brother of 
the pastor, and John Clarke, who was, perhaps, the mayor of 
St.  Albans that had got into trouble by shelter ing unlicensed 
preacher s  and rece iv ing John Penr y into hi s  house a s  gues t 
and fr iend just  before he was executed.  The expedit ion was 
d i s a s t rou s .  I t  s a i l ed  in  Apr i l ,  1597 ;  e a r l y  in  Sep tember  i t 
was back again in the English Channel. The four exiles were 
put ashore at Southampton, and by the middle of the month 
they reached Amsterdam.

At thi s  t ime,  or  a  l i t t le  l a ter,  the Church of  the exi le s  in 
that  c i ty numbered three hundred member s .  The pastor was 
F r a n c i s  Jo h n s o n ;  i t s  t e a c h e r  wa s  H e n r y  A i n swo r t h .  O f 
Ainswor th’s  ear ly hi s tor y ver y l i t t le  i s  known. He descr ibes 
himsel f  a s  “of  Swanton,  England,” and must  have been bom 
in  1571.  He  came ove r  to  Ams te rdam be fo re  Johnson  wa s 
re lea sed  f rom pr i son ,  and l ived for  some t ime in  the  mos t 
m i s e r ab l e  pove r t y.  I t  i s  doub t f u l  whe the r  h e  wa s  eve r  a 
member of a university, but he was one of the greatest Hebrew 
scho l a r s  o f  tha t  age.  He  was  a  man o f  s ingu l a r  gen t l ene s s 
and devoutness of spir it ,  and “things did f low from him with 
that  f aci l i ty,  pla inness  and sweetness ,  as  did much af fect  the 
hearer s” ;  and he  “had th i s  exce l l ence  above many,  tha t  he 
was most ready and pregnant in the Scr iptures, as if the book 
of God had been written in his heart.” 11

The  Church  had  a l so  “ four  g r ave  men  fo r  r u l ing  e lde r s 
and three able and godly men for deacons, one ancient widow 
for a deaconess, who did them service many years, though she 
was sixty years of age when she was chosen.”12 Of this church 
officer Governor Bradford goes on to say:—

“She honoured her place and was an or nament to the cong rega- 
t ion .  She  u sua l l y  s a t  in  a  conven ien t  p l ace  in  the  cong rega t ion , 
wi th  a  l i t t l e  b i rchen rod in  her  hand,  and kept  l i t t l e  ch i ld ren in 
g rea t  awe  f rom d i s tu rb ing  the  cong rega t ion?  She  d id  f requen t ly

11 Gover nor  Brad ford ’s  Dia l o gue,  i n  A l exande r  Young,  Chron i c l e s 
of the Pilgrim Fathers of the Colony of Plymouth, 448–449.

12 Ibid., 455.
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vis i t  the s ick and weak, especia l ly women, and, as  there was need, 
ca l l ed  out  ma id s  and young women to  watch  and do them other 
helps as their necessity did require, and if they were poor, she would 
gather relief for them of those that were able, or acquaint the deacons; 
and she was obeyed as a mother in Israel and an officer of Christ.”13

II

I t  i s  c u s t oma r y  t o  c l a im  f o r  t h e  E l i z a b e t h an  Pu r i t a n s , 
and especially for the martyrs and exiles among the Elizabethan 
Separatists, the high honour of laying the foundations of that 
relig ious freedom which is the inher itance of the English race 
in ever y par t  o f  the wor ld .  The c la im can be suppor ted by 
the  mos t  so l id  p roof s ;  bu t  to  suppose  tha t  e i ther  Pur i t an s 
or Separat i s t s  had any clear conception of the modem Non- 
conformist  theory of the true relat ions between Church and 
State would be a  g rave mis take.  While Bar rowe and Green- 
wood were in prison they said:—

“We a cknow l edge  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c e  ough t  t o  compe l  a l l  t h e i r 
sub jec t s  to  the  hear ing  o f  God’s  Word in  the  publ i c  exerc i se s  o f 
the  Church .  Ye t  c annot  the  p r ince  compe l  any  to  be  a  member 
of  the Church, or the Church to receive any without assurance by 
public confesson of their own faith; or to retain any longer than they 
continue and walk orderly in the faith.”14 

In  1596 the  ex i le s  in  Amsterdam and the i r  bre thren who 
remained in London published a Confess ion of Faith. In this 
they declare:—

“Tha t  i t  i s  t h e  O f f i c e  a nd  du t y  o f  P r i n c e s  a nd  Mag i s t r a t e s , 
who by the  ord inance  o f  God a re  supreme Gover nor s  under  h im 
over  a l l  per sons  and cause s  wi th in  the i r  Rea lms  and Dominions , 
to  suppre s s  and  roo t  ou t  by  the i r  au thor i t y  a l l  f a l s e  min i s t r i e s , 
vo lunta r y 15 re l i g ions  and  counte r fe i t  wor sh ip  o f  God;  to  abo l i sh 
a nd  d e s t roy  t h e  I do l  Temp l e s ,  Imag e s ,  A l t a r s ,  Ve s tmen t s ,  a nd

13 Ibid., 455–456.
14 A P l a i n e  Re f u t a t i o n  o f  M.  G i f f a rd e s  Bo ok e  ( 16 05 ) ,  iv.  “Bo th 

the Magistrate ought to compel the Infidels to hear the doctr ine of the 
Church, and also with the approbation of the Church to send for th 
men with g i f t s  and g races  to instruct  the Inf idel s .” A Col l e c t ion o f 
c e r ta ine Let te r s  and Confe rences  la te ly passed be tween ce r ta ine Preacher s 
and  Two  P r i s on e r s  i n  t h e  F l e e t ,  59 .  And  s ee  Hanbur y,  Memo r i a l s , 
i. 25, 52-53.

15 Voluntary— i .e,  or ig inating in the human wil l ,  not in obedience 
to the divine law: “will-worship.”
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al l  other monuments  of  Idolatr y and super s t i t ion;  and to take and 
conver t  to  the i r  own c iv i l  u se s ,  not  on ly  the  bene f i t  o f  a l l  such 
i d o l a t ro u s  bu i l d i n g s  a n d  m o nu m e n t s ,  bu t  a l s o  t h e  R eve nu e s , 
Deme sne s ,  Lo rd sh i p s ,  Po s s e s s i on s ,  G l ebe s ,  and  ma in t en ance  o f 
any f alse ministr ies and unlawful Ecclesiast ical functions whatsoever 
within their  Dominions .  And,  on the other hand,  to es tabl i sh and 
maintain by their laws every par t of God’s word, his  pure Relig ion 
and  t r ue  min i s t r y ;  to  cher i sh  and  pro tec t  a l l  such  a s  a re  ca re fu l 
to wor ship God according to his  word,  and to lead a godly l i fe  in 
a l l  peace  and  loya l ty :  yea ,  to  en force  a l l  the i r  sub jec t s ,  whether 
ecclesiastical or civil, to do their duties to God and men; protecting 
and  ma in t a i n i ng  t h e  good ,  pun i s h i ng  and  re s t r a i n i ng  t h e  ev i l , 
a ccord ing  a s  God ha th  commanded ,  whose  L ieu tenan t s  they  a re 
here on earth.”16

The re  a re  word s  o f  Robe r t  B rowne ’s  wh i ch  migh t  bea r 
the  l a rge s t  and  mos t  gene rou s  mean ing s ;  bu t  i t  i s  c e r t a in 
that even he would have ins i s ted that i t  was the duty of the 
civi l  mag is trate to fol low the example of pious Jewish kings 
and to suppres s  Romish idola t r y  and whatever  remnant s  o f 
it had been preserved in the English Church.

The rea l  mer i t  o f  Pur i tans  l ike  Car twr ight  and the Con- 
g rega t iona l  ma r t y r s  and  ex i l e s  wa s  th i s—they  ma in t a ined 
that  in re la t ion to re l ig ious  f a i th and re l ig ious  wor ship the 
c iv i l  mag i s t ra te  had no l e g i s l a t i ve  power ;  that  in  these  high 
matters pr inces, Churches, and nations were bound to acknow- 
ledge  a  more  awfu l  author i ty.  God was  supreme,  and mus t 
a t  a l l  h a z a rd s  b e  o b eye d .  P u r i t a n i s m  wa s ,  i n  f a c t ,  t h e 
continuation of a movement which began with the beg inning 
of  the Chr is t ian f a i th.  In the old pagan world the power of 
t he  S t a t e  ove r  the  i nd iv idua l  c i t i z en  wa s  un l im i t ed .  The 
citizen existed for the commonwealth—not the commonwealth 
for  the  c i t i zen ;  and aga in s t  the  commonwea l th  the  c i t i zen 
had no rights.17

T h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  t a u g h t  m a n k i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a n 
invi s ible  Lawg iver  whose author i ty i s  more august  than the 
au tho r i t y  o f  t he  c iv i l  mag i s t r a t e ;  and  th a t  wheneve r  t he 
commandments of God come into conflict with the leg islation

16 A True  Con f e s s i on  o f  t h e  Fa i th ,  and  Humbl e  Ac knowl edgmen t  o f 
th e  Al eg ean c e  wh i c h  we  h i t  Maj e s t i e s  Sub j e c t s  fa l s e ly  c a l l ed  Browni s t s 
doo hould towards God, and yeild to hit Majestic, etc., (1596), § 39.

17 And to this we should return if the power of relig ious faith—the 
great guarantee and defence of the sacredness of the individual man— 
ceased to control the political life of modern nations.
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of  ear th ly  S ta te s ,  God must  be  obeyed,  whatever  comes  o f 
i t .  The mar tyr s of pr imitive:ages did not struggle for human 
r ights ;  they per i shed in their  f ide l i ty  to divinely appointed 
duties.  They had no theory on the extent of the function of 
c iv i l  r u le r s ;  they  had  s imply  an  in f in i t e  reverence  fo r  the 
law of God and an infinite dread of incurring His condemnation.

Bu t  t h e  t r i umph  o f  t h e  Ch r i s t i a n  Go sp e l  wa s  r e a l l y  a 
l imi ta t ion of  the author i ty  o f  ear th ly  pr inces .  “Whether  i t 
be r ight in the sight of God to hearken unto you rather than 
un t o  God ,  j u dg e  ye : ”—wi t h  t h i s  c h a l l e n g e  ma r t y r s  a nd 
confe s sor s  conf ronted the  pr inc ipa l i t ie s  and power s  o f  th i s 
world,  and the mar tyr s  and confessor s  proved mightier  than 
kings.

Thus there gradually grew up side by side with the organisa- 
t ion of the State another organisat ion which cla imed divine 
author i ty to govern a l l  those provinces of  human l i fe which 
had been re scued f rom the dominion of  secu la r  pr inces .  I t 
c l a imed  au thor i t y  to  con t ro l  re l i g iou s  f a i th  and  wor sh ip ; 
to  regu la te  mar r i age  and the  l i f e  o f  the  f ami ly ;  to  cor rec t 
moral f aults  which the rougher hand of secular just ice could 
not  a t tempt  to  puni sh .  The Church had i t s  supreme ru ler ; 
i t s  l eg i s l a t ive  a s sembl ie s ;  i t s  code o f  l aws  enforced by t re- 
mendou s  pena l t i e s ;  and  a  s p i r i t u a l  mag i s t r a cy  and  po l i c e 
f a r  more  v igorous  and more  a le r t  than  the  mag i s t r acy  and 
po l i c e  o f  a ny  o f  t h e  k i ngdoms  o f  Eu rope.  The  s p i r i t u a l 
sovereignty of the Bishop of Rome was the cor rupt and per- 
nicious for m in which for near ly a thousand year s  the g reat 
idea for which the mar tyr s had died was asser ted throughout 
Wes te r n  Chr i s t endom.  I t  wa s  a  dec l a r a t ion  tha t  the re  a re 
l im i t s  t o  t h e  a u t ho r i t y  o f  k i n g s .  K i n g s  m i gh t  u s e  t h e i r 
power to defend the Church and to mainta in i t s  r ights ;  but 
a l l  leg i s la t ion re la t ing to the re l ig ious  f a i th and pract ice of 
Chr i s t i an  na t ions  be longed to  the  Church—not  to  secu la r 
r u le r s .  The l ine s  be tween the  prov ince  o f  the  Church and 
the province of  the State—though not ver y f i r mly drawn— 
per petua l ly  reminded Chr i s t ian pr inces  that  their  author i ty 
wa s  no t  a b s o l u t e  a nd  un l im i t e d .  The re  we re  r e g i on s  o f 
human l i fe  in  which the words  o f  the  humbles t  pr ie s t ,  the 
c h i l d  o f  p e a s a n t s  o r  o f  s l a ve s ,  wa s  m o r e  m i g h t y  t h a n 
theirs.

With the over throw of the Papacy in Protestant countr ies ,
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the o ld  boundar ie s  between the c iv i l  and the ecc le s i a s t ica l 
author i ty,  be tween the  S ta te  and the  Church,  d i s appeared . 
The power of the civi l  mag istrate was for a t ime unchecked, 
and i t  looked a s  i f  in  Protes tant  Chr i s tendom there  was  to 
be  a  re s to r a t i on  o f  t he  au tho r i t y  o f  s e cu l a r  gove r nmen t s 
over the religious belief and practices of their subjects.

No doubt  there were a lways  invi s ible  l imit s  to  the ecc le- 
s i a s t i ca l  author i ty  o f  the  Crown.  Wherever  Chr i s t i an  f a i th 
was  rooted  in  the  hear t ,  men re fu sed  to  acknowledge  tha t 
in rel ig ious matter s  the Pr ince was real ly supreme. Whitg i f t 
might  appea l  to  the  example  o f  the  Counc i l  o f  Nicaea  in 
suppor t of the monstrous theory that even in the determina- 
t ion  o f  g re a t  que s t ion s  o f  Chr i s t i an  doc t r ine  the  Church 
had a lways recognised the author i ty of Chr is t ian sovereigns; 
but the bishops who persecuted the Pur itans would have gone 
to the s take rather than deny the divini ty of  the Lord Jesus 
Chr ist ,  or the inf inite preciousness of His atonement, at  the 
b idd ing  o f  the  Queen .  They,  too,  be l i eved  tha t  the re  a re 
provinces  of  human l i fe  in which no voice must  be obeyed 
but the voice of God. But there were innumerable questions, 
that had hither to been determined by the Church, which they 
were wi l l ing should be deter mined by the Sta te—quest ions 
re l a t ing  to  the  po l i ty  o f  the  Church,  to  church d i sc ip l ine, 
to wor ship, to the ceremonies of divine service.  There were 
judic ia l  funct ions  in  re la t ion to re l ig ious  mat ter s ,  tha t  had 
hi ther to been exerci sed by eccles ia s t ica l  cour t s ,  which they 
were willing to remit to courts created by the Crown.

The Angl icans  of  El izabeth’s  days  conceded to the Queen 
an author i ty  so vague,  so enor mous ,  over  the re l ig ious  l i fe 
of the nation, that i f  they had not been f irmly resis ted free- 
dom wou l d  h ave  p e r i s h ed .  The  Pu r i t a n s  a nd  S ep a r a t i s t s 
re-a s se r ted  the  anc ient  l aw of  the  Chr i s t i an  Church.  They 
maintained that within the sacred kingdom of rel ig ious f ai th 
and relig ious worship the g reatest pr ince has no more autho- 
r i t y  th an  the  humble s t  o f  mank ind .  The re,  he  i s  bu t  the 
s e r van t  o f  a  l o f t i e r  t h rone.  Le t  h im  u s e  h i s  re g a l  powe r 
t .o  ma in t a in  d iv ine  l aws ,  and  i t  i s  we l l ;  bu t  whe the r  the 
laws he maintains are divine or not,  i s  a  quest ion which his 
s ub j e c t s ,  a t  t h e  p e r i l  o f  t h e i r  s ou l s ,  mu s t  d e t e r m ine  f o r 
t h e m s e l ve s .  I f  t h ey  a r e  h i s  ow n  l aw s ,  n o t  G o d ’s  l aw s , 
t h en  a g a i n  t h e  o l d  c h a l l e n g e  mu s t  b e  h e a rd—“Whe th e r
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i t  b e  r i g h t  t o  h e a r ken  un t o  you  r a t h e r  t h an  un t o  God , 
judge ye.”18

I t  i s  s ome t ime s  ma in t a ined  th a t  re l i g iou s  l i b e r t y  i s  t he 
child of rel ig ious uncer tainty and doubt, and that i f  we were 
absolutely sure of relig ious truth, we should all be persecutors. 
But relig ious liber ty owes very litt le to relig ious indifference. 
I t  was  not  a  la t i tudinar ian temper that  la id the foundat ions 
of  Engl i sh freedom, but a pass ionate zeal  for re l ig ious truth 
and a r ig id,  or—if men please to cal l  i t  so—a f anatical  con- 
c ep t ion  o f  re l i g iou s  du ty.  Men  re s i s t ed  the  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l 
t y r a nny  o f  t h e  mag i s t r a t e  b e c au s e  i t  wa s  t h e i r  s u p reme 
de s i re  to  ge t  the  wi l l  o f  God done  on  ea r th  a s  i t  i s  done 
in heaven.

A n d  i t  wa s  t h i s  w h i c h  m a d e  m a ny  t h a t  i n h e r i t e d  t h e 
Pur i t an  t r ad i t ion  pe r s ecu to r s  when  the i r  own tu r n  c ame. 
They endeavoured to enforce on other s the divine author ity 
wh ich  f i l l ed  the i r  own hea r t s  w i th  awe  and  d read .  When 
they res i s ted eccles ia s t ica l  author i ty they were not thinking 
of human r ights, but of the necessity of doing the divine will; 
when they rose to power they did not think of human r ights; 
they were st i l l  thinking that at a l l  costs  the divine wil l  must 
be  done.  But  a s  t ime went  on the  cent ra l  pr inc ip le  o f  the 
Pur i t an s  bore  i t s  l eg i t ima te  f r u i t .  The i r  de scendan t s  have 
lear nt that i f  re l ig ious f a i th and wor ship are to be regulated 
by  the  wi l l  o f  God ,  the  au thor i t a t ive  in t e r ven t ion  o f  the 
civi l  power in matter s  of  re l ig ion i s  i l leg i t imate.  Pur i tanism 
by it s  asser t ion of the supreme author ity of God contr ibutes 
to secure, and to make for ever sacred, the inal ienable r ights 
of man.

18 The True Confession, referred to above, states the principle thus: 
“That therefore the protection and commandment of the Prince and 
Magistrates maketh it much more peaceable, though no whit more lawful, 
to walk in the way of Jesus Christ, which he hath commanded his 
Church to keep .  .  . until his appear ing in the end of the world” 
(§ 40). “That if God withhold the Magistrates’ allowance and further- 
ance herein, they yet proceed together in Christian covenant and com- 
munion thus to walk in the obedience of Christ, even through the midst 
of all tr ials and afflictions, . . . remembering always that we ought 
to obey God rather than man, and grounding upon toe commandment, 
commission, and promise of our Saviour Christ . . . which he hath 
given without limitation of time, place, magistrates’ allowance or 
disallowance, to be with them unto the end of toe world. . . .” (§ 42).
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CHAPTER I

APPARENT DEFEAT OF PURITANISM
Acce s s ion  of  Jame s—The  Mi lle nary  Petit ion—Proclamation 

against Petitions—“Supplication” of the Exiles in Holland 
and the ir  Brethren in  England—Their  Statement  of  the 
Cong regat ional  Po s it ion—Rece pt ion  of  the  “Sup p l i ca - 
tion ‘ ’—Conference of Puritans and Anglicans at Hampton 
Court—The King’s Behaviour—Results of the Conference— 
Bancroft  ap pointe d  Archb i shop—Prote st  of  Parl iame nt 
against undue Rigour—Canons of 1604 create New Offences 
—Power of the Crown to regulate the Clergy confirmed 
by  the  Judge s—Puritans  and  S e parat i st s  dr ive n  Abroad 
by  i ncrease d  S eve r ity—Vigour  of  Pur itani sm  abat ing— 
Catholic Revival in the Church.

ELIZABETH d ied  on  March  24 ,  16 02–3,  and  James  wa s 
a t  once  proc l a imed a s  her  succe s sor.  Whi tg i f t  s en t  the 

Dean of Canterbury as soon as the Queen was dead to assure 
h im of  the loya l  suppor t  o f  the b i shops  and to implore  h i s 
favour for the Church.

I

On his way to London in Apr il ,  the Pur itans met him with 
wha t  was  ca l l ed  the  Mil l ena r y  Pe t i t i on .  The  promoter s—as 
shown by the text of the peti t ion—intended to get i t  s igned 
by  a  thou s and  min i s t e r s ;  bu t  they  were  p robab l y  ob l i g ed 
to present i t  before they had completed their  canvass ;  there 
were  about  e ight  hundred s ignatures ,  which were  obta ined 
f ro m  t we n t y - f i ve  c o u n t i e s . 1  N o t h i n g  c o u l d  h ave  b e e n 
more  modera te  than  the  reques t s  o f  the  pe t i t ioner s .  They 
a s k e d  f o r  t h e  r e l a x a t i o n  o f  t h e  l aw s  e n f o r c i n g  t h o s e

1 The number of signator ies is g iven by Fuller, v. 265, as 750, on 
the author ity of Samuel Clarke’s Life of Hildersham (at the end of his 
General Mar tyrologie  [1651], 377). Neal, i i .  4–6, says “not more than 
800.”
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c e r e m o n i e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e  l e a s t  v i o l e n t  o f  t h e  P u r i t a n s 
h a d  a lway s  o b j e c t e d .  T h ey  a s ke d  t h a t  m o re  c a r e  m i g h t 
be  taken to  prevent  the  ent rance o f  men into the  mini s t r y 
who  h ad  ne i t h e r  l e a r n ing  no r  p i e t y,  and  who  cou ld  no t 
p re a ch .  They  p r ayed  the  K ing  no t  t o  s u f f e r  Pop i sh  doc - 
t r ine s  to  be  t aught  in  the  pu lp i t s  o f  a  Pro te s t an t  Church . 
They suggested some reforms in the ecclesiastical cour ts, and 
a more equitable and eff icient administration of the revenues 
of  the Church.  They declared expl ic i t ly  that  they were not 
f avou r ab l e  t o  wha t  t h ey  c a l l e d  “ a  popu l a r  p a r i t y  i n  t h e 
Church”; by which they meant that they did not ask for the 
abol i t ion of  bi shops and the establ i shment of  a  Presbyter ian 
polity.2 Other memor ials poured in upon the King supporting 
the general prayer of the Mil lenary Petit ion; among the rest , 
one from the justices of the peace of the county of Lancaster, 
who bore a strong testimony to the worth of the Puritan clergy.

The  a g i t a t i on  a l a r med  t he  K ing .  I n  Oc tobe r,  16 03,  h e 
issued a proclamation in which he said:—

“Herea f t e r,  i f  any  sh a l l  e i t he r  by  g a the r ing  the  sub s c r i p t i on s 
o f  mul t i tudes  to  supp l i ca t ions ,  .   .   .  by  contemptuous  behav iour, 
.   .   .  by open invect ives  and indecent speeches e i ther in the pulpi t 
or otherwise,  or by disobedience to the processes  proceeding from 
the i r  j u r i s d i c t i on ,  g ive  u s  c au s e  t o  th ink ,  t h a t  he  h a th  a  more 
unquie t  sp i r i t ,  than becometh any pr iva te  per son to  have  toward 
publ i c  au thor i t y,  we  wi l l  make  i t  appea r  by  the i r  cha s t i s ement , 
how f ar  such a manner of  proceeding i s  di spleas ing to us .   .   .   .  We 
admonish a l l  men hereby to take war ning,  a s  they wi l l  answer the 
contrary at their peril.”3

II

T h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  e x i l e s  i n  A m s t e rd a m  s e n t  ove r  a 
deputat ion—including probably Franci s  Johnson and Henry 
Ain swor th—pray ing  tha t  they  might  be  a l lowed to  l ive  in 
peace in thei r  nat ive land without  being urged to “the use 
or  approbat ion o f  any remnant s  o f  poper y  and human t ra- 
d i t ion s .” 4 They  a l so  p re s en ted  a  “Supp l i c a t ion” to  James , 
in  which  they  s e t  ou t  the  “head s  o f  d i f f e rence s” be tween

2 For the petition itself, see Fuller, v. 305–309, and Neal, l.c.
3 Wilkins iv. 372; and Strype, Whitgift, ii. 489.
4 Dexter, 306, note 48.
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themse l ve s  and  the  Eng l i s h  E s t ab l i s hmen t .  I n  t h i s  “Sup- 
p l i c a t i on” t h ey  we re  j o i n ed  by  t h e i r  b re th ren  who  we re 
s t i l l  e n d u r i n g  “ g r i evo u s  p e r s e c u t i o n ” i n  E n g l a n d .  T h e 
document reci tes  in four teen parag raphs the chief  pos i t ions 
for which the early Congregationalists contended. It affirms:

1.  That  the Church i s  a  d iv ine ly  cons t i tuted Society,  and 
that the will of its Founder determines its polity. In opposition 
to Whitg ift  and other s who maintained that Chr ist has g iven 
to the Church no def ini te const i tut ion,  and that ,  therefore, 
the civil magistrate or the Church itself may vary the organisa- 
tion of the Church at pleasure, the petitioners assert—

“ T h a t  C h r i s t  t h e  L o rd  h a t h  by  h i s  l a s t  Te s t a m e n t  g i ve n  t o 
hi s  Church,  and se t  there in ,  su f f ic ient  ordinar y Off ices ,  wi th the 
manner  o f  ca l l ing  or  Ent rance,  Works ,  and Maintenance,  for  the 
admini s t r a t ion o f  h i s  ho ly  th ings ,  and for  the  su f f i c ient  ord inar y 
i n s t r u c t i on  gu id ance  and  s e r v i c e  o f  h i s  Chu rch ,  t o  t he  end  o f 
the world.”

2. That every separate society or congregation is absolutely 
independent  and pos se s se s  a l l  the  power s  which Chr i s t  ha s 
conferred on His Church.

3. That the Chr istian Church should consist only of Chr ist- 
i an s  “ jo ined  toge ther  by  vo lunta r y  p ro fe s s ion  o f  the  f a i th 
of Christ in the fellowship of the Gospel.”

4 .  “That  d i screet ,  f a i th fu l ,  and able  men ( though not  yet 
in off ice of ministry) may be appointed to preach the Gospel”; 
and the i r  conver t s  may organ i se  themse lve s  in to  Churches 
w i t hou t  t h e  i n t e r ven t i on  o r  a i d  o f  B i s hop  o r  P re s by t e r. 
Churches may be founded by laymen.

5.  Tha t  a  Ch r i s t i a n  Soc i e t y  s o  o r g an i s ed  h a s  powe r  t o 
appoint its own off icers—“Pastors, Teachers, Elders, Deacons, 
and Helpers.”

6 .  Tha t  Chr i s t i an  m in i s t e r s  s hou ld  no t—a s  m in i s t e r s— 
hold civil off ices, nor be burdened with the execution of civil 
a f f a i r s ,  “a s  the  ce lebra t ion o f  mar r i age,  bur y ing  the  dead , 
which things  be long as  wel l  to those without as  within the 
Church.”

7.  That  the mini s ter s  o f  the Church should be suppor ted 
by the free contributions of their people:—

“Tha t  t he  due  ma in t enance  o f  t he  Of f i c e r s  a f o re s a i d ,  s hou ld 
be  o f  t he  f re e  and  vo lun t a r y  con t r i bu t i on  o f  t h e  Church ,  t h a t
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acco rd ing  to  Chr i s t ’s  o rd inance,  t hey  wh i ch  p re ach  the  Gospe l 
may l ive of  the Gospel :  and not  by Popi sh Lordships  and Livings , 
o r  Jew i sh  t i t h e s  and  Of f e r i ng s .  And  th a t ,  t h e re fo re,  t h e  L and s 
and other  l ike  revenues  o f  the  Pre la te s  and Clergy yet  remain ing 
(being st i l l  a l so baits  to al lure the Jesuits  and Seminar ies 5 into the 
L and ,  a nd  i n c i t emen t s  un t o  t h em  t o  p l o t  a nd  p ro s e cu t e  t h e i r 
wonted evi l  cour ses ,  in hope to enjoy them in t ime to come) may 
now by your Highness  be taken away, and conver ted to better use, 
a s  tho se  o f  the  Abbey s  and  Nunner i e s  h ave  been  he re to fo re  by 
your  Ma j e s t y ’s  wor thy  p redece s so r s ,  t o  the  honour  o f  God  and 
great good of the Realm.”

8 .  Tha t  no  Church  shou ld  be  so  l a rge  tha t  i t s  member s 
cannot meet together for wor ship and discipl ine. The power 
of discipline lies in the Chr istian people as well as in the church 
officers.

9 .  Tha t  t he  Church  shou ld  no t  be  gove r ned  by  Pop i sh 
Canons  or  by  any  “human invent ions ,” but  by  the  l aws  o f 
Chr ist recorded in the New Testament. Apocryphal Scr iptures 
should not be used in the Church. And the Lord should—

“be wor sh ipped and ca l l ed  upon in  sp i r i t  and t r u th ,  accord ing 
t o  t h a t  f o r m  o f  p r aye r  g iven  by  t h e  Lo rd  Je s u s ,  Ma t t  v i . ,  a nd 
a f te r  the  L i turgy o f  h i s  own Tes tament ,  not  by  any other  f r amed 
or  imposed by men,  much le s s  by one t rans la ted f rom the Popi sh 
Liturgy, as the Book of Common Prayer, etc.”

10.  “That  the sacraments ,  be ing sea l s  o f  God’s  Covenant , 
ought  to be admini s tered only to the f a i th fu l ,  and Bapt i sm 
to their  seed or those under their  government.” Both Sacra- 
ments should be separated from “Popish” and “other abuse.”

11.  Tha t  a l l  Holy  Days  excep t  the  Lord ’s  Day  shou ld  be 
abo l i shed .  No ce remonie s  no t  imposed  in  Ho ly  Sc r ip tu re 
should be imposed by human author i ty.  What  God has  le f t 
free, none ought to bind.

12 .  Tha t  a l l  monument s  o f  ido l a t r y  such  a s  Pop i sh  ve s t - 
ments ,  “al l  Temples ,  Altar s ,  Chapels ,  and other places dedi- 
cated,  heretofore by the Heathens or Antichr i s t ians to their 
f a l s e  wor sh ip,  ough t  by  l aw fu l  au tho r i t y  to  be  r a s ed  and 
abolished.”

13. That Popish deg rees in Theology, compulsory cel ibacy 
in Colleges, “abuse of the study of profane heathen wr iter s,”

5 The “Seminary” priests.
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and other like cor ruptions in Schools and Academies should be 
discontinued.

14 .  “F ina l l y,  tha t  a l l  Churche s  and  peop le  (wi thout  ex- 
cept ion)  are  bound in Rel ig ion only to rece ive and submit 
unto that Consti tution, Ministr y,  Worship and Order,  which 
Chr i s t  a s  Lord and King ha th appointed unto His  Church: 
and not to any other devised by Man whatsoever.”6

The men who submit ted to James thi s  bold scheme could 
have had no hope that  he would accept  i t .  For some weeks 
t h e i r  “ S u p p l i c a t i o n ” r e c e i ve d  n o  a n swe r ,  a n d  t h e n  “ a n 
honourable  per sonage” sugges ted  tha t  they  shou ld  s t a te  a s 
b r ie f ly  a s  pos s ible  what  they  wanted ,  and o f fe red  to  p l ace 
their  reques t s  before the King.  They repl ied,  (1)  That  they 
wished to be a l lowed to l ive in England,  a s  the French and 
Dutch Churches were a l lowed to l ive there,  organis ing their 
Churches, and worshipping God according to their own con- 
ception of the will of Chr ist. (2) That they were loyal subjects, 
and were content  to leave to hi s  Majes ty the redres s  of  the 
abuse s  o f  which  they  had  compla ined .  (3 )  Tha t  they  were 
willing to discuss, either in writing or in a Conference, with any 
per sons  tha t  h i s  Maje s ty  might  appoint ,  the  four teen pro- 
pos i t ions  in which they had declared their  d i f ferences  f rom 
the Engl i sh Church. 7 What answer James gave to this  appeal 
is unknown.

III

I n  t h e  M i l l e n a r y  Pe t i t i o n  t h e  m o d e r a t e  P u r i t a n s  h a d 
dec la red the i r  readines s  to  expla in  the i r  wi shes  more fu l ly, 
e i the r  by  wr i t ing  o r  “by  con fe rence  among  the  l e a r ned .” 
The King deter mined to  comply  wi th  th i s  sugges t ion ,  and 
in  the Proc lamat ion which d i scouraged pet i t ioning8 he an- 
nounced  h i s  in ten t ion  o f  c a l l ing  an  As sembly  to  cons ide r 
whether there was anything in the sett lement of the Church 
which “might deserve a review and amendment.”

This  was  qui te  in  James ’s  manner ;  and i t  was  in  har mony 
wi th  the  cons t i tu t ion  and t r ad i t ions  o f  the  Es t abl i shment .

6 Conta ined in An Apo log i e  o r  De f en c e  o f  su c h  True  Chr i s t i ans  a s 
a re  commonly (hut  unjus t ly )  ca l l ed  Brownis t s  .   .   .  (1604) ,  36–38.  The 
fou r t een  p ropo s i t i on s  a re  a rgued  in  de t a i l ,  w i th  ev idence  f rom 
Scripture, 41–81.

7 Ibid., 82. 
8 See above, p. 178.
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He did not remit the question in dispute either to Convocation 
or to Par l iament .  He himsel f  was  Supreme Gover nor of  the 
Church; and though he declared that if when the Conference 
i s  he ld  i t  should  appear  tha t  any changes  a re  neces sa r y,  he 
would  proceed  to  re for mat ion  “accord ing  to  the  l aws  and 
customs of this realm by advice of his Council, or in his High 
Court of Parliament, or by the Convocation of his Clergy”— 
Convocat ion being p laced la s t ,—it  was  hi s  own prerogat ive 
and duty to consider whether there was any reason for change 
at all; and he adds, “Upon which his pr incely care his pleasure 
was, that a l l  his  subjects should repose themselves,  and leave 
to his conscience that which to him only appertained.”9

The Conference met at Hampton Court in January, 1603–4. 
On the side of the Prelatists were the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
e ight bi shops,  s ix deans ,  and two eminent divines .10 On the 
s i d e  o f  t he  Pu r i t an s  Dr.  John  Reyno ld s  and  Dr.  Thoma s 
Spa rke s  o f  Oxford ,  Mr.  Chader ton  and  Mr.  Knews tubs  o f 
Cambridge.

The  po in t s  r a i s ed  by  t he  Pu r i t an s  we re  ve r y  much  the 
same as those that were urged in the Mil lenary Petit ion; but 
they  a l so  p roposed  tha t  the  c l e rgy  o f  eve r y  r u r a l  deaner y 
should be permitted to meet once every three weeks, and that 
a t  t h e s e  mee t i n g s  t h e re  s hou l d  b e  “ p rophe s y i n g s ” ;  t h a t 
ques t ions  which cou ld  not  be  de te r mined a t  the se  sma l l e r 
meet ings  should be re fer red to the c lergy a s sembled a t  the 
archdeacon’s  vi s i tat ion; and that  f rom this  larger conference 
there  should be an appea l  to  an epi scopa l  synod cons i s t ing 
o f  the  b i shop  and  h i s  p re sby te r y.  I t  wa s  in  an swer  to  th i s 
proposition that the King declared that Dr. Reynolds and his 
co l l e ague s  were  a iming  a t  a  Sco tch  p re sby te r y,  which ,  he 
sa id ,  ag reed a s  wel l  wi th  monarchy a s  God wi th the  devi l . 
When the Pur i tans  sa id  tha t  they acknowledged the King’s

9 See Strype, Whitgift, ii. 488–489.
10 For details, see The Summe an Substance of the Conference .  .  . 

a t  Hampton  Cour t ,  Janua r y  14 ,  16 03–4 .  Cont r ac t ed  by  Wi l l i am 
Barlow, Doctor of Divinity and Dean of Chester: repr inted in Cardwell, 
Conferences, 167–212.

S t r y p e  ( W h i t g i f t ,  i i .  4 9 2 – 4 93 )  a g re e s  w i t h  B a r l ow  a s  t o  t h e 
number of those present at  the conference, but ar ranges the names 
under  d i f f e ren t  head s .  In  add i t ion  to  the  rep re sen t a t ive s  o f  the 
two par t ie s ,  Patr ick Gal loway,  mini s ter  of  Per th,  was  a l so present 
dur ing par t  of  the proceedings ,  a s  i s  shown by hi s  le t ter  g iven in 
Cardwell, l.c., 212–217.
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supremacy,  he tur ned to the bi shops  and sa id ,  “I f  once you 
were out  and they in p lace,  I  know what  would become of 
my supremacy. No bishop, no King! ”

There  i s  no  a ccoun t  o f  the  p roceed ing s  f rom a  Pur i t an 
h and .  F rom  t h e  r e po r t  w r i t t e n  by  D r.  B a r l ow,  De an  o f 
Chester, 11 i t  i s  apparent  that  the Pur i tans  were of ten ruddy 
inter rupted by their opponents;  that James, instead of main- 
ta ining the digni ty and impar t ia l i ty  which might have been 
expected from a King pres iding in such an assembly,  treated 
the Pur i tan theolog ians  coar se ly and violent ly ;  and that  hi s 
vanity led him to del iver long disser tat ions in reply to their 
objections.12

The  b i shop s  l i s t ened  to  h im wi th  ec s t a s y,  and  spoke  o f 
hi s  speeches with prof ane adulat ion.  After  a  defence by the 
King of the atrocious oath ex off i c io, Whitg ift, the Archbishop 
of  Canterbur y,  s a id  tha t  undoubted ly  h i s  Maje s ty  spoke by 
the  spec ia l  a s s i s t ance  o f  the  Holy  Ghos t .  Bancrof t ,  B i shop 
of  London,  fe l l  upon hi s  knees  and protes ted that  hi s  hear t 
melted within him for joy, and he acknowledged to Almighty 
God the singular mercy they had received at His hands in His 
g iving them such a King as ,  s ince Chr is t ’s  t ime, he thought 
had never  been. 13 In  Scot l and the  mini s te r s  had somet imes 
spoken to James with a  bruta l  roughness :  one had to ld him 
that al l  kings were the devil’s bairns. To see a bishop in lawn 
sleeves kneeling on the floor and declar ing that there had been 
no such king since Chr ist’s days, and to hear the assurance of 
an archbishop that he had spoken with the specia l  ass i s tance 
of the Holy Ghost, made him feel that at last he had the power 
as well as the name of a king, and must have convinced hint, 
that episcopacy had the most sacred claims to his  protection 
and support.

11 To those who complained of  the par t ia l i ty of  thi s  repor t  by a 
professed adver sary, Fuller (v. 304) replies:  “When the Israel i tes go 
down to the Philistines to whet ail their iron tools, no wonder if they set 
a sharp edge on their own, and a blunt one on their enemies’ weapons.” 
For an account of the proceedings, see Fuller, v. 267–303; and Strype, 
Whitg i f t ,  i i .  491–502, i i i .  402–407; and, for the King’s  ver s ion, the 
extract from his letter to Blake, in note 12.

12 “We have  kept  such  a  reve l  wi th  the  Pur i t an s  here  th i s  two 
days ,  a s  was  never heard the l ike:  where I  have peppered them as 
soundly as  you have done the Papis t s  there.” King James to Blake, 
“some person unknown” in Scotland, in Strype, Whitgift, iii. 408.

13 Fuller, v. 299–300,
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The a l t e r a t ion s  which ,  a s  the  re su l t  o f  th i s  Confe rence, 
were made in the Book of Common Prayer for the satisfaction 
of  Pur i tan scruples  were ins igni f icant  and touched none of 
the ser ious  obs tac le s  to  confor mity.  These  a l tera t ions  were 
not submitted either to Parl iament or to Convocation. They 
were made by the King on his own authority.

“The  K ing- requ i red  h i s  me t ropo l i t an  and  o the r s  o f  h i s  com- 
m i s s i one r s  f o r  c au s e s  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  t o  make  d e c l a r a t i on  o f  t h e 
changes  ag reed  upon,  and then i s sued h i s  l e t te r s  pa tent  to  r a t i fy 
the i r  ac t ,  to  provide for  the publ ica t ion of  the l i turgy in i t s  new 
condit ion,  and to enjoin the exclus ive use of  i t  in every par i sh of 
t h e  two  p rov i n c e s .  He  p rob ab l y  t hough t  i t  h a z a rdou s  t o  re f e r 
considerations of so delicate a nature to any large assembly, whether 
o f  l aymen  o r  o f  c l e rgy.  He  ce r t a in l y  be l i eved  tha t  he  po s s e s s ed 
ample  au thor i ty 14 under  the  b road  sh ie ld  o f  h i s  p re roga t ive,  and 
those  two impor tant  s t a tu te s  o f  Queen El izabeth ,  which annexed 
the  sp i r i tua l  supremacy for  ever  to  the  c rown,  and made the  use 
of  the publ ic  l i turgy binding upon hi s  subject s .  In descr ib ing the 
changes he had made as  matter s  merely of exposi t ion and explana- 
t ion, he sought to shelter them under the clause introduced, at the 
desire of  Queen El izabeth, into the Act of  Unifor mity,  which em- 
powered him ‘by the advice of his commissioners or the metropolitan, 
t o  o rd a in  and  pub l i s h  such  fu r the r  c e remon i e s  a s  may  be  mos t 
for  the  advancement  o f  God’s  g lor y,  the  ed i fy ing  o f  h i s  Church , 
and the due reverence of Christ’s holy mysteries and sacraments.’”

By the same author ity the questions and answer s about the 
Sacrament s  were  added to  the  Catech i sm;  a  prayer  for  the 
royal f amily, and thanksg ivings for rain, for f air  weather, for 
p lenty,  for  peace and v ic tor y,  and for  de l iverance f rom the 
plague were added to the Prayer-Book. The most impor tant 
result of the Hampton Cour t Conference was the preparation 
of the Authorised Version of the Old and New Testaments. 15

IV

A few weeks after the close of the Conference at Hampton 
Cour t ,  the  Pur i t an s  were  d i smayed by  the  appoin tment  o f 
Bancro f t  a s  succe s sor  to  Whi tg i f t  in  the  Archb i shopr ic  o f 
Canterbur y.  For  many year s  he  had been the i r  f ie rces t  and 
most vig i lant enemy. Under Whitg i f t  he had g iven direction

14 The Convocation of the same year recognised his alterations and 
the authority by which he made them in the 8oth Canon.

15 Cardwell, Conferences, 143.
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to the lawyers who prosecuted them before the Star Chamber. 
He had detected their secret attempts to establ i sh something 
l ike a Presbyter ian discipl ine. I t  was he who had done more 
than any one else to hunt down John Penry and to br ing him 
to the scaffold. He was hot, eager, keen, vigorous, and resolute, 
with theor ies in his head about the divine author ity of epis- 
copacy  which were  des t ined to  bear  f a t a l  f r u i t  in  Eng land 
before the seventeenth century had half ran out.

I t  wa s  c l e a r  t h a t  f rom Jame s  Pu r i t an i sm  wou ld  re c e ive 
no f avour.  In his  speech to his  f i r s t  Par l iament he descr ibed 
the Pur i tans  a s  “a  sect  ra ther  than a  re l ig ion—ever di scon- 
tented with the present gover nment and impat ient  to suf fer 
any  super ior i ty,  whi c h  make th  th e i r  s e c t  unabl e  t o  b e  su f f e r ed 
in any well-governed commonwealth.”16

Grea t ly  to  the  annoyance o f  James ,  Par l i ament  a t tempted 
to shelter the sect which he thought insufferable. Committees 
of  both Houses  were appointed to confer  on the subject  of 
rel ig ion. The Committee appointed by the Commons frankly 
took the Puritan side. They especially regret—

“the  Pre s s ing  the  Use  o f  ce r t a in  Ri te s  and Ceremonie s  in  th i s 
Chu rch ;  a s  t h e  Cro s s  i n  Bap t i sm ,  t h e  Wea r i ng  o f  t h e  Su r p l i c e 
in ordinar y Par i sh Churches ,  and the Subscr ipt ion required of  the 
Minis ter s ,  fur ther than i s  commanded by the Laws of the Realm;17 
Th ing s  wh i ch ,  by  l ong  Expe r i ence,  h ave  been  found  to  be  the 
Occa s ion s  o f  such  Di f f e rence,  Trouble,  and  Conten t ion ,  in  th i s 
Church,  a s  thereby diver s  prof i table  and pa infu l  Mini s ter s ,  not  in 
Contempt  o f  Author i t y,  o r  De s i re  o f  Nove l t y,  a s  they  s ince re l y 
profess  and we are ver i ly per suaded, but,  upon Conscience towards 
God, refus ing the same, some of  good Deser t  have been depr ived, 
others of good Expectation withheld from enter ing into the Ministry, 
and Way g iven to the ignorant  and unable Men, to the g reat  pre- 
judice of t i ie free Course and fruitful Success of the Gospel, to the 
dangerous Advantage of the common Adver sar ies  of true Relig ion, 
and to the g rea t  Gr ie f  and Discomfor t  o f  many of  your  Majes ty ’s 
most faithful and loyal Subjects.”18

16 C. J. (March 19, 1603–4), i. 144. Stow's Annals, 840.
17 It was one of the main contentions of the Pur itans that Parliament 

(13 Eliz. cap. 12) had limited the subscr iption which was to be required 
of the clergy to those articles which “concern the confession of the true 
Chr istian faith and the doctr ine of the Sacraments.” This subscr iption 
was not against their consciences, and they asserted that for the bishops 
to ask for more was illegal. The Committee of the House of Commons 
sustained them in this position. For a discussion of the general question, 
see Archdeacon Hardwick, History of the Articles (1851), 226–229.

18 C. J. (June 13, 1604), i. 238.
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But  t h i s  p ro t e s t  p roduced  no  e f f e c t .  Du r i ng  t h e  s even 
years that Bancroft was Archbishop of Canterbury, Pur itanism 
was  repre s sed  wi th  merc i l e s s  sever i ty.  The Convoca t ion o f 
the Province of Canterbury (1604) adopted a set of “Constitu- 
t ions and Canons Eccles ias t ica l ,” in which the s tr ingency of 
subscr ipt ion was increased and new penal t ie s  were inf l ic ted 
on Nonconfor mity and Schism.19 To af f i r m that  the Church 
as  by law establ i shed i s  not a  t rue and apostol ic  Church, or 
that  there i s  anything repugnant to the Word of  God in the 
for m of wor ship contained in the Book of Common Prayer, 
or in the forms for the administrat ion of the Sacraments ,  or 
in the forms for making bishops,  pr iest s ,  and deacons,  or in 
the r ites and ceremonies of the Church, or in the government 
of  the Church by archbishops ,  b i shops ,  deans ,  archdeacons , 
and the rest, is made an offence punishable by excommunica- 
t ion. All  per sons separat ing themselves from the communion 
of the English Church and forming new relig ious societies are 
to  be  excommunica t ed ;  a l l  pe r son s  ma in t a in ing  tha t  such 
“meet ings ,  a s sembl ie s ,  or  cong rega t ions  o f  the  King’s  bom 
s u b j e c t s ” a r e  t r u e  a n d  l aw f u l  C h u rc h e s ,  a r e  a l s o  t o  b e 
excommunicated.  To a f f i r m that  the “Sacred Synod of  th i s 
na t ion,  in  the  name of  Chr i s t  and by the  King ’s  author i ty 
assembled, isnotthe true Church of England by representation ”; 
and to a f f i r m that  no per son,  whether  c lergy or  la i ty,  “not 
be ing  themse lve s  pa r t i cu l a r ly  a s s embled  in  the  s a id  s ac red 
Synod ,  a re  to  be  sub jec t  to  the  dec ree s  the reo f  in  c au se s 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l ,  made  and  r a t i f i e d  by  t h e  K ing ’s  Ma j e s t y ’s 
sup reme  au thor i t y,  a s  no t  hav ing  g iven  the i r  vo i ce s  un to 
them,” are l ikewise offences punishable by excommunication. 
And excommunicat ion involved not only exclusion from the 
communion of the Church, but severe civi l  disabi l i t ies .  The 
excommunica ted  per son “cou ld  not  se r ve  on jur ie s ,  cou ld 
not be a witness in any court, and, what was worst of all, could 
not br ing an action, either real or personal, to recover lands or 
money due to him.”20

19 Wilkins,  Conci l ia,  iv.  380–405. There are 141 separate proposi- 
tions or enactments.

20 Stephen,  Commenta r i e s  on  the  Laws  o f  Eng land,  iv.  14–15.  But 
the  l aw,  a s  S tephen po in t s  out ,  ha s  been mater i a l l y  a l t e red  by  a 
later act, 53 George III., cap. 127, which provides (section 3)that “no 
per son who sha l l  be .   .   .  pronounced or  dec lared excommunicate 
shall incur any civil penalty or incapacity whatever, in consequence of
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The Pur i tans  and their  f r iends in the House of  Commons 
maintained that the Canons could not have the force of law 
without  an Act  of  Par l i ament ;  but  the King summoned the 
judges, the law off icer s,  and some of the peer s,  to meet him 
in the Star Chamber, and obtained from them the opinion that 
“ t h e  K i n g  w i t h o u t  Pa r l i a m e n t  m i g h t  m a ke  O rd e r s  a n d 
Const i tut ions for the Government of  the Clergy,  and might 
depr ive  them i f  they  obeyed  not” ;  th i s  au thor i ty,  in  the i r 
judgment, was included in the King’s “supreme ecclesiast ical 
power.” A l l  t he  j udge s  a l s o  commi t t ed  themse l ve s  t o  the 
amaz ing  op in ion ,  tha t  pe r sons  “who f r amed Pe t i t ion s  and 
collected a multitude of hands thereto, to prefer to the King 
in a public cause, as the Pur itans had done, with an intimation 
to the King, That i f  he denied their suit ,  many thousands of 
h i s  sub jec t s  would be d i scontented,” commit ted an of fence 
“f inable a t  di scret ion,  and ver y near  to Treason and Felony 
in the punishment.”21

“ B y  t h e s e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n s ,” s ay s  t h e  h i s t o r i a n  o f  t h e 
Pur itans, “the whole body of the clergy are excluded the bene- 
f it of the common and statute law; for the king without parl ia- 
ment  may make what  cons t i tut ions  he p leases ;  h i s  Majes ty ’s 
high commiss ioner s  may proceed upon these cons t i tu t ions  ex 
o f f i c i o ;  and the subject  may not  open hi s  compla int s  to  the 
king, or petition for relief , without being f ineable at pleasure, 
and coming within danger of treason or felony.”22

Armed with these opinions of the judges and the author ity 
of the King, Bancroft  exer ted extraordinary energy to crush 
the Pur i tans .  Three hundred of  the c lergy,  “brethren of  the 
second separation,” were si lenced or depr ived of their l ivings. 
Large numbers of the clergy of London deser ted their par ishes 
and remained in hiding to avoid a second subscr ipt ion. The 
Separa t i s t s  shared the su f fer ings  o f  the Pur i tan c lergy.  The 
few member s  of  the secret  Church in London who had not

such excommunication, save such impr isonment, not exceeding s ix 
months, as the court pronouncing or declar ing such person excommuni- 
ca te  sha l l  d i rect .” The same sect ion of  the Act  a l so  provides  that 
the excommunication and term of impr isonment shall be cer tif ied to 
the Crown in Chancery before the wr it de excommunicato capiendo issues. 
Cf. Phillimore, Ecclesiastical Law, ii. 1099–1101.

21 Croke’s Repor ts ,  Par t 2,2 Jac. I .  37–38 (Gr imston’s translat ion: 
1658).

22 Neal, ii. 37.



188 APPARENT DEFEAT

pas sed over  to  Amsterdam appear  to  have mainta ined for  a 
t ime meetings for communion and worship; but though their 
organisation was probably not dissolved, they were so harassed 
by the ecclesiastical author ities that their strength was broken. 
Many of the moderate Pur itans—learned minister s and devout 
laymen—left  England and joined the Engl i sh cong regat ions , 
for med on Presbyter ian pr inciples  and consi s t ing of  Engl i sh 
traders, which had been for some years established in Amster- 
dam,  Rot te rdam,  The Hague,  and  o ther  c i t i e s  in  the  Low 
Count r ie s .  A s t rong body o f  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  under  the 
leadership of John Smyth, of Gainsborough, and John Robinson, 
of Scrooby, settled in Amsterdam. Of these, the larger number 
soon removed to Leyden. But the s tory of  these exi les  must 
be told in a later chapter.

V

It is evident, both from the timid proposals of the Millenary 
Pe t i t i on  and  f rom the  p roceed ing s  o f  t h e  Con f e rence  a t 
Hampton Court, that when James came to the throne Pur itan- 
ism had lost  i t s  f i re,  and that the vigour and audacity which 
di s t ingui shed i t  twenty year s  before had di sappeared.  Car t- 
wr ight, who died a for tnight before the Conference, had lived 
ver y quiet ly  for  some year s  a t  Warwick.  He had rece ived a 
l icence to preach, on promising “not to meddle with contro- 
ver sy,  but  inc l ine hi s  hearer s  to  p ie ty  and moderat ion;  and 
thi s  promise he kept to the day of  hi s  death.”23 Most  of  the 
other  Pur i tan leader s  had g rown old and caut ious ,  and the 
rank-and-f i le of the par ty had very litt le more of passion and 
boldness than their chiefs.

23 The f act s  are f ar  f rom clear.  When Car twr ight  f i r s t  se t t led a t 
Warwick,  Burleigh,  then Lord Treasurer,  and the Ear l  of  Leicester 
could not obtain a l icence for him, though “his peace was obtained 
from the Archbishop.” He promised Leicester “to take no other courses 
(a t  the hospi ta l )  but  to draw a l l  men to the unity of  the Church” 
(Strype, Whitgi f t ,  i .  429).  The l icence was st i l l  refused ( ib id.,  430); 
and he preached without one, “being exempt from the jur isdiction of 
the pre la tes” (Brook,  i i .  247) .  This  brought  him into t rouble,  for 
he was ar rested, and put upon his tr ial. After his release, he returned 
to Warwick, having given the Archbishop the pledge referred to in the 
text .  See a l so Brook,  Car twr igh t ,  431,  Wal ton,  Hooke r,  85–86,  and 
Fuller, v. 252–254.
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Two causes account for this decline of Puritan enthusiasm.
(1 )  Fo r  a t  l e a s t  t en  yea r s  be fo re  the  dea th  o f  E l i z abe th 

the  mode r a t e  p a r t y  c e a s ed  to  f i gh t  f o r  t he i r  f a i t h .  They 
hoped  tha t  w i th  the  a cce s s ion  o f  he r  succe s so r,  who  had 
been  b red  up  among  P re sby t e r i an s ,  t he i r  t ime  o f  t roubl e 
would  be  over.  They  supposed  tha t  they  had  on ly  to  wa i t 
quiet ly and al l  their reasonable demands would be conceded. 
Bu t  p eop l e  t h a t  c e a s e  t o  f i g h t  f o r  t h e i r  f a i t h  w i l l  s oon 
cease to care for it.

( 2 )  The  vehemence  w i t h  wh i ch  B rowne,  Ba r rowe,  and 
Greenwood had lashed the moderate Pur itans for their unfaith- 
fulness to their own pr inciples, compelled them, in self-defence, 
to insist with a great deal of earnestness on their demands for 
the abolition of the more offensive ceremonies and the redress 
o f  t he  more  f l a g r an t  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  abu s e s .  When  Browne 
conformed, when Bar rowe and Greenwood had been hanged, 
when the other Separatist leader s had been dr iven out of the 
k ingdom,  the  modera t e  Pur i t an s  were  no  longe r  s tung  to 
activity by the keenness and f ierceness of Separatist cr iticism, 
and their zeal rapidly cooled.

Whi le  moderate  Pur i tani sm was  dec l in ing in courage and 
force, a new and formidable ecclesiastical par ty was g radually 
r i s ing to ascendency in the Engli sh Church. El izabeth’s  f i r s t 
b i shops  c a red  ve r y  l i t t l e  fo r  Ep i s copacy.  Whi tg i f t  h imse l f 
did not contend that it was the only leg itimate form of church 
polity. But in 1588 Bancroft maintained in a sermon preached 
at Paul’s Cross that the bishops were by divine r ight a separate 
o rd e r  f rom  th e  p re s by t e r s .  Tha t  op i n i on  and  t h e  pub l i c 
announcement of  i t  provoked g reat  resentment ; 24 but  i t  d id 
no t  d i e  ou t .  Dur ing  the  f i f t een  yea r s  wh ich  fo l lowed  the 
destruction of the Armada, large numbers of Englishmen who 
had c lung to Rome unt i l  a  Cathol ic  pr ince,  ble s sed by the 
Pope, attempted the invasion of their country, broke with the 
o l d  f a i t h  a nd  c ame  ove r  t o  t h e  Ang l i c a n  Chu rch .  They 
b rough t  wi th  them the i r  Ca tho l i c  t emperament  and  the i r 
Cathol ic  t radi t ions .  They began to a t t r ibute to the Engl i sh 
c lergy the sacerdota l  a t t r ibutes  of  the Romish pr ies t s .  They 
dung with devout and reverent ia l  a f fect ion to the r i tes ,  the 
ce remonie s ,  and  the  ve s tment s ,  p re se r ved  in  the  Ang l i c an

24 See Strype, Whitgi f t ,  i .  559, fol l . ;  and Annals,  i i i .  (2),  100–102, 
601–602.
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worship, which recalled the communion from which they had 
separated.  To them, the table  of  the Lord was  an a l tar,  and 
they acknowledged with awe and dread the rea l  presence of 
Chr i s t  in  the  consec r a t ed  b read  and  wine.  The  “Ca tho l i c 
Reviva l” had begun,  and the Engl i sh Establ i shment,  ins tead 
of drawing nearer to the great Protestant Churches of Germany, 
Geneva, and France, seemed to be drawing nearer to Rome.
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CHAPTER II

THE PILGRIM FATHERS
Puritanism at Scrooby—Congregational Church at Gainsborough 

—John Smyth—John Robinson—William Brewster—Church 
at Scrooby—Removal to Holland—Churches of the Exiles 
at  A m ste rdam :  Trouble s  and  F e ud s — S myth  on  C h urc h 
Off icer s  and Service—Divergent Theorie s  of  the  Power s 
of  th e  E lde r sh i p—A Th i rd  Church  e stabl i sh e d  at  Am- 
sterdam—Exile s  at Leyden—Reasons for leaving Holland 
and settl ing in  America—the P i lg rims  sai l  in  the  “May- 
f lowe r ” — Th ey  reac h  P lymouth — Rob i n s on ’s  Wor k  and 
Character.

WHEN James I .  came to the English throne, the attempt 
to  re s to re  the  Cong rega t iona l  po l i ty  seemed to  have 

ended  in  hope le s s  de fea t ;  and  the  fo r tune s  o f  tho se  g rea t 
pr inc ip le s  for  which Bar rowe and Greenwood had su f fe red 
martyrdom appeared to depend on the f idelity of the exiles in 
Amsterdam. But  in 1602 Cong regat iona l i sm had reappeared 
in a distr ict in the north of England on the borders of Lincoln- 
shire, Nottinghamshire, and Yorkshire.

For  some yea r s  be fore  the  dea th  o f  E l i z abe th ,  s evera l  o f 
the par ishes lying round the village of Scrooby in Nottingham- 
shire had been occupied by Pur itan incumbents and lecturers. 
Six or seven miles to the south of Scrooby, and just outside the 
town of Retford, is  Bolwor th, a large par ish with a scattered 
populat ion.  Of thi s  par i sh Richard Clyf ton had been rector 
s i n c e  1585 :  h e  i s  d e s c r i b ed  by  B r ad fo rd  a s  “ a  g r ave  and 
reverend preacher, who by his fervour and diligence had done 
much good, and under God had been the means of the conversion 
of many.”1

R i c h a rd  B e r n a rd ,  a n o t h e r  P u r i t a n  c l e r g y m a n  o f  g re a t 
fervour and zeal, who for a time appears to have had thoughts

1 In Joseph Hunter, Collections concerning the Founders of New 
Plymouth (second edition, 1854), 40; and for the biographical details 
in this and following paragraphs, ibid., 32 foll.
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of becoming a Separat i s t ,  was rector of  Worksop, which l ies 
ten or twelve miles  to the south-west .  Rober t  Gif ford,  who 
was  “hot ly  pe r s ecu ted  by  the  p re l a t e s ,” wa s  incumbent  o f 
Laughten-en-le-Morthen, a par ish adjoining Worksop. Thomas 
Toller, who is descr ibed as “one of the most zealous Pur itans 
of  this  t ime,” and who afterwards became vicar of  Sheff ie ld, 
had,  a  few year s  be fore,  been a  preacher  or  lec turer  in  the 
neighbourhood of Scrooby. When Elizabeth died, the whole 
district seems to have been leavened with Puritanism.

Bradford—afterwards  Gover nor of  New Plymouth—whose 
house was at Austerfield, a hamlet three miles north of Scrooby, 
describes the effect of Puritan earnestness:—

“ W h e n  a s  by  t h e  t r av a i l  a n d  d i l i g e n c e  o f  s o m e  g o d l y  a n d 
zea lous  preacher s ,  and God’s  ble s s ing on the i r  l abour s  .   .   .  many 
became  en l i gh tened  by  the  word  o f  God  .   .   .  and  began  by  h i s 
g r ace  to  re fo r m the i r  l ive s ,  and  make  consc i ence  o f  the i r  way s , 
the  work  o f  God was  no  sooner  mani fe s t  in  them,  but  p re sen t ly 
t h ey  we re  bo th  s co f f ed  and  s co r ned  by  t he  p ro f ane  mu l t i t ude, 
and  the  min i s t e r s  u rged  w i th  the  yoke  o f  s ub s c r i p t i on ,  o r  e l s e 
mus t  be  s i l enced ;  and  the  poor  peop l e  we re  so  u rged  w i th  ap- 
pa r i to r s ,  and  pur su ivan t s ,  and  the  Commis s a r i e  Cour t s ,  a s  t r u ly 
the i r  a f f l i c t ion was  not  smal l .  Which,  notwiths tanding,  they bore 
sundr y year s  wi th much pat ience,  unt i l  they were  occas ioned (by 
the  cont inuance  and increa se  o f  the se  t rouble s ,  and  o ther  means 
which the Lord ra i sed up in those days)  to see fur ther into things 
by  the  l i gh t  o f  the  word  o f  God .  How not  on ly  tho se  ba se  and 
beggarly ceremonies were unlawful, but also that the lordly and tyran- 
nous power of the prelates ought not to be submitted unto, which thus, 
contrary to the freedom of the Gospel, would load and burden men’s 
consciences, and by their compulsive power make a profane mixture 
o f  p e r s on s  a nd  t h i n g s  i n  t h e  wo r s h i p  o f  God .  And  t h a t  t h e i r 
o f f i ce s  and  ca l l ing s ,  cour t s  and  canons ,  e t c. ,  were  un l awfu l  and 
ant id i r i s t i an ,  be ing such a s  have no war rant  in  the  word of  God, 
but  the same that  were used in Poper y and s t i l l  re ta ined.  .   .   .  So 
many therefore of these professors as saw the evil of these things, in 
these par t s ,  and whose hear t s  the Lord had touched with heavenly 
zeal for his truth, they shook off this yoke of antichr istian bondage, 
and, as the Lord’s free people, joined themselves (by a covenant of the 
Lord) into a church estate, in the fel lowship of the Gospel, to walk 
in  a l l  h i s  way s ,  made  known,  o r  to  be  made  known unto  them, 
a c co rd i ng  t o  t h e i r  b e s t  e nde avou r s ,  wha t s o eve r  i t  s hou l d  co s t 
them, the Lord assisting them.”2

2 Governor Bradford, History of Plimouth Plantation (Boston, 1900), 
11–13; also in Alexander Young, Chronic les of the Colony of Plymouth , 
19–21 ;  and  in  Hunte r,  Col l e c t i on s  c on c e r n in g  t h e  Founde r s  o f  New 
Plymouth, 29–30.
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This ,  then, was the or ig in of the new attempt to establ i sh 
a  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  C h u rc h  i n  E n g l a n d .  D evo u t  m e n  a n d 
women, whose hear ts were moved by Pur itan preaching, were 
mocked a t  by the i r  ne ighbour s ,  and the i r  mini s ter s  pres sed 
by the bishops to conform to church laws which they and their 
people bel ieved to be contrary to the spir i t  of the Chr ist ian 
f a i th.  The people as  wel l  a s  the minis ter s  were haras sed for 
refusing to conform to the ceremonies of the Queen’s Church. 
They were dr iven to the conclusion that the author ity which 
pe r secu ted  them was  an  encroachment  on  the  sovere ign ty 
of Chr is t ,  and resolved to associate themselves in a spir i tual 
society which should consist only of those who were loyal to 
Christ and in which the will of Christ should be supreme.

They determined that the ordinary meetings of the Church 
should  be  he ld  a t  Ga insborough in  L inco lnsh i re.  For  what 
reason they for med thi s  deci s ion i s  not apparent—as Gains- 
borough lies at a considerable distance from the centre of the 
di s t r ic t  over  which the homes of  the church member s  were 
s c a t t e red .  I t  i s  po s s i b l e  th a t  Ga in sbo rough  wa s  made  the 
home of the Church because John Smyth, who appears to have 
been the leader of the movement, was already sett led in that 
town. Whether he was connected with Gainsborough by bir th 
is uncertain.

He was a Cambr idge man, l ike most of the ear ly minister s 
of the Congregationalists, and entered Chr ist’s College in 1571; 
in 1579 he was elected Fellow. For a t ime he appear s to have 
had Francis Johnson for his tutor, and from him he may have 
received the impulse which made him, f i r s t ,  a  Pur i tan and, 
afterwards, a Congregationalism On leaving the univer sity he 
held a lectureship in Lincoln, and he is descr ibed as “preacher 
to  the  c i t y.” But  a f t e r  a  t ime  he  began  to  doub t  whe the r 
i t  was  lawful  to remain in the Engl i sh Church.  He went to 
Coventry and discussed the question with some eminent Pur itan 
minister s in the house of Sir Will iam Bowes; but his scruples 
were  not  removed.  In  1592 he  was  in  London,  and he  was 
impr i soned  fo r  a c t s  o f  noncon fo r mi ty. 3 How long  he  had 
been  l iv ing  a t  Ga in sborough  be fo re  the  fo r ma t ion  o f  the

3 This is  the ordinary tradit ion: Brook, i i .  195, and Neal, i .  430. 
But Dexter, 312, note  72, asser ts that this is  a mistake, and that the 
passage quoted in support (Strype, Annals, iv. 188) refers to W. Smith, 
another man.
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Cong rega t iona l  Church o f  which he  was  e lec ted  pa s tor,  i s 
unknown.  The  Church  con s i s t ed  ch i e f l y  o f  sma l l  f a r mer s 
and labour ing people; but among them were a few persons of 
liberal education and of a high social position.

I n  16 04 — t wo  ye a r s  a f t e r  i t s  f o r m a t i o n — i t  r e c e i ve d  a 
g reat  acces s ion of  s t rength.  John Robinson had gone up to 
Cambr idge and entered Corpus Chr is t i  Col lege in 1592. He 
became Fe l low of  h i s  co l lege  in  1599 .  For  four  year s  a f te r 
taking hi s  Fel lowship he appear s  to have been a  lecturer  or 
curate in Norwich or its  neighbourhood. In 1603 or 1604 he 
was suspended for his disregard of the obligation of conformity, 
and then united himself to the Church at Gainsborough.

“I t  mus t  have  been an  impre s s ive  scene  when a t  Ga in sborough 
thi s  new comer presented himsel f  to the company which,  now for 
some two year s  or  more,  had been tes t ing success fu l ly  the ancient 
p romi se :  ‘The  r i gh teous  wi l l  ho ld  h i s  way,  and  he  whose  hand s 
a re  pu re  s h a l l  i n c re a s e  h i s  s t reng th .’ They  h ad  covenan t ed  t o - 
g e t h e r  ‘ t o  wa l k  i n  a l l  H i s  way s ,  made  known ,  o r  t o  b e  made 
known unto them, according to their  best  endeavour s ,  whatsoever 
i t  shou ld  cos t  them,  the  Lord  a s s i s t ing  them.’ John Smyth would 
p r e s i d e .  T h e r e  p ro b a b l y  wo u l d  b e  H e lw y s  a n d  M u r t o n ,  a n d 
H u g o  a n d  A n n  B ro m h e a d ,  a n d  ‘ g r ave  a n d  f a t h e r l y ’ R i c h a r d 
Cly f ton ;  and  the  Scrooby conver t s ,  Richard  Jack son and Rober t 
Roches te r.   .   .   .  Franc i s  Je s sop would  be  there  l ead ing  h i s  young 
wife Frances, and Will iam Brewster (now 37 or 38), with the manly 
young Bradford,  coming some twelve mi les  over  f rom the manor- 
hou s e  ( a t  S c rooby )  a nd  f rom  Au s t e r f i e l d ,  a nd  p e rh ap s  Geo r g e 
Mor ton—to be by his own pen, and that of his eldest son, insepar- 
ably ident i f ied with the ear l ies t  hi s tor ic  l i terature of  thi s  Wester n 
World.”4

Wi l l i am Brewster,  who was  the e lder  o f  the Church,  had 
been educated at  one of  the univer s i t ies—probably at  Cam-

4 Dexter,  377–378.  Helwys  and Mur ton a f te r  an  ex i le  o f  some 
year s returned to England and founded in Newgate  the f ir st General 
(Arminian) Baptist Church in this country. Hugo Bromhead belonged 
to a  good f ami ly in the neighbourhood of  Scrooby;  he had taken 
orders in the English Church, but had become a Separatist; he and his 
wife went with Smyth to Amsterdam. Richard Jackson and Rober t 
Rochester belonged to Scrooby. Brewster and these two men were 
vis i ted with penalt ies  by the Eccles iast ical  Commiss ioner s in 1608. 
Jessop was from Worksop, where he mar r ied Frances White, January, 
1604–5; they too went with Smyth to Amsterdam. Bradford went to 
Leyden with Robinson, and was one of the Pilgr im Fathers; he became 
Governor of New Plymouth. George Morton and Nathaniel Morton, his 
son, wrote the early chronicles of New England.



 THE PILGRIM FATHERS 195

br idge.  He became pr ivate secretar y to Davison,  one of  the 
most eminent of the statesmen that served Elizabeth. Davison 
“e s teemed h im ra ther  a s  a  son  than  a  s e r van t ,  and  fo r  h i s 
wisdom and godliness, in pr ivate, he would converse with him 
more like a familiar than a master.”5

A f t e r  Dav i son ’s  f a l l ,  B rews t e r  rema ined  w i th  h im fo r  a 
t ime,  and then went  to l ive  a t  Scrooby,  which a t  that  t ime 
was a post-town on the great north road, and is now a pleasant 
v i l l age  wi th  about  f ive  hundred  inhab i t an t s .  Brews te r  was 
postmaster—an of f ice of  honour and prof i t .  He l ived in the 
manor-house,  which  be longed to  the  Archbi shop o f  York ; 
Wolsey had retired there for a time when he lost the favour of 
the King.  Sandys ,  who was Archbishop of  York in the la ter 
years of Elizabeth, leased it to his son, Sir Samuel, and it was 
unde r  S i r  S amue l  t h a t  B rew s t e r  o c cup i e d  i t .  S i r  Edw in 
Sandys, a brother of Sir Samuel’s ,  was a fr iend of Brewster’s , 
and had probably known him while he was in Davison’s service; 
Brewster  may have obta ined h i s  appointment  a s  pos tmas ter 
through S i r  Edwin’s  k ind ly  o f f i ce s . 6 Of  h i s  l i f e  a t  Scrooby 
Bradford says:—

“ H e  l i ve d  .   .   .  i n  g o o d  e s t e e m  a m o n g  h i s  f r i e n d s ,  a n d  t h e 
good gent lemen of  those par t s ,  especia l ly  the godly and re l ig ious . 
He d id  much good in  the  count r y  where  he  l ived ,  in  promot ing 
and fur ther ing rel ig ion; and not only by his  pract ice and example, 
and provoking and encourag ing of other s, but by procur ing of good 
preachers to all places thereabouts, and drawing on of others to assist 
a nd  h e l p  f o rwa rd  i n  s u ch  a  wo rk ;  h e  h im s e l f  mo s t  c ommon l y 
deepest in the charge, and sometimes above his ability.”7

I t  was,  therefore,  largely through the inf luence of Wil l iam

5 Governor Bradford’s Memoir in Alexander Young, Chronic les  o f 
the Colony of Plymouth , 463. Quoted by Hunter, Collect ions concerning 
th e  Founde r s  o f  New P lymou th ,  55 ;  and  for  the  f ami ly  in  genera l , 
ibid., 53–89.

6 The statement in the text is made on the author ity of Dr. Leonard 
Bacon (Genesis  o f  the New England Churches ,  304).  Dexter descr ibes 
Brewster as  “agent of  the Archbishop of York,” 376. The relat ion- 
sh ip s ,  a s  s t a t ed  above,  a re  doubt fu l .  S t r ype,  Anna l s ,  i i i .  ( 2 ) ,  65, 
g ives the names of a l l  the Archbishop’s  chi ldren: there i s  no Miles 
among them. Samuel Sandys had a son Edwin, and a cousin Edwin. 
The cousin was son of Miles Sandys, clerk of the Crown to Queen Eliza- 
beth, and died in 1601.

7 Governor Bradford’s Memoir in Alexander Young, Chronic les  o f 
the Colony of New Plymouth, 464–465.
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Brewster that the distr ict lying round Scrooby had been f ilLed 
with Puritanism.

In the course of three or four years it was found inconvenient 
and dangerous to hold the meetings of the Church at Gains- 
borough. Most of  the member s l ived at  g reat  dis tances from 
the town. I t  was  di f f icul t  to concea l  their  joumeyings  f rom 
their enemies. They were in constant per il of f al l ing into the 
hand s  o f  t he  o f f i c e r s  o f  t he  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l  cou r t s .  I t  wa s , 
therefore, resolved that those who lived in the neighbourhood 
of  Scrooby should be for med into a  separa te  Church,  wi th 
Richard Clyfton for pastor, the former rector of the neighbour- 
ing par ish of Bolworth, John Robinson for leader, and William 
Brews te r  fo r  e lder.  The Church usua l ly  met  in  the  chape l 
of  the manor-house.  This  separat ion probably took place in 
1605 or early in 1606.

La te r  in  1606 ,  the  member s  who remained  in  f e l lowsh ip 
with the Gainsborough Church, weary of per secution, deter- 
miiied to leave England. They crossed to Holland and sett led 
in  Ams te rdam.  The i r  b re th ren  a t  Sc rooby  d id  no t  rema in 
long behind them. They,  too,  became wear y of  the tyranny 
o f  the  b i shops .  “Some were  t aken and c l ap t  up  in  pr i son ; 
other s had their houses besett and watcht night and day, and 
ha rd ly  e scaped  the i r  hands ;  and  the  mos t  were  f a in  to  f l y 
and leave their houses and habitations, and the means of their 
l i ve l i h o o d .” 8 B u t  t h ey  m a d e  t h e i r  e s c a p e  f ro m  E n g l a n d 
wi th  g rea t  d i f f i cu l ty.  Some of  them reached Amsterdam in 
1607; the rest in 1608.

III

S my t h  a n d  t h e  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  G a i n s b o ro u g h  C h u rc h 
united themselves with the Church of the exiles already settled 
i n  Ams t e rd am .  When  Rob i n s on  a nd  B rew s t e r ,  w i t h  t h e 
members of the Scrooby Church, reached the city, they thought 
it expedient to go on to Leyden.

The  Church  a t  Ams te rdam had  been  ag i t a t ed  by  v io len t 
controver sies, and was not yet at peace. The early Congrega-

8 Gove r no r  B r ad fo rd ,  Hi s t o r y  o f  P l imou t h  P l a n t a t i o n  (Bo s ton , 
1900),  14; and in Alexander Young, Chronic les  o f  the Colony of  New 
Plymouth, 23.
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t iona l i s t s  were  in ten se ly  consc iou s  tha t  the  member s  o f  a 
Chr i s t ian Church share a  cor porate Chr i s t ian l i fe,  and they 
were intolerant  of  individual i sm. Every church member fe l t 
tha t  the r ighteousnes s  o f  h i s  fe l low-member s  gave s t rength 
to hi s  own r ighteousnes s ,  and that  thei r  s in  brought  shame 
and weaknes s  on himse l f .  I f  they were fer vent ,  the f i re s  o f 
his own devotion burnt more br ightly; i f  they were cold and 
care le s s ,  h i s  own ardour  was  in  danger  o f  be ing quenched. 
In  the i r  pamphle t s  there  i s  f requent  re ference to  the  s tor y 
of Achan; and they had a firm belief in the great truth on which 
Paul insists ,  that the members of a Chr ist ian Church are one 
body in Chr is t ,  and “whether one member suf fereth, a l l  the 
member s suf fer with i t ;  or one member i s  honoured, a l l  the 
members rejoice with it.”9 But the large and generous wisdom 
in judging of other men, which is one of the mellow fruits of 
d i s c ip l ined  and cu l t iva ted  s a in t l ine s s ,  was  not  l ike ly  to  be 
common among these enthus ias t ic  and vehement re for mer s . 
Every man was l ikely to impose his own moral ideas upon all 
hi s  brethren, and to ins i s t  that  i f  in any deta i l s  of  character 
and conduct  they var ied f rom the l aw which hi s  own con- 
sc ience approved,  they were di s loya l  to Chr i s t .  The ethica l 
s a g a c i t y  o f  t he  e s s ay s  wr i t t en  by  John  Rob in son  towa rd s 
t he  c l o s e  o f  h i s  l i f e  a t  Leyden  wa s  f a r  beyond  the  re a ch 
o f  mo s t  o f  t h e  men  who  h ad  been  f o rc ed  i n to  i n c e s s an t 
confl ict with the civi l  and ecclesiast ical author it ies, and who 
re s en t ed  t h e  h a rd  u s a g e  wh i ch  wa s  t h e  p en a l t y  o f  t h e i r 
fidelity to Christ.

Church discipline was, therefore, cer tain to be too inquisi- 
to r i a l .  I t  wa s  ce r t a in  to  in te r f e re  unnece s s a r i l y,  unwi se ly, 
and  somet imes  mos t  un ju s t l y  and  ha r sh ly,  wi th  ind iv idua l 
f reedom. I t  was  cer ta in to di s regard those var iet ies  of  tem- 
perament, and those var ieties of social traditions and customs, 
which vary the application of the unchang ing ethical laws of 
Chr ist. The danger was enormously increased by the frequency 
with which meetings for discipline were held. The Church of 
which Richard Fitz was minister in the early part of Elizabeth’s 
re ign met  for  th i s  pur pose  ever y  week.  Thi s  cus tom seems 
to have been maintained. I t  led inevitably to ser ious church 
quar rels .  The Church at Amsterdam was the scene of violent 
and shameful str ife, or ig inating in the intolerable r igour with

9 1 Cor. xii. 36.
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wh i ch  i t  a t t emp t ed  t o  con t ro l  t h e  p e r s ona l  h ab i t s  o f  i t s 
members.10 

Be fo re  he  l e f t  London ,  i t s  p a s to r,  F r anc i s  John son ,  had 
mar r ied the widow of a  weal thy merchant,  “a godly woman 
with a good estate.”11 After her second mar r iage she continued 
to dress as handsomely as she dressed before, and so provoked 
the severe disapproval of the member s of her husband’s con- 
g rega t ion .  She  was  gu i l t y  o f  two g rea t  c r imes—she  wore, 
af ter the manner of the f ine ladies of those days,  whalebone 
in the bodice and s leeves of  her gown, and shoes with high 
cork heels. The Church, or rather some members of it, insisted 
—among them the f ather and brother of the pastor—that she 
shou ld  d re s s  more  p l a in ly.  The  qua r re l  became lud ic rou s , 
though i t s  re su l t s  and the sp i r i t  in  which i t  was  conducted 
were most mournful.  The lady and her husband were wil l ing 
to make concessions; they consented to make the objectionable 
dres s  a s  much le s s  f a sh ionable  a s  i t  could be made without 
spoi l ing i t  a l together.  These terms were not accepted by the 
ma lconten t s ,  and  the  s t r i f e  became so  v io l en t  tha t  a t  l a s t 
the f ather and the brother of  the pastor were expel led from 
fellowship.

Robinson and Brewster  had g iven up a l l  th ings  and come 
into a strange land, longing to set up a Church which should be 
the  v i s ible  reve la t ion on ear th  o f  the  inv i s ible  k ingdom of 
God,  and they  found tha t  men who shared  the i r  f a i th  and 
hope had been quar re l l ing f ierce ly over the whalebone in a 
lady’s dress and the cork heels of her shoes. This is the common 
f a te  of  re for mer s .  They dream dreams and see vi s ions ;  they 
are inspired with the courage of heroes and the for t i tude of 
mar tyr s;  they r ise to mountain heights of spir itual effor t and 
a ch i evemen t ,—and  t h en  t h ey  d i s c ove r  among  t h e i r  own 
comrades wil fulness ,  nar rowness,  hot pass ions ungovemed by 
wisdom and char ity; and so the fair ideal for the sake of which 
sharp suffer ings had been endured is degraded and lost in the 
imperfections of those who had been trusted to fulf i l  i t .  The 
fol l ies  and s ins of  fr iends are harder to bear than the hatred 
and cruelty of enemies.

10 The story is  g iven at length in A  Discourse o f  some Troubles  and 
Excommun i c a t i on s  i n  th e  ban i sh ed  Eng l i sh  Chur c h  a t  Ams t e rdam ,  by 
George Johnson, brother of the pastor.

11 “A widow of competent fortune.” Brook, ii. 102,
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When the Scrooby exi le s  reached Amsterdam the conf l ic t 
was over, but bitter memor ies remained, and the Church was 
menaced  wi th  f re sh  d iv i s ion s .  John  Smyth  had  d i s covered 
that  in the pr inciples  of  church pol i ty which he had taught 
and practised at Gainsborough, and on which both the Church 
at Gainsborough and the Church at Amsterdam were founded, 
there were several grave errors, and that the methods of worship 
wh i ch  t h e s e  Chu rch e s  h a d  p r a c t i s e d  we re  no t  p e r f e c t l y 
spiritual.

He maintained that  the “tr i- for med presbytery” consi s t ing 
o f  pa s tor,  teacher s ,  and r u le r s  [e lder s ]  i s  un lawfu l  and “of 
man’s  device”;  and that  there  i s  no d i f fe rence between the 
off ice of pastor and elder ; or, in his own words, “that al l  the 
Elders of the Church are Pastors, and that lay Elders [so called] 
are Antichr ist ian.”12 He also maintained that it  is  unlawful to 
permit those who are not in the Church to contr ibute to its 
f u n d s .  To  c o n t r i bu t e  t o  t h e  c h u r c h  “ t r e a s u r y ” f o r  t h e 
maintenance of ministers, the relief of the poor, the purchase of 
the bread and wine for the Lord’s Supper13 and other church 
purposes is a relig ious act; those who contr ibute take par t in 
a common relig ious service; but all relig ious communion with 
the unregenerate is unlawful, and therefore the g ifts of those 
who are not in church membership should be refused. In this 
opinion he had been anticipated by Henry Barrowe.14

Wi t h  r e g a rd  t o  “ t h e  wo r s h i p  o f  t h e  N ew  Te s t a m e n t , 
properly so cal led,” he says,  “we hold it  to be spir i tual ,  pro- 
ceeding or ig inal ly out of the hear t .”15 “Not everything done 
in the Church is  a par t of spir i tual worship; for al l  the par ts 
of public administration of the Kingdom are done in the Church, 
and yet cannot be said to be parts of spir itual worship properly 
s o  c a l l e d .” 16 “When  we  re ad—whe the r  t h e  S c r i p tu re s  o r 
any other book—we receive matter into the hear t ;  when we 
pray, prophesy, or sing, we utter matter out of the hear t into

12 The Dif fe rences  o f  the Churches o f  the Separat ion ,  Int rod .  i i i . ,  and 
23–26.

13 There is a touching sentence of Smyth’s to the effect that when 
“the charge of bread and wine be very great, as it falleth out in some 
countr ies  and some year s ,” and the “treasury “is  very low, and the 
poor cannot be adequately relieved, it would be well to save the cost of 
the bread and wine, and use the money in relieving “the necessities 
of the saints” (Ibid., 31).

14 Ibid., Introd. iii., and 30, See p. 145, note 20.
15 Ibid., Introd. iii. 
16 Ibid., 8.
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the ear  o f  the  Church.”17 He there fore  mainta ins  tha t  “ the 
reading of a book (though a lawful ecclesiastical action) is no 
par t of spir itual worship, but rather the invention of the man 
of  s in ,  i t  be ing subs t i tuted for  a  par t  o f  sp i r i tua l  wor ship.” 
Since prophesying—or preaching—and the sing ing of psalms, 
are par ts of spir itual worship, it is unlawful both in preaching 
and s ing ing “ to  have the  book a s  a  he lp  be fore  the  eye.” 18 
I t  i s  un lawful  for  a  preacher  to  have even the Hebrew and 
Greek tex t s  o f  the  Holy  Scr ip ture s  be fore  h im whi l e  he  i s 
preaching, for in al l true “prophecy” the Holy Spir it suggests 
to the sanctified memory, the sanctified judgment, the sanctified 
heart and affections, and the sanctified conscience of the speaker 
the matter of what he should say to the Church.

To use the English translation as a par t of spir itual worship 
i s ,  i f  poss ible,  a  s t i l l  more ser ious viola t ion of  the t rue law 
of the Church, for the translation is a merely human piece of 
work: it has been made for us by other men, and it is not free 
f rom er ror s .  The t rans la t ion may be used by those  who do 
not under stand Hebrew and Greek; i t  i s  “a secondary Scr ip- 
ture, but much infer ior to the or ig inals .”19 It  may be read in 
church,  and the Psa lms may be sung;  i t  may be expounded 
in church; i t  may be the g round of our f ai th, for the matter 
of the translat ion, so f ar as  i t  i s  ag reeable to the or ig inal ,  i s 
inspi red,  but  not  the for m; i t  may be made “an ins t rument 
to tr y doctr ine by”; and i t  may be so used as to prepare the 
hear t for spir i tual  wor ship:20 but when the wor ship beg ins— 
whether prayer, sing ing, or preaching—it must be put aside.21 
He asks, however, “whether the prophets of the Church may 
not in time of spir itual worship take the or iginals, and interpret 
out of them a text, and then shut the book and prophesy from 
tha t  g round o f  Holy  Sc r ip tu re  so  in te r p re ted .” 22 Tha t  the 
“prophet” should  have to  re ly  for  h i s  text  on a  t rans l a t ion 
made for  h im by other  men,  was  whol ly  incons i s tent  wi th 
Smyth’s theory of the true nature of “prophecy.”23

17 The Differences of the Churches, etc., 6.
18 Ibid., iii.
19 Ibid., 17.
20 Ibid., 17.
21 Ibid., 7, 13, 18.
22 Ibid., 7.
23 At the close of his l i fe Smyth wrote: “For other things, namely 

the  ch i e f  ma t t e r  i n  con t rove r s y,  I  ho ld  a s  I  d id .  Yea ,  wh i ch  i s 
more, I say that although it be lawful to pray, preach, and sing out 
of  a  book for  a l l  peni tent  per sons ,  yet  a  man regenerate  i s  above 
all books and scr iptures whatsoever, seeing he hath the spir it of God 
within him, which teacheth him the true meaning of the scr iptures,
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When Robinson and his fr iends reached Amsterdam, Smyth 
wa s  a l re ady  ma in t a in ing  the s e  op in ion s .  The  con t rove r s y 
resulted in the secession of Smyth and most, if not al l ,  of the 
Gainsborough people from the Church with which for two or 
three year s  they had been united; and they formed a second 
Congregational Church in the city.24

Another reason led the Scrooby exi les  to conclude that  i t 
would be wiser for them not to associate themselves with what 
Bradford ca l l s  the “ancient  church” in Amsterdam. Johnson 
and,  with the except ion of  Ainswor th,  a l l  the e lder s  of  the 
Church attr ibuted exorbitant author ity to the elder ship, and 
placed severe res tr ict ions on the responsibi l i t ies  and power s 
of the commonalty of the Church; and in this the major ity of 
the Church s tood by them. They mainta ined that  when the 
Church had elected elders, the powers and duties of the pr ivate 
membe r s  we re  exhau s t ed .  The  e l d e r s  we re  t h e  r u l e r s  o f 
the Church;  the only  funct ion of  the pr iva te  member s  was 
to deter mine what  men should be e lected to the e lder ship. 
 “Tell it to the Church” meant “Tell it to the elders.”

“ A  b o d y  o f  s i m p l e  c h u r c h  m e m b e r s ,  a g g r e g a t e d  w i t h o u t 
E lde r s ,  had  no  power  excep t  to  e l ec t  E lde r s .  I t  cou ld  no t  even 
o rd a i n  t h e m .  I t  c o u l d  n o t  e x c o m mu n i c a t e  a n  e r r i n g  a n d  u n - 
repentant  member.  And in  a  church fu l ly  organ i sed  wi th  E lder s , 
shou ld  the  E lde r sh ip  f a l l  i n to  the  g ro s s e s t  he re sy  o r  c r ime,  the 
cong regat ion had no r ight  to  depose  or  excommunicate  them, or 
any  o f  t hem.  On  the  o the r  h and ,  t h e  E lde r s  h ad  t he  power  o f 
excommun i c a t i ng  chu rch  membe r s ,  w i thou t ,  and  even  a g a i n s t , 
the consent of the body.25

Johnson contended that  in the body of  Chr i s t  the var ious 
“ m e m b e r s ” h ave  d i f f e r e n t  f u n c t i o n s ;  t h a t  t h e  a c t i o n  o f

without the which spir it the scr iptures are but a dead letter, which is 
perver ted and misconstrued, as we see at this day, to contrary ends 
and senses; and that to bind a regenerate man to a book in praying, 
preaching, or singing, is to set the Holy Ghost to school in the one as 
wel l  a s  in  the other.” Repr int  of  a  t ract  in York Minster  Librar y, 
ent i t led The Las t  Book o f  J ohn Smi th  (Smyth ) ,  e tc. ,  in  R.  Barc lay, 
The Inner  Li f e  o f  the  Rel ig ious  Soc i e t i e s  o f  the  Commonweal th ,  iv. ,  in 
appendix to ch. 6.

24 It  has been very commonly supposed that Smyth seceded from 
the Amsterdam Church because he had come to believe in the unlaw- 
fulness  of  Inf ant Bapti sm, but he reached this  conclus ion a f t e r  the 
secession. See Dexter, 314, note 90.

25 Dexter, 326; cf. also 259–261, 281–282.
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every member when performing its special off ice is really the 
ac t ion o f  the  whole  body;  tha t  the  funct ion o f  the  e lder s , 
elected by the Church, is to rule; and that whatever author ity 
was  ve s ted  by  Chr i s t  in  the  Church  a s  a  whole  shou ld  be 
exercised by those destined and separated to that office.

He aimed at what has been cal led an “intra-Congregational 
P r e s b y t e r i a n i s m .” H e  i n s i s t e d  t h a t  e ve r y  C h u r c h  wa s 
ab so lu te ly  independent ,  and  even  ca r r i ed  the  pr inc ip le  o f 
Independency to extreme lengths, denying that when a Church 
was  in  t rouble  i t  should  e i ther  a sk  for  the  adv ice  o f  s i s te r 
Churches  or  g ive  any heed to  tha t  adv ice  i f  i t  was  o f fe red 
without sol ici tat ion. But while he asser ted Independency he 
a lmost  suppres sed Cong regat ional i sm; for  when e lder s  were 
o n c e  c h o s e n ,  h e  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  t h e  w h o l e  p owe r  a n d 
authority of the Church passed into their hands.

Robinson and hi s  f r iends ,  on the other hand,  denied that 
the  e lde r s  a re  in  any  s en se  the  Church ;  and  he  exp re s s l y 
repudiated the theory that since the elders represent the Church, 
the acts of the eldership are the acts of the Church.

“ ( 1 )  No  god l y,  no,  no r  re a sonab l e  man  w i l l  a f f i r m ,  t h a t  t h i s 
representation is to be extended to all the acts of relig ion, or indeed 
to  other s  than these  which are  exerc i sed in  the  gover ning of  the 
chu rch .  Wha t  i s  i t ,  t h en ?  The  e l d e r s  i n  r u l i n g  and  gove r n i ng 
the  church mus t  repre sent  the  people,  and occupy the i r  p l ace.  I t 
shou ld  s eem,  then ,  tha t  i t  apper t a in s  un to  the  peop le,  un to  the 
people  pr imar i ly  and or ig ina l ly  under  Chr i s t ,  to  r u le  and gover n 
the church, that is themselves. . . .

“ (2)  I f  the e lder s  in  thei r  cons i s tor y represent  the church,  then 
whatsoever they either decree or do, ag reeing to the Word of God, 
whether respecting f a i th or manner s ,  that a l so the church decreeth 
and doth,  though absent ,  though ignorant  both what  the th ing i s 
which  i s  done,  and  upon what  g rounds  i t  i s  done  by  the  e lder s ; 
this  being the nature of representat ions,  that what the representing 
doth  wi th in  the  bounds  o f  h i s  commis s ion ,  tha t  the  repre sen ted 
do th  p r ima r i l y,  and  much  more,  a s  bu t  u s i ng  the  o the r  f o r  h i s 
i n s t r umen t .  Now how d i s sonan t  th i s  i s  t o  t r ue  f a i t h  and  p i e t y, 
how con sonan t  un to  the  p ap i s t s ’ imp l i c i t  f a i t h ,  no  man  c an  be 
i gno r an t ;  and  I  h ad  r a the r  a  w i s e  man  shou ld  con s i de r,  t h an  I 
aggravate.”26

Rob in son ,  the re fo re,  ma in t a ined  tha t  though  the  e lde r s

26 A Ju s t  and  Ne c e s s a r y  Apo l o gy ,  John  Robin son ,  Work s,  i i i .  34 
(edited by R. Ashton).
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might,  in their  pr ivate meeting, prepare  church business ,  the 
business itself must be transacted by the whole Church.27

A t  the  end  o f  December,  1610 ,  A in swor th  and  th i r ty  o f 
his  fr iends who shared Robinson’s opinions on the elder ship 
seceded from their  brethren, and so establ i shed a th i rd  Con- 
gregational Church in Amsterdam.

IV

The Scrooby ex i le s  d id  wi se ly  in  de ter mining to  remove 
themselves  beyond the reach of  the exci t ing and di s t ract ing 
inf luences  which were ag i ta t ing the Church in Amsterdam, 
and  t h ey  f ound  i n  Leyden  a  qu i e t  home.  Some  o f  t h em 
obtained employment in the weaving of baize and serge, which 
was  one of  the  chie f  indus t r ie s  o f  the  c i ty.  Other s  worked 
as  hat-maker s ,  twine-spinner s ,  masons ,  car penter s ,  cabinet- 
make r s ,  t a i l o r s ,  b rewe r s ,  a nd  b ake r s .  O the r s  eng aged  i n 
commerce,  and  a re  d e s c r i b ed  a s  “me rchan t s  ” ;  bu t  t h e i r 
transactions were probably neither very adventurous nor very 
prof itable. Brewster taught English to gentlemen and gentle- 
men’s  sons ,  and  seems  to  have  ea r ned  a  good income.  He 
also established a pr inting-press, and issued many books which 
could not have been printed in England.28

In  May,  1612 ,  they  obta ined pos se s s ion o f  a  cons iderable 
p iece  o f  l and  nea r  the  ca thedra l  and  the  un ive r s i t y ;  the re 
was  a  l a rge  house  on the  s i t e  and  a  ga rden .  They  met  fo r 
worship in the house, and seem to have built twenty-one small 
houses on the vacant land; these were probably occupied by 
the members of the Church.

Robinson became a  member  o f  the  un iver s i ty,  by  which 
he secured exemption from the l iabi l i ty of  ordinary ci t izens 
to have soldier s bi l leted upon them in case of s iege or other 
need, and to take their turn in the night watch, and to con- 
tribute to public works or fortifications.29

27 The Leyden Church, under Robinson, insisted (1) that all elders 
should be “apt to teach,” and (2) that those who were elected to office 
should be e lected for  l i fe—not for  a  year  or  ter m of  year s  ( i b id . , 
i i i .  29 ) .  For  Robinson’s  v iews  on the  power  o f  e lder s ,  s ee  Note 
A, p. 207.

28 S e e  Dex t e r,  386–387 ;  a nd  B r ad f o rd ’s  Memo i r  i n  A l ex ande r 
Young, Chronicles of the Colony of New Plymouth, 466.

29 Dex t e r,  388 .  Many  o th e r  p a r t i c u l a r s  o f  Rob in son ’s  l i f e  a t 
Leyden have been discovered or ver if ied by Dr. Dexter, and the results 
of his investigations are used freely in this chapter.
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Like  a l l  t he  e a r l y  Cong rega t i ona l i s t s ,  t he  p a s to r  o f  t he 
Leyden Church was  a  f i r m Ca lv in i s t .  On the  inv i t a t ion o f 
some of  the Dutch theolog ians ,  he engaged in a publ ic di s- 
putation with Episcopius, the famous defender of Arminianism, 
and he  was  thought  by  h i s  f r i ends  to  have  won a  “ f amous 
v ic tor y” over  h i s  opponent .  I t  was  whi le  Robinson was  a t 
Leyden that  the Synod of Dor t was convened by the States- 
Genera l ,  a t  wh ich  Ar min i an i sm was  condemned . 30 A t  th i s 
Synod the  Eng l i sh  Church  was  repre sen ted  by  some o f  i t s 
m o s t  e m i n e n t  d iv i n e s .  R o b i n s o n  w ro t e  a  D e f e n c e  o f  i t s 
decisions. This, however, was not published till 1624.31

The prosper ity and peace of the Church of the exi les were 
unbroken. Robinson i t s  pas tor,  and Brewster  i t s  e lder,  were 
men of great vigour and nobleness of character and of remark- 
ab l e  s ag ac i t y.  One  o f  i t s  de acon s ,  John  Ca r ve r,  h ad  such 
admirable  capac i ty,  and commanded such l a rge  conf idence 
among those  who knew h im,  tha t  he  was  e lec ted  the  f i r s t 
Gove r no r  o f  t h e  s e t t l emen t  o f  New P l ymou th .  I t s  o the r 
deacon, Samuel Fuller, who was a physician and surgeon, was 
a l s o  a  man  o f  l a r g e  i n t e l l i g ence  and  h i gh  i n t eg r i t y.  The 
off icer s of the Church trusted and honoured the people; the 
people trusted and honoured the off icer s .  The Church came 
to number three hundred members.

But  a f t e r  l iv ing  in  Leyden  fo r  e igh t  o r  n ine  yea r s ,  they 
decided that it was desirable to f ind a new home in what was 
then vague ly  ca l l ed  Vi rg in ia .  For  ( i )  they  were  a f r a id  tha t 
i f  they cont inued much longer  in Hol land,  a l l  the t ie s  that 
bound them to  the i r  mother-count r y  wou ld  be  d i s so lved ; 
“that their poster ity would in few generations become Dutch, 
and so lose their  interes t  in the Engl i sh nat ion ”;  and they 
wished “to enlarge his Majesty’s dominions, and to live under 
the i r  natura l  pr ince.” (2)  They were t roubled by the habi t s 
o f  the i r  Dutch ne ighbour s ,  e spec ia l ly  by  the i r  ca re le s snes s 
about the “observation of the Lord’s Day as a sabbath.”

Many of  the i r  ch i ldren were  impat ient  o f  the i r  hard l i fe ; 
some were drawn into bad habi t s  by the temptat ions  which 
su r rounded  them;  some  became  so ld i e r s ;  s ome  wen t  “ f a r 
voyages at sea,” and so missed the g racious influence of godly

30 It met November 13,1618, and did not dissolve till May 9, 1619.
31 A Defence of the Doctr ine propounded by the Synode at Dor t: against 

John Murton and his associates, etc. Reprinted in Works, i. 261–471.
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homes. (4) Their countrymen who came over to them found 
i t  di f f icul t  to ear n a f a i r  income; what money they brought 
with them was soon spent, and they were obliged either to return 
t o  E n g l a n d  o r  t o  “ l i ve  ve r y  m e a n l y.” ( 5 )  “ A n d  ( w h i c h 
was not least), a great hope and inward zeal they had of laying 
some good foundation, or at least to make some way thereunto, 
for the propagating and advancing the gospel of the Kingdom 
of Chr ist in those remote parts of the world; yea, although they 
shou ld  be  but  even a s  s t epp ing- s tones  unto  o ther s  fo r  the 
performing of so great a work.”32 

The negotiations with the author ities in England for found- 
ing a  se t t l ement  in  Virg in ia  were  ted ious ,  per p lex ing ,  and 
d i f f i cu l t ,  bu t  were  a t  l a s t  b rought  to  a  c lo se.  On Ju ly  21, 
1620 ,  there  was  an  a s sembly  o f  the  Church in  the  pa s tor ’s 
house to bid f arewel l  to those who had determined to make 
the  g re a t  ven tu re.  Nea r l y  a l l  t he i r  b re th ren  who were  to 
remain in Leyden went  down with them to Del f s-Haven to 
see them embark.  And “So,” says  Gover nor Bradford,  “they 
l e f t  t h a t  good l y  and  p l e a s an t  c i t y,  wh i ch  h ad  been  the i r 
re s t ing-p l ace  nea r  twe lve  yea r s .  But  they  knew they  were 
Pi l g r ims,  and  looked  not  much on  those  th ing s ,  bu t  l i f t ed 
up their eyes to the heavens, their dearest country, and quieted 
the i r  sp i r i t s .” 33 The  word  caught  the  imag ina t ion  o f  the i r 
children and their children’s children, and the members of the 
Congregational Church who laid the foundations of the great- 
ness  of  New England have been cal led for many generat ions 
“The  P i l g r im Fa the r s .” On Ju ly  22  the  co lon i s t s  wen t  on 
board the Speedwell and sailed for Southampton.

At  Southampton they  jo ined  the  Mayf l owe r,  and  the  two 
vessels  sai led on August 15,1620, with a hundred and twenty 
passenger s .  The Speedwel l  was discovered to be unseawor thy, 
and both ships had to put into Dar tmouth for repair s .  They 
sa i led again on September 2,  and when they had passed the 
Land ’s  End the  Spe edwe l l  aga in  p roved  to  be  un f i t  fo r  the 
weather they were likely to meet on the Atlantic, and they had 
to  re tur n  to  P lymouth .  Twenty  o f  the  ex i l e s  were  l anded ; 

32 N. Mor ton,  New-Eng lands  Memor ia l l ,  11–12;  and W. Bradford, 
His t o r y  o f  P l imou th  P lan ta t i on ,  32  (16) .  And in  Alexander  Young, 
Chronicles of the Colony of New Plymouth, 47; see also 45–46.

33 W.  Brad fo rd ,  His t o r y  o f  P l imou th  P l an t a t i on ,  72  ( 36 ) ,  and  in 
Alexander Young, Chronicles of the Colony of New Plymouth, 87.
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the  Sp e e dwe l l  wa s  d i s cha rged ;  on  Sep t embe r  16  the  May- 
f l ow e r  s a i l ed  a lone  w i th  the  re s t  o f  the  company ;  and  on 
December  21,  a f t e r  a  s to r my  and  dange rou s  voyage,  they 
landed on Plymouth Rock.34

Brewster,  the e lder of  the Church, and Carver and Ful ler, 
the  deacons ,  were  among the  P lymouth se t t l e r s .  Robinson 
remained behind at  Leyden. He hoped that  he might fol low 
them, but the hope was not ful f i l led.  He died at  Leyden on 
March 1, 1625.

The se r v ice s  which Robinson rendered to  the  pr inc ip le s 
of Congregationalism can hardly be measured. He was a man 
of considerable learning, a theolog ian, and a most formidable 
cont rover s i a l i s t ,  and  h i s  New Es say s  o r  Obse r va t i on s  Div in e 
and Moral show that he was a keen student of what he descr ibes 
a s  “ t h e  g r e a t  vo l u m e  o f  m e n ’s  m a n n e r s .” H i s  J u s t  a n d 
Nec e s sa r y  Apo logy  o f  c e r t a in  Chr i s t i an s ,  no  l e s s  c on tume l i ou s ly 
than commonly ca l l ed  Browni s t s  o r  Bar rowi s t s ,  was  a  ca lm and, 
a t  the same t ime,  a  v igorous  s ta tement  of  the pr inc ip le s  of 
the Cong regat iona l  pol i ty  and of  the opinions  of  the Con- 
g rega t iona l i s t s  on  the  que s t ions  upon which  they  d i f f e red 
both  f rom Epi scopa l i an s  and Pre sby te r i an s .  Brad ford ,  who 
knew him well, descr ibes him as a man of “a solid judgment, 
and of a quick and sharp wit .  .  . of a tender conscience, and 
very sincere in all his ways.” He was—

“a  h a t e r  o f  hypoc r i s y  a nd  d i s s imu l a t i on ,  a nd  wou l d  b e  ve r y 
p l a in  wi th  h i s  be s t  f r i end s .  He  wa s  ve r y  cour t eou s ,  a f f ab l e  and 
sociable in his conver sat ion, and towards his own people especial ly. 
.  .  He  wa s  neve r  s a t i s f i ed  in  h imse l f  un t i l  he  had  s e a rched  any 
case or argument he had to deal  in thoroughly and to the bottom; 
and we have heard him say to hi s  f ami l ia r s  that  many t imes ,  both 
in wr i t ing and di sputa t ion,  he knew he had suf f ic ient ly  answered 
others, but many times not himself.”35

34 When the pract ice of  ce lebrat ing the anniver sar y at  Plymouth 
began, in 1769, eleven days were er roneously added to the recorded 
date (December 11), to accommodate it to the Gregor ian style, then 
newly adopted in England. An attempt has been made within the last 
few years to substitute the true allowance of ten days. But the twenty- 
second day of December has taken a f irm hold on Amer ican thought 
and literature which the twenty-first will scarcely displace.

35 Gove r no r  B rad f o rd ’s  Dia logue ,  i n  A l exande r  Young,  Chronic le s 
of the Colony of New Plymouth, 452, and in Hunter, Collections concerning 
the Founders of New Plymouth, 96–97.
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Hi s  memorable  words  addre s sed  to  the  founder s  o f  New 
Plymouth when he was bidding them farewell express the true 
sp i r i t  o f  Cong rega t iona l i sm—a sp i r i t  apa r t  f rom which i t s 
mere external polity is worthless.

“We are  now ere long,” he sa id ,  “ to par t  a sunder,  and the Lord 
knoweth whether ever he should see our f aces  again.  But whether 
the  Lord had appointed i t  or  not ,  he  charged us  be fore  God and 
His blessed angels, to follow him no far ther than he followed Chr ist. 
And i f  God should revea l  anything to us  by any other  ins t r ument 
of His,  to be as ready to receive i t ,  as  ever we were to receive any 
t r u t h  by  h i s  m in i s t r y ;  f o r  h e  wa s  ve r y  con f i d en t  t h e  L o rd  h ad 
more truth and light yet to break forth out of His holy Word.”36

NOTE A 
Robinson’s Views on the Power of Elders

The  fo l lowing  pa s s age s  a re  ex t r a c t ed ,  and  in  some  pa r t s  con- 
d e n s e d ,  f ro m  a  l e c t u r e  o n  T h e  E a r l y  I n d e p e n d e n t s ,  d e l i ve r e d 
in  connec t ion  wi th  the  Jub i l ee  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  Union  o f 
England and Wales.

T h e  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l  t h e o r y  a t t r i b u t e d  s u c h  e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
power s and prerogat ives  to the individual  member s  of  the Church, 
to the most  ignorant ,  to those whose Chr i s t ian l i fe  was  most  im- 
per fec t ,  a s  we l l  a s  to  the  wi se s t ,  the  mos t  l ea r ned ,  and the  mos t 
s a in t l y,  th a t  ou t s i de r s  n a tu r a l l y  suppo sed  tha t  a  Cong rega t iona l 
Church  mus t  be  a  d i so rder ly  mob,  in  which  age  and  exper i ence 
commanded  no  reve rence,  and  the  r u l e r s  exe r t ed  no  au tho r i t y. 
No t  unna tu r a l l y,  t oo,  s ome  o f  t h e  membe r s  o f  Cong reg a t i ona l 
Churche s  i n t e r p re t ed  the  t heo r y  i n  a  manne r  wh i ch  pe r mi t t ed 
every man to claim for his own opinions the author ity of inspiration, 
a nd  t o  d i s re g a rd  t h e  j udgmen t  o f  a l l  h i s  b re t h ren .   .   .   .  Bu t  a 
theor y  cannot  be  r ight ly  judged un le s s  i t  i s  t aken a s  a  whole.  I t 
wa s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  t o  the  Church—not  to  i t s  i nd iv idua l  member s— 
tha t  the  Cong rega t iona l  theor y  a sc r ibed  such  lo f ty  p re roga t ive s ; 
and  f o r  an  i nd iv i dua l  t o  re s i s t  t h e  j udgmen t  and  power  o f  t h e 
Church was  to incur an awful  r i sk .  There might  be c i rcumstances 
in which the resistance was necessary; but i f  he resisted the Church 
when the Church was acting under the control of the law of Chr ist, 
he was  re s i s t ing Chr i s t ’s  own author i ty,  and would suf fer  ter r ible 
penalties.

And  a l l  t he  p r inc ip a l  l e ade r s  o f  Independency  had  ve r y  h i gh 
v i ews  o f  the  p l a ce  and  power  o f  p a s to r s  and  e lde r s .  I t  wa s  no t 
the i r  theor y that  the author i ty  of  church of f icer s  i s  der ived f rom

36 E. Winslow, Hypocrisie Unmashed, 97–98.
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the people who elect them. They bel ieved that the Church merely 
deter mines  what  per sons sha l l  ru le ;  the power of  ruler s  i s  der ived 
f rom God .  B rowne  de s c r i b e s  “ chu rch  gove r nou r s ” a s  “pe r s on s 
receiving their author ity and off ice of God, for the guiding of His 
people the Church, received and cal led thereto by due consent and 
ag reement  o f  the  Church” ;  and  he  in s i s t s  wi th  g rea t  s e r iousne s s 
on  the  du ty  o f  g iv ing  to  r u l e r s  due  obed i ence.  Henr y  Ba r rowe 
a l s o  ma in t a i n s  t h a t  t hough  the re  i s  commun ion  i n  t he  Church 
there  i s  no equa l i ty.  The var ious  member s  o f  the  body of  Chr i s t 
h ave  a  common in t e re s t  i n  Him,  bu t  the i r  f unc t ion s  d i f f e r.  He 
says  in  h i s  v igorous ,  homely  way tha t  “ the Eye guides  the  Hand, 
showing i t  how i t  ought  to  work ;  and tha t  the  Hand washes  and 
w ipe s  and  doe s  a l l  l ov ing  he l p  t o  t h e  Eye.” The  l e a s t  membe r 
in the Church has  the same freedom in Chr is t  a s  the g reates t ,  but 
not the same gifts or functions.

The ear ly Independents  bel ieved that every member of a Church 
might be charged with responsibility for every action of the Church, 
and might have an unrestr icted r ight of cr it icism, without lessening 
the just author ity of the church off icer s.  No doubt this i s  possible; 
but  i t  impl ie s  the pos ses s ion,  both by church of f icer s  and pr iva te 
chu rch  member s ,  o f  g re a t  and  nobl e  qua l i t i e s  o f  j udgmen t  and 
temper.  Human nature,  even when under  the power of  the Spi r i t 
of  Chr is t ,  does not touch ideal  perfect ion, and sometimes,  even in 
those days. Churches were rent with violent strife.

In  Amste rdam,  Franc i s  Johnson a t tempted  to  l e s sen  the  danger 
by  ab so rb ing  i n  the  e l de r sh ip  a  l a r ge  p a r t  o f  t he  power  o f  t he 
Church .   .   .   .  The  po s i t ion  he  a s sumed wa s  the  re su l t ,  pa r t l y  o f 
the di sorder s  which seemed necessar i ly  incident  to the f reer  for m 
o f  po l i t y,  pa r t l y  o f  the  in f luence  o f  P re sby te r i an i sm.  Robin son , 
a t  Leyden ,  re tu r ned  to  ve r y  much  the  s ame  concep t i on  o f  t h e 
relat ions between the elder s and the people as that which had been 
he ld  by  Browne  and  Ba r rowe,  though  pe rhap s  he  added  a  l i t t l e 
emphasis to the authority of the elders. He says:—

“ We  b e l i e ve  t h a t  t h e  e x t e r n a l  c h u r c h  g ove r n m e n t  u n d e r 
Chr i s t ,  the only Mediator  and Monarch thereof ,  i s  p la in ly ar i s to- 
c r a t i c a l ,  a nd  t o  b e  a dm in i s t e red  by  s ome  c e r t a i n  cho i c e  men , 
a l t hough  the  S t a t e,  wh i ch  many  un sk i l f u l l y  con found  w i th  the 
gove r nmen t ,  b e  a f t e r  a  s o r t  popu l a r  and  democ r a t i c a l .  By  t h i s 
it apper tains to the people freely to vote in elections and judgments 
o f  the  Church .  In  re spec t  o f  the  o ther,  we  make  account  i t  be- 
hoves  the e lder s  to  gover n the people,  even  in  the i r  vo t ing ,  in  ju s t 
l i b e r t y ,  g iven by Chr i s t  what soever  ( i  Cor.  x i i .  28 ;  1  Tim.  v.  17 ; 
Heb.  x i i i .  17 ) .  Le t  t he  e l de r s  pub l i c l y  p ropound ,  and  o rde r  a l l 
things in the Church, and so g ive their sentence on them; let them 
reprove  them tha t  s in ,  conv ince  the  ga in s aye r s ,  comfor t  the  re - 
pen t an t ,  and  so  admin i s t e r  a l l  th ing s  a ccord ing  to  the  p re s c r ip t 
o f  God’s  Word :  l e t  the  peop le  o f  f a i th  g ive  the i r  a s s en t  to  the i r 
e lde r s ’ ho ly  and  l awfu l  admin i s t r a t ion ;  tha t  so  the  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l 
elections and censures may be ratif ied, and put into solemn execution
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by the elder s ,  ei ther in the ordination of off icer s  af ter elect ion, or 
excommunication of offenders after obstinacy in sin.” 37 

B u t  t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h i s  d e c l a r a t i o n  i s  g r e a t l y  q u a l i f i e d  by 
another  pas sage in the same treat i se,  in which he appear s  to deny 
to  the  “h ighe s t  church  o f f i ce r s  and  gove r nor s” any  re a l  o f f i c i a l 
au thor i t y.  Cont r a s t ing  the  po s i t ion  o f  the  c iv i l  mag i s t r a t e  w i th 
the posi t ion of church ruler s ,  he says that  in many things the bare 
au thor i ty  o f  the  mag i s t r a te  requ i re s  submi s s ion ;  in  noth ing  does 
the bare  author i ty  of  church ru ler s  require  submis s ion.  There are 
many  c a s e s  i n  wh i ch ,  w i th  re a son  o r  w i thou t  re a son ,  t he  c iv i l 
mag i s t r a t e  c an  demand  obed i ence ;  t he re  a re  no  c a s e s  i n  wh i ch 
chu rch  r u l e r s  c an  a s s e r t  a  s im i l a r  au tho r i t y.  To  quo t e  h i s  own 
words—

“Nei ther  a re  the  mini s te r s  in  anyth ing a t  a l l ,  a s  a re  the  mag i s- 
t ra tes  in many things ,  to be obeyed for  the author i ty of  the com- 
mander, but for the reason of the commandment, which the ministers 
are also bound in duty to manifest, and approve unto the consciences 
of them over whom they are set.”38 

This  l imit s  the power of  church ruler s  to the r ight  to per suade; 
and this  r ight ,  according to the Cong regat ional  theory,  belongs to 
every private member of the Church.

But  to  de f ine  the  l imi t s  o f  au thor i t y  on  the  one  hand  and  o f 
submis s ion on the  other,  and ye t  to  pre ser ve  the  Cong rega t iona l 
idea l ,  i s  impos s ible.  The ju s t  re l a t ions  be tween the  r u le r s  o f  the 
Church and the people can be preserved only by the int imate and 
perfect union of both people and ruler s  with Chr is t .  The relat ions 
are too delicate, too subtle, too var iable, to be f ixed by a r ig id rule; 
t h ey  mu s t  b e  de t e r m ined  by  t h e  immed i a t e  a c t i on  o f  a  L iv i ng 
Spir i t  and a  Per sonal  Wil l .  The whole l i fe  of  the Church belongs 
to  a  reg ion  in  wh i ch  ex t e r na l  l aw  c an  have  no  e f f e c t ive  p l a ce. 
With a wise and unf a i l ing loyal ty to Chr i s t  penetrat ing the whole 
Church ,  no  d i f f i cu l ty  wi l l  emerge  tha t  wi l l  no t  soon admi t  o f  a 
s a t i s f ac tor y  so lu t ion ;  wi thout  th i s  loya l ty  no  regu l a t ions  wi l l  be 
a b l e  t o  a ve r t  b i t t e r n e s s ,  s t r i f e ,  a n d  s c h i s m .” — R .  W.  D a l e , 
Congregational Union Jubilee Lectures, i. 48–53.

37 Jo h n  R o b i n s o n ,  A  J u s t  a n d  N e c e s s a r y  A p o l o g y ;  Wo r k s ,  i i i . 
42–43 (R. Ashton’s edition). Robinson protests against those whom 
“it hath pleased .  .  . contumeliously to upbraid us,” and who charged 
the Independents with allowing women and children to vote. “Only 
men, and them grown, and of discretion,” Robinson acknowledged as 
having a r ight to the franchise. He definitely asserts the r ight and the 
duty of the elders to meet at times apart from the body of the Church to 
consider questions affecting its interests, and to prepare the business. 
Ibid., 43.

38 Ibid., iii. 61–62.
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CHAPTER III

REVIVAL OF CONGREGATIONALISM IN ENGLAND
Abbot appointed Archbi shop—Clarendon’s  Estimate  of  h im— 

Seve rity  against  Puritani sm re laxe d—Flight  in  Pe r secu- 
t i o n  C e n su r e d  an d  D e f e n d e d — C o n t r ov e r sy  b e tw e e n 
Broughton and Bilson over our Lord’s Descent into Hell— 
Henry Jacob intervenes—He becomes a Leader of the Puri- 
tan  Party — H i s  At t itude  to  th e  E stabl i sh e d  C h urc h — 
Acce pts  Cong regational  Principle s—Organise s  a  Church 
in Southwark—Settles in America, and dies there—Lathrop, 
h i s  Succe ssor  at  Southwark,  arre sted—Activity  of  Laud 
against the Separatists—Churches established in Wales.

BANCROFT died in 1610,  and was  succeeded by Abbot , 
who  owed  h i s  r ap id  p romot ion  i n  the  Church  to  the 

f avour  o f  t he  K ing ’s  f avou r i t e,  t he  Ea r l  o f  Dunba r.  Lo rd 
Clarendon says that—

“ h e  wa s  p r e f e r r e d  .   .   .  t o  t h e  b i s h o p r i c  o f  C ove n t r y  a n d 
Lichf ie ld ,  and present ly  a f ter  to London,  before he had ever  been 
par son,  v icar,  or  curate  of  any par i sh-church in England,  or  dean 
o r  p re b end  o f  a ny  c a t h ed r a l  c hu rch ;  a nd  wa s  i n  t r u t h  t o t a l l y 
ignorant of the true constitution of the church of England, and the 
state and interest  of the clergy; as  suff iciently appeared throughout 
the  whole  cour se  o f  h i s  l i f e  a f te rward .  He had sca rce  per for med 
any par t  of  the of f ice of  a  bishop in the diocese of  London, when 
he was snatched from thence and promoted to Canterbury.”1

According to the same authority, the new Archbishop—

“considered Chr is t ian re l ig ion no otherwise,  than as  i t  abhor red 
and revi led popery, and valued those men most,  who did that most 
f u r i o u s l y.  Fo r  t h e  s t r i c t  o b s e r va t i o n  o f  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  o f  t h e 
church, or the conformity to the ar t ic les  or canons establ i shed, he 
made l i t t l e  inqui r y,  and took le s s  ca re ;  and hav ing  h imse l f  made 
a  ve r y  l i t t l e  p rog re s s  in  the  anc ien t  and  so l id  s tudy  o f  d iv in i ty,

1 Clarendon, History, i. 125.
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he adhered whol ly  to the doctr ine of  Calv in ,  and,  for  h i s  sake, 
d id  not  th ink  so  i l l  o f  the  d i sc ip l ine 2 a s  he  ought  to  have  done. 
But  i f  men prudent ly  forbore  a  publ ic  rev i l ing  and ra i l ing  a t  the 
h i e r a rchy  and  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  gove r nmen t ,  l e t  t he i r  op in ion s  and 
pr ivate pract ice be what i t  would,  they were not only secure from 
any inqui s i t ion of  h i s ,  but  acceptable  to him, and a t  lea s t  equa l ly 
p re f e r red  by  h im .   .   .   .  Tha t  t empe r  i n  t h e  a rchb i s hop,  who s e 
house  was  a  s anctuar y  to  the  mos t  eminent  o f  tha t  mos t  f ac t ious 
pa r ty,  and  who l i cen sed  the i r  mos t  pe r n i c iou s  wr i t ing s ,  l e f t  h i s 
successor a very diff icult work to do, to reform and reduce a church 
in to  order,  tha t  had  been  so  long  neg lec ted ,  and  tha t  wa s  so  i l l 
inhabited by many weak, and more wilful clergymen.”3

Under Abbot’s pr imacy the vig ilance with which the eccle- 
s i a s t i c a l  l aw s  h ad  been  admin i s t e red  du r ing  the  p rev iou s 
s i x  yea r s  wa s  re l axed . 4 C le rgymen who omi t t ed  the  ce re- 
monies  were s t i l l  s i lenced,  and Separat i s t s  were s t i l l  thrown 
in to  p r i son ,  and  kep t  the re  wi thou t  t r i a l ;  bu t  the  v igour 
wi th  which  o f f ender s  had  been  hunted  down by  Bancro f t 
ceased.

I t  s eemed pos s ib l e  to  make  another  a t t empt  to  e s t ab l i sh 
Churches  in England a f ter  the aposto l ic  model .  Grave r i sks 
would have to  be  r un;  but  was  i t  r ight  for  those  to  whom

2 By “the discipline” Clarendon means the church polity for which 
the Presbyterian Puritans contended.

3 Ibid., 125, 126.
4 James professed to believe in the impolicy of religious persecution. 

“No state,” he said to his Parliament in 1614, “can evidence that any 
religion or heresy was ever extirpated by the sword or by violence, nor 
have I ever judged i t  a way of planting the truth. One example of 
this  I  take where,  when many r igorous counsels  were propounded, 
Gamaliel stood up and advised ‘that i f  that rel ig ion were of God it 
would prosper ;  i f  of  man i t  would f inish of  i t se l f .’” But under the 
reign of the monarch who could say these wise things, and under the 
archbishopr ic of Abbot, Bar tholomew Legatt was burnt at Smithf ield 
for Ar ianism (March 18, 1611–2); and a month later Edward Wightman 
suffered the same fate at Lichfield, being charged in the war rant with 
the incompatible and mutually contradictory heresies of Ar ius, Cer in- 
thus, Manichaeus, and the Anabaptists, not to mention twelve others. 
Brook, i .  66–67; and Fuller, v. 418–425, who says that the effect of 
“thi s  seasonable sever i ty “was not a l together wholesome, for  “the 
burning of heretics much startled common people, pitying all in pain, 
and prone to asperse justice itself with cruelty, because of the novelty 
and  h ideousne s s  o f  the  pun i shment .   .   .   .  Where fore  King  James 
politicly prefer red that heretics hereafter, though condemned, should 
s i lent ly  and pr ivate ly  was te  themselves  away in the pr i son,  ra ther 
than to grace them and amuse others with the solemnity of a public 
execution.”
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Chr ist had revealed His will concerning the true organisation 
of His Church to remain any longer in exile, consulting their 
own safety instead of  endeavour ing to make known to their 
fe l low countr ymen the  t r u th  they had rece ived f rom God? 
This  was  a  ques t ion which had been ser ious ly  d i scus sed by 
those who had gone with Browne and Har r ison to Middelberg 
many  yea r s  be fo re.  I t  wa s  now ra i s ed  by  a  pamphle t  pub- 
lished by Thomas Helwys, one of the or ig inal members of the 
Church at Scrooby, who had renounced the practice of infant 
bapt i sm and re tur ned to  England,  where  he had founded a 
Baptist Church.5

Rob in son ,  “ f o rc ed  by  t he  un re a sonab l e  p rovoc a t i on  o f 
Mr.  Thomas Helwisse,  who in g reat  conf idence and pass ion 
layeth load of reproaches both upon our flight in persecution, 
and also upon our persons for it,”6 attempted to justify himself 
and his Church. He appealed to the flight of Jacob, of Moses, 
of David, of Jeremiah, of Baruch, and of Eli jah; to the f l ight 
o f  Joseph and Mar y,  who car r ied our  Lord wi th them into 
Egypt; to our Lord’s own example dur ing His public ministry— 
for He Himsel f  kept  out  of  the way of  His  enemies  t i l l  the 
hour for His suffer ing came; to His direction to His disciples 
that when they were per secuted in one city they should f lee 
to another ; to the example of Peter, Paul, and the rest of the 
apostles.

In a pamphlet which appeared in 1615, the appeal  to these 
examples was challenged.7 An Indi f ferent Man ,  who intervenes 
in  a  d i scus s ion between Chr i s t i an  and Ant i -Chr i s t i an  on the 
questions at issue between the Separatists and the ecclesiastical

5 Helwys remained in Amsterdam when Robinson went to Leyden. 
With John Smyth he seceded from the Amsterdam Church and estab- 
l i shed a  Church on Bapt i s t  pr incip les .  On the death of  Smyth he 
became its  pastor. About 1611 he and a considerable number of his 
fr iends returned to England, and in 1612 he published a treatise entitled 
A Shor t  Dec la ra t i on o f  the  Mys t e r y  o f  In iqu i ty .  I t  was  to s ta tements 
in this treatise on “Flight in Per secution” that Robinson replied in 
ch.  i i i .  of  hi s  Rel ig ious  Communion Pr ivate  and Publ i c  (1614) .  Works 
(edited by R. Ashton), v. 135–164.

6 Robinson, ibid., 155–156.
7 Obje c t i on s  an swe r ed  by  way  o f  Dia l o gue ,  whe r e in  i s  p r oved  .  .  • 

t h a t  n o  man  shou l d  b e  p e r s e c u t e d  f o r  h i s  Re l i g i on .  I t  wa s  p robably 
wr itten by a member of the Church in London of which Helwys was 
pas tor—perhaps  by John Mur ton—but a f ter  the death of  Helwys . 
It was repr inted by the Hanserd Knollys Society in Tracts on Liber ty 
of Conscience (1846).
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author i t ie s ,  and between the Bapt i s t s  and other  Separat i s t s , 
says:—

“ O n e  t h i n g  t h e re  i s  ye t  w h i c h  h a t h  mu c h  t ro u b l e d  m e  a n d 
o the r s ,  and  in  my  judgment  ha th  much  h inde red  the  g rowth  o f 
godl ines s  in  th i s  k ingdom, and that  i s ,  that  many so soon as  they 
see  or  fea r  t rouble  wi l l  ensue,  they f ly  in to  another  na t ion,  who 
c anno t  s e e  t h e i r  conve r s a t i on ,  and  t he reby  dep r ive  many  poo r 
ignorant souls in their own nation of their information, and of their 
conversation among them.”

To this Christian replies:—

“Oh !  t h a t  h a t h  b e en  t h e  ove r t h row  o f  re l i g i on  i n  t h i s  l a nd , 
the best able and g reater par t being gone, and leaving behind them 
some few, who, by the other s ’ depar ture,  have had their  a f f l ict ions 
and contempt increased, which hath been the cause of many f al l ing 
back, and of the adversaries’ exulting.”8

Chr i s t ian  goes on to argue that  a l though in the Scr iptures 
there  a re  the  records  o f  the  f l ight  o f  many holy  men f rom 
persecution, their flight was only for a time, and that when the 
work of God had to be done, God would “in no case .  .  . suffer 
them to f ly.” And then, br ing ing his  argument to a pract ical 
applicat ion, he says,  “If  any of these men can prove that the 
Lord  requi re th  no work a t  the i r  hands  to  be  done for  Hi s 
glory, and the salvation of thousands of ignorant souls in their 
own nation, let them stay in foreign countries.”9

Moved  by  such  appea l s  a s  th i s ,  Henr y  Ja cob,  a  member 
of Robinson’s Church at Leyden, resolved to return to London. 
Jacob was a native of the county of Kent, and was bom about 
1563.  When s ix teen year s  o f  age,  he  went  up to  Oxford a s 
a  commoner  o f  S t .  Mar y ’s  Ha l l .  On leav ing  the  univer s i ty 
he received order s in the English Church, and was appointed 
to the living of Cheriton in his native county.

In 1598 he published A Treat i se  o f  the Suf fe r ings and Vic tory 
o f  Chr i s t  in  th e  Work  o f  ou r  Redempt i on ,  e t c. ,  w r i t t en  aga in s t 
c e r t a i n  E r r o r s  i n  t h e s e  p o i n t s  pub l i c ly  p r e a c h ed  i n  London .  I t 
was the common opinion of those clergy of the English Church 
who did not belong to the Pur i tan par ty,  that  the c lause of 
the Creed, declar ing that  “Chr is t  descended into Hel l ,” was

8 Hanserd Knollys Society, Tracts on Liberty of Conscience, 176.
9 Ibid., 176–177.
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to be inter preted a s  meaning that  our  Lord a f ter  His  death 
descended into the region of eternal torment to wrest from the 
dev i l  t he  key s  o f  de a th  and  he l l .  Th i s  op in ion  had  been 
vigorously contested by Hugo Broughton, one of the g reatest 
scholars of those times, who maintained that our Lord ascended 
from the Cross to Paradise, and that by Hades or Sheol is not 
meant the place of eter nal  tor ment,  but the unseen world. 10 
Calvin had g iven a dif ferent inter pretat ion of the clause. He 
taught that—

“Chr i s t  i s  s a i d  to  have  de s cended  in to  he l l ,  s i nce  he  su f f e red 
tha t  dea th which the wrath of  God in f l i c t s  on t ransg res sor s .   .   .   . 
The  re l a t ion  o f  those  su f f e r ing s  o f  Chr i s t  which  were  v i s ib le  to 
men ,  i s  ve r y  p rope r l y  fo l lowed  by  tha t  inv i s i b l e  and  incompre- 
h en s i b l e  venge an c e  wh i ch  h e  s u f f e re d  f rom  t h e  h and  o f  God ; 
in  order  to  a s sure  us  tha t  not  on ly  the  body of  Chr i s t  was  g iven 
as  the pr ice of  our redemption, but that  there was another g reater 
and more excellent ransom, since he suffered in his soul the dreadful 
torments of a person condemned and irretrievably lost.”11 

This  opinion was attacked by Bil son in a sermon preached 
at St. Paul’s in 1597.12 Bilson contended that—

“after the g reat work of our redemption was f inished on the cross 
by  [our  Lord ’s ]  co r pora l  dea th  on ly,  by  the  d ign i ty  o f  h im tha t 
su f fe red th i s  dea th ,  and hi s  huge pr ice  for  our  d i sobedience pa id 
in  h i s  b lood ,  h i s  body  re s t i ng  in  the  g r ave,  h i s  sou l  de s cended 
to the lowest  he l l :  that  he might  make an honourable  t r iumph of 
victory over his chief enemies, death, sin and the Devil.13

Calvin’s  opinion on this  subject  was genera l ly held by the 
English Pur itans, and the Separatists had vehemently attacked 
Whitgift, Bancroft, and the other rulers of the English Church.14

10 “When he [our Lord] had poured out his  soul to death, a s in- 
offer ing, there was no further suffer ing: but all suffer ing was fulf illed: 
and .   .   .  our Lord went present ly  through the vei l  of  hi s  f le sh to 
Paradise; to heaven, to his kingdom, as the thief believed, and his own 
tongue taught.” An Expl i ca t ion o f  the  Ar t i c l e ,  etc. ,  4–5;  and see his 
attack on Bilson in Somers’ Tracts (second edition), ii. 3–11.

11 Calvin, Institutes, Book 2, xvi. § 10.
12 Bi l son publ i shed h i s  se r mon,  rev i sed  and ampl i f i ed ,  in  1599. 

The Effecte of cer taine Sermons touching the Full Redemption of Mankind 
by the Death and Blood of Christ Jesus.

13 Thi s  pa s s age  summar i se s  the  subs t ance  o f  B i l son ’s  d i scour se ; 
l.c. 137 foll. See also his Survey of Christ’s Sufferings (1604), 539 foll.

14 Strype, Whitg i f t ,  i i .  365. Whitg i f t ,  who had f ir s t  held “the old 
received sense” of the clause in the creed, came over to Broughton’s 
opinion Ibid., 320 foll.
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The quest ion was regarded on both s ides  a s  of  such g ravi ty 
tha t  i t  was  even supposed—though ver y  inaccura te ly—that 
but  for  th i s  doctr ina l  controver sy  Bar rowe and Greenwood 
and other  Separat i s t s  would have confor med to the Engl i sh 
C h u rc h .  B i l s o n ’s  s e r m o n  c r e a t e d  g r e a t  e x c i t e m e n t  a n d 
d i scus s ion.  Henr y Jacob de fended the  Ca lv in i s t i c  pos i t ion. 
Before the publication of this treatise Jacob had been known 
as a Pur itan of extreme opinions,  and he was invited dur ing 
F r anc i s  John son ’s  imp r i s onmen t  t o  d i s cu s s  w i t h  h im  the 
constitution, worship, and ceremonies of the English Church. 
There  was  probably  a  hope tha t  he  might  be  convinced o f 
the  duty  of  separa t ion.  But  th i s  hope was  not  immedia te ly 
fu l f i l l ed .  Jacob publ i shed the re su l t  o f  h i s  d i scus s ions  wi th 
Johnson in A Defence of the Churches and Ministery of England. 
Wr i t t en  i n  two  t r e a t i s e s,  a g a in s t  t h e  r e a s on s  and  ob j e c t i on s  o f 
M r.  F r a n c i s  J o h n s o n ,  a n d  o t h e r  o f  t h e  S e p a r a t i o n  c ommon ly 
c a l l e d  B r own i s t s.  Pub l i s h e d  e s p e c i a l ly  f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t h o s e 
i n  t h e s e  p a r t s  o f  t h e  Low  Coun t r i e s  (Midde lbe rg ,  1599 ) .  In 
the  s ame  yea r  he  publ i shed  A sho r t  Tr e a t i s e  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e 
t rueness o f  a pastora l l  ca l l ing in pastors  made by pre lates.  Against 
t h e  R e a s o n s  a n d  o b j e c t i o n s  o f  Ma i s t e r  F ra n c i s  J o hn s o n ,  w i t h 
others of  the Separat ion commonly cal led Brownis les  (Middelberg, 
1599).

Fo u r  ye a r s  l a t e r — i n  16 03 — Ja c o b  wa s  t h e  m o s t  a c t i ve 
of the Pur itan clergy in promoting the pet i t ion to James on 
h i s  acce s s ion in  f avour  o f  a  re for mat ion in  re l ig ion .  From 
Wood Street  in the City of  London he sent out c ircular s  to 
minis ter s  and inf luentia l  laymen in the di f ferent counties  of 
England,  urg ing them to send memor ia l s  to the King com- 
p l a in ing  o f  the  v io l ence  and  oppre s s ion  which  they  were 
suffer ing from the ecclesiastical author ities, and of the neglect d 
cond i t ion  o f  many  o f  the  pa r i she s .  Whi tg i f t  and  Bancro f t 
wrote to Lord Bur le igh (September 24,  1603) ,  compla in ing 
of  the ag i ta t ion,  and s ing led out  Jacob as  one of  the wor s t 
of the agitators.

“One  Ja cob,  a  ve r y  i n s o l en t  p e r s on ,  o f  much  more  bo l dne s s 
t h a n  e i t h e r  l e a r n i n g  o r  j u d g m e n t ;  a  m a n  t h a t  h a t h  b e e n 
imp r i s oned  by  u s  f o r  h i s  d i s ob ed i en c e,  a nd  who  i s  s ub j e c t  t o 
ou r  f u r the r  c en su re s  when  the s e  d ange rou s  t ime s  a re  p a s t ;  wa s 
a n  e s p e c i a l  l e a d e r  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p e t i t i o n ,  a n d  n ow  by  h i s  a n d 
h i s  f e l l ows ’ ex amp l e  a  s e cond  comp l a i n t  i s  made  and  p rocu red
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in the name of the meaner souls  in Sussex,  by the means of 
one Pearson.”15

In 1604 he publ i shed a pamphlet  conta ining Reasons  taken 
ou t  o f  God s  Wo rd ,  a nd  t h e  b e s t  human e  t e s t imon i e s,  p r o v i n g 
a  Ne c e s s i t i e  o f  r e f o rming  ou r  Chur c he s  in  Eng land . 16 Thi s  was 
intended to convince the bishops of the necessity of reformation, 
and the Bishop of London invited him to Fulham to discuss 
h i s  g r i evance s  ag a in s t  t he  Eng l i sh  Church  and  i t s  r u l e r s . 
After a br ief conference the bishop, unable to convince him of 
his errors, committed him to the Clink.

In 1605 he was pastor of  a  Church at  Middelberg.  He was 
s t i l l  hoping that i f  the Pur itan case could only be f air ly and 
publ ic ly  s ta ted,  re for mat ion was  poss ible,  and he publ i shed 
another  pamphlet  under  the t i t le  of  A Chr i s t i an  and Modes t 
O f f e r  o f  a  mo s t  I nd i f f e r e n t  Con f e r e n c e,  o r  D i s pu t a t i o n ,  a b ou t 
t h e  ma in e  and  p r indpa l l  Con t r ove r s i e s  b e twe en  th e  P r e l a t s  and 
t h e  l a t e  s i l e n c e d  and  d ep r i v e d  Min i s t e r s  i n  Eng l and :  t e nd e r e d 
by  s ome  o f  t h e  s a i d  m in i s t e r s  t o  t h e  Ar c hb i s hop s  and  B i shop s, 
and all their adherents, etc. (1606).

His  pos i t ion was that  the cong regat ions in England which 
were willing to accept the ministry of himself and other Pur itans 
were true Churches, though very imperfect in their constitution; 
that if the bishops would allow him and those who shared his 
convictions to remain in the ministry of the Church, “without 
per sonal  communion with those cor ruptions” to which they 
objected, they could hold their position with a good conscience, 
but  tha t  i f  con for mi ty  was  s t r ingent ly  en forced  they  mus t 
become Separatists.

No fr iendly answer came to this appeal, but sti l l  he did not 
de sp a i r.  I n  16 09  he  i s s ued  a  p amph l e t  add re s s ed  “To  the 
r ight  High and Might ie  Pr ince,  James ,” and conta in ing An 
humb l e  Supp l i c a t i o n  f o r  To l e r a t i o n  a n d  l i b e r t i e  t o  e n j oy  a n d 
o b s e r v e  t h e  o r d i n a n c e s  o f  Ch r i s t  J e s u s  i n  t h e  a dm i n i s t r a t i o n 
o f  Hi s  Chur c he s  in  l i eu  o f  human c on s t i tu t i on s,  e tc.  But  such 
toleration as he asked for was not to be granted in England for 
many year s  to  come,  e i ther  to  those  who remained in  the 
Established Church, or to those who separated from it.

I t  i s  probable  tha t  when he publ i shed the “Suppl ica t ion”

15 Wa d d i n g t o n ,  i i .  ( 156 7 – 17 0 0 ) ,  131 – 132 ;  f ro m  S t a t e  Pa p e r s 
(Domestic Series), James I., iii. 83. Calendar, do. (1603–1610), 41.

16 Strype, Whitgift, ii. 481–482.
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to the King he was already in cor respondence with Robinson 
at Leyden, and in the following year he declared his acceptance 
of the Congregational polity in a small treatise on The Divine 
Beg inn ing  and Ins t i tu t i on o f  Chr i s t s  True  Vis ibl e  o r  Mini s t e r i a l 
Chu r c h .  Al s o  t h e  Un c hang e a b l e n e s s  o f  t h e  s ame  by  men ,  v iz . 
in the form and essential constitution thereof , etc. (Leyden, 1610). 
He s t i l l ,  however,  d i s t ingui shed f i r mly and c lear ly  between 
the form of a Christian Church and its substance.

“ I  a c know l edg e,” h e  s a i d ,  “ t h a t  i n  Eng l a nd  a re  t r u e  V i s i b l e 
Churches  and Mini s ter s  ( though a c c id en ta l ly ,  ye t )  such a s  I  re fuse 
not to.  communicate with.  My meaning i s ,  that  as  those par t icular 
Cong regat ions  have in them godly and holy Chr i s t i ans  c onso c i a t ed 
t o g e th e r  to  se r ve  God ( so  f a r  a s  they  see )  ag reeably  to  h i s  Word , 
so they are in r ight  f rom Chr i s t  e s sent ia l ly  t rue Churches  of  God 
and  a re  so  to  be  a cknowledged  by  u s ,  and  i n  pub l i c  no t  t o  be 
abso lu te ly  separa ted  f rom.  But  in  re spec t  a s  the se  Cong rega t ions 
are par t s  of  proper Diocesan and Provincia l  Churches ,  so they are 
t r ue  Churche s  o f  Chr i s t  a c c i den t a l l y.  Fo r  p rope r  D ioce s an  and 
Provinc ia l  Churches  be ing not  in  the  N(ew)  Tes tam(ent )  have  in 
t h e m  by  a c c i d e n t  t h e  t r u e  e s s e n t i a l  f o r m s  o f  C h r i s t ’s  V i s i b l e 
Churches.”17

For  s i x  yea r s  he  s eems  to  have  rema ined  in  communion 
with the Leyden Church.  In 1616 he came over  to England 
to organi se  a  Cong regat iona l  Church.  He consul ted Ar thur 
Hi lde r sham,  Job  Throckmor ton ,  John  Dodd ,  and  Richa rd 
Mounsel, who were in the Clink, and had their concur rence. 
He  inv i t ed  S t a i e smore,  Browne,  P r io r,  Trough ton ,  A l l en , 
Gi lbe r t ,  Fa r re,  Gooda l ,  and  o the r s  to  mee t  h im,  and  l a id 
before them the pr inciples which he believed should determine 
the  member sh ip  and  con s t i t u t i on  o f  a  Chr i s t i an  Church . 
They met again to spend a whole day in f as t ing and prayer ; 
then—

“each of  the brethren made open confes s ion of  h i s  f a i th  in  our 
Lord Jesus  Chr i s t ;  and then,  s tanding together,  they jo ined hands 
a n d  s o l e m n l y  c ove n a n t e d  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  i n  t h e  p re s e n c e  o f 
Almighty God, to walk together in a l l  God’s  ways and ordinances , 
accord ing  a s  He had  revea led ,  o r  shou ld  fu r ther  make  known to 
them.  Mr.  Ja cob  wa s  then  cho sen  pa s to r  by  the  su f f r age  o f  the 
brotherhood,  and other s  were  appointed to  the  o f f i ce  o f  deacons 
with fasting and prayer and imposition of hands.”18

17 A De c l a ra t i o n  and  P l a i n e r  Open in g  o f  c e r t a i n  Po i n t s  ( 1611 ) ,  6 ; 
and An Attestation (1613), 305.

18 Waddington, ii. (1567–1700), 199.



218 REVIVAL OF CONGREGATIONALISM

The pastor was the only “elder”;  the other of f icer s  of  the 
Church were  “deacons .” In  th i s  par t icu la r  the  organi sa t ion 
of the Southwark Church differed from that of the Church at 
Leyden or Amsterdam. Jacob united in himself  the functions 
which had been divided between the “pas tor,” the “doctor” 
o r  “ t e a che r,” a nd  t h e  o t h e r  e l d e r s  who  s h a red  w i t h  t h e 
pa s tor  the  sp i r i tua l  over s igh t  o f  the  Church .  The  for m o f 
organisation was that which has become almost, i f  not quite, 
un ive r s a l  among  modem Cong rega t iona l i s t s .  The  Church 
which was then founded has passed through great vicissitudes, 
bu t  i t  s t i l l  s u r v i ve s ;  a n d  t h e  “ P i l g r i m  C h u rc h ” i n  t h e 
New  Ken t  Road ,  wh i ch  i nh e r i t s  i t s  l i f e  a nd  t r a d i t i on s , 
may c la im to be the oldes t  exi s t ing Independent Church in 
England.19

Immed i a t e l y  a f t e r  t h e  Chu rch  wa s  f o r med ,  Ja cob,  who 
had an inexhaustible faith in the press, published A Confession 
and  Pro t e s t a t i on  o f  th e  Fa i th  o f  c e r t a in  Chr i s t i an s  in  Eng land , 
ho l d i n g  i t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  o b s e r ve  and  k e e p  a l l  Ch r i s t s  t r u e  s u b - 
s t a n t i a l  O rd i n an c e s  f o r  h i s  Chu r c h  v i s i b l e  a nd  Po l i t i c a l ,  e t c . 
A l s o  a n  Humbl e  P e t i t i o n  t o  t h e  K in g s  Ma j e s t y  f o r  t o l e r a t i o n 
t h e r e i n  ( 1616 ) .  He  rema ined  fo r  e i gh t  ye a r s  t he  p a s to r  o f 
the Church which he had founded and then, with the consent 
o f  h i s  people,  went  over  to  Amer ica ;  but  i t  i s  unknown in 
wha t  co l ony  he  s e t t l e d ,  o r  whe re  he  d i ed .  A f t e r  h e  l e f t 
England all trace of him is lost.

H e  wa s  s u c c e e d e d  by  Jo h n  L a t h ro p.  I n  A u g u s t ,  16 32 , 
Lathrop and more than for ty other persons were caught while 
meeting for worship in a house in Blackfr iars, and twenty-four 
of  them were impr i soned.  Laud,  who was one of  the Com- 
missioners before whom the pr isoners were brought, descr ibed 
them as belong ing to dif ferent places;  some of them lived in 
Es sex ,  some a t  I s lewor th ,  other s  in  var ious  par i shes  in  the 
City of  London.  The Archbishop of  York condemned them 
with g reat vehemence for “dishonour ing God and disobeying 
t h e  K i n g” ;  a nd  “ H i s  Ma j e s t y,” s a i d  t h e  A rchb i s hop,  “ i s 
God’s  v ice-gerent  in  the  Church .” I t  was  ordered  tha t  the 
pr i soner s  should be kept in c lose custody.20 In 1634 Lathrop 
and thir ty-one of his congregation joined the colony of New

19 See Note A, p. 220.
20 Waddington,  i i .  (1567–1700) ,  273–277;  and Wil son,  Dissent ing 

Churches, i. 40.
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Plymouth. He was succeeded in the pastorate of  the South- 
wark Church by Henry Jessey.

Notwiths tanding the sever i ty  with which the laws aga ins t 
Separat i sm were enforced, the Separat i s t s  became every year 
more numerous and created increasing anger and alarm among 
the  b i shops  and the i r  suppor ter s .  In  1624 the  Cor pora t ion 
of  Yar mouth was shar ply rebuked by the Ear l  of  Dor set  for 
tolerating an assembly of Brownists; the Corporation repented 
and threw thir ty of  them into pr i son. In 1631,  Hal l ,  Bishop 
of Exeter, wrote to Laud:—

“I hear  to my g r ie f  that  there are  e leven cong regat ions  (a s  they 
cal l  them) of Separatists  about the City [of London] furnished with 
the i r  i d l y -p re t ended  pa s to r s ,  who  mee t  toge the r  in  b rewhouse s 
and  s u ch  o the r  p l a c e s  o f  re s o r t  eve r y  Sunday.  I  do  we l l  know 
your  Lordsh ip ’s  zea lous  and ca re fu l  v ig i l ance  over  tha t  popu lous 
world of  men. So f ar  as  I  am assured,  your Lordship f inds enough 
t o  move  you r  s o r row  and  ho l y  f e r vou r  i n  t h e  c a u s e  o f  God ’s 
Church.”21

A cong regat ion of Separat i s t s ,  Laud repor ts ,  was caught in 
June, 1632, while meeting in a wood near Newington in Surrey, 
“ in the ver y brake where the King’s  s t ag  should have been 
lodged for his hunting the next morning”;22 another congrega- 
t ion was broken up at Ashford in Kent, in 1637;23 another at 
Rotherhithe, in 1638.

Wroth, an Oxford man, Rector of Llanfaches in Monmouth- 
shire, who in 1635 was denounced by the Bishop of Llandaff 
a s  “a  noted sch i smat ic,” became a  Separa t i s t  a  year  or  two 
later, and, in 1639, Walter Cradock and Henry Jessey assisted 
him to found an Independent Church in the par ish where he 
had been rector. 24 Churches  were a l so for med at  Wrexham, 
at Llanfair and some other places in Wales.

There  were  many  ind ica t ion s  be fo re  the  mee t ing  o f  the

21 Wa d d i n g t o n ,  i i .  ( 1567 – 17 0 0 ) ,  2 72 – 2 7 3,  f ro m  S t a t e  Pa p e r s , 
Charles I. (Domestic Series), cxciii. 69.

22 Waddington, ibid., from State Papers, ibid., ccxviii. 46.
23 These were Baptists.
24 In the Church a t  L lanf aches ,  Bapt i s t s  and Paedobdpt i s t s  were 

united in communion. I t  had two pastor s—Wroth, a Paedobapti s t , 
and William Thomas, a Baptist. Wroth often took part in the meetings 
of the famous Separatist congregation in Br istol, which was the or igin 
of the Broadmead Church. Brook, ii. 469; and Calamy, Continuation , 
i. 47.
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Long Parliament that large numbers of devout people in differ- 
ent par ts  of England were profoundly convinced that loyalty 
to Chr ist compelled them to renounce the communion of the 
English Church and to attempt to restore the worship and the 
church pol i ty of  apostol ic  t imes .  I t  was  a l so c lear  that  they 
were ready to car ry their convictions into practice at the cost 
of fine, imprisonment,” and death itself.

NOTE A 
The Pilgrim Church in Southwark

I n  t h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  Ye a r  B o o k  f o r  1885  t h e  d a t e  o f  t h e 
founda t ion  o f  th i s  Church  i s  g iven  a s  1592 .  Thi s  would  ident i fy 
the Church in New Kent Road with the Church of  which Franci s 
John son  wa s  p a s to r  i n  Queen  E l i z abe th ’s  d ay s ,  and  wou ld  t re a t 
the proceedings  of  1616 as  a  s imple reorgani sa t ion of  a  previous ly 
e x i s t i n g  c o m m u n i o n .  B u t  i s  t h i s  s t r i c t l y  a c c u r a t e ?  I n  16 2 4 
Rob in son  wro te  a  l e t t e r  i n  the  name  o f  the  Leyden  Church  to 
“ t h e  Chu r c h  o f  Ch r i s t  i n  London” in  an swer  to  a  l e t t e r,  re ce ived 
some  t ime  be fo re,  a sk ing  fo r  coun se l .  One  o f  the  que s t ion s  on 
which counsel  was requested was whether Mr.  Jacob’s  Church was 
a  t r ue  Church  or  not .  I t  s eems  probable  tha t  the  Church  a sk ing 
for  counse l  was  the surviva l  of  that  of  which Franci s  Johnson had 
been  pa s to r. 25 The  member s  o f  th i s  soc i e ty,  wh ich  in  a l l  p roba- 
bility had become extremely feeble, were scandalised by the practice 
o f  Ja cob  and  h i s  f r i end s  who occa s iona l l y  a t t ended  the  s e r v i ce s 
o f  the Epi scopa l  Church.  They even appear  to have d i scus sed the 
propr iety of  excommunicat ing a  young woman, one of  their  own, 
member s ,  for l i s tening to Mr. Jacob and joining in the wor ship of 
h i s  Church—argu ing  tha t  Mr.  Jacob  and  h i s  peop le  had  become 
ido l a t e r s  by  a t t end ing  the  “ a s s embl i e s  “o f  the  Eng l i sh  Church , 
“ i n  wh i ch  many  t h ing s  a re  a g a i n s t  t h e  s e cond  commandmen t ,” 
and tha t  by wor sh ipping wi th  those  who had a t tended these  “a s- 
semblies “the unfor tunate young woman had come to be an idolater 
too.  Robinson approves  the  dec i s ion tha t  the  young woman who 
had  commi t t ed  the  a l l e ged  o f f ence  shou ld  be  re t a ined  in  com- 
munion, and contends s trongly against  the l ine of  argument which 
wou l d  h ave  e x c l ud ed  h e r .  I n  r e p l y  t o  t h e  qu e s t i on  “Whe th e r 
Mr.  Jacob’s  cong rega t ion be  a  t r ue  Church or  no,” he  s ay s—“We 
have  so  judged ,  and  the  e lder s  o f  the  Church a t  Amste rdam and 
the body of  the Church with them, as  we conceive;  and so do we

25 Dexter, 634, notes, 29, 30; and 635–636.
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judge sti l l ,  having sent you with our letter a copy of cer tain papers, 
in which the matter is handled.”26

I t  i s  c l e a r,  t he re fo re,  t h a t  i n  1624  the re  wa s  ano the r  Cong re 
g a t i on a l  Chu rch  i n  London— p robab l y  i n  Sou thwa rk 27—wh i ch 
doubted whether the Church of which Jacob was pastor was a true 
Church.

It  i s  probable from Robinson’s  whole discuss ion of the quest ions 
which th i s  Church had proposed to thei r  brethren a t  Leyden that 
i t  was  in  ex i s t ence  be fore  Jacob re tur ned  f rom Hol l and  in  1616 . 
I t  i s  f u r the r  p robab l e  th a t  th i s  Church  wa s  the  s ame  a s  th a t  o f 
wh i ch  F r anc i s  John son  had  been  pa s to r  some  yea r s  be fo re,  and 
the his tory of which was wel l  known to Robinson and his  fr iends. 
I t  i s  recognised by him as  “the Church of  Chr i s t  in London”; but 
t he  t one  o f  Rob in son ’s  l e t t e r  i s  no t  ve r y  co rd i a l ;  and  the  f a c t 
that  Jacob had founded a new Church indicates  that  to Jacob,  and 
probably  to  Robinson,  i t s  condi t ion had appeared unsa t i s f ac tor y. 
The na ture  o f  the  inqui r i e s  addre s sed  to  the  Leyden Church in- 
d ica te s  tha t  i t  was  an imated by a  ver y  d i f fe rent  temper  f rom that 
which Robinson himself encouraged among the exiles.

Some of the per sons who had been in communion with the older 
Church may ver y  probably  have  uni ted  themse lve s  wi th  Jacob in 
founding the  new Soc ie ty  o f  which he  was  pa s tor ;  but  the  o lder 
Church cont inued to exis t  and i t  regarded the new Soc ie ty with dis t rust . 
Ja cob ’s  movemen t ,  t h e re f o re ,  con s t i t u t ed  a  f re s h  b eg inn ing :  i t 
was not the reorganisation of an old Church, but the foundation of 
a new one.

On the se  g rounds  i t  would  appear  tha t  the  “P i lg r im “Church , 
which i s  the Church that  had Jacob for  i t s  pas tor,  and which may 
claim the honour of being the oldest Independent Church in England, 
was founded in 1616—not in 1592.

26 Robinson, Works (edited by R. Ashton), iii. 381–385.
27 This is also Waddington's opinion. See Robinson, ibid,, iii. 439.
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CHAPTER IV

THE BISHOPS’ WAR
Attempt of  Charle s  to force Episcopacy upon Scotland—The 

Canons  and the  Se rvice-Book—Outbreak  of  Indignation 
at  Edinburgh—The  Cove nant  re newe d—The  Royal  Com- 
m i s s ione r s  and  the  A s sembly—Suppre s s ion  of  Pre lacy— 
Campaign of  the Covenanter s  under Le sl ie—Impotence of 
the  K ing—Treaty  of  Be rw ick—The  “Short” Par l i ame nt 
summone d  and  di s solve d—Ho sti l it i e s  re newe d  and  su s - 
pended—Parliament again convened.

THE a t tempt  o f  Char le s  to  fo rce  a  l i tu rgy  on Scot l and , 
a nd  t o  comp l e t e  t h e  d e s t r u c t i on  o f  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n 

organisation of the Scottish Church, led to the suppression of 
the Prayer-Book and the abolit ion of Episcopacy in England. 
The Covenanter s  who in  1639  took up a r ms  “For  Chr i s t ’s 
Crown and the  Covenant” compe l l ed  the  King  to  ca l l  the 
Long Parliament which sent Laud and Strafford to the scaffold, 
and broke up the whole political and ecclesiastical constitution 
of the kingdom.

I

In the summer of 1633 Charles was crowned at Edinburgh. 
To impress the Scottish people with the contrast between the 
bare s implic i ty of  their  own wor ship and the s tate l iness  and 
beauty  o f  the  Eng l i sh  l i tu rgy,  the  Dreadnough t ,  one  o f  the 
ve s se l s  o f  h i s  Maje s ty ’s  navy,  ca r r ied  f rom Ti lbur y  For t  to 
Leith twenty-six member s of the choir of the Chapel Royal, 
and service was celebrated in the chapel of Holyrood with all 
the pomp of an English cathedral.

Af ter  a l l  the  e f for t s  o f  James  and Char le s  to  increa se  the 
power  o f  the  Scotch b i shops ,  the  Church o f  Scot l and s t i l l 
reta ined some of  the es sent ia l  character i s t ic s  of  the Presby-



 THE BISHOPS’ WAR 223

ter ian polity, and its worship was generally celebrated accord- 
ing to Pur i tan t radi t ions .  I t  was  the f ixed deter minat ion of 
the King and of Laud, who accompanied him to Edinburgh, 
that  both in pol i ty  and in wor ship the Church of  Scot land 
should conform to the Church of England.

Cha r l e s  began  by  i s su ing  a  roya l  wa r r an t  d i re c t ing  th a t 
a l l  the minis ter s  of  the Kirk should wear the sur pl ice when 
conducting divine service. Four or f ive of the Scotch bishops 
were then commissioned to draw up a book of Canons and a 
l i turgy. The Canons were to be submitted to the revis ion of 
Laud, who was made Archbishop of Canterbury in 1633, and 
of Juxon, Bishop of London; the l i turgy was to be submitted 
to the revision of Laud and of Wren, Bishop of Norwich, “a 
man of a severe, sour nature, but very learned, and particularly 
v e r s e d  i n  t h e  o l d  l i t u r g i e s  o f  t h e  G r e e k  a n d  L a t i n 
churches.”1

The Canons were ready f ir st, and were conf irmed by letter s 
pa tent  under  the  roya l  sea l  on May 23,  1635.  No a s sembly 
o f  the  Scot t i sh  c le rgy  was  consu l ted ;  some of  the  Scot t i sh 
b i shops  knew noth ing  o f  them unt i l  they  were  publ i shed ; 
even the lords of  the counci l ,  who were responsible for the 
administration of Scotland, were not asked to g ive any opinion 
on them.  Thi s ,  s ay s  Lord Clarendon,  was  “a  f a t a l  inadver- 
t ency.” 2 Bu t  i t  wa s  no t  an  “ in adve r t ency” ;  i t  wa s  an  a c t 
of del iberate pol icy.  The king intended to force Episcopacy, 
of the Anglican type, upon Scotland, whether the nobles, the 
clergy, or the people liked it or not.

The Canons  provoked f i e rce  ind igna t ion .  They appeared 
to the Scottish people—

“to be so many new laws imposed upon the whole  k ingdom by 
the  k ing ’s  s o l e  au tho r i t y,  and  con t r ived  by  a  f ew  p r iva t e  men , 
of whom they had no good opinion, and who were stranger s to the 
na t ion ;  so  tha t  i t  was  no other  than a  sub jec t ion to  Eng land,  by 
receiving laws f rom thence,  of  which they were most  jea lous ,  and 
which they most passionately abhorred.”3

The substance of the Canons was as offensive as the manner 
in which they were imposed. They punished with excommuni- 
cat ion every one that should af f irm that the Scotch Book of

1 Clarendon, History, i. 146.
2 Ibid., i. 148.
3 Ibid., i. 149.
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Common  P r aye r—which  wa s  no t  ye t  i s s u ed—or  t h a t  t h e 
government of the Church by archbishops, bishops, etc. ,  was 
in any par t icular  cor rupt,  super st i t ious,  or repugnant to the 
Sc r ip tu re s .  Ex temporaneou s  p r aye r,  wh ich  had  been  cu s - 
tomar y  in  the  publ i c  se r v ice s  o f  the  Scot t i sh  Church ,  was 
di sa l lowed.  A font was to be placed near  the church porch, 
and a  t able  for  ce lebra t ing the  holy  communion was  to  be 
set at the upper end of the chancel, after the Anglican custom. 
The practice of pr ivate confess ion was implicit ly sanctioned, 
i t  being enacted that  no presbyter  should di scover anything 
told him in confession to any per son whatever, excepting the 
cr ime were such that  hi s  own l i fe  would be in danger i f  he 
concealed i t .  No pr ivate meeting was a l lowed to be held by 
presbyter s or by any other per sons for expounding Scr ipture, 
or for debating matter s ecclesiastical. No person was to teach 
either in public schools or in pr ivate houses without a licence 
f rom the  a rchb i shop  o f  the  p rov ince  or  the  b i shop  o f  the 
diocese,  and no l icence was  to be g ranted to any man who 
did not conform to the orders of the Church. No national or 
general assemblies of the Church were to be held without the 
au thor i ty  o f  the  King .  Noth ing  was  to  be  p r in ted ,  un le s s 
f i r s t  read and a l lowed by cer ta in of f icer s  appointed for that 
purpose; the penalty for violating this canon—as in al l  other 
cases where no penalty is expressed—was to be left to the dis- 
cretion of the bishops. Bishops and presbyter s dying without 
ch i ld ren  were  requ i red  to  l e ave  the i r  p roper ty,  o r  a  g rea t 
par t of i t ,  to pious uses;  and even i f  they had chi ldren, they 
were required to leave legacies  to the Church,  as  a  mark of 
their  a f fect ion,  and to promote the interes t s  of  re l ig ion.  To 
impugn the  roya l  supremacy in  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  cause s  was  to 
incur the penalty of excommunication. No per son was to be 
admitted to holy orders, or to be suffered to preach, catechise, 
administer the sacraments, or perform any other ecclesiastical 
function, without first subscribing the Canons.4

The next  year,  the Scot t i sh Book of  Common Prayer  was 
published. Like the Canons, it was prepared without consulting 
any assembly of the Scottish clergy, or al l  the bishops, or the 
counci l  at  Edinburgh. It  was i s sued on the sole author ity of 
the  King .  The proc l amat ion ,  addre s sed  to  the  sher i f f s  and

4 Canons in Laud’s  Works ,  v.  583–599 (Lib ra r y  o f  Ang lo-Catho l i c 
Theology).
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other public off icer s, enforcing its use—December 29, 1636— 
contained the following remarkable passage:—

“Our  w i l l  i s ,  a nd  we  cha r ge  you  s t r a i t l y  and  command ,  t h a t 
incont inent  these our le t ter s  seen,  you pas s ,  and in our name and 
author i ty command and charge a l l  our subjects ,  both eccles ias t ica l 
and c iv i l ,  by open proclamat ion at  the market-crosses  of  the head 
boroughs of this our kingdom, and other places needful, to conform 
themse lves  to  the sa id  publ ic  for m of  wor sh ip,  which i s  the  only 
for m which we (having taken the counse l  of  our  c lergy)  th ink f i t 
to  be  u sed  in  God ’s  publ i c  wor sh ip  in  th i s  our  k ingdom.  Com- 
manding al so a l l  archbishops and bishops,  and other presbyter s  and 
Churchmen,  to  t ake  a  spec i a l  ca re  tha t  the  s ame be  du ly  obeyed 
andobserved, and the contravener s condignlycensured and punished, 
and to take especia l  care that every par i sh betwixt and Pasch next, 
procure unto themselves two at least of the said Books of Common 
Prayer for the use of the parish.”5

The  exc i t emen t  in  Sco t l and  wa s  in t en se.  The  c l e rgy  in 
their sermons vehemently denounced the tyranny of the King 
in at tempting to regulate  by.  hi s  per sonal  wi l l  the re l ig ious 
wor ship of  the whole kingdom, and the book i t se l f  was de- 
nounced as being more Popish than the English book of Common 
Prayer.  On Ju ly  23,  1637,  the  High  Church  o f  S t .  Gi l e s ’s , 
Edinburgh, the Dean of Edinburgh was appointed to read the 
service for the f ir st time. A great crowd thronged the church. 
As  soon a s  he  began to  read ,  he  was  in te r r upted  by  ang r y 
shouts .  “The Mass  i s  entered amongst  us ,” cr ied one.  “Baa l 
is in the church,” cr ied another. “Stones, sticks, and cudgels” 
were f lung at  him.6 The whole church was in a tumult .  The 
b i shop went  in to the  pulp i t  and t r ied  to  quie t  the  people, 
p ro t e s t i n g  a g a i n s t  t h e  p ro f an a t i on  o f  ho l y  g round .  Th i s 
appea l  made  the  up roa r  more  fu r iou s .  A  s too l  wa s  a imed 
at  the bi shop, and a l l  but g razed the head of  the dean.  The 
mag istrates ,  at  the cal l  of  the Archbishop, then expel led the 
more conspicuous of the r ioter s ,  and the dean went on with 
the  s e r v i ce.  But  the  uproa r  ou t s ide  con t inued ;  the  c rowd 
endeavoured to break down the doors, and the windows were

5 J.  H.  Bur ton,  His to r y  o f  S co t l and,  v i .  145.  He point s  out  tha t 
“be tw ix t  and  Pa s ch  nex t”  ( i . e.  b e tween  now and  nex t  Ea s t e r ) , 
was a technical phrase of Scottish law. For the history of the Service- 
Book so imposed, its divergence from the English form, and its relation 
to an or ig inal draft—possibly submitted by the prelates of Scotland, 
ibid., vi. 115–45.

6 Clarendon, History, i. 154.
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sha t t e red  w i th  s tone s .  One  woman  who  had  rema ined  in 
the church stopped her ear s with her f inger s ,  to save her sel f 
from the pollution and guilt of having any part in the idolatrous 
wor ship, and was reading the Bible to her sel f .  A young man 
behind her  s t a r t led her  wi th a  loud Amen.  She dashed her 
Bible in his  f ace,  excla iming, “False thief ,  i s  there no other 
par t of the kirk to s ing Mass in, but thou must s ing it  at my 
lug?” At  l a s t  the  s e r v i ce  came to  an  end .  The  b i shop  was 
followed through the streets by a rough and angry mob, calling 
him opprobr ious names and charg ing him with making them 
s l aves  and br ing ing back Poper y  in to Scot l and.  S tones  and 
dir t  were f lung at  him, his  robes were tom, and but for the 
protection of the Earl of Roxburgh it is doubtful whether he 
would have reached his house alive.7

In church after church the new Service-Book had the same 
recept ion .  The  whole  na t ion  was  abl aze.  Scot t i sh  pa t r io t - 
i sm f iercely resented the pretensions of the King, under the 
guidance of his English bishops, to impose ecclesiast ical laws 
on Scot land.  Scot t i sh Protes tant i sm resented as  f ierce ly  the 
attempt to impose on the Scott i sh Church a form of service 
w h i c h  r e c a l l e d  t h e  s u p e r s t i t i o n s  o f  Po p e r y.  T h e  c l e r g y 
revo l t ed  aga in s t  the  inc re a s ed  power  o f  the  b i shop s .  The 
nobles  and g reat  l andowner s  saw in thi s  a t tempt of  Char les 
to regulate ecclesiastical affair s by his own will the assumption 
of  an author i ty which,  i f  not res i s ted,  would enable him to 
carry out the policy which they knew he favoured—of restor ing 
to the Church the estates  which had been al ienated from it , 
and which now formed a g reat par t of their own wealth. The 
nobles were also jealous of the polit ical  author ity which had 
been given to the bishops.

From al l  par ts  of  Scot land noblemen and gentry assembled 
in Edinburgh to protes t  in  the name of  the Scot t i sh nat ion 
against the Service-Book and the tyranny of the King. Great 
crowds of  people fo l lowed them to lear n whether  the King 
would  y ie ld  to  the  hur r icane  o f  na t iona l  ind igna t ion.  The 
Council, alarmed for the public peace, agreed that if the people 
would return to their homes commissioners might be appointed 
t o  c onduc t  n e go t i a t i on s  w i t h  t h e  K ing .  Fou r  Tab l e s ,  o r

7 Rothes,  Relat ion  (1830),  198–200. “The tradit ion which names 
Jeanie Geddes as  the heroine of the day has long been abandoned. 
S. R. Gardiner, Fall of the Monarchy of Charles I. (1882), i. 111.
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Committees, were therefore constituted—one representing the 
noble s ,  another  the  Les ser  Barons  (or  gentr y) ,  another  the 
boroughs ,  and another  the Church. 8 Then a  g rea t  a s sembly 
was held in the Greyfr iar s  Church (February 28 or March 1, 
1637–8),9 at which the national covenant was renewed and the 
subscr iber s bound themselves with an oath “to adhere to and 
defend the true rel ig ion, and—forbear ing the pract ice of a l l 
innovations already introduced in the matter s of the worship 
of God—to labour by a l l  means lawful to recover the pur ity 
and l iber ty of  the gospel  as  i t  was es tabl i shed and professed 
before the a foresa id innovat ions .” Within a  few months  the 
Covenant was signed, often with passionate tears, by people of 
all ranks in every part of the country.10

In November (1638), the temper of the country being now 
at  whi te-heat ,  the  Genera l  As sembly of  the  Church met  a t 
Glasgow.11 At this  t ime the General  Assembly of the Church 
was the true Par l iament of  the Scott i sh people.  The presby- 
t e r i e s  e l e c t ed  140  min i s t e r s  and  98  r u l i ng  e l de r s .  Of  the 
elders, 17 were noblemen of high rank, 9 were knights, 2 were 
l anded propr ie tor s ,  and 47 were re spectable  and in f luent ia l 
c i t izens ,  be long ing to the pr incipa l  towns and c i t ie s  of  the 
k ingdom.  The  b i shop s  dec l ined  to  a t t end ,  ch i e f l y  on  the 
g round that  the Moderator was a  s imple presbyter,  and that 
some of the members of the assembly were laymen.

The  Ma rqu i s  o f  Hami l t on—the  Roya l  Commi s s i one r— 
presented a declaration from the King, revoking the proclama- 
tion enforcing the Canons and the Service-Book, and abolishing

8 J .  H .  Bu r t on ,  Hi s t o r y  o f  S c o t l a n d ,  v i .  17 0  f o l l . ;  a nd  S.  R . 
Gardiner, Fall of the Monarchy, i. 12$, note 1.

9 See Peterkin, Records of the Kirk of Scotland, i. 13, and note.
10 Rothes,  Relat ion  (1830),  70.  The or ig inal  Covenant was drawn 

at the instance of James, and was subscr ibed, at f ir st by the King and 
his household in 1580, and afterwards by people of all ranks in 1581, 
when there was danger of a revolt of Catholic noblemen in Scotland 
wi th  the  hope  o f  a s s i s t ance  f rom Spa in .  I t  wa s  a  repud ia t ion  o f 
Popish er rors and superstitions, and an engagement to submit to the 
discipline of the Scottish Church, and to defend it against all corruption. 
Henderson and Johnson now added to it a long and vehement protest 
against recent innovations. The Covenant is  g iven in ful l  by Rush- 
worth, ii. (1), 734–741, and by Neal, iii. 59–62.

11 No regular and lawful meeting of the General Assembly had been 
held for  thi r ty-s ix year s ;  for  though “there had been s ix  nominal 
a s sembl ie s  dur ing that  inter va l ,  these  were so overbor ne by roya l 
interference and i l legal and unwar rantable intrusions, that .  .   .  they 
were all held to be null and void for ever” (Peterkin, l.c. 14).
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the  Cou r t  o f  H i gh  Commi s s i on .  I t  wa s  hoped  t h a t  t h i s 
declaration, which had been issued some weeks before, would 
divide and break up the ranks of those who were opposed to 
the recent acts  of  the Crown, and aver t  the tota l  over throw 
o f  Ep i s copacy  in  Sco t l and .  Bu t  the  men  who had  me t  in 
Glasgow were not in the mood to leave their work half done. 
They determined to deal f irmly with the bishops, who, as they 
be l i eved ,  we re  t h e  c au s e  o f  a l l  t h e i r  t roub l e s .  Hami l t on 
threatened that i f  the bishops were censured and their off ice 
condemned,  he  would  l eave  the  As sembly.  The  threa t  was 
di s regarded;  and then in the name of  the King,  he declared 
that the Assembly was dissolved.12

Bu t  f o r  t h i s  t h e  A s s embly  wa s  p rep a red .  A  p ro t e s t  wa s 
drawn up.

“ In  t h e  n ame  o f  t h e  Lo rd  Je s u s  Ch r i s t ,  the  only  Head  and 
Monarch of  Hi s  own Church ,  .   .   .  i n  con sc i ence  o f  our  du ty 
to God and his Truth, the King and his Honour, the Church and her 
L i b e r t i e s ,  t h i s  K ingdom and  he r  Pe a c e,  t h i s  A s s embl y  and  he r 
Freedom, to our  Se lves  and our  Sa fe ty,  to  our  Pos ter i ty,  Per sons , 
a n d  E s t a t e s ,  we  p ro f e s s ,  w i t h  s o r row f u l  a n d  h e av y,  bu t  l oya l 
hearts. That we cannot dissolve this Assembly.”13

The  que s t i on  wa s  pu t ,  “ I f  t hey  wou ld  ab ide  the  who l e 
t ime and adhere to the protestat ion.”14 One or two had gone 
away, but the rest remained f irm; and in answer to the question 
the whole  Assembly rose  and dec lared i t s  deter minat ion to 
cont inue i t s  de l ibera t ions  and so to di s regard the author i ty 
of the Crown.

The  A s s embl y  me t  on  Novembe r  21,  and  con t i nued  t o 
s i t  t i l l  December  20 ,  ho ld ing  twenty- four  s e s s ion s .  There 
were four teen Scotch prelates:  of these, two archbishops and 
six bishops were excommunicated, four deposed, two suspended. 
Scotland was left without a bishop. The Assembly condemned 
the  Canons ,  the  Ser v ice-Book,  and the  High Commis s ion; 
abolished Prelacy, and restored Presbyter ianism in its integr ity. 
At the close of the sessions, Henderson, the Moderator, delivered

12 R. Baillie, Letters and Journals (1841), i. 141–143.
13 Rushworth, ii. (1), 857, 859.
14 “Whe the r  we  wou ld  adhe re  to  the  p ro t e s t a t i on  ag a in s t  t he 

commiss ioner ’s  depar ture,  and remain s t i l l  to  the  end,  t i l l  a l l  things 
need fu l  were  conc luded ,  or  not” (R.  Ba i l l i e,  Le t t e r s  and  J ou r na l s 
[1841], i 144–145).
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a  g rea t  speech,  fu l l  o f  f i re  and courage ;  a  p sa lm was  sung; 
the benediction was pronounced, and then Henderson uttered 
h i s  l a s t  word s  to  the  As sembly :  “We have  now ca s t  down 
the wal l s  o f  Je r icho:  le t  h im that  rebui ldeth beware  of  the 
curse of Hiel the Bethelite.”15

And now many of  the  Scotch o f f i cer s  who had le f t  the i r 
country to f ight for the cause of Protestantism under Gustavus 
Ado lphus  re tu r ned  to  s t and  by  the  cau se  o f  Pro te s t an t i sm 
a t  home.  Le s l i e  wa s  appo in t ed  commande r - in -ch i e f .  The 
Commit tee  o f  Es ta te s  were  the rea l  gover nor s  o f  Scot l and, 
and they had an army to susta in their  power.  Their treasury 
was  enr iched f rom many quar ter s ;  the c i t i zens  of  the g rea t 
towns  and  Scot t i sh  merchant s  s e t t l ed  in  fo re ign  count r i e s 
sent in voluntary contr ibutions for the purchase of arms and 
ammunition; some of the nobility are said to have coined their 
plate for the same purpose.

To thwar t the policy of England abroad, France had always 
been quick to f avour any movement in Scot land which em- 
bar ra s sed England a t  home,  and Riche l ieu now engaged to 
send to Leslie 100,000 crowns.

Ear ly  in March the Covenanter s  se ized Edinburgh Cas t le. 
The next day they obtained possession of the Castle of Dum- 
bar ton .  Traqua i r,  the  Lord  Trea surer,  sur rendered  to  them 
the Cast le of Dalkeith,  with the regal ia ,  and with a s tore of 
ammuni t ion  and  a r ms .  The  Marqu i s  o f  Hunt l ey,  who had 
rai sed 7,000 men for the King, was defeated and car r ied of f 
by  Le s l i e  to  Ed inburgh .  The  Marqu i s  o f  Hami l ton  wi th  a 
f leet and 5,000 men attempted to rescue him. But the shores 
o f  the  For th  were  l ined wi th  Covenanter s ;  ever y  por t  was 
defended by batter ies; and it was impossible for him to effect 
a landing. On March 30 Charles himself was at York, with

men .  He  wa s  r e s o l ved ,  a t  a l l  c o s t s ,  t o  c r u s h  t h e  ou t - 
break which menaced his whole policy in England as well  as 
in Scotland. Six weeks later he was on the border ; but Lesl ie 
was waiting for him with an enthusiastic army, ready to resist 
h i s  prog res s .  On June 3  a  body of  the  King’s  t roops  under

15 “In hi s  days  d id Hie l  the Bethel i te  bui ld  Jer icho:  he la id  the 
foundation thereof with the loss of Abiram his f ir stborn, and set up 
the gates thereof with the loss of his youngest son Segub: according 
to the word of the Lord, which he spake by the hand of Joshua the son 
of Nun.” 1 Kings xvi. 34.
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the Earl of Holland crossed the Tweed to attack the Scotch 
at  Kelso; but Holland returned without s tr iking a blow—his 
men had no hear t  to  f ight .  Les l ie  was  encamped on Dunse 
Law within a few miles of Berwick; but Charles did not dare 
to attack him. The King saw that for the moment the attempt 
to break the force of the Scotch revolt was hopeless ,  and on 
June 18 he s igned a t reaty in which he le f t  a l l  eccles ias t ica l 
ques t ions  a t  i s sue  be tween h imse l f  and h i s  Scotch sub jec t s 
to be determined by the General Assembly of the Church, and 
a l l  c iv i l  que s t i on s  by  t he  S co t ch  Pa r l i amen t .  I t  wa s  a l s o 
agreed that a free General Assembly should meet at Edinburgh 
on  Augus t  6 ,  and  a  f ree  Pa r l i ament  a  fo r tn igh t  l a t e r.  The 
Tables and all unlawful committees were to be dissolved, and the 
royal castles in the hands of the Covenanters were to be restored 
to the officers of the King. Then the King returned to London.

The  A s s emb l y,  when  i t  me t ,  wa s  b a r re d  by  t h e  t r e a t y 
f rom making any for mal reference to the Glasgow Assembly 
o f  t he  p re ced ing  ye a r,  bu t  i t  con f i r med  a l l  i t s  a c t s .  The 
instructions g iven by the King to Traquair,  the Royal Com- 
missioner, author ised him to allow the abolition of Episcopacy, 
the Service-Book, and the Canons, and to sanction the signing 
of the national Covenant.16 Parliament subscr ibed the Covenant 
and  t h en  con f i r med  a l l  t h e  a c t s  o f  t h e  A s s embl y.  I t  wa s 
prorogued by Traquair,  to ar rest  an attempted encroachment 
on the royal prerogative.

Char l e s  had  re tur ned  f rom the  nor th ,  humi l i a t ed  by  the 
Treaty of  Berwick,  and resolved to se ize the f i r s t  chance of 
break ing i t .  The d i scover y  o f  the  cor re spondence between 
the  Sco tch  l e ade r s  and  F r ance  gave  h im wha t  he  thought 
would be an ir resist ible appeal to the passion, the pr ide, and 
the patr iot i sm of the Engl i sh people.17 He resolved to ca l l  a

16 There was some modif icat ion of the ter ms of  the Covenant as 
sanctioned by the Commiss ioner.  Peterkin, Records of the Kirk of 
Scotland, 235; and Burton, History of Scotland, vi. 271–272.

17 It seems cer tain that the letter on which Charles rel ied, which 
bore the signatures of seven Scotch lords and asked for the aid of the 
King of  France,  was  never  sent .  I t  was  wr i t ten before the Treaty, 
and appears to have been stopped by the unwillingness of the Covenant- 
ing mini s ter s  and the common people to apply for  a s s i s tance to a 
foreign and Cathol ic sovereign. The let ter i s  g iven by Rushwor th, 
ii. (2), 1037, 1119–1120. See also S. R. Gardiner, Fall of the Monarchy, 
i. 299, note 2, with the references there given; and Clarendon, History, 
i. 183.
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Pa r l i amen t ,  and  to  a sk  fo r  heavy  sub s id i e s  th a t  he  migh t 
punish the Covenanter s for their treasonable cor respondence 
with the ancient enemy of England.

Pa r l i a m e n t  m e t  o n  A p r i l  13 ,  164 0 .  T h e  l e t t e r  o f  t h e 
Scotch lords  was  read,  and Finch,  the Lord Keeper,  made a 
pa s s ionate  speech aga ins t  the  “sons  o f  Be l i a l” who had re- 
sisted the King’s author ity and were conspir ing with a foreign 
State against  their true and lawful sovereign. Large promises 
were g iven that ,  when the subsidies were voted, his  Majesty 
would join with them in redressing all just grievances.

But England had been for e leven year s  under the per sonal 
gover nment  o f  Char l e s  and  h i s  Min i s t e r s ;  and  now tha t  a 
Parliament was once more assembled, the House of Commons 
was  not  d i sposed to  lo se  the  chance which had come to  i t 
of defending the liber ties and the relig ion of the nation. They 
in s i s t ed  tha t  accord ing  to  anc ien t  cu s tom g r ievance s  mus t 
t ake  precedence o f  supply.  They appointed commit tees  for 
cons ider ing  the  a f f a i r s  o f  the  Church and o f  re l ig ion ,  the 
pr ivileges of Parliament, and alleged violations of the r ights of 
the  sub jec t .  They d i scus sed  sh ip-money and the  judgment 
a g a in s t  Hampden . 18 I t  b ec ame  appa ren t  t h a t  no  sub s i d i e s 
would be g ranted unle s s  the  King consented to  rever se  h i s 
who l e  po l i c y ;  a nd  on  May  5  t h i s  Pa r l i amen t—the  Sh o r t 
Parliament—was dissolved. It had sat for only three weeks.19

18 See Whitelock’s summary, 38–40. The judgment against Hamp- 
den was given in 1638.

19 Convocation continued to sit after the dissolution of Parliament, 
and adopted addi t iona l  canons—the canons  o f  1640—which were 
severely dealt with in the next Parliament. One (i.) of these exalts the 
prerogatives of the Crown; another (vi.) imposes an oath never to consent 
to alter the government of the Church “by archbishops, bishops, deans, 
and archdeacons,  etc. ,  a s  i t  s tands now establ i shed”;  another ( i i i . ) 
is directed to the suppression of Popery; another (v.) decrees that all 
those proceedings and penalties mentioned in the canons against Popish 
recusants  shal l ,  a s  f ar  as  they are appl icable,  s tand in force against 
Anabaptists, Brownists, Separatists, Familists, and all other sects that 
refuse to worship and to receive the communion at the par ish church. 
Wi lk in s ,  Con c i l i a ,  iv.  543–553.  Be fo re  s ep a r a t i ng ,  Convoca t i on 
granted the King six subsidies at the rate of four shillings in the pound, 
to be paid within six years. They “did many things,” says Clarendon, 
“which in the best times might have been questioned, and therefore 
were sure to be condemned in the wor s t  .   .   .  and drew the same 
prejudice upon the whole body of the clergy, to which before only some 
few clergymen were exposed.” Clarendon, History, i. 209.
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II

But Charles  did not escape from his  troubles by dissolving 
the English Parliament. The Parliament of Scotland published 
a  ser ie s  of  mani fes toes  which mainta ined and increased the 
hos t i l i ty  o f  the  Scot t i sh  people  to  the  King ’s  po l icy.  They 
formally entrusted the whole executive power of the kingdom 
to the Committee of  Estates ,  and levied heavy taxes for the 
suppor t  o f  the  a r my.  Le s l i e  recap tured  the  ca s t l e  o f  Ed in- 
burgh, which had been sur rendered to Charles under the terms 
o f  t he  p a c i f i c a t i on  o f  Be rw ick .  The  wa r  h ad  b roken  ou t 
a f resh,  and the Covenanter s  resolved to enter  England with 
a force strong enough to compel the King to concede all their 
demands.  Charles himsel f  s tar ted again for the nor th to take 
command  o f  h i s  a r my ;  bu t  be fo re  h i s  a r r iva l ,  t h e  K ing ’s 
t roops  a t  Newbum on the  Tyne  under  Lord  Conway were 
put  “to the most  shameful  and confounding f l ight  that  was 
eve r  h e a rd  o f ” 20 (Augu s t  2 8 ,  1640 ) .  The  nex t  d ay  New- 
castle was evacuated, and the English army was in full retreat, 
pur sued by Les l ie  and hi s  v ic tor ious  Covenanter s .  In a  few 
days, with the loss of less than twenty men, the four northern 
counties were in Leslie’s power.

F re sh  nego t i a t i on s  we re  now commenced .  The  Coven- 
anter s  demanded that  a  f i r m and la s t ing peace between the 
two kingdoms should be se t t led by the Engl i sh Par l i ament . 
Cha r l e s  a sked  fo r  a  s t a t emen t  o f  s pec i f i c  g r i evance s ,  and 
ca l led a  meet ing of  peer s  a t  York.  The peer s  met ;  and,  the 
f i r s t  day  o f  the i r  mee t ing ,  a s  he  had  d i s covered  tha t  they 
would recommend him to cal l  another Parl iament, he antici- 
pated their  advice by the announcement that he had already 
deter mined that  a  new Par l i ament-should meet  on Novem- 
ber 3. The Scotch invasion was discussed, and sixteen English 
peer s were sent to Ripon to ar range with Lesl ie for the sus- 
pension, if not the termination, of hostilities. On October 23, 
within ten days of the meeting of Parl iament—a f inal  sett le- 
ment not having been effected—it was agreed that the negotia- 
t ion s  shou ld  be  removed  to  London .  For  the  p re sen t ,  the 
Scotch were to hold Newcast le,  Durham, and a l l  the towns 
on the easter n coast  beyond the Tees,  with the exception of

20 Clarendon, History, i. 205.
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Berwick.  They were to rece ive £850 a  day unt i l  the t rea ty 
was closed.

The disaster s  of  Charles  in what was popular ly cal led “the 
B i shops ’ War” exc i t ed  the  hopes  o f  a l l  the  enemie s  o f  h i s 
eccles ias t ica l  pol icy in England. I f  the Scott i sh Covenanter s 
were strong enough to get r id of their bishops, English Pur itans 
might break the tyranny of Laud and save the English Church 
from Popery.
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CHAPTER V

FROM THE MEETING OF THE LONG PARLIAMENT 
TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE CIVIL WAR

Th e  “ L ong ” Par l i am e nt — St ra f f ord  and  L aud  i m peac h e d — 
Measures to secure Constitutional Liberty—Ecclesiastical 
Leg islation—Root and Branch, and Ministers ’ Petitions— 
Measure s  to check Disorder  in  Churche s—Proposals  for 
Church Reform—Scottish Commissioners in London—Pres- 
byte riani sm  and  Epi scopacy—Smectymnuus—Bishops ’ Ex- 
clusion Bill rejected by the Lords—Proposals to Abolish 
the Ecclesiastical System and to deal with Church Lands— 
Bi shops  impeached—Treaty  with  Scotland:  it s  Ef fect  on 
Par l i am e n t — O r d e r s  f o r  R i tua l  R e f o r m — Th e  K i n g ’s 
Strategy—The Incident—Rebell ion and Massacre  in  Ire- 
land—The Grand Remonstrance—Political and Relig ious 
Grievance s—The Remonstrance  Publ i shed—The Commons 
as s e rt  th e i r  Auth or ity  ove r  th e  A rmy  and  Nav y — at - 
tempted Arre st  of  the  F ive  Member s—Bishops ’ Exclusion 
Bill again brought forward—Bishops sent to the Tower— 
The Bill passed.

PARLIAMENT met on November 3, 1640.
“The re  wa s  ob s e r ved ,” s ay s  Lo rd  C l a rendon ,  “ma r - 

ve l l ou s  e l a t ed  coun tenance  in  mos t  o f  t he  member s  .   .   . 
be fore  they  met  toge ther  in  the  House.” 1 They  knew tha t 
a s  long as  the Scott i sh ar my held the nor th of  England the 
K ing  wou ld  no t  d a re  t o  d i s s o l ve  t h em ;  and  i t  wa s  t h e i r 
policy not to br ing the negotiations with Scotland to a close 
t i l l  they had broken the tyranny which had almost destroyed 
the civi l  l iber t ies  of  the countr y,  and had,  as  they bel ieved, 
imperilled the very life of English Protestantism.

I

The two men who beyond a l l  other s  were respons ible  for 
the recent innovations, both in Church and State,were Strafford

1 Clarendon, History, i. 239.
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a n d  L a u d .  O n  N ove m b e r  u  P y m  a p p e a r e d  a t  t h e  b a r 
of the House of Lords,  and in the name of the Commons of 
England impeached Stra f ford of  h igh t rea son.  The ear l  was 
immedia te ly  a r re s ted ;  ba i l  was  re fu sed ;  and he  was  lodged 
in  the  Tower. 2 Laud  was  impeached  on  December  18 ,  and 
was committed to the custody of  one of  the of f icer s  of  the 
House  o f  Peer s ;  t en  weeks  l a te r  he  too  was  lodged  in  the 
Tower.  Nor  were  the  Commons  s a t i s f i ed  w i th  s t r i k ing  a t 
the two most  t rus ted and powerful  Minis ter s  of  the Crown. 
Finch, the Lord Keeper, was voted a traitor for his proceedings 
in connection with the levying of ship-money, and especial ly 
fo r  h i s  a c t iv i t y  in  s ecur ing  a  judgment  aga in s t  Hampden . 
Before his impeachment could be laid before the Lords he had 
f led to Hol land.  Windebank, one of  the Secretar ies ,  f led to 
Par is; he was charged with i l legally releasing cer tain Roman- 
ists—priests and laymen—from prison.3

“So  tha t  w i th in  l e s s  than  s i x  week s ,” s ay s  C l a rendon ,  “ f o r  no 
more  t ime  wa s  ye t  e l ap s ed ,  the s e  t e r r i b l e  re fo r mer s  had  c au sed 
the two g reatest  counsel lor s  of  the kingdom, and whom they most 
feared, and so hated, to be removed from the king, and impr isoned, 
under  an  accusa t ion  o f  h igh  t rea son ;  and  f r igh ted  away  the  lo rd 
keeper of the g reat seal of England, and one of the pr incipal secre- 
tar ies  of  s ta te,  into foreign kingdoms,  for  fear  of  the l ike;  bes ides 
the  prepar ing  a l l  the  lord s  o f  the  counc i l ,  and ver y  many o f  the 
pr incipa l  gent lemen throughout England,  who .   .   .  had been high 
sher i f f s ,  and deputy l ieutenants ,  to expect such measure of punish- 
men t  f rom the i r  g ene r a l  vo t e s  a nd  re s o l u t i on s ,  a s  t h e i r  f u t u re 
demeanour  shou ld  d r aw upon  them,  fo r  the i r  p a s t  o f f ence s ;  by 
which means,  they were l ike to f ind no very vigorous res i s tance or 
opposition in their farther designs.”4

The same vigour and rapid i ty  of  ac t ion which the House 
had displayed in dealing with the adviser s and abettor s of the 
evil policy of the King were shown in the measures which were 
passed within a few months for sur rounding the constitutional 
l i b e r t i e s  o f  Eng l and  w i th  f re sh  gua r an t ee s .  One  Ac t ,  Fo r 
p r e ven t i n g  I n c onven i en c e s  by  t h e  Long  I n t e r m i s s i o n  o f  Pa r l i a - 
ments,  provided that  no Par l iament should s i t  for  more than 
three year s ;  that  wi thin three year s  f rom the di s so lut ion of 
one Parliament wr its should be issued for summoning another—

2 C. J., ii. 26–27.
3 Ibid., ii. 41.
4 Clarendon, History, i. 250.
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if the Chancel lor or Keeper of the Great Seal  f a i led to is sue 
them, he was to be removed from his off ice, and suffer other 
pena l t i e s ,  and the  peer s  were  au thor i sed  to  meet  a t  Wes t- 
mins te r  and i s sue  wr i t s  to  the  sher i f f s ;  i f  the  peer s  f a i l ed , 
the sher iffs on their own author ity were to hold the elections; 
i f  the sher i f f s  f ai led, the elector s themselves might meet and 
choose member s .  The Crown was depr ived of  the power of 
di s solving or proroguing Par l iament—except by the consent 
of the Houses—within f ifty days of the opening of the session. 
Ano the r  Ac t  condemned  s h i p -money  a s  i l l e g a l .  Ano the r 
“declared and enacted that  i t  i s ,  and hath been, the ancient 
r ight  of  the subjects  of  thi s  rea lm, that  no subs idy,  custom, 
or impost,  or other charge whatsoever, ought or may be laid 
or imposed upon any merchandise expor ted or impor ted by 
sub j ec t s ,  den i zen s  o r  a l i en s ,  w i thou t  common con sen t  in 
p a r l i a m e n t .” A n o t h e r  a b o l i s h e d  t h e  S t a r  C h a m b e r ,  a n d 
abroga ted  the  c iv i l  and  c r imina l  ju r i sd i c t ion  o f  the  Pr ivy 
Council.  Another abolished the High Commission which had 
been the  ch ie f  in s t r ument  o f  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  oppres s ion ever 
since the days of Whitgift.5

II

In  dea l ing  wi th  the  Church the  House  o f  Commons  was 
equal ly  resolute and energet ic ;  but  t i l l  the Civi l  War broke 
out  i t  was  genera l ly  thwar ted by the Lords .  Not  that  there 
was any des i re on the par t  of  the major i ty of  the member s , 
when Parliament opened, to abolish Episcopacy or to attempt 
any great ecclesiastical revolution. According to Lord Claren- 
don—then  Mr.  Hyde—who wa s  h imse l f  a  member  o f  the 
House, and who for some months after it met was in the closest 
int imacy with Hampden,  Pym, and the other leader s  of  the 
country party:

“In the  House  o f  Commons  were  many per sons  o f  wi sdom and 
g ravity, who being possessed of g reat and plentiful for tunes, though 
they were undevoted enough to the cour t ,  had a l l  imag inable duty 
for  the  k ing ,  and a f fec t ion to  the  gover nment  e s t abl i shed by l aw 
and  anc i en t  cu s tom;  and  wi thou t  doub t ,  the  ma jo r  pa r t  o f  tha t 

5 16  Car.  I .  c app.  i ,  8 ,  10 ,  11,  14 .  Scobe l l ,  1–6 ,  9–12 ,  12–13, 
13–14; Rushworth, ii. (2), 1382.
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body consisted of men who had no mind to break the peace of the 
kingdom or to make any considerable a l terat ion in the government 
of church or state.”6

Lo rd  Brook  and  Lord  Say  in  the  Uppe r  House,  and  S i r 
Har ry Vane in the Lower, were ir reconcilable enemies of the 
Epi scopa l i an  po l icy ;  and there  were  a  few peer s  and a  few 
c o m m o n e r s  w h o  a p p rove d  o f  P r e s by t e r i a n i s m ;  bu t  t h e 
popular leader s  and the immense major i ty of their  fol lower s 
in both Houses would have been satisf ied with very moderate 
re for ms .  They were  re so lved tha t  the  r i tua l  o f  the  Engl i sh 
Church should not be assimilated to the r itual of the Church 
of  Rome, and they were anxious to a f ford re l ie f  to “tender 
consciences”; but they had no wish to introduce any ser ious 
changes  in to  the  Book o f  Common Prayer.  They were  re- 
solved to diminish the power s of the bishops,  and to depose 
some of  the present holder s  of  the sees  who had been con- 
spicuous for their  suppor t of Laud and their  host i l i ty to the 
Pu r i t an s ;  bu t  to  the  ep i s copa l  o rde r  i t s e l f  t hey  were  no t 
hostile.

On November 6, 1640, fol lowing the example of preceding 
Par l iaments  in th i s  re ign,  the Commons appointed a  Grand 
Commit tee  o f  the  whole  House  to  cons ide r  g r i evance s  o f 
re l ig ion.  On November  9 ,  the  House  began to  d i scus s  the 
proceedings  of  Convocat ion,  which had cont inued to s i t  in 
the  ea r l i e r  pa r t  o f  the  yea r  a f t e r  the  r i s ing  o f  Pa r l i ament . 
On December 15 it was resolved, without a dissentient voice, 
that  Convocat ion has  no power to “make any const i tut ions , 
canons, or acts ,  whatsoever, in matter of doctr ine, discipl ine 
or otherwise, to bind the clergy or the laity of the land, without 
common consent of  Par l iament”;  7that  a l l  the act ions of  the 
two Convocations of Canterbury and York in 1640 were null 
and  vo id ;  th a t  the  con s t i t u t ion s  and  c anon s  ag reed  to  in 
these Convocations contained “many Matter s contrary to the 
K ing ’s  P re roga t ive,  to  the  fundamenta l  Laws  and  S t a tu t e s 
o f  the  Rea lm,  to  the r ight  o f  Par l i ament s ,  to  the  Proper ty 
and Liber ty of the Subjects, and Matter s tending to Sedition, 
and o f  dangerous  Consequence.” 8 I t  was  a l so  re so lved tha t 
“ the  s eve r a l  Gran t s  o f  the  Benevo l ence  o r  Cont r ibu t ion” 
made to the King by the two Convocations were illegal.9

6 Clarendon, History, i. 258–259.
7 C. J., ii. 51.
8 Ibid., ii. 51–52.
9 Ibid., ii. 52.
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But before the House had pas sed these  reso lut ions ,  ques- 
t ions were rai sed of a much g raver and more a larming kind. 
The  “nob i l i t y,  kn i gh t s ,  g en t r y,  and  m in i s t e r s ” o f  s eve r a l 
counties  presented pet i t ions for church refor m. The ear l ies t 
o f  the s e  c ame  f rom Bed fo rd  and  Warwick ,  t en  day s  a f t e r 
the meeting of Par l iament.  Pet i t ions from Kent,  Gloucester, 
a n d  C h e s t e r  s o o n  f o l l owe d .  O n  D e c e m b e r  n  a  p e t i t i o n 
from the City of London, signed by 15,000 per sons, was pre- 
sented by Alderman Pennington.10 A great crowd accompanied 
h im in to  the  House.  The pe t i t ion began by dec la r ing  tha t 
“ the gover nment  o f  Archbi shops ,  Lord Bi shops ,  Deans  and 
Archdeacons, etc., with their courts and ministrations in them, 
hath proved prejudicial and very dangerous both to the Church 
and Commonweal th.” I t  sus ta ined thi s  charge by a  schedule 
of twenty-eight par t icular s ;  and it  c losed with the fol lowing 
p r aye r — “ We  t h e r e f o r e  m o s t  h u m b l y  p r ay  a n d  b e s e e c h 
th i s  Honourable  As sembly  .   .   .  tha t  the  s a id  Gover nment , 
with a l l  i t s  dependencies ,  roo t s  a branches,  may be abol i shed; 
t h a t  a l l  L aws  i n  the i r  beha l f  b e  made  vo id ;  and  th a t  t he 
government, according to God’s Word, may be r ightly placed 
among us.”11 This peti t ion—“the Root and Branch” peti t ion 
—and o ther s  l ike  i t ,  were  rece ived  by  the  House  wi thout 
any as tonishment or indignat ion.  In January “the Minis ter s ’ 
Pe t i t ion” was  p re sen ted . 12 I t  wa s  s i gned  by  seven  hundred 
c l e rgymen .  The i r  pe t i t ion  d id  no t  p ropose  to  abo l i sh  the 
Episcopacy,  but prayed that  bi shops might be removed from 
the  House  o f  Lord s ;  tha t  the  c l e rgy  might  be  depr ived  o f 
the mag i s t racy and other  secular  o f f ices ;  tha t  the ca thedra l 
chap te r s  migh t  be  re fo r med ;  and  tha t  the  o rd ina r y  c l e rgy 
might  be a s soc ia ted with the b i shops  in  ordinat ions  and in 
var ious acts  of  eccles ias t ica l  jur i sdict ion. What they wanted 
was a modif ication of Episcopacy in the direction of Presby- 
terianism.

The excited temper of  the common people began to show 
i t s e l f  i n  r i o t  and  tumu l t .  The  c l e r gy  cou ld  no t  wa lk  the 
s t ree t s  in  the i r  c ler ica l  habi t  wi thout  be ing insu l ted .  They

10 C. J., ii. 49.
11 Parliamentary History, ix. 154–162.
12 C. J.  ( January 19, 1640–1), i i .  72. Rushwor th, i i i .  ( i ) ,  152–153. 

The reference sometimes given to Nalson, ii. 764–766, is incorrect: that 
petition was presented nearly a year later, and differs in substance from 
this.
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were inter rupted while celebrating relig ious services according 
to the directions of Convocation. The altar-rai l s  were pulled 
down at St. Saviour’s, Southwark. The off iciant’s surplice was 
tom atHalstead in Essex. Even in St. Margaret’s, Westminster, 
when the House of Commons was assembled for divine worship, 
t h e  cong reg a t i on  b roke  ou t  i n t o  a  P s a lm  a s  s oon  a s  t h e 
off iciating clergyman began to read the communion service at 
the  communion t able.  I t  became nece s s a r y  to  check  the se 
d i sorder ly  p roceed ings ,  and  the  two House s  o f  Pa r l i ament 
i s sued  an  order,  “Tha t  Div ine  Se r v ice  sha l l  be  pe r fo r med 
a s  i t  i s  appo in ted  by  the  Ac t s  o f  Pa r l i amen t  o f  th i s  Rea lm; 
and that a l l  such as shal l  disturb that wholesome Order shal l 
be  s eve re ly  pun i shed ,  a ccord ing  to  l aw.” But ,  to  s t r ike  a t 
the innovat ions introduced by Laud, i t  was added, “that the 
Par sons ,  Vicar s ,  and Curates  in [ the]  severed Par i shes ,  sha l l 
forbear to introduce any Rites or Ceremonies that may g ive 
Offence,  otherwise than those which are es tabl i shed by the 
Laws of the Land.”13

E a r l y  i n  F e b r u a r y,  p e t i t i o n s  f o r  c h u r c h  r e f o r m ,  a n d 
especially the two pr incipal petitions—“the Ministers’ petition” 
and “the Root and Branch petition”—came on for discussion 
in  the Commons .  The House was  prac t ica l ly  unanimous  in 
t he  j udgmen t  t h a t  sweep ing  re fo r ms  we re  nece s s a r y :  t he 
on ly  que s t ion  a t  i s sue  was ,  how f a r  shou ld  they  go?  Lord 
Digby declared that there was no member of the House more 
s en s ib l e  o f  “ the  heavy  g r i evance s  o f  church  gove r nment” 
than himself , or “whose affections were keener to the clipping 
of  those  wings  o f  the Pre la te s  whereby they have mounted 
to such insolence”; but he was against the “Root and Branch 
pe t i t i on ,” wh ich  s eemed  to  h im “a  comet  o r  b l a z ing  s t a r 
ra i sed and kindled out  of  the s tench,  out  o f  the poi sonous 
exhalat ion of a cor rupted hierarchy.”14 He wanted to reform 
Epi scopacy,  not  to des t roy i t .  Lord Fa lk land took the same 
s ide.  The b i shops ,  he  s a id ,  “under  pre tence  o f  un i for mi ty 
[have]  brought  in super s t i t ion;  and scanda l  under  the t i t le s 
of  reverence and decency ”;  they have “def i led our Church 
by  ador n ing  our  Churche s  ” ;  and  have  s epa r a t ed  u s  f rom 
fo re ign  P ro te s t an t s ,  “ an  ac t ion  a s  unpo l i t i ck  a s  ungod ly.” 

13 L.  J.  ( Januar y 16,  1640–1) ,  iv.  134.  Repeated,  for  the County 
Palatine and City of Chester, April 22, 1641. Ibid., iv. 225.

14 Nalson, i. 748–749.
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They had let  the Romanists  celebrate their mass in secur ity, 
and made i t  a  cr ime for Pur i tans who objected to the cere- 
monies to frequent a conventicle:  they were more eager that 
men shou ld  con for m to  ce remonie s  than  tha t  they  shou ld 
con for m to  Chr i s t i an i ty ;  and  whi l e  men had  been  r u ined 
for scruples,  they had been only admonished for the g rossest 
v ices .  He charged the b i shops  wi th bet ray ing the c iv i l  and 
pol i t ica l  r ight s  o f  the nat ion,  and of  caus ing a l l  the recent 
t roub l e s  b e tween  Eng l and  and  S co t l a nd .  They  h ad  b e en 
“l ike the hen in Æsop,” f attened with barley t i l l  i t  could lay 
no more eggs;  they had been—some of them—so absolutely, 
directly, and cordially Papists, that it was all that fifteen hundred 
pounds a year could do to keep them from confess ing i t ;  in 
short, their work had been “to try how much of a Papist might 
be brought in without Popery, and to destroy as much as they 
could of  the Gospel ,  without br ing ing themselves in danger 
o f  b e i n g  d e s t royed  by  t h e  l aw.” 15 Bu t ,  l i ke  Lo rd  D i gby, 
he wished to limit the powers of the bishops, not to abolish the 
epi scopa l  o f f ice.  At  the c lose  of  the debate  i t  was  re so lved 
by a major i ty of  thir ty-f ive to refer  a l l  the pet i t ions to one 
of the Committees of Relig ion, to which the names of several 
of “the Root and Branch” members were added.16

Whi le  the  House  was  engaged in  th i s  exc i t ing d i scus s ion 
the re  wa s  equa l  exc i t emen t  ou t s i de.  Tha t  the  adv i s e r s  o f 
the King should have al lowed him to remove the treaty with 
the Scots from Ripon to London, and to consent “upon any 
ter ms” tha t  the  Scot t i sh  commis s ioner s  should re s ide  there 
before a  peace was  concluded,  appeared to Lord Clarendon 
one of the gravest er rors in the conduct of the King’s affair s.17 
The Commissioners were lodged in the very hear t of the city, 
near  London Stone.  The Church of  St .  Anthol in—“a p lace 
a t  a l l  t imes  made f amous  by some sed i t ious  lec turer”—was 
assigned to them for the conduct of services after the form of 
the Scotch Kirk. Sunday after Sunday the church was thronged 
with an eager, cur ious, and excited congregation. Those who 
were  fo r tuna te  enough  to  ge t  a  p l ace  in  the  mor n ing  re- 
mained in their seats to make sure of a place in the afternoon;

15 Nalson, i. 768–769.
16 “The numbers were 180 to 145. C. J. (February 9, 1640–1), ii. 81.
17 He descr ibes it as “the last and most confounding er ror " of the 

King and his advisers. History, i. 233.
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and  f rom the  f i r s t  appea r ance  o f  d ay l i gh t  on  Sunday  t i l l 
n ight  the church was never empty. 18 Hender son was a  g reat 
preacher,  and at St .  Antholin’s  he had the chance of making 
a  s t rong  impre s s i on  on  the  C i t y  o f  London  i n  f avou r  o f 
Pre sbyter i an i sm.  He was  not  a  man to  l e t  the  chance  s l ip, 
o r  to  u se  i t  unwi se ly.  Nor  was  th i s  a l l .  He  and  the  o ther 
Commissioner s,  in pr ivate conference with leading men who 
were impatient of the oppression of the bishops, were able to 
add strength and def initeness to the g rowing conviction that 
the only effectual cure for the relig ious gr ievances from which 
the nation was suffer ing was to be found in the aboli t ion of 
Epi scopacy and the e s tabl i shment  o f  Presbyter ian i sm.  Now 
that the controver sy had begun, and that there seemed some 
danger that the House of Commons might take a middle course 
and limit the powers of the bishops instead of abolishing them, 
Henderson issued a tract entit led The Unlawfulness and Danger 
o f  L im i t e d  P r e l a c i e ,  o r  P e r p e t u a l  P r e s i d e n s i e  i n  t h e  Chu r c h 
(1641). Bai l l ie,  another Commissioner, put for th a tract with 
a  s imi lar  t i t le.  Hender son a l so publ i shed an account of  The 
Government and Order of the Kirk of Scot land ;  and G. Gillespie, 
another Scotchman, stated The Grounds of Presbyter ial  Govern- 
ment in an Asser tion of the Government of the Church of Scotland. 
There appeared on the other side, An Humble Remonstrance to 
the  High Cour t  o f  Par l iament  by a dut i fu l l  Sonne o f  the  Chur ch 
(B i shop  Ha l l )—a  de f ence  o f  Ep i s copacy  and  the  L i tu rgy. 
To  Ha l l ’s  p amph le t  the re  wa s  publ i shed  a  rep ly  bea r ing  a 
t i t l e  which ind ica te s  i t s  Pre sbyte r i an  or ig in ,  An Answe r  t o 
a  B o ok e  e n t i t u l e d  “An  Humbl e  R emon s t r a n c e ,” i n  wh i c h  t h e 
O r i g i n a l l  o f  L i t u r g y  ( a n d )  E p i s c o p a c y  i s  d i s c u s s e d .  A n d 
Qu e r i e s  p r o p o u n d e d  c o n c e r n i n g  b o t h .  Th e  Pa r i t y  o f  B i s h o p s 
a n d  P r e s b y t e r s  i n  S c r i p t u r e  d e m o n s t r a t e d .  T h e  o c c a s i o n  o f 
t h e i r  Impa r i t y  i n  An t i q u i t y  d i s c o v e r e d .  Th e  D i s p a r i t y  o f  t h e 
An c i e n t  a n d  o u r  Mod e r n  B i s h o p s  man i f e s t e d .  Th e  An t i q u i t y 
o f  R u l i n g  E l d e r s  i n  t h e  C h u r c h  v i n d i c a t e d .  T h e  P r e l a t i c a l l 
Church Bounded. Written by Smectymnuus.19

The pamphlet was the production of f ive Pur itan divines—

18 Ibid., i. 266.
19 Masson (Milton ,  i i .  219) quotes the l ines of  Cleveland “on the 

appearance of the pamphlet, expressing the half-comic wonder with 
which the name of Smectymnuus was everywhere greeted.”

“Smectymnuus! The goblin makes me start.
I’ the name of Rabbi Abraham, what art?”
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Stephen Marshal l ,  Edmund Calamy, Thomas Young, Matthew 
Newcomen,  and Wi l l i am Spur s tow;  and the  amaz ing name 
under which i t  was publ i shed i s  composed of  the ini t ia l s  of 
its five authors.20

On March  9  the  Commit tee  o f  the  Commons  submi t ted 
the i r  Repor t ,  and  on  the  nex t  day,  March  10 ,  the  House 
resolved, “That the leg is lat ive and judicial  power of bishops, 
in the House of Peer s in Par l iament,  i s  a  g reat hindrance to 
the d i scharge of  the i r  sp i r i tua l  funct ion,  pre judic ia l  to  the 
C o m m o n we a l t h ,  a n d  f i t  t o  b e  t a ke n  away,  by  b i l l .” O n 
March 11,  i t  was  fur ther resolved,  that  for  bi shops or  other 
c l e rgymen to  ac t  a s  mag i s t r a t e s ,  o r  a s  judge s  in  any  c iv i l 
cour t s ,  or  to be member s  of  the Pr ivy Counci l  was  equal ly 
ob j ec t ionab l e. 21 A  B i l l  embody ing  the  sub s t ance  o f  the s e 
resolut ions,  and ent i t led A Bi l l  to  r e s t ra in Bishops ,  and o the r s 
i n  Ho ly  O rd e r s ,  f r om  i n t e r m edd l i n g  w i t h  s e c u l a r  a f f a i r s ,  wa s 
brought in on March 30 and read a second time on Apr il 1. 22 
The prog ress  of the Bil l  was delayed by Straf ford’s  tr ia l ,  and 
i t  wa s  no t  re ad  a  th i rd  t ime  t i l l  May  1.  On May  14 ,  two 
days after the execution of Strafford, it came on for the second 
reading in the Lords.

Dur ing the s ix weeks which had passed s ince i t  was intro- 
duced  in to  the  Lower  House,  a  l a rge  number  o f  pe t i t ion s 
had been sent up praying for the reform of the polity of the 
Church and remonstrat ing against  i t s  des truct ion.  Wil l iams, 
Bishop of Lincoln and Dean of Westminster,23 had on March 1

20 Young, one of the Smectymnuans, had, twenty years before, been 
pr iva te  tu tor  to  John Mi l ton.  Mas son (Mil t on ,  i i .  238 ,  260)  i s  o f 
opinion that Milton contr ibuted “rough notes or mater ial” for about 
twenty  page s  o f  the  pamphle t .  Immedia te ly  a f t e r  i t s  appearance, 
Milton himself wrote a pamphlet on the controversy—Of Reformation 
touching Church Discipline in England, and the Causes that hither to have 
hindered i t ;  Two Books, wr i t ten to a Fr iend  (1641).  This was immedi- 
ately followed by another in reply to a pamphlet of Ussher’s: the second 
pamphlet was enti t led Of Pre lat i ca l  Epis copacy, and whither  i t  may he 
deduc’d f rom the Aposto l i ca l  t imes, by ver tue o f  those Test imonies,  which 
are a l leg’d to that purpose in some late Treat i ses .  Milton issued a third 
pamphlet in the course of the same year under the title Animadversions 
u p on  t h e  Remon s t r a n t s  De f e n c e  a g a i n s t  Sme c t ymnuu s .  Th i s  wa s  i n 
answer to Bishop Hall. (Masson, ibid,, ii. 251, 257.)

21 C. J. (March 10, 11, 1640–1), ii. 101, 102.
22 The t i t le  of  the Bi l l  var ies  s l ight ly  in for m. C. J.  (March 30, 

and April 1, 1641), ii. 114, 115.
23 At the inst igat ion of  Laud, Wil l iams,  who was f r iendly to the 

Pur itans, was suspended by the High Commission cour t from all his
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obta ined the appointment  of  a  Commit tee of  the House of 
Lords, consisting of ten bishops and thirty lay peers, to consider 
and report to the House on the means of restor ing peace to the 
Church .  Th i s  Commi t t ee,  de s c r ibed  a s  “ a  Commi t t ee  fo r 
Innovations in relig ion,” had invited a large number of eminent 
Pur i tans—Mar shal l ,  Calamy, and Young, three of  the Smec- 
tymnuans, among them—to a conference. Many reforms were 
proposed by thi s  Committee,  which,  had they been of fered 
earlier, would have alleviated or prevented Pur itan discontent. 
Ussher  had a  scheme for  what  he ter med a  “reduced Epi s- 
copacy.” 24 Wi l l i ams  had  another.  The  Lords  were  d i sposed 
to make large changes in the Church, but were not prepared 
to accept the revolutionary scheme of the “Root and Branch” 
men. Wil l iams himsel f  was  f i r mly opposed to depr iving the 
b i shop s  o f  t he i r  s e a t s  i n  the  House  o f  Lo rd s .  On  June  8 
(1641) the Bishops’ Exclusion Bill was rejected.25

A  week  l a t e r,  June  15,  t h e  Common s  made  a  v i go rou s 
reply to the vote of  the Upper House by resolving that  “a l l 
Dean s ,  Dean s  and  Chap t e r s ,  A rchde a con s ,  P rebenda r i e s , 
Chanter s ,  Canons and Pet ty Canons ,  and thei r  Off icer s ,  be 
u t te r ly  abo l i shed  and  t aken  away  out  o f  the  Church ,” and 
“ T h a t  a l l  t h e  L a n d s  t a k e n  b y  t h i s  B i l l  .   .   .  s h a l l  b e 
e m p l oye d  t o  t h e  A d va n c e m e n t  o f  L e a r n i n g  a n d  P i e t y ; 
P rov i s i o n  b e i n g  h a d  a n d  m a d e ,  t h a t  h i s  M a j e s t y  b e  n o 
Lo se r  in  h i s  Ren t s ,  F i r s t -F r u i t s ,  and  o the r  Dut i e s :  and  a 
c o m p e t e n t  m a i n t e n a n c e  s h a l l  b e  m a d e  t o  t h e  s e ve r a l 
Per sons  concer ned,  i f  such Per sons  appear  not  peccant  and 
Delinquents to this House.”26

A  s t i l l  mo re  sweep ing  p ropo s a l  wa s  a l re ady  b e f o re  t h e 
House in the for m of a  Bi l l .  In the cour se of  the month of 
May it became cer tain that the Bishops’ Exclusion Bil l would 
be thrown out in the Lords; and a Bil l—for which Sir Ar thur 
Haselr ig, Sir Harry Vane, and Oliver Cromwell were responsible 
—was read a  f i r s t  t ime on May 27,  descr ibed in  i t s  t i t l e  a s 
i n t e n d e d  F o r  t h e  i d l e r  A b o l i s h i n g  a n d  Ta k i n g  a way  o f  a l l 
Archbi shops,Bishops,  the i r  Chance l lo r s  and Commissar i e s,  Deans,

off ices, heavily f ined, and committed to the Tower dur ing the King’s 
p lea sure.  He was  kept  in  c lo se  impr i sonment  fo r  four  yea r s .  He 
was liberated and restored to his off ices immediately after the opening 
of the Long Parliament.

24 See Note A, pp. 404–406.
25 L. J., iv. 269.
26 Rushworth, iii. (1), 285; C. J., ii. 176.
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Deans  and  Chap t e r s,  Ar c hdea c on s,  P r eb enda r i e s,  Chan t e r s,  and 
Canons,  and  a l l  o th e r  th e i r  unde r - o f f i c e r s  ou t  o f  t h e  Chur c h  o f 
Eng l and .  On  the  s ame  day  i t  wa s  re ad  a  s e cond  t ime,  by 
a  m a j o r i t y  o f  139  t o  10 8 . 2 7 T h e  B i l l  wa s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a 
committee;  and Hyde (Lord Clarendon) who was resolute ly 
oppo sed  to  i t ,  d i d  I r i s  be s t  t o  de l ay  i t s  p rog re s s .  In  th i s 
he  wa s  succe s s fu l ,  and  be fo re  the  B i l l  cou ld  come on  fo r 
a  t h i r d  r e a d i n g  Pa r l i a m e n t  b ro ke  u p  f o r  t h e  va c a t i o n . 
B u t  t h e  “ R o o t  a n d  B r a n c h ” p a r t y  we r e  r e s o l v e d  t o 
s t r i ke  a n o t h e r  b l ow  a t  t h e  b i s h o p s ;  a n d  o n  A u g u s t  4 , 
Ser jeant  Wilde appeared before the House of  Lords ,  and in 
the name of the Commons of England demanded that Cur ie, 
B i shop o f  Winches te r,  Wr ight  o f  Covent r y  and  L ich f i e ld , 
Goodman of Gloucester,  Hal l  of Exeter,  Owen of St.  Asaph, 
Pierce of  Bath and Wel l s ,  Wren of  Ely,  Rober t s  of  Bangor, 
Sk inner  o f  Br i s to l ,  War ner  o f  Roches ter,  Tower s  o f  Peter- 
borough, and Owen of Llandaff—twelve bishops in all—should 
be for thwith put to answer for the cr imes and misdemeanours 
of which they had been guilty in common with Laud, the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, in the illegal acts of the late Convocation.

On  Augu s t  7,  t h re e  d ay s  a f t e r  t h e  impeachmen t  o f  t h e 
bi shops ,  the t reaty with Scot land was s igned and the whole 
position of the popular par ty was changed. While the Scottish 
ar my held the nor th of  England, the King was at  the mercy 
of  the Commons;  a s  soon as  i t  recrossed the border  he was 
f ree.  On the  ver y  day  tha t  the  t rea ty  was  s igned the  King 
infor med the Lords  that  he intended to v i s i t  Scot land;  th i s 
c re a t ed  the  keene s t  a l a r m.  Wha t  new s cheme  aga in s t  t he 
l ibe r t i e s  o f  Eng land was  in  the  mind o f  the  King?  Did  he 
intend to make ter ms of  hi s  own with the Scott i sh leader s? 
Was it even possible that the Scottish army, which dur ing the 
past twelve months had been the most powerful weapon in the 
hands of the House of Commons in its  struggle for freedom, 
might be seized by the King and used for his own purposes? 
The House was so anxious that i t  sat  on Sunday to consider 
the King’s  announcement.  I t  endeavoured to induce him to 
de l ay  h i s  v i s i t ;  bu t  he  wa s  immovab l e.  On  Augu s t  10  he 
started for the north.28

27 Nalson, ii. 257; C. J. (May 27, 1641), ii. 159.
28 C. J.  (Die Dominico ,  August 8. 164), i i .  245–246. L. J. ,  iv. 350– 

353. For the King’s answer, ibid., 352.
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On Augus t  27—par t ly  on account  o f  a  te r r ible  ep idemic 
of  p lague and smal lpox from which London was suf fer ing— 
i t  was  re so lved tha t  there  should  be  a  reces s  o f  Par l i ament 
f rom Sep tember  8  to  Oc tobe r  20 .  Bu t  be fo re  the  House s 
separated, the House of Commons thought it necessary to resolve 
tha t  in  a l l  ca thedra l  and par i sh  churches  and in  a l l  co l lege 
chapels the communion table should be removed to the place 
in which i t  had s tood before the recent innovat ions .  I t  a l so 
o rde red  “ th a t  t h e  Lo rd ’s  d ay  s h a l l  b e  du l y  ob s e r ved  and 
s anc t i f i ed ;  a l l  d anc ing ,  o r  o the r  s po r t s ,  e i t h e r  b e fo re  o r 
a f ter  divine service,  be forbom and res t ra ined;  and that  the 
preaching of God’s Word be permitted in the afternoon, in the 
s eve r a l  churche s  and  chape l s  o f  th i s  k ingdom ” ;  “ tha t  a l l 
c r uc i f ixes ,  scanda lous  p ic tures  o f  any one or  more Per sons 
o f  the  Tr in i ty,  and a l l  images  o f  the  Virg in  Mar y,  sha l l  be 
taken away and abol i shed;  and that  a l l  t aper s ,  candle s t icks , 
a n d  b a s o n s  b e  r e m ove d  f ro m  t h e  c o m mu n i o n  t a b l e .” I t 
wa s  a l so  o rde red  tha t  bowing  toward s  the  ea s t  end  o f  the 
church,  or  towards  the  communion table,  and a t  the  name 
of  Je sus ,  should  cea se. 29 Some unknown member  sugges ted 
tha t  a l t e r a t ion s  shou ld  be  made  in  the  Book  o f  Common 
Prayer ;  he was suppor ted by Cromwel l ,  who sa id that  there 
we re  p a s s a g e s  i n  t h e  b o o k  t o  w h i c h  g r ave  a n d  l e a r n e d 
d i v i n e s  c o u l d  n o t  s u b m i t .  B u t  t h i s  w a s  t o o  l a r g e  a 
ques t ion  to  be  opened in  a  th in  House  a t  the  dose  o f  the 
s e s s ion ,  and  noth ing  came o f  i t .  The  House  a l so  dec l a red 
i t  to be lawful  for  par i shes  to es tabl i sh lectureships  a t  their 
own expense.30

The Lords were wil l ing to ag ree to several  of these order s, 
but  ob jec ted  to  o ther s ;  bowing a t  the  name o f  Je su s ,  they 
thought, should be left to each man’s conscience, and neither 
prohib i ted  nor  en jo ined.  The order s ,  a s  a  whole,  were  re- 
jected in the Lords by eleven against nine. On the resolution 
about  the  l ec tu re sh ip s  the  Lord s  were  not  consu l t ed .  The 
House of Commons published its orders on its own author ity, 
and charged the country to wait quietly for “the Reformation 
intended, without any tumultuous disturbance of the worship 
of God and peace of the kingdom.”31

29 Nalson, ii. 482. C. J. (September 1, 1641), ii. 279.
30 Nalson, ii. 477. C J. (September 7, 1641), ii. 280.
31 Nalson, ii. 482–483; and Rushworth, iii. (1), 386–387.
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The  two  House s  ro s e  on  Sep t ember  9 ,  a  d ay  l a t e r  th an 
had been determined.

III

For a t ime the King was in high spir i t s .  He was doing his 
be s t  to  c rea te  a  pa r ty  in  Scot l and on which he  cou ld  re ly 
to susta in his  author i ty against  the Par l iamentar y movement 
i n  Eng l a nd ;  a nd  h e  t hough t  t h a t  h e  h ad  s u c c e ed ed .  He 
wrote to the Queen that in future troubles he could count on 
having a  Scott i sh ar my behind him of  5,000 foot  and 1,000 
hor se. At the same t ime he was scheming to secure Catholic 
suppor t  in  I re l and .  Or mond ,  a  P ro te s t an t ,  and  Ant r im,  a 
Cathol ic,  were  to  br ing together  the  d i sbanded I r i sh  a r my 
and se i ze  Dubl in  ca s t l e.  I t  i s  ha rd ly  pos s ible  tha t  the  Par- 
l iamentary leader s should have had no suspicion of the royal 
p lo t  aga ins t  the  l iber t ie s  for  which they had a l ready dared 
and ventured so much, and for which they were ready to dare 
and to venture still more.

Towards the middle of October news came from the nor th 
which sugges ted that  the King was  capable  o f  even a  baser 
deed than conspir ing with Ir ish Catholics against his Protestant 
subjects  in England. The King’s policy in Scotland had been 
checked  by  Argy l e,  who wa s  rega rded  by  the  ma s s  o f  the 
Scot t i sh  peop le  a s  the  g rea t  repre senta t ive  o f  the  na t iona l 
cau se  aga in s t  the  ty rann ica l  encroachment s  o f  the  Eng l i sh 
adv i se r s  o f  the  Crown.  The Marqui s  o f  Hami l ton had a l so 
incur red  the  King ’s  d i sp lea sure.  The Ear l  o f  Crawford  or- 
gani sed a  conspiracy for  se iz ing these two g reat  nobles  and 
car r ying them out of the country;  i f  they were dr iven to i t , 
the conspirator s were not to shr ink from assass inat ing them. 
One  o f  t h e  b and  b e t r ayed  t h e  p l o t .  The re  i s  no  re a s on 
to bel ieve that Charles  was a par ty to this  monstrous cr ime. 
But his  gui l t  was suspected in Scot land; and when the news 
o f  t he  “ Inc iden t ,” a s  i t  wa s  c a l l ed ,  re a ched  Eng l and ,  the 
Parliamentary leaders must have felt that if it was possible for 
Charles to have been an accomplice in the conspiracy against 
Argyle and Hamilton their own lives were not safe.

On November 1 news of a st i l l  more star t l ing kind reached 
London, and the whole country was suddenly kindled into a 
pa s s ion o f  a l a r m and ind igna t ion .  “Whi le  the  King was  in
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Scot l and ,” wr i t e s  Mr s .  Hutch in son ,  record ing  the  popu la r 
impression of the time—

“that cursed rebellion in Ireland broke out, wherein above 200,000 
were  mas sacred in  two months ’ space,  be ing sur pr i sed ,  and many 
o f  them mos t  inhuman ly  bu tche red  and  to r mented ;  and  be s ide s 
the s la in,  abundance of poor f amil ies  s tr ipped and sent naked away 
out  o f  a l l  the i r  pos se s s ions ;  and ,  had  not  the  prov idence  o f  God 
miraculous ly  prevented the sur pr i se  of  Dubl in Cas t le  the night  i t 
shou ld  have  been se i zed ,  there  had not  been any remnant  o f  the 
Protestant name left in that country.”32

Mr.  Gard iner  th inks  tha t  the  number  s l a in  in  co ld  blood 
at the beg inning of the rebell ion could hardly have exceeded 
four or  f ive thousand,  whi l s t  about  twice that  number may 
h ave  p e r i s h ed  f rom  i l l - t r e a tmen t . 33 Popu l a r  r umou r  a nd 
exc i tement  exaggera ted  the  number  o f  the  v ic t ims  o f  tha t 
appal l ing outbreak of  wi ld revenge;  but exaggerat ion of  the 
inhuman outrages they suffered was hardly possible.

I t  wa s  be l i eved  tha t  the  mas s ac re s  in  I re l and  were  to  be 
fo l lowed by  s imi l a r  mas s ac re s  in  Eng land .  The repor t  tha t 
there  was  a  p lo t  to  murder  more  than a  hundred member s 
o f  the  two House s ,  and  tha t  the  day  had  been  f ixed  fo r  a 
general r i s ing, was regarded as suff iciently ser ious to require 
inves t iga t ion by  the  Lords :  fo r  there  were  men s t i l l  l iv ing 
who could remember Catesby and Guy Fawkes,  and the dis- 
covery of  the gunpowder concealed in the cel lar s  under the 
House s  o f  Pa r l i amen t .  Th i s  i nve s t i g a t i on  l ed  to  no th ing ; 
but there was conclusive evidence submitted to the House of 
Commons that the King had initiated a petition in which the 
soldiers were to express their detestation of the leading members 
of  the House,  and to declare that  they were ready to march 
on London to suppress  the tumult s  which those leader s  had 
r a i s e d .  T h e  H o u s e  d e c l a r e d  by  vo t e  t h a t  i t  wa s  p rove d 
“that there was a second design to br ing up the Army against 
the Par l iament,  and an intent ion to make the Scott i sh ar my 
stand as neutral.”34

I t  was  in  the  s tor my temper  crea ted by these  a l a r ms tha t 
the Commons entered on the f inal debate upon what has been 

32 Memoirs of Colonel Hutchinson (1885), i. 133.
33 S. R. Gardiner, History, x. 65, 69, and note.
34 S.  R. Gardiner,  ib id . ,  x.  73–74; C. J.  (November 17,  1641),  i i . 
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called “the Grand Remonstrance.” This ter r ible indictment of 
the policy of the Crown had been prepared by a Committee 
appoin ted  s ix  day s  a f t e r  the  meet ing  o f  Par l i ament  on the 
mot ion  o f  Lord  Digby,  “ to  d raw out  .   .   .  such  a  Remon- 
s trance as  may be a f a i thful  and l ively representat ion to His 
Majes ty of  the deplorable es ta te  of  thi s  Kingdom, and such 
as may happily discover unto his clear and excellent judgment 
the pernicious authors of it.”35 

The  Remon s t r a n c e  d e c l a re s  t h a t  “ t h e  Roo t  o f  a l l  t h e 
ev i l s  which  had  not  on ly  a s s au l t ed  but  even  overwhe lmed 
a n d  e x t i n g u i s h e d  t h e  L i b e r t y,  Pe a c e  a n d  P ro s p e r i t y  o f 
th i s  K ingdom,  the  comfor t  and  hopes  o f  a l l  Hi s  Ma je s ty ’s 
good sub jec t s ,  and exceed ing ly  weakened and under mined 
the  founda t ion and s t rength  o f  h i s  own rega l  throne,” was 
“ a  m a l i g n a n t  a n d  p e r n i c i o u s  d e s i g n  o f  s u bve r t i n g  t h e 
Fund amen t a l  L aw s  a nd  P r i n c i p l e s  o f  Gove r nmen t ,  upon 
which the Rel ig ion and Jus t ice  of  th i s  Kingdom are f i r mly 
established.” It declares that—

“(1 )  t he  Ac to r s  and  P romote r s  he reo f  h ave  been  the  Je su i t ed 
Pap i s t s  who ha te  the  Laws ,  a s  the  ob s t ac l e s  o f  tha t  Change  and 
subversion of Religion, which they so much long for.

“ ( 2 )  The  B i s hop s ,  a nd  t h e  c o r r up t  p a r t  o f  t h e  C l e r g y,  who 
cher i sh for mal i ty  and super s t i t ion a s  the natura l  e f fect s  and more 
p robable suppor t s  of  their  own eccles ia s t ica l  tyranny and usur pa- 
tion.

“ ( 3 )  Such  coun s e l l o r s  and  cou r t i e r s  a s  f o r  p r iva t e  end s  h ave 
engaged themselves to fur ther the interests of some foreign Pr inces, 
or States, to the prejudice of His Majesty and the State at home.”

Their policy, it was alleged, was (1) to provoke and maintain 
cont inual  di f ferences  and di scontents  between the King and 
t h e  p e o p l e ,  u p o n  q u e s t i o n s  o f  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  roya l 
prerogat ive,  that  by taking the s ide of  the King aga ins t  the 
men who a s se r ted  the  anc ien t  l ibe r t i e s  o f  the  na t ion  they 
migh t  ob t a in  f rom the  Crown the  p l ace s  o f  g rea t e s t  t r u s t 
and  power  in  the  k ingdom.  ( 2 )  To  co r r up t  the  pu r i t y  o f 

35 C.  J.  (November  10 ,  1640 ) .  Lord  Digby ’s  mot ion ,  a s  f ina l l y 
passed by the House,  was more moderate in for m. The committee 
was instructed “to draw out .   .   .  some such way of Declarat ion, as 
may be a f aithful Representation to this House of the Estate of the 
K ingdom.” Bu t  the  e f f e c t  o f  h i s  re so lu t ion  and  speech  wa s  no t 
lessened by the amendment.
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relig ious doctr ine and relig ious worship, and to discourage and 
oppre s s  those  who were  loya l  to  the  t r ue  Prote s t an t  f a i th . 
( 3 )  To  un i t e  a l l  t ho s e  p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  k i ngdom th a t  we re 
most f avourable to their designs, and to divide the fr iends of 
Protes tant i sm and publ ic  f reedom,—that  i s ,  “ to cher i sh the 
Ar minian par t  in  those point s  where in they ag ree with the 
Pap i s t s ;  t o  mu l t i p l y  a nd  en l a r g e  t h e  d i f f e ren c e  b e tween 
the common Protestants  and those whom they cal l  Pur i tans; 
to introduce and countenance such opinions and ceremonies, 
as are f ittest for accommodation with Popery; to increase and 
maintain ignorance, looseness, and profaneness in the people.” 
“Papis t s ,  Ar minians ,  and Liber t ines” were to be drawn into 
a confederation against the l iber ties and rel ig ion of England. 
(4) To create in the mind of the King hostility to Parliaments, 
and  to  inc l ine  h im to  ob ta in  supp l i e s  by  uncons t i tu t iona l 
methods.36

The  “ma l i g n an t ” p a r t y  h a d  b e en  a c t i ve—ac co rd i n g  t o 
the Remonstrance—in the t ime of  King James ;  i t  had been 
checked by the quar rel with Spain which followed the f ailure 
of the scheme for mar rying Charles to a Spanish pr incess and 
by his  mar r iage with Henr iet ta—“the interest s  and counsel s 
of (France) being not so contrary to the good of Relig ion and 
the prosper ity of this Kingdom as those of Spain ”; but as soon 
as  Char les  came to the throne,  the par ty recovered s t rength 
and renewed their  at tempts to destroy Protestant i sm both in 
England and in France, and to ruin the civi l  l iber t ies  of the 
people of England.

Then in  206  pa r ag raphs ,  beg inn ing  wi th  the  d i s so lu t ion 
of Parl iament at Oxford in the f ir st  year of the King’s reign, 
the document recites the cr imes of which the King’s Government 
had been guilty, the misfor tunes which his policy had brought 
upon his  nat ion, and the patr iot ic endeavour s of  Par l iament 
to punish the King’s evi l  adviser s and to reasser t the ancient 
r ight s  o f  the  nat ion.  The “venemous” counse l s  o f  the  men 
about the King had, however, been directed to the undoing of 
the good workwhich Parliament had effected,both for the King 
and the  people ;  they had “ laboured to  seduce and cor rupt 
some of the Commons’ House, to draw them into conspiracies 
and combinat ions against  the l iber ty of  Par l iament”; 37 there

36 Rushworth, iii. (i), 438–439; and Nalson, ii. 694–693.
37 Remonstrance, 171; Rushworth, iii. (1), 449.
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had been army plots, by which they had endeavoured to engage 
the army “for the maintenance of their wicked and traitorous 
des igns” ;  they were  re spons ible  for  the  war  wi th Scot land, 
and after the war was over they had tr ied to secure the neu- 
tral i ty of the Scottish army while the English army executed 
their  “mal ice to the subver s ion of  our re l ig ion and the di s- 
so lu t ion  o f  our  gove r nment” ;  above  a l l  they  had  p l anned 
and  p rovoked  t he  i n su r re c t i on  and  ma s s a c re s  i n  I re l and ; 
“and in general, have kindled such a f ire, as nothing but God’s 
inf inite blessing upon the wisdom and endeavours of this State 
will be able to quench it.”38

The pr incipal  g r ievances re lat ing to re l ig ion of  which the 
Remonstrance complained were:—

1. That “the Bishops and the rest of the clergy did tr iumph 
in  the  Suspens ions ,  Excommunica t ions ,  Depr iva t ions ,  and 
Degradations of divers painful, learned and pious ministers.”39

2 .  T h a t  t h e  H i g h  C o m m i s s i o n ,  a s s i s t e d  by  t h e  K i n g ’s 
Counci l ,  “g rew to such exces s  o f  shar pnes s  and sever i ty  a s 
was not much less than the Roman Inquisition.”40

3.  Tha t  by  the  ty r anny  o f  the  B i shops  and  the i r  cour t s , 
in every par t  of  the countr y t radesmen and working people 
were impover i shed and large number s of  them dr iven ei ther 
to New England or to Holland.41

4 .  That  the c lergy who most  readi ly  obta ined pre fer ment 
were those who were most active “in promoting super stit ion, 
most virulent in railing against godliness and honesty.”

5. That the sermons del ivered before His Majesty on g reat 
and  so l emn occa s ion s  we re  devo ted  to  exa l t i ng  the  roya l 
prerogative and diminishing the authority of the Law.

6.  That  the men who were endeavour ing to mainta in the 
relig ion, laws, and liber ties of the kingdom were, in this way, 
made odious, and were also removed from the Commission of 
the Peace and all other public employments.42

7.  Tha t  an  a t t empt  had  been made  to  in t roduce  “Popi sh 
Super st i t ions and Innovat ions,” the “new Canons and a new 
Liturgy,” into Scotland.43

38 Remonstrance, 172–179; Rushworth, iii. (1), 449.
39 Ibid., 51; Rushworth, ibid., 442.
40 Ibid., 52; Rushworth, ibid., 442–443.
41 Ibid., 53–54; Rushworth, ibid., 443.
42 Ibid., 56–58; Rushworth, ibid., 443.
43 Ibid., 65–66; Rushworth, ibid., 443.
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8 .  Tha t  Convoca t ion ,  “by  an  unhea rd-o f  p re sumpt ion ,” 
had continued to s i t  a f ter the dissolution of Par l iament,  and 
had passed canons which conta ined “many matter s  contrar y 
to the King’s prerogative, to the fundamental laws and statutes 
o f  the  rea lm,  to  the  r igh t  o f  Pa r l i ament s ,  to  the  p roper ty 
and l iber ty of  the subject ,  and matter s  tending to sedi t ion, 
and of dangerous consequence.” That this  same Convocation 
“h ad  impo s ed  a  n ew  Oa th  upon  d ive r s  o f  H i s  Ma j e s t y ’s 
subjects . . . for maintenance of their own tyranny.”44

9 .  Tha t  ( 1 )  “ the  Pop i sh  pa r t y  en joyed  such  exempt ion s 
from Penal Laws, as  amounted to a Tolerat ion, besides many 
other  encouragements  and Cour t  f avour s .” (2)  “They had a 
Secretar y of  State,  Sir  Francis  Windebank, a  powerful  agent 
for speeding all their desires.” (3) They had “A Pope’s Nuncio 
residing here, to act and govern them according to such influ- 
ences as  he received from Rome, and to intercede for them 
with the most powerful concur rence of the foreign Pr inces of 
that  re l ig ion.” (4)  “By his  author i ty the Papis t s  of  a l l  sor t s , 
Nobility, Gentry, and Clergy, were convocated after the manner 
o f  a  Pa r l i amen t .” ( 5 )  “New Ju r i s d i c t i on s  we re  e rec t ed  o f 
Romish  Archbi shops ,  Taxes  l ev ied ,  another  S ta te  moulded 
wi th in  th i s  S ta te,  independent  in  gover nment ,  cont ra r y  in 
in te re s t  and  a f f ec t ion ,  .   .   .  in  th i s  po s tu re  wa i t ing  fo r  an 
oppor tunity by force to destroy those whom they could not 
hope to seduce,” and that  for  e f fect ing thi s  end “they were 
s t rengthened with ar ms and munit ion,” and “encouraged by 
super s t i t ious  prayer s ,  enjoined by the Nuncio to be weekly 
made for the prosper ity of some great Design.” (6) “And such 
power  had  they  a t  Cour t ,  tha t  s ec re t ly  a  Commis s ion  was 
issued out, or intended to be issued, to some great men of that 
profess ion, for the levying of soldier s ,  and to command and 
employ them according to pr ivate instructions, which we doubt 
we r e  f r a m e d  f o r  t h e  a d va n t a g e  o f  t h o s e  w h o  we re  t h e 
contrivers of them.”45

A g a i n  a n d  a g a i n  t h e  R e m o n s t r a n c e  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  t h e 
Commons had no desire to limit the ancient powers of the Crown. 
Nor was it their intention, as their enemies alleged—

“to  abo l i s h  a l l  Chu rch  Gove r nmen t ,  and  l e ave  eve r y  man  t o 
hi s  own f ancy,  for  the service and wor ship of  God, absolving him 

44 Remonstrance, 85–86; Rushworth, iii. (1), 444–445.
45 Ibid., 88–94; Rushworth, ibid., 445.
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of that obedience which he owes under God unto his Majesty; whom 
we know to be intrusted with the Ecclesiast ical Law as well as with 
the Temporal, to regulate all the members of the Church of England, 
by  s u c h  Ru l e s  o f  O rd e r  a nd  D i s c i p l i n e  a s  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  by  Pa r l i a - 
men t ;  wh i c h  i s  h i s  g r e a t  Coun c i l ,  i n  a l l  a f f a i r s  b o t h  i n  Chu r c h  and 
Stated

“We do here  dec l a re  tha t  i t  i s  f a r  f rom our  Pur pose  or  Des i re 
to  l e t  l oo se  the  go lden  Re in s  o f  Di s c ip l ine  and  Gover nment  in 
the  Church,  to  leave  pr iva te  Per sons  or  par t icu la r  Cong regat ions 
to take up what Form of Divine service they please, for we hold i t 
requis i te  that  there should be throughout the Realm a confor mity 
to that Order which the Laws enjoin according to the Word of God. 
And we des i re  to  unbur then the  Consc iences  o f  Men of  need le s s 
and super s t i t ious Ceremonies ,  suppress  Innovat ions ,  and take away 
the Monuments of Idolatry.”

“ A n d  t h e  b e t t e r  t o  e f f e c t  t h e  i n t e n d e d  R e f o r m a t i o n ,  we 
de s i re  the re  may  be  a  Gene r a l  Synod  o f  the  mos t  g r ave,  p iou s , 
l e a r ned  and  jud ic ious  Div ine s  o f  th i s  I s l and ;  a s s i s t ed  wi th  some 
f rom Fore ign  Pa r t s ,  p ro f e s s ing  the  s ame  Re l i g ion  wi th  u s ;  who 
m ay  c o n s i d e r  o f  a l l  t h i n g s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  Pe a c e  a n d  g o o d 
Gove r nmen t  o f  t he  Church ,  and  rep re s en t  t he  Re su l t s  o f  t he i r 
C o n s u l t a t i o n s  u n t o  P a r l i a m e n t ,  t o  b e  t h e r e  a l l owe d  o f  a n d 
con f i r med ,  and  rece ive  the  S t amp o f  Author i ty,  the reby  to  f ind 
passage and obedience throughout the Kingdom.”46

A t  m idn i gh t  on  Novembe r  2 2 ,  a f t e r  a n  ex c i t e d  d eb a t e 
which had lasted from noon, the vote was taken: the Ayes were 
15 9 ;  t h e  N o e s  14 8 .  T h e  g r e a t  r e f o r m s  w h i c h  h a d  b e e n 
car r ied in the earlier months of the Long Parliament had been 
suppor ted  by  the  who le  s t reng th  o f  the  House ;  the  pa r ty 
tha t  wa s  re so lved ,  a t  a l l  co s t s ,  to  b reak  the  power  o f  the 
“ m a l i g n  a n t s ” c o u l d  n ow  c o m m a n d  a  m a j o r i t y  o f  o n l y 
eleven.47

46 Remonstrance, 183, 185–186; Rushworth, iii. (i), 450.
47 C. J., ii. 322. “In the general debate the speeches of the Royalist- 

Episcopal ian par ty are disappointing to the reader.  Hyde posit ively 
declared that the nar rative part of the Remonstrance was true, and in 
his opinion modestly expressed, but that he thought it a pity to go back 
so f ar in the history of the reign. Falkland complained of the hard 
measure dea l t  out  to the bi shops and Ar minians .  Der ing took the 
same l ine.  Many bishops,  he said,  had brought in super st i t ion, but 
not one idolatry. Culpepper .   .   .  argued that the Commons had no 
r ight to draw up such a Remonstrance without the concurrence of the 
Lords, and no r ight at all to send it abroad amongst the people. Such 
a cour se,  he sa id,  was ‘dangerous to the publ ic peace.’ Such argu- 
ments were effective enough as cr iticism; but they were not the argu- 
ments of s tatesmen. Not one of these speaker s even sketched out a 
policy for the future. Not one of them took any comprehensive view
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The House also adopted a petition to the King, praying for 
redres s  o f  the g r ievances  rec i ted in  the Remonstrance,  and 
especial ly beseeching him to preserve in a Parl iamentary way 
“ the  peace  and  s a f e ty  o f  the  Kingdom f rom the  ma l i c ious 
designs of the Popish par ty.” The petition went on to ask that 
the bi shops might be depr ived of  their  votes  in Par l iament, 
that their immoderate power over the clergy might be abr idged, 
and that unnecessary ceremonies might be abolished in order 
tha t  loya l  sub jec t s  who he ld  “ the  s ame fundamenta l  t r u ths 
a g a i n s t  t h e  Pap i s t s ” m i gh t  b e  un i t e d .  I t  a l s o  p r ayed  t h e 
King to dismiss his evil  counsel lor s, and to take such men to 
be  near  h im in  p laces  o f  t r us t  a s  Par l i ament  could  conf ide 
in .  Fina l ly  i t  begged hi s  Majes ty not  to a l ienate any of  the 
forfeited lands that would come to the Crown on account of the 
insur rect ion in I re land,  but  to re ta in them that  they might 
increase the roya l  revenue and g ive some sa t i s f act ion to hi s 
Majesty’s English subjects for the cost of the Irish war.48

On December  i ,  a  commit tee  o f  member s  p re sen ted  the 
Remons t r ance  and  the  pe t i t ion  to  the  King . 49 A  fo r tn igh t 
later, before the King had made his formal reply, the Commons 
re so lved  tha t  the  Remons t r ance  shou ld  be  pr in ted .  I t  was 
meant to be an appeal, not to the Crown, but to the nation.50

IV

The publ icat ion of  the Remonstrance was deeply resented 
by the King, and dur ing the month of December he had sti l l 
g raver reasons for regarding with bi t ter  host i l i ty the leader s 
of the country par ty. One of the clauses of the Bill , as passed 
by the Commons, author ising the impressment of soldier s for 
Ireland, denied the r ight of the King to compel men to military

of the dif f icult ies of the s i tuation, or gave the s l ightest hint of the 
manner in which he proposed to deal with them. Against such speakers 
as these Pym’s defence was easy. ‘The honour of the King,’ he said, 
‘ l ie s  in  the sa fe ty  of  the people,  and we must  te l l  the t r uth.  The 
plots have been very near the King, all dr iven home to the Court and 
the Popish par ty.’” S.  R. Gardiner,  Histo r y,  x .  75.  The text  of  the 
Remons t ran c e  i s  g iven in hi s  Cons t i tu t i ona l  Document s  (1625–1660) , 
202–232.

48 The King had already promised to g ive to the City of London 
the for fe i ted es ta tes  in the nor th of  I re land.  For the pet i t ion,  see 
Kushworth, iii. (1), 437–438.

49 C. J., ii. 330.
50 C. J. (December 15, 1641), ii. 344.
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service beyond the limits of their own county, except to resist 
foreign invas ion.  The c lause was chal lenged in the Lords  as 
a  l imi t a t ion  o f  the  anc ien t  pe roga t ive s  o f  the  Crown:  the 
leader s of the Commons met the chal lenge by introducing a 
Bill taking the command of the militia out of the hands of the 
King and transfer r ing it to a Lord General to be appointed by 
Parliament; the Lord General was to have power to raise men, 
to levy money to pay them, and to execute mar tia l  law. The 
navy was to be under the command of a Lord Admiral similarly 
appointed and with similar powers.51

At last  the King resolved to str ike an ef fect ive blow at the 
men who were l imit ing hi s  power and thwar t ing hi s  pol icy. 
On January 4 (1641–2) he went down in per son to the House 
of Commons, fol lowed by three or four hundred armed men, 
with the intention of arresting Hampden, Pym, Holies, Haselr ig, 
and Strode for  h igh t rea son.  But  “a l l  the b i rds  had f lown.” 
“I assure you,” he said,  “on the word of a King, I  never did 
in tend any force,  but  sha l l  proceed aga ins t  them in a  lega l 
a nd  f a i r  way,  f o r  I  n eve r  me an t  a ny  o t h e r .” 52 Bu t  Pym , 
Hampden, and their par ty had learnt long before this the true 
wor th  o f  “ the  word  o f  a  K ing .” A  peace fu l  s e t t l emen t  o f 
the quar re l  between the Commons and the Crown had now 
become  hope l e s s .  A f t e r  t h e  Remon s t r an c e  i t  wa s  h a rd l y 
poss ible for the King to trust  the House of  Commons;  a f ter 
the attempt to seize the Five Members i t  was hardly possible 
for the House of Commons to trust the King.

V

One  impor t an t  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l  mea su re  wa s  p a s s ed  in  the 
usual consti tutional manner before the outbreak of the Civi l 
Wa r.  On  Oc tobe r  21,  a  f ew  d ay s  a f t e r  t h e  re a s s emb l i n g 
of Parliament, a new Bill was brought in for excluding bishops 
from the House of Lords and removing the clergy of all ranks 
f rom the  Commis s ion  o f  the  Peace  and  o ther  pos i t ions  o f 
t empor a l  au tho r i t y.  I t  wa s  no t  s e r i ou s l y  oppo s ed ;  bu t  i f 
it had gone up to the peers at once, it would probably have been

51 L. J. (December 4 and 6, 1641), iv. 462–463. C. J. (December 7, 
1641), ii. 334. S. R. Gardiner, History, x. 95–96.

52 Rushworth, iii. (1), 478.
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re jec ted  l ike  the  s imi l a r  B i l l  o f  the  prev ious  summer.  But 
i t s  prog re s s  was  de layed,  and the  b i shops  themse lves  by  an 
act of singular indiscretion secured its success. The neighbour- 
hood of the two Houses had been f i l led for some days with a 
turbulent mob, and members of both Houses belonging to the 
cour t  par ty  were  exposed to  in su l t .  On December  28 ,  one 
of  the Royal i s t  peer s  moved a  reso lut ion dec lar ing that ,  in 
consequence of the per i l  of popular violence, Parliament was 
not  f ree.  The mot ion was  p la in ly  a  ver y  dangerous  one.  I f 
Parl iament was not free, the King might declare that none of 
its recent proceedings were valid; he might be l iberated from 
the Act  which protected i t  aga ins t  d i s so lut ion,  or  he might 
adjourn it to Oxford or to some other place where it would no 
longer be protected by popular enthusiasm and suppor t.  The 
motion was rejected by a major ity of four. On December 30 
a protest signed by twelve of the bishops was presented to the 
Lords, declar ing that they could not attend the House without 
danger to their lives, and protesting that all laws, orders, votes, 
and resolutions made in their absence were “null and of none 
effect.”

Af te r  the i r  vote  two days  be fore,  the  Lords  regarded the 
action of the bishops as an intolerable insult, and at once sent 
the protes t  to the Commons as  “conta ining matter s  of  high 
and  dange rou s  con sequence  .   .   .  and  [ such  a s ]  requ i re s  a 
speedy and sudden resolut ion; the Peti t ion extending to the 
deep intrenching upon the fundamental Pr ivi leges and Being 
of Parliament.”53

The “reso lut ion” taken by the Commons was  su f f ic ient ly 
“ speedy  and  sudden” to  s a t i s f y  the  pee r s .  I t  wa s  re so lved 
the same day to impeach the twelve bishops of  high treason 
for endeavour ing to subvert the fundamental laws and being of 
Par l iament.  The same night ten of them were in the Tower, 
and the other two, “in regard of their age, and indeed of the 
worthy par ts of one of them, the learned bishop of Durham,” 
were committed to the custody of the Black Rod.54

On  Feb r u a r y  6  t h e  B i s hop s ’ Ex c l u s i on  B i l l  p a s s e d  t h e 
L o rd s .  O n  Fe b r u a r y  13  i t  r e c e i ve d  t h e  roya l  a s s e n t  by 
commi s s i on .  The  K ing  wa s  t r ave l l i ng  w i th  the  Queen  to 

53 L. J. ,  iv.  496–497. Only eleven s ignatures appear in this  place; 
Williams’s (Peterborough) signature is given in C. J., ii. 363.

54 L. J., iv. 498–499; Rushworth, iii. (1), 468.



256 FROM THE MEETING OF THE LONG

Dover, from which por t she was to cross to France. Sir John 
Colepepper told her that unless she could induce the King to 
g ive his  as sent to the Bi l l ,  there was reason to fear  that  she 
m i gh t  b e  p reven t e d  f rom  l e av i n g  t h e  k i n gdom .  Th i s  s o 
ter r i f ied  her  tha t  she  entrea ted the King to  g ive  way,  and, 
a s  u sua l ,  the  Queen  was  succe s s fu l  wi th  h im a f t e r  he  had 
re s i s t ed  the  counse l  o f  Pa r l i ament  and  o f  h i s  own t r u s t ed 
advisers.55

55 Clarendon, Life, i. 94–95.
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CHAPTER VI
CONGREGATIONALISTS IN THE WESTMINSTER  

ASSEMBLY

The King ’s  Standard set  up  at  Nottingham—His  Spe ech and 
Prote station—A Constitutional  Struggle  become s  a  Re- 
l ig ious  War—Epi scopacy  abol i she d  by  Parl iame nt—What 
i s  to  take  i t s  P lac e ? — H e nde r s on  i n  S cot land  adv i s e s 
Delay—The King re fuse s  to summon a Synod of Divine s— 
Parl i ame nt,  as  Supreme  Authority,  conve ne s  the  We st - 
m in ste r  A s sembly—England  and  Scot land  unite  i n  th e 
S ole m n  L eag ue  and  C ove nant — C h urc h  Part i e s  i n  th e 
As sembly—The  As sembly  directe d  to  deal  with  the  Di s - 
cipl ine and Liturgy of the Church—Church Officers and 
th e i r  Funct ion s—Rule s  of  Ordinat ion—Nature  of  th e 
Church—Purity of Communion—Independents and Presby- 
te rians  divided—The Rise  of  Strange  Sects  leads  to Re- 
action in  Favour of  Authority—Diff icultie s  involved in 
Unl im ite d  Tole ration—Triumph  of  Pre sbyte riani sm—The 
“F ive  Di s se nting  Brethre n  “appeal  to  Parl iame nt—The ir 
“Apologeticall Narration”—Their Principle s and Policy— 
Congregationalism and Recalcitrant Churches—Philip Nye 
and  th e  Supremacy  of  th e  C iv i l  Powe r—The  State  e n - 
dangered by  a  Highly  Organi sed  Church within  it—The 
Pre sbyte rian  Scheme  carri e d—The  Directory  for  Publ ic 
Worship completed, and presented to Parliament.

ON  A ugu s t  2 2 ,  164 2 , 1 Ch a r l e s  s e t  u p  h i s  s t a nd a rd  a t 
Nottingham, and the herald-at-arms read a Proclamation 

requir ing the aid and ass i s tance of the King’s loving subjects 

1 This is the date g iven in Rushworth, i i i .  ( i) ,  783, and generally 
adopted. Clarendon says: “According to the proclamation, upon the 
twenty-f ifth day of August, the standard was erected, about six of the 
clock in the evening of a very stormy and tempestuous day. .   .   .  A 
general sadness covered the whole town, and the King himself appeared 
more melancholique than he used to be. The standard itself was blown 
down the same night it had been set up, by a very strong and unruly 
wind, and could not be f ixed again in a day or two, ti l l  the tempest 
was  a l l ayed .  And th i s  was  the  me lancho l ique  s t a te  o f  the  King ’s 
a f f a i r s  w h e n  t h e  s t a n d a rd  wa s  s e t  u p. "  H i s t o r y ,  i i .  318 .  S .  R 
Gardiner (History ,  x. 219) thinks that the standard was blown down 
a week later, and that " Clarendon ante-dated the story for the sake 
of effect."
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to enable him to suppress the rebel l ion of the Earl  of Essex, 
who, under the orders of Parliament, was raising forces against 
hi s  author i ty.  What temper Char les  des i red to encourage in 
the Royalist par ty is shown by a speech which he delivered a 
month later at the head of the army. He said:—

“ Yo u r  c o n s c i e n c e  a n d  yo u r  l oya l t y  h a t h  b ro u g h t  yo u  h e r e 
to  f i gh t  fo r  your  re l i g ion ,  your  k ing ,  and  the  l aws  o f  the  l and . 
You shal l  meet with no enemies but trai tor s ,  most of them Brown- 
i s t s ,  an abap t i s t s ,  and  a the i s t s ;  s u ch  who  de s i re  t o  de s t roy  bo th 
church and state and who have a lready condemned you to ruin for 
being loyal to us.”2

I n  a  “ P ro t e s t a t i o n ” m a d e  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  t h e  K i n g 
began by saying:—

“ I  do promise  in  the  pre sence o f  Almighty  God,  and a s  I  hope 
for  h i s  b le s s ing  and pro tec t ion ,  tha t  I  wi l l ,  to  the  u tmos t  o f  my 
powe r,  d e f end  and  ma in t a i n  t h e  t r u e  r e f o r m e d  p r o t e s t a n t  r e l i g i o n 
e s t a b l i s h ed  i n  t h e  c hu r c h  o f  Eng l and ,  and  by  the  g r ace  o f  God ,  in 
the same will live and die.”

Having  made th i s  so lemn vow to  de fend the  Church ,  he 
added in less impressive terms:—

“I  de s i re  t o  gove r n  by  the  known l aws  o f  t he  l and ,  and  th a t 
the l iber ty and proper ty of  the subject  may be by them preserved 
wi th  the  s ame ca re  a s  my own ju s t  r igh t s .  And i f  i t  p lea se  God, 
by  a  b l e s s i ng  upon  the  a r my,  r a i s ed  f o r  my  nece s s a r y  d e f ence, 
to  p re se r ve  me f rom th i s  rebe l l ion ,  I  do  f a i th fu l l y  and  so lemnly 
p rom i s e  t o  ma i n t a i n  t h e  j u s t  p r iv i l e g e s  o f  p a r l i amen t ,  a nd  t o 
gover n  by  the  known l aws  o f  the  l and  to  my utmos t  power ;  and 
pa r t i cu l a r l y,  to  ob se r ve  inv io l ab l y  the  l aws  con sen ted  to  by  me 
this parliament.”3

The pr incipa l  object  of  Pym and Hampden and the other 
leader s  of  the countr y par ty had been to l imit  the arbi trar y 
power of  the Crown, and to secure adequate guarantees  for 
public freedom. They also cared for the reformation of relig- 
ion; but when they came to Westminster in November, 1640, 
they would have been sa t i s f ied with ver y moderate changes 
in  the  gover nment  and the  l i turgy  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Church. 
They  soon  d i s cove red  tha t  the  b i shop s  and  the  ep i s copa l

2 Between Stafford and Well ington, September 19, 1642. Claren- 
don, ibid., ii. 339.

3 Clarendon, ibid., it 339–340.
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par ty were the main strength of the King, and that rel ig ious 
“g r ievances” had created even a deeper and more pass ionate 
resentment than the levying of ship-money, or the long sus- 
pens ion o f  Par l i amentar y  gover nment .  Only  by an a l l i ance 
with Pur itan discontent—with which, however, they honestly 
sympath i sed—was  i t  pos s ible  for  the  Par l i amenta r y  l eader s 
to check the encroachments of the Crown on the civil liberties 
o f  the  na t ion .  Char l e s ,  on  the  o ther  hand ,  de te r mined  to 
place the throne under the shelter of the Prayer-Book and the 
b i shops .  Tens  o f  thousands  o f  Engl i shmen,  who shared the 
d i s s a t i s f a c t ion  which  he  had  p rovoked  by  h i s  c iv i l  po l i cy, 
loved the Church more than they loved c iv i l  f reedom, and 
condoned al l  the cr imes of which the King had been gui l ty, 
because  they  be l i eved—and r igh t ly  be l i eved—tha t  Char le s 
was honest ly loyal  to the Church of  England,  as  es tabl i shed 
by  l aw,  and was  re so lved ,  a t  a l l  co s t s ,  to  de fend i t  aga in s t 
Pre sbyter i ans ,  Browni s t s ,  Anabapt i s t s ,  and a l l  the  f r ight fu l 
hordes of sectar ies and heretics that an evil t ime had brought 
forth. A constitutional struggle had become a religious war.

II

For a long time the English Church had been in a condition 
of  chaos .  The High Commiss ion Cour t ,  the most  power fu l 
ins t r ument  for  mainta in ing confor mity,  had sa t  for  the l a s t 
t ime ten days or a for tnight before the meeting of the Long 
Pa r l i ament .  Laud ,  Archb i shop  o f  Cante rbur y,  had  been  in 
p r i s on  s i n c e  t h e  end  o f  Decembe r,  1640 .  Twe l ve  o f  t h e 
bishops had been in pr i son s ince December,  1641. The only 
effective church discipl ine was being administered by Parl ia- 
ment, pr incipally by a Committee of the House of Commons, 
wh i ch  wa s  remov ing  f rom the i r  l iv i ng s  c l e r gymen  found 
gui l ty  o f  mora l  o f fences . 4 Indeed,  wi th in three weeks  a f ter 
the King’s standard was set up outside the walls of Nottingham 
Cast le,  Par l iament,  in both Houses ,  had pronounced an em- 
phatic condemnation of Episcopacy, and had declared for i t s 
a bo l i t i on .  On  Sep t embe r  1,  t h e  Hou s e  o f  Common s ,  i n 
answer to the Declaration of the General Assembly of Scotland

4 Fuller’s “cautious account” of this “g reat and general purgation 
of the clergy” (vL 267–273) carefully distinguishes the var ious grounds 
reasonable and unreasonable, for such expulsion.
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abou t  chu rch  gove r nmen t ,  r e s o l v e d  “ th a t  t he  gove r nmen t 
o f  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  by  Archb i shops ,  B i shops ,  the i r 
Chancel lor s  and Commissar ies ,  Deans ,  Deans and Chapter s , 
Archdeacons, and other ecclesiastical off icers, hath been found, 
by long exper ience, to be a g reat impediment to the perfect 
re for mat ion and g rowth of  re l ig ion,  and ver y prejudicia l  to 
the s ta te  and gover nment  of  th i s  Kingdom: and th i s  House 
do th  re so l ve  th a t  the  s ame  sha l l  be  done  away.” 5 And  on 
September io,  the House of Lords,  in deal ing with the same 
bu s ine s s ,  added  word s  th a t  s t reng thened  the  fo rce  o f  the 
or ig inal  draf t  submitted to them.6 But i f  the government of 
the Church by archbishops and bishops was to be swept away, 
it was necessary to establish some other form of church polity 
to take its place.

III

Wha t  s t ep s  s hou ld  be  t a ken  i n  o rde r  t o  reo rg an i s e  t h e 
eccles ia s t ica l  es tabl i shment had been declared by the House 
of Commons in the Grand Remonstrance. “A General Synod” 
was to be convened “of the most  g rave,  pious,  lear ned,  and 
j ud i c iou s  d iv ine s  o f  t h i s  i s l and ;  a s s i s t ed  w i th  some  f rom 
foreign par ts ,  profess ing the same rel ig ion with us;  who may 
consider of all things necessary for the peace and good govern- 
ment of  the Church,  and represent the resul t s  of  their  con- 
su l t a t ions  unto the  Par l i ament ,  to  be  there  a l lowed o f  and 
conf i r med,  and rece ive  the  s t amp o f  au thor i ty,  thereby  to 
f ind  pa s s age  and  obed ience  th roughout  the  k ingdom.” 7 In 
Scot l and th i s  de te r mina t ion o f  the  Eng l i sh  Par l i ament  had 
crea ted a  s t rong hope tha t  the  two kingdoms might  accept 
a common order of relig ious worship and church government. 
The Scottish Assembly, in the autumn of 1641, on the motion 
of Henderson, adopted a motion for “drawing up a Confession 
of Faith, a Catechism, a Directory for al l  par ts of the Public 
Wor sh ip,  and a  P la t for m of  Gover nment ,  where in  pos s ibly 
Eng l and  and  we  migh t  ag ree.” 8 In  Apr i l  o f  the  fo l l owing 
year,  Hender son,  wi th  charac ter i s t i c  s agac i ty,  had come to 
the conclusion that the scheme for br ing ing the Churches of

5 C. J. (Sept. 1, 1642), ii. 747–748.
6 L. J. (Sept. 10, 1642), v. 350.
7 Remonstrance, § 186. Rushworth, iii. (1), 450.
8 R. Baillie, Letters and Journals, i. 365.
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the two nat ions  together  might  be set  back by has ty act ion 
on  th i s  re so lu t ion .  He  a rgued  tha t  Eng l and  wou ld  no t  be 
likely to accept a Scheme of Church Government, a Confession 
of  Fa i th ,  and a  Li turgy or  Director y,  drawn up by Scot t i sh 
divines, and that i t  would be well for representatives of both 
coun t r i e s  to  mee t  and  do  the  work  toge the r.  Or,  i f  such 
a  meet ing  was  not  soon secured ,  i t  would  be  wi se  to  wa i t 
unt i l  England had adopted her  scheme of  re for mat ion,  and 
then  to  con s ide r  whe the r  i t  wa s  po s s i b l e  fo r  Sco t l and  to 
accept it.9

At the very t ime when Hender son was showing the reason 
for delay on the side of Scotland, the English Parliament was 
taking the f ir s t  s tep for cal l ing the “Synod” proposed in the 
G r a n d  R e m o n s t r a n c e ;  a n d  o n  M ay  9 ,  164 2 ,  a  B i l l  wa s 
brought into the House of Commons “for calling an Assembly 
of  godly  and lear ned Div ines ,  to  be consu l ted wi th by the 
Par l iament ,  for  the set t l ing of  the Gover nment and Li turgy 
of  the Church,  and for  the v indica t ing and c lear ing of  the 
doctr ine of the Church of England from f alse asper sions and 
interpretations.”10 Before the Bill was introduced, it had been 
ordered that  “the names of  such divines  as  sha l l  be thought 
f it to be consulted with concerning the matter of the Church” 
shou ld  be  l a i d  be fo re  t he  Hou se.  The  membe r s  f o r  e a ch 
Engli sh county—including the member s for the boroughs in 
the  county  a s  we l l  a s  the  member s  fo r  the  county  i t s e l f— 
submit ted two names ;  the  member s  for  each Wel sh  county 
submit ted one;  names  were  a l so  proposed for  London,  and 
for  Oxford  and Cambr idge.  A l i s t  o f  105  was  approved by 
t h e  H o u s e  a n d  i n s e r t e d  i n  t h e  B i l l .  T h e  L o rd s  a d d e d 
f o u r t e e n ;  a n d  t h e  B i l l  p a s s e d  b o t h  H o u s e s  o n  Ju n e  3 , 
1642.11

The  K ing  a t  t h i s  t ime  wa s  a t  Yo rk ,  p rep a r i ng  f o r  wa r ; 
but negotiations were st i l l  going on between him and Parl ia- 
men t .  I n  “ t h e  Humbl e  Pe t i t i on  and  Adv i c e” o f  t h e  two 
Houses, sent to Charles on June 2, they prayed that he would 
consen t  to  the  ca l l ing  o f  the  p roposed  As sembly ;  bu t  th i s

9 Hende r son  to  R.  Ba i l l i e ;  i b i d . ,  i i .  2 ;  and  h i s  l e t t e r  i n  Ac t s 
the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland, 1643.

10 C. J., ii. 565, and (May 19, 1642), ii. 579.
11 L.  J. ,  v.  101.  I t  i s  not  neces sar y to a t tempt to adjus t  the l i s t s 

of members as pr inted with the total here g iven, 119. Fuller, vi. 247, 
is content to say “about 120.”
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was accompanied with other proposit ions which were wholly 
intolerable to him.12 He replied at great length to the petition; 
but the substance of  a l l  that  he had to say was contained in 
lour  words—Nolumus  l e g e s  Ang l iæ  mu ta r i .  He  i s  wi l l ing  to 
gover n by the ancient  laws,  but  re fuses  to sur render any of 
the prerogat ives  of  hi s  ancestor s ;  i t  i s  Par l iament—not he— 
tha t  i s  v io l a t ing  the  Cons t i tu t ion .  As  to  the  As sembly  o f 
Divines,—if Parl iament should advise him to cal l  “a national 
synod which may duly examine such ceremonies as  g ive just 
cause of  of fence to any,” he i s  ready to take the advice into 
consideration, and he is quite willing to deal gently with tender 
con sc i ence s ;  bu t  he  d i s cour age s  a l l  hope  tha t  he  concur s 
with Parliament in any large scheme for reforming the Church.13 
The Bill did not receive the royal assent.

A second Bi l l  ca l l ing  an  As sembly  o f  Div ines  was  pa s sed 
by the two Houses in October,  1642; and a third in January, 
1642–3; 14 and whi le  the King was  a t  Oxford in  the winter, 
another  a t tempt  was  made,  but  wi thout  succes s ,  to  induce 
him to al low it  to become law. In the ear ly summer of 1643 
the two Houses  resolved to act  in thi s  bus iness  without the 
concurrence of the Crown, and to convene the Assembly by Ordi- 
nance, on their  own author ity.  The Ordinance i s  dated June 
12,1643. It  recites the names of 119—or rather 120 divines— 
who, with few exceptions, were the men that had been nomi- 
nated a year before; and also the names of ten peers nominated 
by the House of Lords, and twenty commoners nominated by 
their own House. They are directed to meet at  Westminster, 
in Henry VII.’s  chapel ,  on July 1,  1643. They are to “confer 
and treat among themselves of such matters and things touch- 
ing and concer ning the Li turgy and di sc ip l ine and Gover n- 
ment of the Church of England, or the vindicating and clear ing 
of the doctr ine of the same from all f alse asper sions and mis- 
cons t ruct ions  as  sha l l  b e  p roposed  to  them by bo th  o r  e i the r  o f 
the said Houses of Parl iament ,  and no other ;  and to deliver their

12 Thi s  pe t i t ion  conta ined  the  f amous  “n ine teen  propos i t ions .” 
Clarendon,  His tor y,  i i .  209–213.  Sect ion 8 re fer s  to the proposed 
Assembly, but includes other matter s of church reformation. Given 
by S. R. Gardiner, in Constitutional Documents (1625–1660), 249–254.

13 Rushworth, iii. (i), (Propositions), 722–724; (The King's Answer), 
725–735-

14 C.  J.  (October  15,  1642) ,  i i .  8 09 ;  ( Januar y  6 ,  1642–3) ,  i b i d . , 
916. L. J. (October 19, 1642), v. 406; (Jan. 20, 1642–3), ibid., 564.
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opinions or advices  of  or touching the matter s  a foresa id,  a s 
shall be most agreeable to the word of God, to both or either 
of the said Houses from time to time, in such manner and sort 
as by either or both of the said Houses of Parliament shall be 
required.” The Ordinance appoint s  Wil l i am Twis se,  Doctor 
in Divinity, to sit in the chair, as prolocutor of the Assembly. 
I f  he dies or i s  prevented by i l lness  or any other cause from 
discharg ing hi s  duty,  Par l iament i s  to appoint  hi s  successor. 
And i f  any vacancies  occur in the Assembly from any cause, 
they are to be filled up by Parliament.15

The  Ord inance  i s  a  s t r i k ing  i l l u s t r a t ion  o f  the  f i r mne s s 
with which Parliament had grasped the central pr inciple which 
had been es tabl i shed a t  the Engl i sh  Refor mat ion.  Pym and 
the Parliamentary leaders followed in the steps of Henry VIII., 
Edward VI., and Elizabeth. The polity of the English Church, 
its Ar ticles, its Liturgy, its Canons, der ived all their author ity 
f rom the Crown as  the supreme power in the Engl i sh State. 
The Church might have power to decree r ites and ceremonies; 
but the Church was a  body of  which the Sovereign was the 
supreme Governor—not a  separate and independent organi- 
sat ion—and the Sovereign acted with the consent of  Par l ia- 
ment. The clergy might be consulted on questions of doctr ine, 
r i tua l ,  and ecc les ia s t ica l  regulat ion;  but  they had exhausted 
their  power when they had g iven their  advice.  Eccles ias t ica l 
legislation was the work of the Crown and of Parliament.

N ow  t h a t  P a r l i a m e n t  h a d  b ro ke n  w i t h  t h e  K i n g ,  i t 
a s sumed the supremacy which inhered in  the  Sovere ign.  I t 
named the member s  of  the Assembly—adding thir ty laymen 
t o  t h e  1 2 0  d i v i n e s .  I t  n a m e d  t h e  p r o l o c u t o r . 1 6  T h e 
As s embly  wa s  to  con s ide r  on ly  tho se  ma t t e r s  wh ich  f rom 
time to t ime might be submitted to it  by Parl iament; and on 
s u ch  ma t t e r s  i t  wa s  s imp l y  t o  g ive  a dv i c e  wh i ch  Pa r l i a - 
ment would be at  l iber ty to accept or to re ject .  To prevent 
the possibi l i ty of mistake, the document creating and cal l ing 
the Assembly closed with these peremptory words—“Provided 

15 Rushworth, iii. (2), 337–339. Scobell, 42–44.
16 When the Assembly met. Parliament further directed it to choose 

two assessor s who were to be associated with the prolocutor and to 
preside in his absence; it named the " scr ibes” or secretar ies who were 
to keep the minutes; and it also laid down a ser ies of bye-laws by which 
the meetings of the Assembly were to be regulated. Lightfoot, Works, 
xiii. 3–4.
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always ,  that  th i s  Ordinance,  or  anything there in conta ined, 
sha l l  not  g ive  unto  the  per sons  a fore sa id ,  or  any  o f  them, 
no r  s h a l l  t h ey  i n  t h i s  A s s emb l y  a s s ume  t o  e xe rc i s e ,  a ny 
jur isdiction, power, or author ity ecclesiast ical whatsoever, or 
any other power than is herein particularly expressed.”17

IV

As  nea r l y  a l l  t he  d iv ine s  n amed  in  the  Ord inance  were 
nominated at  a  t ime when there was  some f a int  hope of  an 
ar rangement with the King, several of them were bishops and 
several more were f avourable to Episcopacy. By the author ity 
of the Lords, according to Clarendon, “a few very reverend and 
wor thy men” were added to those chosen by the Commons, 
but “there were not above twenty who were not declared and 
avowed enemies to the doctr ine and discipline of the Church 
o f  Eng land.” 18 Among the  twenty  were  some ver y  eminent 
men—Ussher, Archbishop of Armagh; Brownr igge, Bishop of 
Exeter ;  West f ie ld,  Bishop of  Br i s to l ;  Feat ley,  Hacket ,  Ham- 
mond, Holdsworth, Morley, Nicholson, Saunderson, and Ward. 
But only two or three of them ever appeared in the Assembly. 
The Bishop of Br istol was one of the very few that attended 
at all, and for his recognition of the author ity of the Ordinance 
of Parl iament he was al lowed to retain the income of his see 
t i l l  h i s  dea th .  He d id  not  re t a in  i t  long ;  he  d ied  June  25, 
1644 . 19 Dr.  Fea t l ey  was  the  on ly  ep i scopa l  d iv ine  who re- 
mained in the Assembly after the taking of the Solemn League 
and Covenant. He was expelled and impr isoned on the charge 
of revealing the proceedings in a cor respondence with Arch- 
bishop Ussher, who was at Oxford. The “Ordinance” obliged 
the member s of the Assembly “not to divulge by wr it ing, or 
pr int ing,  or otherwise,” their  “opinions and advises” touch- 
ing the matters proposed to them by Parliament, “without the 
consent of both or either Houses of Parliament.”20

The  g rea t  ma jo r i t y  o f  the  As sembly  were  Pre sby te r i an s . 
The most  eminent of  their  leader s  before the ar r iva l  of  the

17 Rushwor th,  i i i .  (2 ) ,  339.  The member s  of  the Assembly were 
allowed the sum of four shillings for every day of attendance, and for 
ten days before and after each period of attendance (ibid.).

18 Clarendon, History, ii. 88.
19 Masson, Milton, ii. 522.
20 Rushworth, iii. (2), 338.
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Sco t ch  commi s s i one r s  we re  t h e  Smec t ymnuan s—Stephen 
Mar sha l l ,  Edmund Calamy,  Thomas  Young,  Mat thew New- 
comen,  and  Wi l l i am Spur s tow;  Cawdr y,  Ash ,  Ar rowsmi th , 
Burgess, Seaman, and Herle.

O l ive r  C romwe l l ,  A r t hu r  Haze l r i g ,  a nd  a  con s i d e r ab l e 
number of  other  per sons  of  d i s t inct ion had endeavoured to 
secure a  rea l  and e f fec t ive  representa t ion of  the Cong rega- 
t iona l i s t s .  They  t r i ed ,  bu t  wi thout  succe s s ,  to  induce  the 
Churches of Massachusetts and Connecticut to send over some 
of  the i r  more eminent  mini s te r s .  Aga ins t  near ly  a  hundred 
Presbyter ian divines  there were f ive conspicuous Cong rega- 
t iona l i s t s—Phi l ip  Nye,  Thomas  Goodwin,  Wi l l i am Br idge, 
Jeremiah Bur roughs, and Sidrach Simpson. These were, how- 
ever, occasionally supported by William Greenhill of Stepney,21 
Wi l l i am Car te r,  Pe te r  S te r r y,  and  Jo seph Car y l .  They  had 
also strong allies in Sir Har ry Vane, Oliver St. John, and Lord 
Saye and Sele.22

There was a  third par ty in the Assembly,  of  which Selden 
and Whitelock among the laymen, and Coleman and Lightfoot 
among  t h e  d iv i n e s ,  we re  t h e  l e ad e r s .  The s e  we re  c a l l e d 
E r a s t i a n s .  E r a s t u s  wa s  a n  e m i n e n t  p hy s i c i a n ,  b o r n  i n 
Swi t ze r l and  in  1524 .  He  he ld  the  cha i r  o f  phy s i c,  f i r s t  a t 
Heidelberg, then at Basle.  He was also a learned theolog ian. 
He bel ieved and taught that the Church has no author ity to 
excommunica te,  su spend ,  o r  censure  i t s  member s ;  tha t  a l l 
eccles ias t ica l  sentences must  involve c iv i l  penal t ies ,  and that 
civil penalties ought to be inflicted only by the civil magistrate. 
The Erastians in the Assembly believed with Hooker that every 
Engl i shman i s  necessar i ly  a  member of  the Engl i sh Church; 
and they ins i s ted that  in  the Church,  a s  in  the nat ion,  the 
magistrate is supreme. 

V

On Sa tu rday,  Ju l y  1,  the  member s  o f  t l  e  A s s embly  and 
an  immense  cong rega t ion  met  in  Wes tmin s t e r  Abbey,  and

21 Je remiah  Bur roughs  p reached  a t  S t epney  in  the  mor n ing  a t 
seven o’clock; Greenhill preached in the afternoon at three. Burroughs 
was called “the Morning Star of Stepney,” and Greenhill " the Evening 
Star.” Masson, Milton, ii. 516, 518.

22 Fo r  a  b r i e f  a c coun t  o f  t he  “F ive  D i s s en t ing  B re th ren ,” s e e 
Note A, pp. 287–288.
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Dr.  Twis se  preached a  ser mon on John x iv.  18 :  “I  wi l l  not 
l e ave  you  comfor t l e s s ;  I  w i l l  come un to  you .” “He  much 
bemoaned  tha t  one  th ing  wa s  wan t ing ,  n ame ly,  the  roya l 
a s sent  to g ive comfor t  and encouragement  to them. Yet  he 
hoped that by the eff icacy of their fervent prayers it might in 
due time be obtained, and that a happy union might be pro- 
cured betwixt  h im [ the King]  and the Par l i ament .”23 When 
the rol l  was  ca l led in Henry VII .’s  chapel  a f ter  the ser mon, 
s ixty-nine of the cler ica l  member s answered to their  names. 
Fu l l e r  remark s  tha t  mos t  o f  them appea red  in  “coa t s  and 
cloaks,  of  severa l  for ms and f ashions,” so that  the Bishop of 
Br istol and a few other Episcopalians who wore their gowns and 
c anon i c a l  h ab i t s  s e emed  to  be  “ the  on l y  noncon fo r mi s t s 
among them.”24 

By  t h e  d i re c t i on  o f  t h e  two  Hou s e s  o f  Pa r l i amen t  t h e 
Assembly began i t s  work with a revis ion of  the Thir ty-nine 
Articles; and the f ir st f ifteen were discussed before the end of 
September.  Then the Assembly was directed to take in hand 
quest ions which were cer ta in to occas ion much controver sy 
and trouble. 

V

Dur ing the spr ing and summer of 1643 the for tunes of the 
war had been f avourable to the King, and the Par l iamentary 
l eader s  had  re so lved to  appea l  to  Scot l and for  he lp.  Com- 
mi s s ioner s  f rom Par l i ament  and  f rom the  Wes tmins te r  As- 
sembly reached Edinburgh early in August, and had a cordial 
reception both from the General  Assembly of the Church of 
Sco t l and  and  f rom the  Sco t t i sh  Conven t ion  o f  E s t a t e s .  I t 
was the wish of the Engli sh commiss ioner s to form a league 
with the Scotch for the defence of the civi l  l iber ties of both 
na t ions ;  but  the  Scot t i sh  l eader s  in s i s t ed  tha t  the  na t iona l 
movement of Scotland against the King had been relig ious in 
its  or ig in, and was directed to the protection of the Scottish 
Church against  the tyranny of  prelacy.  Sir  Har r y Vane,  who 
was one of the English commissioners, suggested that the two 
countr ies should unite for the defence both of their civil liber- 
t i e s  and  o f  the  pur i t y  o f  the  Gospe l .  The  sugge s t ion  wa s

23 Fuller, vi 250.
24 Ibid., 251,
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accepted ,  and Alexander  Hender son drew up the  “So lemn 
League and Covenant.” England and Scotland were to be con- 
federated in a c ivi l  League  against  the encroachments  of  the 
Crown upon their constitutional r ights and liber ties; and in a 
relig ious Covenant for the maintenance in the Churches of both 
countr ies of the supreme author ity of the Word of God. This 
memorable document was described as—

“ A  S o l e m n  L eag u e  an d  C ov e nan t  f o r  R e f o r m a t i o n  a n d 
Defence of  Rel ig ion,  the Honour and Happiness  of  the King,  and 
the Peace and Safety of  the Three Kingdoms of  England,  Scot land 
and Ireland. . . .”

It ran in the following terms:—

“We, noblemen,  barons ,  knights ,  gent lemen,  c i t izens ,  burges ses , 
minister s of the Gospel,  and commons of al l  sor ts ,  in the kingdoms 
of England, Scot land and Ireland, by the providence of God l iving 
under one king, and being of one reformed rel ig ion; having before 
our  eyes  the  g lor y  o f  God,  and the  advancement  o f  the  k ingdom 
of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Chr is t ,  the honour and happiness  of 
the  King ’s  Maje s ty  and h i s  pos te r i ty,  and the  t r ue  publ ic  l iber ty, 
s a f e t y  and  pe ace  o f  t he  k ingdoms ,  whe re in  eve r y  one ’s  p r iva t e 
cond i t ion  i s  inc luded ;  .   .   .  have  .   .   .  a f t e r  ma tu re  de l ibe r a t ion , 
resolved and determined to enter into a Mutual and Solemn League 
and Covenant ,  where in  we a l l  subsc r ibe,  and  each  one  o f  u s  fo r 
himself, with our hands lifted up to the Most High God, do swear,—

“I .  Tha t  we sha l l  s incere ly,  rea l l y,  and  cons t an t ly,  th rough the 
g race  o f  God,  endeavour,  in  our  s evera l  p l ace s  and  ca l l ing s ,  the 
preservation of the reformed relig ion in the Church of Scotland, in 
doctr ine, worship, discipl ine, and government, against our common 
enemies ;  the re for mat ion of  re l ig ion in  the k ingdoms of  England 
and  I re l and ,  i n  doc t r i ne,  wor sh ip,  d i s c i p l i n e,  and  gove r nmen t , 
according to the Word of God, and the example of the best reformed 
Churches; and we shal l  endeavour to br ing the Churches of God in 
t he  t h re e  k ingdoms  to  t he  ne a re s t  con junc t i on  and  un i f o r m i t y 
in  re l i g ion ,  Con fe s s ing  o f  Fa i th ,  For m o f  Church-Gover nment , 
Directory for Wor ship and Catechis ing;  that  we, and our poster i ty 
a f t e r  u s ,  may,  a s  b re th ren ,  l ive  i n  f a i t h  and  love,  and  the  Lo rd 
may delight to dwell in the midst of us.

“ I I .  Tha t  we sha l l  in  l ike  manner,  wi thout  re spec t  o f  per sons , 
endeavour  the  ex t i r p a t i on  o f  Pope r y,  P re l a cy  ( th a t  i s ,  Church- 
gover nment  by  a rchb i shops ,  b i shops ,  the i r  chance l lo r s  and  com- 
mi s s a r i e s ,  dean s ,  dean s  and  chap te r s ,  a rchdeacons ,  and  a l l  o the r 
ecc le s i a s t i ca l  o f f i ce r s  depending  on tha t  h ie ra rchy) ,  super s t i t ion , 
heresy, schism, profaneness, and whatsoever shall be found to be con- 
trary to sound doctr ine and the power of godliness;  lest we par take 
in  other  men’s  s in s ,  and thereby be  in  danger  to  rece ive  o f  the i r
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plague s ;  and  tha t  the  Lord  may  be  One,  and  Hi s  Name One,  in 
the three kingdoms.

“ I I I .  We sha l l ,  w i th  the  s ame  s ince r i t y,  re a l i t y  and  cons t ancy, 
in  our  s eve r a l  voca t ion s ,  endeavour,  w i th  our  e s t a t e s  and  l ive s , 
mutua l ly  to preser ve the r ight s  and pr iv i leges  o f  the Par l i aments , 
and  the  l i b e r t i e s  o f  t he  k ingdoms ;  and  to  p re s e r ve  and  de f end 
the King’s  Majes ty ’s  per son and author i ty,  in the preservat ion and 
defence of the true relig ion, and liber ties of the kingdoms; that the 
wor ld  may bear  wi tnes s  wi th  our  consc iences  o f  our  loya l ty,  and 
tha t  we have no thought s  or  in tent ions  to  d imini sh  h i s  Maje s ty ’s 
just power and greatness.’’

The  document  c lo se s  wi th  an  a f f ec t ing  acknowledgment 
of national and personal sins.

“ A n d  b e c a u s e  t h e s e  k i n g d o m s  a r e  g u i l t y  o f  m a ny  s i n s  a n d 
p rovoca t i on s  a g a in s t  God ,  and  h i s  Son,  Je sus  Chri st,  a s  i s  t oo 
mani fe s t  by our  present  d i s t re s se s  and danger s ,  the f r u i t s  thereof : 
we profes s  and dec lare,  before God and the wor ld ,  our  unfe igned 
des i re  to  be  humbled for  our  own s in s ,  and for  the  s in s  o f  these 
k ingdoms ;  e spec i a l l y,  tha t  we have  not ,  a s  we  ought ,  va lued  the 
ines t imable  benef i t  o f  the  Gospe l ;  tha t  we have not  l aboured for 
the  pur i ty  and power  thereof ;  and tha t  we have not  endeavoured 
to receive Chr is t  in our hear t s ,  nor to walk wor thy of  him in our 
l ive s ;  wh i ch  a re  the  c au s e s  o f  o the r  s i n s  and  t r an sg re s s i on s ,  s o 
much abounding amongst  us ;  and our true and unfeigned purpose, 
d e s i re ,  and  ende avou r,  f o r  ou r s e l ve s ,  a nd  a l l  o t he r s  unde r  ou r 
power and charge, both in publick and pr ivate, in al l  duties we owe 
to  God and man,  to  amend our  l ive s ,  and each one to  go be fore 
another  in  the  example  o f  a  rea l  re for mat ion;  tha t  the  Lord may 
tu r n  away  h i s  wra th  and  heavy  ind igna t ion ,  and  e s t ab l i sh  the s e 
Churche s  and  k ingdoms  in  t r u th  and  peace.  And  th i s  Covenan t 
we  make  in  the  p re sence  o f  Almighty  God,  the  Sea rche r  o f  a l l 
h e a r t s ,  w i th  a  t r ue  i n t en t i on  to  pe r fo r m the  s ame,  a s  we  sh a l l 
an swer  a t  tha t  Grea t  Day,  when the  sec re t s  o f  a l l  hea r t s  sha l l  be 
d i sc lo sed ;  mos t  humbly  beseeching the  Lord to  s t rengthen us  by 
h i s  Holy  Spirit  fo r  th i s  end ,  and  to  b l e s s  ou r  de s i re s  and  p ro- 
ceedings with such success, as may be a deliverance and safety to his 
peop le,  and  encouragement  to  the  Chr i s t i an  Churche s  g roan ing 
under,  or in danger of the yoke of antichr is t ian tyranny, to join in 
the  s ame or  l ike  a s soc i a t ion  and  covenant ,  to  the  g lo r y  o f  God, 
the  en l a rgement  o f  the  k ingdom o f  Je su s  Chr i s t ,  and  the  peace 
and tranquillity of Christian kingdoms and commonwealths.”25 

The  So lemn League  and  Covenant  was  submi t ted  to  the 
General  Assembly of  the Scotch Church and to the Scott i sh

25 Rushwor th, i i i .  (2) 478–479, Hether ington, History of  the West- 
m in s t e r  As s embly ,  122–125.  A l so  in  S.  R.  Gard iner,  Cons t i tu t i ona l 
Documents (1625–1660), 187–190.
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Convent ion  o f  Es t a te s  on  Augus t  17.  I t  was  rece ived  wi th 
a  pa s s ion  o f  en thu s i a sm which  sp re ad  r ap id l y  th rough  a l l 
Scot land.  A copy was sent to the Engl i sh Par l iament and to 
the  Wes tmins te r  As sembly.  Commis s ioner s  were  appoin ted 
to explain the document, and also to take par t with the West- 
minster divines in consider ing what alterations should be made 
i n  the  Eng l i s h  Church .  The  commi s s i one r s  who  a c tu a l l y 
a t tended the Assembly were Lord Mait land and Johnston of 
Warr iston, both of them elders of the Church of Scotland, and 
four minister s, Henderson, Gillespie, Rutherford, and Bail l ie. 
They took par t in the debates, but did not vote. The terms of 
the League and Covenant were di scussed for severa l  days  in 
Henry VII.’s chapel, and a few verbal changes were made which 
were a f terwards  accepted by the Scotch commiss ioner s .  On 
September  25,  the  House  o f  Commons ,  the  d iv ine s  o f  the 
Westminster Assembly, and the commiss ioner s from Scotland 
met  in  S t .  Margare t ’s ,  Wes tmins te r.  Af te r  p rayer  had  been 
offered by Mr. White of Dorchester, Philip Nye and Alexander 
Hender son de l ivered su i table  and impres s ive  speeches .  The 
Covenant was then read by Mr. Nye from the pulpit, “slowly 
and aloud, pausing at the close of every article, while the whole 
audience of statesmen and divines arose, and, with their r ight 
hands held up to heaven, worshipped the g reat name of God 
and  g ave  the i r  s a c red  p l edge.” Then  228  member s  o f  t he 
House of Commons—Oliver Cromwell among them—put their 
names  to  the  Covenant  on one ro l l  o f  pa rchment ,  and the 
member s  of  the Assembly of  Divines  on another ;  and when 
the signing was over, the g reat ceremonial closed with prayer 
and praise.26

On  Oc tobe r  9  t h e  K ing ,  who  wa s  a t  Ox fo rd ,  i s s u ed  a 
Proclamation, in which he descr ibes the Covenant as making 
“specious expressions of piety and relig ion,” but as being “in 
truth nothing else but a traitorous and seditious combination 
aga in s t  u s ,  and  the  e s t ab l i shed  Re l ig ion  and  Laws  o f  th i s 
Kingdom, in pur suance of a trai torous design and endeavour 
to br ing in Foreign Force to invade thi s  Kingdom.” Al l  the 
King’s loving subjects are therefore charged to refuse to take 
i t ;  a nd  t ho s e  who  “ impo s e,  a dmin i s t e r  o r  t ende r” i t  a re 

26 Hether ington, History of the Westminster Assembly, 120–121; from 
Rnshworth, iii. (2) 475; and for the names of the Commons that then 
took the Covenant, ibid., 480–481.
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war ned  tha t  they  w i l l  an swer  fo r  i t  “ a t  the i r  u tmos t  and 
extremest perils.”27

On October 15,  notwiths tanding the King’s  proclamat ion, 
the Covenant was taken by the Lords ,  and on the fol lowing 
Sunday  by  t h e  cong reg a t i on s  i n  and  a round  London .  I n 
February, 1643–4, an order was issued by Parliament requir ing 
the Covenant to be taken throughout England by al l  per sons 
over e ighteen year s  of  age.  The Covenant  was  now the tes t 
o f  loya l ty  to  Pa r l i ament .  A l l  who re fu sed  i t  were  “ma l ig- 
nants.”

VI

On October 12,  1643,  when the Assembly was  “ver y busy 
upon the sixteenth of the thirty-nine Articles of the Church of 
England, and upon that clause of it which mentioneth departing 
f rom grace,  there came,” says Lightfoot,  “an order to us f rom 
both Houses of Parliament enjoining our speedy taking in hand 
the  d i s c ip l ine  and  l i tu rgy  o f  the  Church .” Thi s  Order  re- 
quired the Assembly “to confer and treat among themselves, 
of such a discipline and government as may be most agreeable 
to God’s holy word, and most apt to procure and preserve the 
peace of the Church at home, and nearer ag reement with the 
Church of Scotland and other reformed churches abroad.” It 
a l so  requ i red  the  As sembly  to  cons ide r  “ the  Di rec to r y  o f 
worship or liturgy to be hereafter in the Church.”28

Goodw in ,  on  b eh a l f  o f  t h e  I nd ep enden t s ,  p re s s e d  t h e 
Assembly to beg in with discuss ing the quest ion whether the 
Scr iptures  conta in a  ru le  of  church gover nment .  Light foot , 
on behalf of the Erastians, moved that, f ir st of all, they should 
agree upon a definition of a Church. Both these questions were 
l ikely to split  the Assembly at once into hosti le and ir recon- 
ci lable par ties, and after long debate it was resolved to beg in 
with the considerat ion of Church Of f i c e r s  and the i r  Func t ions. 
This subject occupied nearly three months.29

In discussing the functions of apost les,  Lightfoot contended 
that  “the power of  the Keys” meant  nothing more than the 
author ity to declare Chr istian doctr ine; the Independents, while

27 Rushworth, iii. (2), 482.
28 Lightfoot, Journal of the Assembly of Divines, Works, xiii. 17.
29 Ibid., 20.
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insisting that the power included author ity to exercise church 
discipl ine, maintained that this  author ity was not committed 
to the apostles officially, but as officers of the Church.30

When the  func t ion s  o f  the  pa s t o r  were  d i s cu s sed ,  nea r ly 
three days were spent in consider ing whether it was part of the 
pastor’s off icial duty to read the Scr iptures in the Church, or 
whether this duty should be entrusted to an off icial Reader, or 
whether it might be performed by any pr ivate member of the 
Church. It was concluded that the reading of the Scr iptures in 
public worship is one of the off icial duties of the pastor. There 
was another long discussion on the questions whether, accord- 
ing to the Congregational theory, the office of doctor or teacher, 
as dist inct from that of pastor, was of divine inst i tution, and 
whether  the two of f ices  should exi s t  in ever y Church.  The 
deci s ion went  aga ins t  the Cong regat iona l i s t s .  A s t i l l  longer 
d i s cu s s ion—la s t ing  f rom November  22  to  December  14— 
was raised by the proposit ion, “That besides those presbyter s 
that rule well  and labour in the word and doctr ine, there be 
other  presbyter s  who especia l ly  apply themselves  to ru l ing, 
though  they  l abour  no t  in  the  word  and  doc t r ine.” 31 The 
Erastians, who had no belief in ecclesiastical rulers of any kind, 
were jo ined in thei r  res i s tance to thi s  propos i t ion by many 
English divines,  to whom “ruling divines” had an unfamil iar 
and foreign aspect .  The Cong regat ional i s t s  in the Assembly 
regarded the  ins t i tu t ion wi th doubt ;  there  was  danger  tha t 
“rul ing e lder s” would usur p the author i ty  that  be longed to 
the  who le  Church ;  and  ye t  Ph i l i p  Nye,  con s ide r ing  “ the 
weight of the work of ruling and preaching, both, impossible for 
one to bear,” was  inc l ined to a l low that  gover nment of  the 
Church might be shared between pastor and lay e lder s .  The 
que s t ion  was  a t  l a s t  l a id  a s ide  in  o rde r  tha t  the  As sembly 
“might hasten the material things that tend to settlement.”32

30 Lightfoot, ibid., 31–33; and Hetherington, l.c., 157.
31 Lightfoot, ibid., xiii. 60.
32 Lightfoot, Journal, etc., xiii. 83. On December 7, Henderson, who 

showed s ingular ski l l  in control l ing and direct ing the debates ,  had 
moved that  a  commit tee should “draw up how f ar  we ag ree.” On 
the next day the committee submitted three propositions: “(I) Chr ist 
hath instituted a government, and governors ecclesiastical in the church. 
Chr ist hath furnished some in his church with g ifts for government, 
and with commiss ion to exercise the same, when cal led thereunto. 
I t  i s  a g re e ab l e  and  wa r r an t ed  by  t h e  wo rd  o f  God ,  t h a t  s ome 
other s beside the minister s of the word or church-governors should
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Then  t h e  A s s embl y  d i s cu s s ed  whe the r  d e a c o n s  a re  p e r - 
manent  of f icer s ,  some appear ing to think that  they are un- 
necessary in a Chr istian state where the civil mag istrate, as in 
England, provides for the relief of the poor ; but the Assembly 
pronounced in f avour of the permanence of the diaconate. It 
re fu sed  to  a f f i r m tha t  “widows” ( i  Tim.  v.  2 )  a re  compre- 
hended binder the name of deacons, and are to be regarded as 
holding an office intended to be permanent in the Church.

The question of Ordination  was pressed on the Assembly by 
the House of Commons in the month of October. The question 
wa s  a n  u r g e n t  o n e .  T h e re  we re  m a ny  va c a n t  c h u rc h e s ; 
“ scanda lous” mini s te r s  and “mal ignant” mini s te r s  had been 
dep r ived .  Who  wa s  t o  o rd a in  the i r  s ucce s so r s ?  Who  wa s 
to author ise the settlement in par ticular Churches of ministers 
who had  a l re ady  rece ived  some k ind  o f  o rd ina t ion?  Were 
the  cong rega t ions  competent  to  ca l l  a  min i s te r ?  Or  was  i t 
necessary that the congregational call should be conf irmed by 
t h e  “p re a ch i ng  m in i s t e r s ” i n  t h e  n e i ghbou rhood ?  The s e 
ques t ions  occa s ioned hea ted  and  pro longed deba te s  which 
began early in January (1643–4), and continued till the twenty- 
second of that month, when it was recommended, and, on the 
nex t  d ay,  a g reed ,  “ th a t  i n  ex t r ao rd in a r y  c a s e s  s ome th ing 
ext raord inar y  may be done,  unt i l  a  se t t led  order  be  had ” ; 
and that  to meet  the immediate  d i f f icu l ty  cer ta in mini s ter s 
of the city [of London] should be desired to ordain minister s 
in London and the neighbourhood “jure fraternitatis.”33

In Apr i l ,  1644, the Assembly submitted to the two Houses 
a  Dire c t o r y  and Rule s  f o r  Ord ina t i on,  and a  s ta tement  of  the 
Doctr ine of Ordination and the Scr iptural g rounds by which 
the Doctr ine was sus ta ined.  I t  was declared that  “preaching 
presbyter s, orderly associated either in cities or neighbour ing 
villages, are those to whom imposition of hands doth appertain, 
for  those  cong rega t ions  wi th in  the i r  bounds  re spec t ive ly” ; 
and that  to these preaching minis ter s  be longs  the author i ty 
to “examine and approve” the minister to be ordained.34 This 
cut  a t  the ver y roots  of  Cong regat iona l  Independency.  The

join with the minister s in the government of the church.” But these 
propositions concluded nothing. Even Lightfoot could accept them, 
for he believed that the civil magistrates are joined with ministers of 
the Word in the government of the Church J/Wd., 75–76).

33 Ibid., xiii. 116.
34 Ibid., 234–235.
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two Houses determined to omit the “Doctr ine” and the “Scr ip- 
ture  g rounds ,” and to  keep only  tha t  par t  o f  the  Director y 
which provided for “extraordinary cases”; but this was f irmly 
resisted by the Scotch commissioners and by the Assembly.

O n  S e p t e m b e r  16  t h e  D i r e c t o r y  f o r  O r d i n a t i o n  i n  i t s 
or ig inal  for m was sanct ioned by Par l iament.  On October 2, 
in  o rde r  to  p rov ide  fo r  immed i a t e  ex igenc i e s .  Pa r l i ament 
also sanctioned the appointment of a Committee for ordaining 
mini s ter s .  The Committee cons i s ted of  ten member s  of  the 
Assembly and thir teen minister s having churches in the City 
of London.

But dur ing nearly the whole of the year 1644 the pr incipal 
sub jec t  o f  d i s cu s s ion  was  the  fu tu re  po l i t y  o f  the  Eng l i sh 
Church. In the middle of January, Dr. Stanton, on behal f  of 
his committee, submitted a proposit ion aff irming that by the 
ins t i tut ion of  the Lord Jesus  Chr i s t  the Church has  “power 
to inquire and judge .   .   .  who are to be excommunicated or 
abso lved f rom that  censure.” 35 Thi s  opened the whole con- 
t rover sy  be tween  the  Pre sby te r i an s  and  the  Independent s . 
What  i s  t h e  Chu r c h  to  wh ich  Chr i s t  ha s  g iven  th i s  augu s t 
power?  Has  He g iven i t  to ever y company of  His  d i sc ip les , 
meeting in His name for worship, communion, and discipline? 
Can every such company rely upon the presence of the g reat 
Head of the Church to guide its decisions and to invest them 
with His  own author i ty?  Or does  the  power  be long to  the 
elders of confederated congregations, meeting in Presbyter ies, 
Provincial  Synods, and National Assemblies? And must every 
minis ter  and every cong regat ion submit  to thi s  hierarchy of 
ecdesiastical authorities?

Be tween  “ the  F ive  Di s s en t ing  Bre th ren” and  the  re s t  o f 
the Assembly there was perfect  ag reement in relat ion to the 
doctr ines of the Chr istian faith. There were no ser ious differ- 
ences between them in relation to the off ices that Chr ist has 
in s t i tu ted  in  the  Church ;  or  in  re l a t ion to  the  conduct  o f 
publ i c  wor sh ip  and  the  admin i s t r a t ion  o f  the  Sac r ament s . 
But the Independents believed that every company of Chr is- 
tian men and women, regularly organised for mutual fellowship 
and the maintenance of the institutions of worship, is a Church, 
and stands in immediate relationship to the Lord Jesus Chr ist; 
i s  re spons ible  to  Him a lone;  and i s  under  the most  so lemn

35 Ibid., 106.
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obl igat ion to a l low no author i ty—Pope or  b i shop,  counci l , 
a s sembly,  or  synod—to come between Chr i s t  and i t se l f .  As 
every Chr is t ian man i s  direct ly responsible to Chr is t  for his 
own faith and conduct, and cannot recognise in any Church or 
any eccles ias t ica l  of f icer s  the power to deter mine ei ther hi s 
creed or his practice, so, according to the Independents, every 
company of Chr istian men is directly responsible to Him for its 
common l i f e,  fo r  i t s  methods  o f  wor sh ip,  fo r  i t s  doc t r ina l 
be l i e f ,  fo r  i t s  acceptance  or  re jec t ion o f  those  who des i re 
to enter its fel lowship, for the manner in which it deals with 
the  s in s  o f  those  who a re  in  i t s  f e l lowsh ip  a l ready.  I t  i s  a 
Church, with a l l  the power s and duties  of  a Church. I t  may 
re ly on the g reat  words of  Chr i s t ,  “Where two or three are 
ga thered together  in  My name,  there  am I  in  the  mids t  o f 
them.” From the  dec i s ions  o f  an  a s sembly  in  which Chr i s t 
is present there can be no appeal.

The Independent s  admi t ted ,  indeed,  tha t  there  a re  t imes 
when such a company of the f aithful may be uncer tain about 
the wi l l  of  Chr i s t ,  and that  His  wi l l  may be more perfect ly 
revealed to one company than another—just as it may be more 
perfect ly revealed to one Chr is t ian man than another.  They 
therefore acknowledged that occas ional  synods might be de- 
s irable in cases of di f f iculty;  but to such synods they denied 
a l l  author i tat ive jur i sdict ion. A Chr is t ian man may read the 
wr i t ing s  o f  g rea t  theo log i an s  and  s a in t s ,  to  d i s cover  more 
perfectly the mind of Chr ist, either in matter s of doctr ine or 
in matter s of conduct; he may receive with g reat respect the 
counsel and judgment of living men, whose knowledge is larger 
than his own, and in whom he recognises a higher sanctity,— 
but nei ther in the l iv ing nor the dead can he recognise any 
author ity to determine what doctr ines he shall believe or what 
l aws  he  sha l l  obey.  The l ight  tha t  reaches  h im f rom above 
may be dim and uncer tain, but such as i t  i s  he must walk in 
i t .  Hi s  consc ience  may be  imper fec t ly  in for med;  but  such 
as it is he must obey it. He cannot escape from his immediate 
responsibi l i ty to Chr ist ,  with al l  i t s  glor ies and al l  i t s  per i l s . 
Nor can a company of Chr ist ian men and women, associated 
together  in  Chr i s t ’s  name as  a  Chr i s t i an Church.  They can 
receive instruction, counsel, warning from Chr istian brethren 
wiser than themselves; but they can receive laws from Chr ist 
only.
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The  P re s by t e r i a n s  a c know l edg ed  t h a t  c a s e s  o f  n e c e s s i t y 
the smal les t  society of  Chr i s t ian men might organise them- 
selves into a Church; elect their own pastor, elders, and deacons; 
determine their own modes of worship, and exercise discipline. 
Such a  company—if  no  o ther  s imi l a r  company was  wi th in 
reach—might ordain its own minister without the concur rence 
of any pastor who had been previously ordained. The sacra- 
ments administered by its minister would be true sacraments; 
a n d  i t s  c h u r c h  d e c i s i o n s  wo u l d  b e  a u t h o r i t a t i ve .  B u t 
according to the Presbyter ian content ion,  thi s  i so lat ion and 
independence  were  abnor ma l ,  and shou ld  cea se  a s  soon a s 
the necessity which created them ceased.

I n  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n  s y s t em  cong re g a t i on s  i n  t h e  s ame 
ne ighbourhood  a re  a s soc i a t ed  toge the r ;  t he i r  p a s to r s  and 
e lde r s  fo r m a  p re sby te r y,  o r  “c l a s s i s ,” o f  the  d i s t r i c t ;  the 
presbyter ies are confederated and represented in a Provincial 
Synod;  and above the  Synod there  i s  a  Nat iona l  As sembly. 
No deci s ion of  a  par t icu lar  cong regat ion i s  f ina l ,  e i ther  in 
re lat ion to the appointment of  i t s  of f icer s  or their  removal ; 
ei ther in relat ion to wor ship or discipl ine; either in relat ion 
to  the  f a i th  o f  the  Church or  i t s  prac t ice.  There  i s  a lways 
an appeal  to a higher cour t ;  and the decis ion of the highest 
cour t  i s  au thor i t a t ive.  “The F ive  Di s sent ing  Bre thren ,” on 
the other hand, maintained the independence of every separate 
Church.

“It was a necessary consequence of this essential pr inciple,” 
says  a  recent Presbyter ian hi s tor ian,  “that  the Independents 
he ld  the  theor y o f  admit t ing none to  be  member s  o f  the i r 
Churche s  excep t  tho se  whom they  be l i eved  to  have  been 
thoroughly and in the highes t  sense regenerated,  or,  in the 
l anguage of  the  t ime,  “ t r ue sa int s ,” and consequent ly,  per- 
f ec t ly  qua l i f i ed  to  exerc i se  r igh t ly  a l l  the  h igh  and s ac red 
functions, which they asser ted to belong to the congregation, 
a s  in  i t se l f  a  comple te  Church.” 36 On what  i s  de sc r ibed a s 
“pur ity of communion” the Presbyter ians of the seventeenth 
century were divided from the Congregationalis ts—the Pres- 
by te r i an s  who were  consc ious  hypocr i t e s ,  and  many more 
who mistook f anatical excitement for the power of the Spir it 
o f  God .  Acco rd ing  to  the  P re sby t e r i an  p r a c t i c e  o f  t ho s e 
times, it was regarded as sufficient if those who desired to enter

36 Hetherington, History of the Westminster Assembly, 191.
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communion lived a moral l i fe, and gave a satisf actory account 
of their religious belief.37

But  there  was  another  and  perhaps  more  se r ious  g round 
o f  an tagoni sm be tween the  two par t i e s .  Immedia te ly  a f t e r 
the opening of the Long Parl iament,  g rave, lear ned, devout, 
and orthodox men were shocked and terr ified by the appearance 
of  innumerable  pamphlet s  propagat ing the wi ldes t  re l ig ious 
opinions ,  and of ten charged with prof ani ty.  They were s t i l l 
more a lar med by the equal ly sudden appearance of  a  swar m 
of  s t r ange  sec t s—Anabapt i s t s ,  to  whom were  a t t r ibuted a l l 
kinds of dangerous heres ies ;  Brownists ,  who were f ierce and 
intolerant in their hosti l ity to al l Churches except their own; 
An t i nomi an s ;  S e eke r s ,  t o  whom a l l  e x i s t i ng  s y s t ems  and 
Churches seemed to f a l l  shor t  of  the truth of  Chr i s t  and of 
the power of  the Holy Ghost ,  and who were wait ing there- 
fo re  fo r  a  po s s ib l e  “Church  o f  the  Fu ture  ” ;  Ant i -Sabba- 
tar ians, who denied that Chr istians were under any obligation 
to  regard  any one day in  the  week a s  ho l ie r  than another ; 
Traski tes ,  who bel ieved that  the Four th Commandment was 
s t i l l  b ind ing ,  and  th a t ,  a c co rd ing  to  Jew i sh  p r a c t i c e,  t he 
S abba th  shou ld  be  kep t  on  Sa tu rday ; 38 A r i an s ,  Soc in i an s , 
and other denier s of the doctr ine of the Tr inity. There were 
a l so people who denied the natural  immor tal i ty of  the soul ; 
o ther s  who were  exc i ted  by an enthus ia s t i c  be l ie f  tha t  the 
second coming o f  Chr i s t  was  a t  hand,  and tha t  “ the  re ign 
o f  the  s a in t s  wa s  about  to  beg in  ” ;  o ther s  tha t  den ied  a l l 
au thor i ty  to  the  Holy  Sc r ip ture s ;  o ther s  tha t  “que s t ioned 
eve r y th ing  i n  ma t t e r s  o f  re l i g i on ,  ho ld ing  no th ing  po s i - 
t ive ly or  cer ta in ly,  saving the doctr ine of  pretended l iber ty 
of conscience for all, and liberty of prophesying.”39

37 On the question of “pur ity of communion,” the g reat unestab- 
lished Presbyter ian Churches of England and Scotland are no longer 
separa ted by any ser ious  d i f fe rences  f rom the Cong regat iona l i s t s . 
Modern Congregationalists have abandoned the close investigation into 
the history of the personal relig ious life of applicants for membership 
which prevailed among their ecclesiastical ancestors; nor do they insist 
as  a condit ion of church member ship on that matur ity of rel ig ious 
exper ience which was formerly demanded. Modern Presbyter ians— 
those at least who are not in the Scottish Assembly—earnestly insist on 
the necessity of being “in Christ” as a condition of being in the Church.

38 For an account of John Traske, the founder of this sect, see Fuller, 
v. 459-461.

39 Free use has been made of the interesting account of these sects 
in Masson, Milton, iii. 143–159.
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To the member s  of  the Westminster  Assembly the opin ions 
o f  the s e  va r iou s  s e c t s  were  ve r y  a l a r ming ;  bu t  they  were 
probably s t i l l  more a lar med by the kind of per son by whom 
the opinions were preached. Most of the Westminster divines 
were not only men of vigorous intel lect;  they were scholar s ; 
they  were  f ami l i a r  wi th  the  v igorous ,  mas s ive,  and  s t a te ly 
s t r uc tu re  o f  the  Ca lv in i s t i c  theo logy ;  they  had  med i t a t ed 
deep l y  on  the  aw fu l  my s t e r i e s  o f  human  l i f e  and  human 
dest iny;  they had g iven their  s t rength for many year s  to the 
building up of their theolog ical creed. When they heard that 
scores  of  i l l i tera te  people—weaver s  and brewer s  and black- 
smiths and leather-sel ler s ,  and wild women—were preaching 
s t r ange  doc t r ine s ,  g a the r ing  cong rega t ion s ,  o f f e r ing  wha t 
seemed to them prof ane wor ship,  founding new sect s ,  they 
were ter r i f ied.  They bel ieved that  i f  the countr y was  to-be 
saved from ruin,  these ignorant and presumptuous preacher s 
mus t  be  s i l enced  and  the i r  cong rega t ion s  b roken  up.  The 
b i s hop s  and  the  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  cou r t s  h ad  d i s appea red ;  t o 
revive them would only revive the tyranny which had cruelly 
oppres sed generat ion a f ter  genera t ion of  lear ned and godly 
men .  Pre sby te r i an i sm,  i f  i t  were  on ly  accep ted  by  Pa r l i a - 
ment and es tabl i shed throughout the kingdom, would so lve 
a l l  d i f f icul t ie s .  I t  would secure for  the whole nat ion a  t rue 
Confession of Faith, a form of worship free from superstition, 
and a devout and or thodox ministr y. But no other preaching 
or  wor sh ip  must  be  to lera ted .  The c iv i l  mag i s t ra te,  hav ing 
e s t ab l i shed  a  P ro te s t an t  Church ,  mus t  re fu se  to  a l low the 
sects to cor rupt the relig ious faith and the relig ious life of the 
people.

Bu t  t h e  f undamen t a l  p r i n c i p l e  o f  “ the  F ive  D i s s en t i ng 
Brethren” was  f a ta l  to  th i s  hopefu l  scheme.  Thomas Good- 
win,  Phi l ip  Nye,  Wil l i am Br idge,  Jeremiah Bur roughs ,  and 
Sidrach Simpson might have been a l lowed by their  brethren 
in the Assembly to “gather” Churches af ter their own mind; 
they were godly men, able men, learned men, and admirable 
theo log i an s .  But  i f  the  “F ive” were  to l e r a t ed ,  how was  i t 
po s s i b l e  to  suppre s s  the  he re s i e s  and  s ch i sms  wh ich  were 
r i s ing l ike a  f lood of  turbid water s  and threatening to sub- 
merge  the  count r y?  I f  eve r y  company  o f  men and  women 
tha t  cho se  to  fo r m themse lve s  in to  a  Church  had  a  r i gh t 
to  e lec t  i t s  own pas tor  and to  wor sh ip  a s  i t  p lea sed ,  ever y
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i l l i t e r a te  and  f ana t i ca l  p reacher  in  Eng land might  found a 
“Church,” and be elected as its pastor, and preach his per ilous 
doc t r ine  wi thout  h indrance.  Ever y  pa r i sh ,  even  though i t 
might have one of the most f amous and most learned divines 
in the Assembly for  i t s  mini s ter,  might  be invaded by Ana- 
bapti s t s ,  by Brownists ,  by Antinomians,  by Seeker s ,  and hal f 
the populat ion might be drawn away from the par ish church 
which had such a man as Twisse,  or Calamy, or Mar shal l  for 
its preacher, to listen to the ravings and heresies of a plough- 
man or  a  brewer,  who knew noth ing o f  Greek or  Hebrew, 
and  who read  even  h i s  Eng l i sh  Te s t ament  wi th  d i f f i cu l t y. 
In  re s i s t i ng  the  e s t ab l i shment  o f  P re sby te r i an i sm—and  in 
c la iming to lera t ion for  themse lves ,  even i f  Presbyter ian i sm 
were  e s tabl i shed—the “Dis sent ing Brethren” were  re s i s t ing 
the creation of a strong national Church with effective power 
f o r  t h e  s upp re s s i on  o f  h e re s y  and  s ch i sm .  Whe the r  t h ey 
meant i t  or not,  they were the a l l ies  and defender s of  every 
form of religious error in the kingdom.

There can be l itt le doubt that these considerations weighed 
he av i l y  w i th  t he  A s s embly.  I t  i s  t r ue  t h a t  f rom the  ve r y 
beg inning of  El izabeth’s  re ign the Pur i tans  had a lways been 
incl ined to Presbyter ianism. They suffered severely from the 
b i shops ;  and the i r  reverence for  the  doct r ina l  author i ty  o f 
Calvin was natura l ly  as sociated with a di spos i t ion to accept 
the form of church government which he had establ i shed in 
Geneva ,  and which had  been adopted  by  the  Ca lv in i s t s  o f 
France. But dur ing the g reater par t of the reign of James I . , 
a nd  t h e  f i r s t  twen t y  ye a r s  o f  Cha r l e s  I . ,  t h ey  h ad  b e en 
chiefly occupied in resisting the innovations of Laud, and the 
g rowing  s t reng th  o f  the  Ar min i an  theo logy.  Ca r twr igh t ’s 
cont rover sy  wi th  Epi scopacy cea sed wi th  h i s  re t i rement  to 
Warwick  s eve r a l  yea r s  be fo re  the  dea th  o f  E l i z abe th ,  and 
had never been renewed with any vigour. There is no reason 
to be l ieve that  when the Westmins ter  Assembly met  in  the 
autumn of  1643 the major i ty of  the Pur i tan c lergy bel ieved 
in the divine r ight of the Presbyter ian form of church polity; 
they would have been satisf ied with a limitation of the power 
of  the bi shops ,  and with the abol i t ion of  the object ionable 
c e remon i e s .  No r  i s  t h e re  any  re a s on  t o  b e l i eve  t h a t  t h e 
Assembly was  “packed,” and that  in  se lec t ing the “div ines” 
the House of Commons had g iven a preference to those who
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we re  known  t o  b e  s t rong l y  i n c l i n ed  t o  P re s by t e r i a n i sm . 
Baillie, the Scotch commissioner, was not very confident what 
the  As sembly  would  de ter mine.  He seems  to  have  dreaded 
the possibi l i ty of a tr iumph of Independency. When he came 
to Westminster,  he saw that  the “Dissent ing Brethren” were 
for midable.  “Many of  them,” he says ,  “[are]  ver y able men, 
as Thomas Goodwin, Nye, Bur roughs, Br idge, Car ter, Caryll, 
Philips, Sterry.  .  .  . They spake much and exceeding well.  .  .  .”40 
[“ With] Independency we pur pose not to meddle in has te, 
t i l l  i t  p lease God to advance our army, which we expect  wi l l  much 
assist our arguments.” 41 But after twelve months’ discussion,

and before the Scotch army had done any great service, the 
overwhelming major ity decided in favour of the divine autho- 
r i ty  o f  the  Pre sby te r i an  po l i ty.  I t  i s  on ly  ju s t  to  a t t r ibu te 
this decision, in par t,  to the learning, vigour, and eloquence 
with which the case for Presbyter ianism was s tated;  in par t , 
to a natural and honourable desire to draw the English Church 
into nearer alliance with the Protestant Churches of Scotland, 
France, and Holland; but i t  was a l so very largely due to the 
ter ror created by the Anabaptists ,  Brownists ,  Seeker s,  Socin- 
ians,  and the rest  of  the sects  that had suddenly sprung into 
activity on the destruction of the power of the bishops. Inde- 
pendency meant tolerat ion; and to tolerate these intolerable 
here s i e s  would ,  in  the  judgment  o f  many o f  the  be s t  men 
of  those t imes,  have been treason against  both God and the 
nation.

In  Janua r y,  1643–4 ,  the  “F ive  D i s s en t ing  Bre th ren” ap- 
pealed from the Assembly to Parl iament. In a shor t pamphlet 
of thir ty-two pages,42 they informed the two Houses that they 
had been dr iven into exile by “the sinful evil of those cor rup- 
tions in the public worship and government of this Church”43 
which were now genera l ly acknowledged and deplored;  that 
dur ing their exi le they had endeavoured “to search out what 
were the f i r s t  apostol ic direct ions,  patter ns and examples of 

40 R. Baillie, Letters and Journals, ii. 110.
41 Ibid., 111.
42 An Apologeticall Narration of some Ministers formerly exiles in the 

Netherlands: now Members of the Assembly of Divines. Humbly sub- 
mitted to the Honourable Houses of Parliament. By Thomas Goodwin, 
Phi l ip Nye, Sidrach Simpson, Jeremiah Bur roughs,  Wil l iam Br idge 
(1643).

43 Ibid., 2.
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those Pr imitive Churches recorded in the New Testament, as 
that sacred pillar of fire to guide us.”44

Pr imit ive pract ice  they lay down as  “the supreme ru le.” 45 
This is their first principle.

“Our  con sc i ence s ,” they  s ay,  “were  po s s e s s ed  wi th  tha t  reve r - 
ence  and adora t ion o f  the  fu lnes s  o f  the  Scr ip ture s ,  tha t  there  i s 
there in a  complete  su f f ic iency,  a s  to  make the man o f  God pe r f e c t , 
so a l so to make the Churches of  God perfect ,  (mere circumstances 
we except, or what rules the law of nature doth in common dictate,) 
i f  the directness  and examples  therein del ivered were fu l ly  known 
and followed.”46

Their second principle was:—

“Not to make our  present  judgment  and pract ice  a  b inding law 
unto our se lve s  for  the  fu ture.   .   .   .  We had too g rea t  an  in s t ance 
of our own frai l ty in the former way of our conformity; and there- 
fore in a jealousy of ourselves, we kept this reserve (which we made 
open and constant  profes s ions  of )  to a l ter  and retract  ( though not 
l i gh t l y )  wha teve r  shou ld  be  d i s cove red  to  be  t aken  up  ou t  o f  a 
misunder standing of  the rule:  which Pr inciple we wish were (next 
to  tha t  mos t  supreme,  name ly,  to  be  in  a l l  th ing s  gu ided  by  the 
per fec t  wi l l  o f  God)  enac ted  a s  the  mos t  s a c r ed  l aw o f  a l l  o ther, 
in the midst of al l other Laws and Canons Ecclesiastical in Chr istian 
States and Churches throughout the world.”47

Thei r  th i rd  pr inc ip le  was  tha t ,  in  mat ter s  o f  controver sy, 
it was the safe course to adopt those practices which all, or the 
g reater par t ,  of the Reformed Churches acknowledged to be 
war ran table.  For  example :  a l l  the  Refor med Churches  ac- 
knowledged that it  was the wil l  of Chr ist that those who are 
f aithful to Him should be received into communion: whether 
any other s should be received was matter of doubt. The safe 
cour se was to receive the “f a i thful” only.  Al l  the Refor med 
Churches  acknowledged tha t  i t  was  l awfu l  tha t  the  prayer s 
which were offered in the Church “should be framed by the 
medita t ions  and s tudy” of  mini s ter s  “out  of  their  own g i f t s 
( the fruits  of Chr ist ’s  Ascension) as well  as their sermons”: 48 
whe the r  “ s e t  f o r ms  p re s c r i bed” by  publ i c  au thor i t y  were 
lawful  was matter  of  doubt.  I f  they of fered extemporaneous 
p r aye r  on ly,  they  cou ld  no t  be  wrong .  A l l  the  Re fo r med

44 Ibid., 3.
45 Ibid., 9.
46 Ibid., 9.
47 Ibid., 10, 11.
48 Ibid., 12.
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Churches were ag reed that  in ever y par t icular  cong regat ion 
there  should  be  a  “Presbyter y  o f  the  E lder s .” Whether  the 
Elder s  should be a s soc ia ted in  “Presbyter ia l  and Provinc ia l 
Assemblies, as the proper refuge for appeals and for compound- 
ing of differences amongst Churches,” was a disputed question.49 
Unt i l  the controver sy  was  se t t led beyond doubt ,  i t  was  the 
prudent cour se to leave every par t icular cong regat ion under 
its own Presbytery.

The statement of their case was exceedingly ingenious, and 
was  l ike ly  to  be  ver y  e f f ec t ive.  The As sembly  was  moving 
rapidly towards a declaration of the divine r ight of Presbytery, 
but the mind of the country was quite unsett led.  The “Five 
Di s sent ing Bre thren” v i r tua l ly  s a id ,  “We are  c lea r ly  in  the 
r igh t  a s  fa r  a s  we  go ;  our  member sh ip  may be  too nar row; 
our church organisation may be incomplete; our worship might 
pe rhap s  be  l awfu l l y  supp lemented  wi th  ‘p re sc r ibed  fo r ms ’ 
o f  p r aye r :  bu t  i t  i s  l aw fu l  to  admi t  the  ‘ f a i th fu l  to  com- 
munion; i t  i s  lawful  for every par t icular  cong regat ion to be 
under the government of i t s  own elder s ;  i t  i s  lawful to offer 
f ree prayer.  As fa r  a s  we go,  we are sa fe.  We can susta in our 
posit ion by the author ity of Scr ipture and by the example of 
the Refor med Churches.  We are  wi l l ing to  go fa r the r,  as  soon 
as proof can be g iven that our polity or worship is defective. 
Show that  we ought to admit  the ‘unf a i thful ’ a s  wel l  a s  the 
f a i thfu l  to communion,  and we wi l l  do i t .  We a l ready have 
e lder s  for  pa r t i cu l a r  cong rega t ions ;  show tha t  the se  e lder s 
ought to be associated in a presbytery, and we wil l  not hold 
ourselves bound by our past conclusions against an association. 
No one disputes that our minister s may offer free prayer : we 
wi l l  accept  a  Li turgy a s  soon as  you can produce author i ty 
from the New Testament in f avour of i t .  In reorganis ing the 
National Church, let us make sure of our ground step by step. 
Let us do nothing that may afterwards require to be undone.”

There is perhaps equal ingenuity in dealing with the objec- 
tion that a closer and more elaborate form of church organisa- 
tion was necessary in order to prevent or suppress scandals and 
heresies.

They compla in that  the i r  “opinions  and ways” were “en- 
vironed about with a cloud of mistakes and misapprehensions”; 
tha t  “ tha t  p roud  and  in so l en t  t i t l e  o f  Independency” wa s

49 Ibid., 13.
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af f ixed  to  them—“the  ver y  sound o f  which  conveys  to  a l l 
men ’s  apprehens ions  the  cha l l enge  o f  an  exempt ion  o f  a l l 
Churches  f rom a l l  sub jec t ion  and dependence,  o r  r a ther  a 
t r umpe t  o f  de f i ance  aga in s t  wha teve r  Power,  Sp i r i tu a l  o r 
Civil, which we do abhor and detest.”50

They  p ro t e s t  a g a in s t  t he  common p re jud i ce  th a t  i n  the 
“cong regat ional  government” there i s  no remedy for the in- 
justice of which a particular Church may be guilty.51 If a grave 
charge is brought against any par ticular Church, the Churches 
in the neighbourhood are under a solemn obligation to make 
inquiry into the alleged offence; the Church against which the 
charge i s  brought i s  under an equal  obl igat ion to a l low the 
inqui r y.  Thi s  had  been the  prac t i ce  in  the  Cong rega t iona l 
Churches in the Low Countr ies ;  and a nar rat ive i s  g iven of 
a case in which, as the result of the intervention of a neigh- 
bour ing Church,  a  minis ter  who had been unjust ly deposed 
had been restored to office.52

But what is to happen if a Church against which a very grave 
o f fence  ha s  been proved remains  impeni tent ?  In  tha t  ca se, 
say the “Five Dissenting Brethren,” the neighbour ing Churches 
are to withdraw and renounce all communion with them.

If in a particular Church a church member is found guilty of 
f l ag rant  s in and shows no s ign of  repentance,  he i s  excom- 
municated. This i s  a l l  that can be done; but the penalty i s  a 
ter r ible one. If a Church is guilty of a f lag rant sin and shows 
no penitence, it can be excluded from the fellowship of other 
Churches.  This ,  under the Congregational system, is  a l l  that 
can be done. But what more i s  poss ible under the system of 
Presbyter ies and Synods? If  an offending congregation is  not 
convinced of its sin, and refuses to accept the decision of the 
super ior court, how is the decision to be enforced? The Synod 
can excommunicate the Churches which res i s t  i t s  author i ty; 
but “the of fending Churches wil l  s l ight a l l  such Excommuni- 
c a t i on s  a s  much a s  they may be  supposed to  do our  way of 
p ro t e s t a t i on  and  s en t ence  o f  Non - c ommun i o n .” I f  t h e  ex - 
communica t ion does  not  “ take  ho ld  o f  men’s  consc iences” 
i t  wil l  be ineffect ive, and their consciences are just  as  l ikely 
to be affected by the Congregational method of withdrawing 
from communion.53 Nor can i t  be made clear f rom the New 
Te s t a m e n t  t h a t  C h u rc h e s  h ave  a ny  a u t h o r i t y  t o  d e l i ve r

50 Ibid., 23.
51 Ibid., 15, 16. 
52 Ibid., 16, 20, 21.
53 Ibid., 19.
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whole  Churches  and the i r  e lder s  unto Sa tan ;  and i t  i s  th i s 
de l i ve r ing  un to  Sa tan  which d i s t ingu i she s  excommunica t ion 
from withdrawal of communion.54

If ,  indeed, the mag istrate enforces the decision of a Synod, 
the  dec i s ion  may have  e f f ec t  upon the  mos t  obs t ina te  and 
impeni ten t  Church ;  but  the  mag i s t r a te  might  a l so  en force 
the  dec i s ion of  Churches  organi sed on the  Cong regat iona l 
system.

“ I f  t he  Mag i s t r a t e s ’ power  ( to  wh i ch  we  g i v e  a s  mu c h ,  and  ( a s 
we  t h i nk )  mo r e  t h a n  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  P r e s by t e r i a n  g o v e r nmen t 
w i l l  s u f f e r  t h em  t o  y i e l d )  do  bu t  a s s i s t  and  b ack  the  s en t ence  o f 
other  Churches  denouncing th i s  Non- communion  aga ins t  Churches 
mi scar r y ing ,  accord ing to  the  na ture  o f  the  c r ime,  a s  they  judge 
meet, and as they would the sentence of Churches excommunicating 
o the r  Churche s  in  such  c a s e s ,  upon  t h e i r  own  pa r t i c u l a r  j u d gmen t 
o f  the  cause ;  then,  without a l l  controver sy thi s  our way of  Church 
p roceed ing  wi l l  be  eve r y  way  a s  e f f e c tua l  a s  the i r  o the r  c an  be 
supposed to be;  and we are  sure,  more brother ly  and more su i ted 
to  th a t  l i b e r t y  and  equa l i t y  Chr i s t  h a th  endowed  h i s  Churche s 
w i th .  Bu t  w i thou t  t he  Mag i s t r a t e s  i n t e r po s i ng  t he i r  au tho r i t y, 
the i r  way o f  proceed ing  wi l l  be  a s  ine f fec tua l  a s  our s ;  and more 
liable to contempt, by how much it is pretended to be more author i- 
t a t ive ;  and  to  in f l i c t  a  more  d read fu l  pun i shment ,  wh ich  ca r na l 
spirits are seldom sensible of.”55

They conclude with two very keen, effective strokes. They 
say that “we differ as l i tt le from the Reformed Churches and 
our Brethren—yea, f ar less—than they do f rom what themselves 
w e r e  t h r e e  ye a r s  p a s t” ; 56 and  they  i n fo r m Pa r l i amen t  t h a t , 
having already suffered exile because they could not submit to 
those evi l s  and super s t i t ions  which the whole kingdom had 
found to be intolerable, they were now threatened with another 
banishment, and they ask to be suffered to enjoy in their own 
countr y  “ the ord inances  o f  Chr i s t  .   .   .  wi th the a l lowance 
of a latitude to some lesser differences, with peaceableness, as 
not knowing where else with safety, health, and livelihood, to 
set our feet on earth.”57

The “Apologet ica l l  Nar rat ion” provoked g reat  resentment, 
and a large number of pamphlets  appeared in reply.  I t s  s ty le 
was much more free, vigorous, and popular than that of most 
o f  the  cumbrous  and l abor ious  pamphle t s  o f  the  t ime,  and

54 Ibid., 31.
55 Ibid., 30.
56 Ibid., 19.
57 Ibid., 18.
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compla in t s  were  made  tha t  i t  was  “ rhe tor ica l” r a ther  than 
a rgumenta t ive.  To the  s t rong  Pre sby te r i an s  i t  wa s  a  g r ave 
offence to appeal from an Assembly of Divines to an Assembly 
o f  Laymen on ques t ions  o f  church gover nment .  And there 
were a few suggest ive sentences in the appeal  which created 
spec ia l  a l a r m.  The “Five  Di s sent ing  Bre thren” to ld  Par l i a- 
ment  tha t  they  were  prepared to  “y ie ld  more” to  the  c iv i l 
magistrate than was allowed by the pr inciples of Presbyter ian- 
ism. They say that in each particular case the magistrate ought 
to form his own judgment as to what ecclesiast ical  decis ions 
should be enforced by the civil power—whether the decisions 
are made by a Presbyter ian General Assembly or by par ticular 
Churches organised on the Congregational system. Whenever 
the  mag i s t r a te  use s  h i s  power,  the  mag i s t r a te  h imse l f  mus t 
determine whether the offence he punishes deserves punish- 
ment ,  and how much puni shment  i t  de ser ves ;  whether  the 
heresy to be repressed is really heresy, and whether it is suff i- 
c i en t l y  s e r iou s  to  requ i re  suppre s s ion  by  the  c iv i l  power. 
Thi s  sugges t ion cut  up by the root s  the Presbyter ian idea l . 
Even  in  tho se  day s  e a r ne s t  P re sby te r i an s  be l i eved  in  “ the 
crown r ight s  o f  the Redeemer.” Chr i s t  was  supreme in His 
Church ;  Hi s  wi l l  wa s  expre s s ed  in  the  church  cour t s ;  the 
o f f i ce  o f  the  mag i s t r a te  was  not  to  rev iew and amend the 
decisions of those to whom the government of the Church had 
been entrusted by Chr ist Himself , but, wherever necessary, to 
g ive  t hem e f f e c t  by  t he  suppo r t  o f  t he  c iv i l  power.  The 
Five Brethren” knew very wel l  that  Par l iament would never 
wi l l ing ly  su r render  i t s  own supremacy ;  and  the  f ew br i e f 
phrases in which this supremacy was acknowledged were per- 
haps the most ef fect ive par t of the pamphlet.  They cer tainly 
provoked the most angry criticism.

It  was so c lear  that  thi s  l ine of  argument was producing a 
powerful  impres s ion outs ide the Assembly,  that  Phi l ip  Nye, 
the keen pol i t ic ian among the “Five Brethren,” deter mined 
to press i t  a l i t t le fur ther. On February 21 (1643–4) he made 
a speech in the Assembly which created the most pass ionate 
exci tement and indignat ion. Many member s  of  both Houses 
were present, and he saw that his oppor tunity had come. The 
substance of his speech was as follows:—

“Under  the  s y s t em o f  P re sby t e r i an i sm you  have  s eve r a l 
par i shes  p laced under the author i ty of  a  presbyter y;  severa l
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presbyter ie s  under  the author i ty  of  a  provinc ia l  synod;  the 
provincial synods under the author ity of a General Assembly. 
The General  Assembly has supreme control  over a system of 
ecclesiast ical  government extending over the whole kingdom 
and inc luding a l l  r anks  and condi t ions  o f  men.  I t  i s  ‘ com- 
mensurate’ to the civil government of the State.

“The t r ue pol i ty  of  the Church of  Chr i s t  should g ive no 
cause  o f  j ea lousy  or  su sp ic ion  to  the  c iv i l  mag i s t r a te ;  bu t 
this hierarchy of ecclesiastical author ities is a r ival force which 
the mag istrate has reason to regard with dread. ‘ I t  i s  incon- 
venient to nour ish such a vast body in the commonwealth’— 
a  b o d y  ove r  w h i c h  Pa r l i a m e n t  c a n  h ave  n o  d i r e c t  a n d 
effective control. The power of this g reat ecclesiastical system 
i s  a s  g rea t  a s  tha t  o f  the  c iv i l  gover nment  i t s e l f :  i t  cover s 
the whole nation; i t  i s  armed with a force even g reater than 
that which defends the prerogatives of thrones or Parliaments; 
for it is a spir itual author ity and binds the consciences of men. 
If  i t  i s  unsafe for a g reat commonwealth to have within it  so 
g reat and formidable a power, i t  i s  neither for this Assembly 
nor Parl iament to lay the foundation of i t .  The safety of the 
commonwealth is the supreme law.

“If  Presbytery i s  set  up as of divine author ity,  the General 
Assembly wil l  become as powerful as Parl iament; the Church 
as  powerfu l  a s  the Sta te ;  and when you have two g reat  and 
equa l  power s  in  the  k ingdom,  the re  wi l l  be  g r ave  dange r 
whether they agree or whether they quarrel.”58

A t  t h i s  po in t  Nye  made  a  quo t a t i on  f rom Ru the r f o rd . 
But  the  As sembly  wou ld  bea r  no  more.  Hi s  comment s  on 
Ru the r f o rd  we re  “ sh a r p l y  p roh i b i t ed .” The re  we re  c r i e s 
th a t  he  wa s  “d i so rde r l y  and  dange rou s .” “Mr.  Hende r son 
cr ied out that he spake like Sanballat, Tobiah, or Symmachus; 
and Mr. Sedgwick wished that  he might be excluded out of 
the Assembly; and here was g reat heat,  and it  was put to the 
question and voted that he had spoken against order.”59

58 For the “Notes” on which this account of Phil ip Nye’s f amous 
speech is founded, see the extract g iven in Note B, p. 289. This was 
the occas ion represented in a  wel l-known paint ing,  eng ravings  of 
which were a few year s ago very popular.  But Nye was not,  as the 
painter supposed, asser t ing Liber ty of Conscience; he was asser t ing 
that established Presbyter ianism would be dangerous to civi l  l iber ty 
and to the authority of the State.

59 Lightfoot, Works, xiii. 169.
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But  the  speech was  not  forgot ten .  Out s ide  the  As sembly 
there were men who began to think that the rule of a Presby- 
ter ian synod and assembly, al l ied with the civi l  power, might 
be  a s  unendurable  a s  the  r u le  o f  the  b i shops  and  the  S t a r 
C h a m b e r .  I n  t h e  A s s e m b l y  i t s e l f  t h e  “ F i ve  D i s s e n t i n g 
B re th ren” ma in t a ined  the  s t r ugg l e  w i th  an  ex t r ao rd in a r y 
fer til ity of resource, and a patience and vigour which nothing 
cou ld  subdue,  con te s t i ng  eve r y  P re sby t e r i an  p ropo s i t i on , 
cha l l eng ing  eve r y  Sc r ip tu re  p roo f ,  and  d iv id ing  day  a f t e r 
d ay  and  week  a f t e r  week ,  t hough  t h ey  we re  a lway s  i n  a 
minor i t y.  A t  l a s t ,  a t  the  end  o f  Oc tobe r  ( 1644 )  the  work 
wa s  done ;  the  P re sby t e r i an s  c a r r i ed  the i r  s cheme,  and  i t 
was submitted to Parliament.

A few weeks later the Assembly completed “The Directory 
for the Public Worship of God,” which included sect ions on 
Preaching, Bapti sm, the Lord’s  Supper,  the Sanct i f icat ion of 
the  Sabba th ,  Mar r i age,  Bur i a l ,  S ing ing  P s a lms ,  and  some 
o the r  ma t t e r s .  In s t e ad  o f  the  p re s c r i bed  fo r ms  o f  p r aye r, 
such as  are  g iven in the Engl i sh Li turgy,  which was  judged 
to have been “a g reat  means ,  a s ,  on the one hand,  to make 
and increase an idle and unedifying ministr y .   .   .  so,  on the 
other s ide,  i t  hath been (and ever would be,  i f  continued) a 
matter of endless s tr i fe and contention in the Church, and a 
sna re  .   .   .  to  many god ly  and  f a i th fu l  min i s t e r s  who have 
been persecuted and silenced on that occasion”60—the Directory 
sugge s t s  t he  va r iou s  top i c s  wh i ch  shou ld  have  a  p l a ce  in 
public prayer, and the order in which they should stand, but 
leaves the minister to vary this order if he thinks it expedient.61 
The only def inite words imposed are the Bapti smal Formula 
and the words in the Mar r iage Service in which the man and 
the woman take each other for husband and wife.62

About  “The Direc tor y  for  Publ ic  Wor sh ip” there  was  no 
ser ious division between “The Five Dissenting Brethren” and 
the  Pre sbyte r i an  d iv ine s ;  Goodwin,  Nye,  and Br idge  were 
on the Commit tee  entrus ted wi th the prepara t ion;  and the 
proposi t ion—which was submit ted on November 21—to lay

60 Preface to the Directory. P. Hall, Reliquiæ Liturgicæ, iii. 16.
61 See the c los ing parag raph on Publ i c  Prayer  be fo re  Sermon ,  ib id . , 

34–35.
62 Ib id . ,  50,  64.  In the order for the administrat ion of the Lord’s 

Supper, though words are suggested, the minister is free to use “other 
the like.” Ibid., 57.
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i t  be fore  Par l i ament  was  car r ied by the unanimous  vote  o f 
the Assembly.

On November  14  the  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  l a id  be fo re  the 
A s s embl y  a  s t a t emen t  o f  t h e i r  ob j e c t i on s  t o  t h e  Fo r m  o f 
Chu r c h  Gove r nmen t .  I t  wa s  s i gned  by  Wi l l i am Ca r t e r  and 
Wi l l i am  Gre enh i l l  a s  we l l  a s  by  t h e  “F ive .” A f t e r  b e i ng 
deba ted  a t  l eng th  in  the  As sembly  the  s t a t ement  wa s  l a id 
before Parliament.

NOTE A 
The Five Dissenting Brethren

(1 )  Phi l ip  Nye,  who was  bor n in  1596 and was  there fore  about 
fo r ty- s even  when  the  As s embly  me t ,  wa s  educa t ed  a t  Br a s eno se 
Co l l e ge  and  Magda l en  Ha l l ,  Ox fo rd .  I n  1630  he  wa s  cu r a t e  a t 
S t .  Michae l ’s ,  Comhi l l .  Th ree  ye a r s  l a t e r,  t o  e s c ape  f rom Laud 
and the eccles ias t ica l  cour ts ,  he f led to Holland, and there became 
a  mode r a t e  Cong re g a t i on a l i sm  He  re t u r n ed  t o  Eng l a nd  a bou t 
the t ime of  the meet ing of  the Long Par l iament ,  and through the 
fr iendship of the Earl of Manchester became minister of Kimbolton, 
in  Hunt ingdonsh i re.  At  the  Res tora t ion he  was  e jec ted  f rom the 
l i v i n g  o f  S t .  B a r t ho l omew,  n e a r  t h e  Exch ange ;  a nd  h e  wa s  s o 
active a politician that after the Restoration he, with John Goodwin, 
o f  Coleman St ree t ,  and Hugh Peter s ,  was  in  danger  o f  be ing ex- 
c l u d e d  f ro m  t h e  I n d e m n i t y.  H e  wa s  a  m a n  o f  e x t r a o rd i n a r y 
vigour, versatility, and courage. He died in 1672.

(2)  Thomas Goodwin was  bom in 1600 a t  Rol le sby,  in Norfo lk , 
and was educated at Chr ist ’s  College, Cambr idge, g raduating when 
he  wa s  on l y  s i x t e en .  In  1628  he  wa s  cho s en  to  the  l e c tu re sh ip 
o f  Tr in i ty  Church,  Cambr idge,  and in  1632 was  pre sented to  the 
v i c a r a g e.  I n  1634 ,  b e i ng  t roub l ed  by  t h e  t e r ms  o f  con fo r m i t y, 
h e  r e s i g n e d  h i s  l i v i n g  a n d  l e f t  t h e  u n ive r s i t y.  H e  c ro s s e d  t o 
Hol land in 1639,  ^d became pas tor  of  the Engl i sh Church at  Am- 
he im.  In  the  e a r l y  mon th s  o f  the  Long  Pa r l i amen t  he  re tu r ned 
to  Eng l and ,  and  became pa s to r  o f  a  Church  in  the  pa r i sh  o f  S t . 
Dun s t a n ’s - i n - t h e -E a s t .  I n  1650  C romwe l l  made  h im  P re s i d en t 
of  Magda len Col lege,  Oxford.  His  theolog ica l  wr i t ings  show that 
he was a man of large theolog ica l  lear ning and of  g reat  robustness 
and keenness of intellect. He died in 1680.

(3 )  Wi l l i am Br idge—bor n  about  16 0 0—was  fo r  s eve ra l  yea r s  a
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Fel low of  Emmanuel  Col lege,  Cambr idge.  In 1631 he was  e lec ted 
“ g ene r a l  l e c t u re r  o f  t h e  t own” o f  Co l ch e s t e r ;  i n  16 33  h e  wa s 
del iver ing “Fr iday sermons” at a church in Norwich—St. George’s , 
Tombl and .  Three  ye a r s  l a t e r  he  wa s  dep r ived  by  B i shop  Wren . 
He then f led to Hol land,  and became one of  the mini s ter s  o f  the 
Cong reg a t i on a l  Chu rch  a t  Ro t t e rd am .  I n  1642  he  re t u r ned  t o 
E n g l a n d ,  a n d  s e t t l e d  i n  Ya r m o u t h .  I n  164 3  h e  b e c a m e  p a s t o r 
of  the Norwich and Yar mouth Cong regat ional  Church.  His  works 
have been published in five volumes. He died in 1670.

Je rem i ah  Bu r rough s  wa s  bo r n  a bou t  159 9 ,  a nd  wa s  e duc a t ed 
a t  Emmanue l  Co l l e g e ,  C amb r i d g e .  He  wa s  f o r  s ome  t ime  t h e 
co l l e ague  o f  Edmund  Ca l amy  a t  Bur y,  and  a f t e rwa rd s  re c to r  o f 
T ive t s h a l l  i n  Nor fo l k .  L i ke  B r i dge  he  wa s  dep r ived  by  B i shop 
Wren;  and l ike  Br idge  he  became one o f  the  min i s te r s  ( t eacher ) 
o f  t h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  C h u rc h  a t  R o t t e rd a m .  H e  wa s  c h o s e n 
Lec ture r  to  the  cong rega t ion  o f  Cr ipp lega te.  He i s  de sc r ibed  a s 
“a  d iv ine of  g reat  candour,  modes ty,  and char i ty,” a s  an exce l lent 
scholar,  and a  popular  preacher.  He died in 1646.  He was  g rea t ly 
d i s t re s sed  by the  d iv i s ions  which separa ted those  who shared the 
same f ai th in Chr ist ,  and one of his  las t  works was his  I reni cum ,  an 
a t t emp t  t o  r e s t o re  un i t y  among  Ch r i s t i a n s .  “Mr.  B ax t e r  u s e d 
to say that i f  a l l  the Presbyter ians had been l ike Mr. Mar shal l ,  and 
the Independents l ike Mr. Bur roughs, their dif ferences might easi ly 
have been compromised.”63

S idrach  S impson,  bor n  about  160 0 ,  l ike  Br idge  and Bur roughs 
wa s  a  member  o f  Emmanue l  Co l l ege,  Cambr idge.  A f t e r  l e av ing 
the  un ive r s i t y,  he  bec ame  an  eminen t  p re a che r  i n  London .  He 
was  appoin ted  cura te  and  l ec ture r  o f  S t .  Marga re t ’s ,  F i sh  S t ree t . 
He  wa s  s i l enced  by  Laud ,  and  wen t  to  Ho l l and .  Fo r  a  t ime  he 
was  a  member of  the Church a t  Rotterdam. Here he was  anxious 
t o  r ev ive  i n  a  n ew  f o r m  t h e  “ p ro p h e s y i n g s ” w h i c h  h a d  b e e n 
popu l a r  among  t h e  e a r l i e r  Pu r i t a n s ;  h e  t hough t  t h a t  a f t e r  t h e 
ser mon on Sunday there should be a f ree conference,  and that  the 
people  should  have  the  oppor tuni ty  o f  ques t ion ing the  preacher, 
and  o f  expre s s ing  any  doubt s  they  might  have  about  the  sound- 
ne s s  o f  h i s  t e a ch ing .  Th i s  p ropo s a l ,  a nd  s ome  o the r  o c c a s i on s 
o f  d i f f e rence,  l ed  h im to  sepa ra te  f rom the  ex i s t ing  Church  and 
found a  new one,  o f  which  he  appea r s  to  have  been  the  pa s to r. 
He  re tu r ned  to  Eng l and  when  the  t roubl e s  be tween  Pa r l i amen t 
and  the  K ing  were  beg inn ing .  He  wa s  a  member  o f  the  pa r l i a - 
men t a r y  commi t t ee  o f  fou r t een ,  appo in ted  in  1653,  to  d r aw up 
“ fundamenta l s ,” and  in  the  fo l lowing  yea r  wa s  chosen  a s  one  o f 
the “tr ier s .” His  host i l i ty  to Cromwel l ,  expressed f rom the pulpi t , 
got him into trouble; and he was impr isoned for a t ime in Windsor 
Ca s t l e,  and  when re l e a sed  fo rb idden  to  p reach  wi th in  t en  mi l e s 
o f  London.  In  1650  he  was  appo in ted  mas te r  o f  Pembroke  Ha l l , 
Cambridge. He died in 1655. 

63 Neal, iii. 318.
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NOTE B 
Nye’s Speech in the Westminster Assembly, February 21, 1643–4

“Mr.  Nye.  ‘ 1 .  By  “Ec c l e s i a ” i s  (me an t )  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c ong re - 
gat ion;  or e l se  there i s  power over power,  and a presbyter y over a 
presbytery. But there is not a power over a power. Ergo.’

“And here he was  s topped again,  and ca l led to conclude agains t 
the  propos i t ions ;  and yet  could  he  not  be  brought  to  i t :  but  r un 
ove r  t h e  he ad s  o f  t ho s e  t h i ng s  h e  s p ake  ye s t e rd ay :  b e c au s e  h e 
can f ind but  one name,  but  one nature,  and but  one operat ion of 
a presbytery.

“‘2 .  I f  a  power  over  a  power,  then  there  i s  one  over  tha t ,  and 
another over that :  t i l l  you come to subdue a l l  the people unto an 
ecclesiastical government commensurate to the civil.

“‘ 3.  The  o rde r ing  o f  t he  chu rch  by  Chr i s t  i s  s uch  a s  may  be 
w i thou t  j e a l ou s y  and  s u s p i c i on :  now powe r  ove r  powe r  i n  t h e 
church  ex tends  i t s e l f  equa l  wi th  the  c iv i l ;  fo r  i t  i s  inconven ient 
t o  nou r i s h  s u ch  a  va s t  body  i n  a  commonwea l t h .  Now th i s  i s , 
( 1 )  A s  g re a t  a s  t h e  c iv i l .  ( 2 )  I t  i s  s p i r i t u a l .  ( 3 )  I t  i s  s o  imme- 
diately upon the conscience.

“‘  I f  i t  c anno t  s t and  we l l  f o r  a  g re a t  commonwea l t h  t o  h ave 
so g reat  a  body g row within i t ,  then i s  i t  not  to be endured:  but 
ergo.

“‘1.  Look abroad,  and nothing t roubles  men more than to think 
w h e t h e r  t h e  p r e s by t e r y  s h a l l  b e  s e t  u p  j u r e  d i v i n o .  ( 2 )  T h a t 
if it be, it will grow as big as the civil.

“‘2 .  Where two vas t  bodies  a re  o f  equa l  ampl i tude,  i f  they d i s- 
ag ree i t  i s  nought;  i f  they ag ree,  i t  wi l l  be wor se,  one wil l  c losely 
be working against the other.’”64

64 L i g h t f o o t ,  J o u r n a l  o f  t h e  A s s e m b l y  o f  D i v i n e s ,  Wo r k s ,  x i i i . 
168–169.
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CHAPTER VII

PARLIAMENT AND THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY
Cromwell and Liberty of Opinion—Parliament opposed to Rigid 

Uniformity—Prayer-Book supe r seded by  the  Directory— 
Re solution of  Parl iame nt  in  favour  of  the  Pre sbyte rian 
System,  but  F inal  Action de fe rre d—Te rms  of  Ag re eme nt 
re jected by  the  King—The Power of  Exclusion from the 
Sacrame nt—Conf l ict  b etwe e n  the  As sembly  and  Parl ia - 
ment—Commissioners appointed to act as Judges of Religious 
Of f e nce s—Prote st  of  the  As sembly  re se nte d  by  Parl ia - 
ment—The Assembly required to de f ine  the  Divine  Right 
o f  th e  P r e s byt e r i an  Pol ity  and  i t s  c la i m  to  S up r e m e 
Authority  in  Matte r s  of  Re l ig ion—The  JK ing  e ntrust s 
H imse l f  to  the  Scott i sh  Army—Pre sbyte r i an s  ready  to 
make Terms with Him in case of Need—Parliament forced 
to  compromise—The Provinc ial  Commis s ions  abol i she d— 
Scheme of Church Government set up—The Assembly com- 
plete s  it s  Work—The Confe s sion of  Faith  pre sented and 
acce pte d—The Inf lue nce  of  the  We stminste r  Confe s s ion 
and Catechism—The Assembly dispersed,  but not dissolved 
—It continues to sit as a Committee for examining Ministers.

I

IN what a spir it  the House of Commons might be expected 
to  dea l  w i th  the  Fo r m o f  P re sby t e r i a l  Church  Gove r n- 

ment  submit ted to them by the Westmins ter  Assembly may 
be infer red from an Order of the House passed in September, 
1644.

The  Ba t t l e  o f  Ma r s t on  Moor  ( Ju l y  2 )  h ad  been  ma in l y 
won by Cromwell and the Independents, and Cromwell at once 
became a g reat power in the State. He had been provoked to 
g reat anger by the Scottish Major-General Crawford, who, as 
Cromwell thought, had treated an Anabaptist colonel unjustly.

“Sir,” wrote Cromwel l ,  “ the Sta te,  in  choos ing men to ser ve i t , 
t akes  no not ice  o f  the i r  opin ions ;  i f  they be  wi l l ing  f a i th fu l ly  to
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s e r ve  i t — t h a t  s a t i s f i e s .  I  a d v i s e d  yo u  f o r m e r l y  t o  b e a r  w i t h 
d i f f e r e n t  m i n d s  f r o m  yo u r s e l f :  i f  yo u  h a d  d o n e  i t  w h e n  I 
a d v i s e d  yo u  t o  i t ,  I  t h i n k  yo u  wo u l d  n o t  h ave  h a d  s o  m a ny 
s t umbl i ng -b lock s  i n  you r  way.  I t  may  be  you  j udge  o the rw i s e, 
but I tell you my mind.”1

He came to London in September,  re so lved to use  a l l  h i s 
author i ty  to prevent  the Presbyter ians  f rom es tabl i sh ing an 
into lerant  uni for mity ;  and on the thi r teenth of  that  month 
he and Vane and St .  John induced the House of  Commons 
to order—

“ T h a t  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o f  L o rd s  a n d  C o m m o n s  a p p o i n t e d  t o 
treat with the Commissioners of Scotland, and the Committee of the 
Assembly,  do take into Cons idera t ion the Di f ferences  in  Opinion 
of  the Member s  of  the Assembly in point  of  Church Government, 
and do endeavour a Union if it be possible; and, in case that cannot 
be done,  do endeavour the f inding out  some ways  how f ar  tender 
Consciences, who cannot in al l  Things submit to the common Rule 
which sha l l  be  e s t abl i shed ,  may be  bor ne  wi th ,  accord ing  to  the 
Word ,  and  a s  may  s t and  wi th  the  publ i c  Peace,  tha t  so  the  Pro- 
ceedings of the Assembly may not be so much retarded.” 2 

I n  ob t a i n i ng  t h i s  Orde r  S t ephen  Ma r sh a l l , 3 one  o f  t h e 
Presbyter ian leader s,  gave his aid “without consult ing any of 
h i s  b re t h ren  o f  t h e  A s s embl y.” B a i l l i e  d e s c r i b e s  i t  a s  “ a 
high and unexpected Order,” and says  i t  “has much af fected 
us.”4

Dur ing November and December (1644) and the ear ly par t 
o f  Januar y  (1644–5) ,  the  two House s  d i s cu s sed  chap te r  by 
ch ap t e r  The  Fo r m  o f  Chu r c h  Gove r nmen t ,  and  t he  va r i ou s

1 Carlyle, Cromwell, i. 187.
2 C.  J.  (13 Sept .  1644) ,  i i i .  626.  “Al though no accommodat ion 

resulted from the deliberations of this committee, there is every reason 
to think that Cromwell and Nye obtained the end they had in view 
when it was proposed. The progress of both Parliament and Assembly 
towards the ratif ication of the propositions respecting church govern- 
ment was  suspended,  and t ime was  obta ined for  adopt ing another 
course. Accordingly, on the 7th of November, the Independents be- 
gan to talk of g iving in to the Assembly their reasons of dissent from 
the Assembly's propositions respecting Church government." Hether- 
ington. History of the Westminster Assembly, 212.

3 Mar shal l  was Nye' s  f a ther-in-law. Was thi s  one reason why he 
resisted the accommodation order?

4 R. Bai l l ie,  Letters  and Journals ,  i i .  226, 230. “Without the least 
advertisement to any of us." And see Masson, Milton, iii. 169.
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sec t ions  o f  the  Dir e c t o r y . 5 On Januar y  4 ,  1644–5,  an  Ordi- 
nance f rom the Commons pas sed the  Lords ,  abol i sh ing the 
use of the Book of Common Prayer, and confirming the Direc- 
t o r y . 6 Thi s  Order  s imply  repea l s  the  s t a tu te s  en forc ing  the 
use of the Book of Common Prayer ; but in August (1645) the 
use of the Prayer-Book was forbidden, under penalty of f ive 
pounds for the f ir s t  offence, ten for the second, and a year’s 
impr isonment for the third. And any per son saying anything 
to the disparagement of the Directory was liable to a f ine of not 
l e s s  than  f ive  pounds  and  no t  more  than  f i f t y. 7 F ine s  and 
impr isonment had for a hundred years been the legal penalties 
of worshipping God in any other way than that prescr ibed by 
the Prayer-Book; f ines and impr isonment were now the legal 
pena l t ie s  for  wor shipping God in the way the Prayer-Book 
prescribed.

On Januar y  23,  1644–5,  the  House  o f  Commons  adopted 
the following Resolutions:—

“Re s o l v e d :  ( 1 )  Tha t  t h e re  s h a l l  b e  f i xed  Cong reg a t i on s ;  t h a t 
i s ,  a  c e r t a in  Company  o f  Chr i s t i an s ,  t o  mee t  i n  one  A s s embly, 
ord inar i ly,  fo r  Publ i c  Wor sh ip :  When Be l iever s  mul t ip ly  to  such 
a  Number that  they cannot  convenient ly  meet  in  one Place,  they 
shall be divided into distinct and f ixed Congregations, for the better 
Admini s t ra t ion of  such Ordinances  a s  be long unto them, and the 
Discharge of mutual Duties.

“Re s o l v e d :  ( 2 )  Tha t  t h e  o rd i n a r y  Way  o f  d iv i d i ng  Ch r i s t i a n s 
into dis t inct Congregat ions,  and most expedient for Edif icat ion, i s 
by the respective Bounds of their Dwellings.

“Reso lved:  (3)  That  the Mini s ter,  and other  Church Off icer s ,  in 
each par t icular  Cong regat ion, shal l  join in the Government of  the 
Church, in such manner as shall be established by Parliament.

“Reso l ved :  ( 4 )  Tha t  the se  Of f i ce r s  sha l l  mee t  toge the r  a t  con- 
venient and set Times,  for the wel l  Order ing of the Aff air s  of that 
Congregation, each according to his Office.

“Reso lved:  (5)  That  the Ordinances  in a  par t icular  Cong regat ion 
are,  Prayer,  Thanksg iv ing ,  and s ing ing of  Psa lms ;  the  Word read , 
though  the re  fo l l ow no  immed i a t e  Exp l i c a t ion  o f  wha t  i s  re ad ; 
t he  Word  expounded  and  app l i ed ;  Ca t e ch i s i ng ;  t he  S a c r amen t s 
admin i s t e red ;  Co l l e c t i on  made  fo r  t he  Poor ;  D i sm i s s i ng  o f  t he 
People with a blessing.

5 The Directory for Ordination, which is now pr inted as part of The 
Form of Presbyter ial  Church Government and of Ordination of Ministers , 
had been approved by the two Houses in September. Seeante, pp. 272–273.

6 L. J. (Jan. 4, 1644–5), viL 125.
7 Ibid. (Aug. 21, 1645), vii. 551–552. Rushworth, iii. (2), 839–840, 

and iv. (1), 205–207.
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“ R e s o l v e d :  ( 6 )  T h a t  m a ny  p a r t i c u l a r  C o n g re g a t i o n s  s h a l l  b e 
under one Presbyterial Government.

“Reso lved:  (7)  That  the Church be gover ned by Cong regat iona l , 
C l a s s i c a l ,  and  Synod ica l  As sembl i e s ,  in  such  Manner  a s  sha l l  be 
established by Parliament.

“Reso l ved :  ( 8 )  Tha t  Synod ica l  As sembl i e s  sha l l  cons i s t  bo th  o f 
Provincial and National Assemblies.”

Resolutions (3), (6), (7), and (8) were reported to the Lords, 
and on January 28 the Lords approved them.8

By adopting these Resolutions the two Houses declared that 
the nat ional  Church was to be made a Presbyter ian Church. 
But the Resolutions themselves did not establish the new order; 
and it was many months before the necessary steps were taken 
to establ i sh i t . 9 Nor did the Resolutions preclude the poss i- 
bi l i ty of  tolerat ing those who objected to be brought under 
the r u le  o f  the Presbyter ie s  and Synods ;  and the omis s ion, 
in  the repor t  to the Lords ,  o f  ha l f  o f  the Resolut ions  may, 
perhaps,  have been suggested by the desire not to determine 
at once against the Congregationalists.10

II

On January 30, 1644–5, Commiss ioner s from the King and 
Commiss ioner s  f rom Parl iament met at  Uxbr idge to at tempt 
to br ing the war to a  c lose.  On behal f  of  Par l iament i t  was 
proposed ,  among other  condi t ions  o f  peace,  tha t  the  King 
should (1 )  Take the Covenant ;  (2 )  Give the roya l  a s sent  to 
the Bi l l  abol i sh ing Epi scopacy;  (3 )  Approve the ordinances 
of the two Houses directing the use of the Directory instead 
of  the Book of  Common Prayer ;  (4)  Accept  the resolut ions

8 C. J. (Jan. 23, 1644–5), iv. 28. L. J. (Jan. 27, 1644–5), vii. 158.
9 Resolutions (1), (4), and (5) were approved by the Lords on Feb. 6, 

1644–5. L. J., vii. 179.
10 Thi s  i s  Masson’s  opinion,  whose account  of  the ecc le s ia s t ica l 

affair s of these troubled times is invaluable, and has been freely used 
here and elsewhere (Milton, iii. 175). Resolutions (1) and (2) were in 
favour of Parochialism as against “gathered churches,” though (2) was 
more explicit than (1). Resolution (4) gave larger power to the officers 
of par t icular congregations than the Congregational i s t s  would have 
allowed. Resolution (5) determined the “ordinances” of particular con- 
gregations, which, on the Congregational theory, should be determined 
by the congregation itself .  It is  possible that by omitting these Re- 
solutions in its report to the Lords, the House of Commons may have 
intended to leave it an open question whether congregations of anothei 
kind might not be permitted.
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adopted by the two Houses in relation to the establishment of 
Presbyter iani sm. Al l  these  proposa l s  were dec l ined;  but  the 
Par l i amenta iy  Commis s ioner s  were  in for med tha t  the  King 
was willing to concede “That the Bishop shall exercise no act 
of jur isdiction or ordination, without the consent and counsel 
of the Presbyter s, who shal l  be chosen by the Clergy of each 
Diocese,  out  of  the leamedes t  and g raves t  mini s ter s  of  that 
Diocese.”11 The King was  wi l l ing to l imit  the power of  the 
bi shops;  but he bel ieved that  there had been bi shops in the 
Church ever since apostolic times, and refused to abolish them. 
The conference came to nothing.

Other g reat matter s were occupying the two Houses dining 
the ear ly par t  of  the year.  On February 15 the Lords passed 
the  o rd inance  fo r  the  New Mode l l i n g  o f  t h e  A r my ;  and  on 
Apr i l  3  the Sel f -denying Ordinance,  which removed member s 
of both Houses from off ices civil or military to which they had 
been appointed since November 20, 1640.

While these grave and diff icult questions were being debated 
in Parliament, the Assembly could hardlycomplainthat nothing 
was done for g iving effect to the resolutions which secured a 
Presbyter ian polity to the Church, and the Assembly worked 
steadi ly at  the Confess ion of Faith.  But there was one point 
of  eccles ias t ica l  di sc ipl ine that  seemed urgent.  On March 6, 
1644–5, the Assembly complained to Parliament that the Lord’s 
Supper was being prof aned because no one had author ity to 
exclude “scandalous and ignorant” per sons from communion. 
The House of Commons asked what the Assembly included in 
the ter ms “ ignorant  and scanda lous .” The Assembly rep l ied 
t h a t  by  “ i gno r an t ” t h ey  mean t  “no t  h av ing  a  compe t en t 
understanding” of such truths as the Tr inity, the State of Man 
by Creation, and the results of the Fall; the nature and effects 
of  the Redemption by Jesus  Chr i s t ,  and the means to apply 
Chr is t  and His benef i t s  to the individual  soul ;  the necess i ty 
of  f a i th,  repentance,  and a godly l i fe ;  the nature and use of 
Sac rament s ;  and  the  cond i t ion  o f  man a f t e r  th i s  l i f e.  S t i l l 
t h e  Hou s e  wa s  no t  s a t i s f i e d .  On  Ap r i l  1  i t  o rde red  t h a t 
“ T h e  A s s e m b l y  .   .   .  s e t  d ow n  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  w h a t  t h ey 
conceive to be such a competent measure of  under standing, 
concerning the State of Man by Creation, and by his Fall; the 
Redempt ion by  Je su s  Chr i s t ;  the  Way and Means  to  app ly

11 L. J. (Feb. 13, 1644–5), vii. 197. Rushworth, iii, (2), 873.
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Chr is t ,  and his  Benef i t s ;  the Nature and Necess i ty of  Fai th, 
Repentance,  and a  Godly  L i fe ;  the  Nature  and Use  o f  the 
Sacraments; and the condition of Man after this Life, without 
which none shal l  be admitted to the Sacrament of the Lord’s 
Suppe r.” The  A s s embly  h ad  t he  cou r age  t o  rep l y  t o  t h i s 
perplexing question, which was evidently intended to provoke 
p ro t r a c t ed  d eb a t e s .  I t  a l s o  g ave  a  l i s t  o f  o f f ence s  wh i ch 
justified describing the offenders as “scandalous.”12

S t i l l  t he  House  o f  Commons  c ame  to  no  dec i s ion .  The 
Erastian members were resolved to delay the settlement of the 
quest ion as long as possible.  There were debates in June and 
Ju l y,  bu t  no th ing  wa s  conc luded .  On  Augu s t  i  a  depu t a - 
t ion from the Assembly presented a pet i t ion to urge “that  a 
speedy  cour se  might  be  t aken  about  those  who shou ld  be 
thought not f it  to be admitted to the Sacrament, namely, the 
ignorant ,  scanda lous ,  and prof ane :  i t  be ing a  th ing tha t ,  i f 
effected exactly to the rule, would tend much to the glory of 
God  and  the  good  o f  th i s  who le  K ingdom.” The  Speake r 
replied, “That the House was in debate of the same business 
long before their coming, and that they would expedite it with 
as much conveniency as could be.”13 A week later (August 8) 
the  As s embly  p re sen ted  a  pe t i t ion  to  the  Commons ,  and , 
on Augus t  i i ,  to  the  Lords ,  in  which they “pet i t ioned and 
adv i s ed” Pa r l i amen t  “ tha t  i n  eve r y  P re sby t e r y  o r  P re sby- 
ter ian Congregation, the Pastor s and Ruling Elder s may have 
the power of Excommunication and the power of suspending 
such as they shal l  judge ignorant or scandalous per sons from 
the Sacrament”; and they asser ted that this  power was their s 
by divine appointment.14

Se lden and White lock spoke s t rongly aga ins t  g rant ing the 
pe t i t ion .  Af te r  a  long deba te  i t  was  re fe r red  to  the  Grand 
Committee which had already been consider ing the subject of 
Excommunication and Suspension from the Lord’s Supper.

The Assembly secured a decision at last, though the decision 
was not altogether to its mind. On October 20 an Ordinance 
passed both Houses of Parliament. Power was g iven to pastors 
and  e lder s  to  su spend f rom the  Lord ’s  Supper  a l l  i gnorant 
and  s c anda l ou s  p e r s on s  “w i th in  t h e  r u l e s  and  d i re c t i on s

12 C. J. (April 1 and 17, 1645), iv. 95, 113–114.
13 C. J. (Aug. 1, 1645), iv. 226 j and Whitelock, 158.
14 Whitelock (Aug. 8 and Sept. 3, 1645), 165, 169–170.
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herea f te r  ment ioned.” The Rule s  for  su spens ion in  ca se  o f 
ignorance require a knowledge and bel ief  of the g reat truths 
which had been enumerated in the reply of the Assembly to 
the House of Commons in March. The Rules for suspension 
in case of  scandal  reci te  a  long l i s t  of  g ross  moral  of fences ; 
and they also author ise the exclusion from the Lord’s Supper 
of  “wor shipper s  of  images ,  crosses ,  cruci f ixes ,  or  re l iques”; 
“a l l  that  sha l l  make images  of  the Tr ini ty,  or  of  any Per son 
thereof ”;  “al l  re l ig ious wor shipper s  of  sa ints ,  angels ,  or any 
mere creature”;  such as  prof ane the Lord’s  Day by dancing, 
etc. ;  such per sons as  “shal l  consent to the mar r iage of  their 
chi ldren to Papists ,  or any per son that shal l  mar ry a Papist”; 
“any per son that shal l  repair  for any advice unto any witch, 
wizard, or for tune-tel ler.” The several  Elder ships are to have 
power to suspend al l  minister s duly convicted of any of these 
crimes from giving or receiving the Lord’s Supper.15

But  Par l iament  d id not  intend to sur render  i t s  supremacy 
over the Church to ministers and elders. It therefore added:

“ [ P rov i d e d  a lway s ] ,  t h a t  i f  a ny  p e r s o n  s u s p e n d e d  f ro m  t h e 
Lord’s  Supper  sha l l  f ind himse l f  [ ag]g r ieved with the Proceedings 
before the Elder ship of any Congregation, he shal l  have Liber ty to 
appeal to the Classical Elder ship, and from thence to the Provincial 
Assembly,  and f rom thence to the Nat iona l ,  and f r om thence  t o  the 
Parliament.”16

This provision created g reat indignation among the zealous 
defender s  of  the divine r ight  of  Presbyter y.  I t  subordinated 
the Church Courts to the civil magistrate.

On March 14 (1645–6)  an Ordinance pas sed both Houses 
recapitulat ing the substance of  their  previous enactments  in 
reference to Presbyter ies ,  and containing regulat ions for the 
election of elder s, and for the ful l  establishment of the Pres- 
byter ian polity. This Ordinance contained a clause st i l l  more 
of fens ive to the high Presbyter ian par ty  than anything that 
had been enacted before.

“That  in ever y Province,  Per sons sha l l  be chosen by the Houses 
o f  Par l i ament ,  tha t  sha l l  be  Commis s i one r s  to  judge  o f  scanda lous

15 C. J. (Oct. 15,1645), iv. 309–310. L. J. (Oct. 20,1645), vii. 649–651. 
The Rules are g iven in ful l  by Neal,  i i i .  245–246, and Rushwor th, 
iv. (1), 211.

16 L. J., vii. 650. The Commons Journals are defective for the cor- 
responding day (October 15).
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Offences  (no t  enumera t ed  in  any Ord inance  o f  Pa r l i ament )  to  them 
p re s en t ed :  and  th a t  t he  E lde r sh ip  o f  t h a t  Cong rega t i on ,  whe re 
t h e  s a i d  O f f ence  wa s  commi t t ed ,  s h a l l ,  upon  Examina t i on  and 
Proof of  such scandalous Offence ( in l ike manner as  i s  to be done 
in the Offences enumerated), cer tify the same to the Commissioners, 
together  wi th  the  Proof  t aken be fore  them.  And,  be fore  the  sa id 
Ce r t i f i c a t e ,  t h e  Pa r t y  a c cu s ed  sh a l l  h ave  L ibe r t y  t o  make  such 
Defence as he shal l  think f it  before the said Elder ship, and also be- 
fore the Commissioners, before any Cer tif icate shall  be made to the 
Pa r l i amen t :  And  i f  t h e  s a i d  Commi s s i one r s ,  a f t e r  Ex am ina t i on 
of al l  Par ties, shall  determine the Offence, so presented and proved, 
to be scanda lous ,  and the same sha l l  cer t i fy  to the Cong regat ion, 
the  E lde r sh ip  the reo f  may  su spend  such  Pe r son  f rom the  Sac r a - 
ment of  the Lord’s  Supper,  in l ike manner as  in Cases  enumerated 
in any Ordinance of Parliament.”17

Thi s  was  in to le rable  to  the  major i ty  o f  the  As sembly,  to 
the Scotch Commissioner s,  and to the Presbyter ian clergy of 
t h e  C i t y  o f  London .  They  a l l  p ro t e s t e d  a g a i n s t  i t .  The 
Assembly, with Stephen Marshal l  at i ts  head, appeared before 
the  two House s  on March 23,  wi th  a  pe t i t ion  and remon- 
s t r ance  in  which  they  dec l a red  tha t  Pa r l i ament  had  t r an s- 
fer red to Commissioners the power which Chr ist had entrusted 
to the Church,  to judge of  the f i tness  of  per sons to receive 
the  Lord ’s  Supper,  and  tha t  the  p rov i s ion  was  cont r a r y  to 
the Solemn League and Covenant.

The  Commons  me t  the  a c t ion  o f  the  As s embly  wi th  an 
imper ious Resolution declar ing that the petit ion was a g rave 
polit ical offence, for which every man that had signed it was 
l iable to f ine or impr isonment,  or both.  In a paper adopted 
by  t h e  Hou s e  a  f ew  d ay s  l a t e r ,  i t  wa s  d e c l a red  t h a t  t h e 
As sembly  had no author i ty  on i t s  own mot ion to  cons ider 
whether any vote or  act  of  Par l iament was  ag reeable to the 
Word of  God or to the Covenant ;  that  i t s  only duty was to 
deliver its opinion on matter s submitted to its judgment; and 
that s ince the order concerning the Commissioner s had been 
passed, its judgment on that matter had never been required.18

The House a l so  adopted a  Declara t ion concer ning i t s  in- 
tent ions  in re ference to the se t t lement of  the Church.  The 
Dec la ra t ion  was  to  the  e f f ec t  tha t  Par l i ament  had  adopted 
mos t  o f  the  As s embly ’s  re commenda t ion s  a s  to  the  f r ame

17 C. J. (March 5, 1645–6), iv. 464.
18 C. J. (April 11 and 21, 1646), iv. 506, 518.
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of  church  gover nment  to  be  se t  up,  wi th  no  except ion  o f 
moment but that of  the Commiss ioner s ;  in which exception 
Parl iament had only performed its  bounden duty, seeing that 
i t  cou ld  no t  “consen t  to  the  g r an t ing  o f  an  a rb i t r a r y  and 
unlimited power and jur isdict ion to near 10,000 judicator ies 
to be erected within this kingdom.” Further it was announced 
that Parliament reserved the question of the amount of tolera- 
tion to be granted under the new Presbyter ial rule “to tender 
consciences that differ not in fundamentals of Religion.”19

The c la im of  d iv ine r ight  for  the Presbyter ian pol i ty  was 
me t  by  n i n e  que s t i on s  “p ropounded  t o  t h e  A s s emb l y  o f 
Divines,” who are required not only to reply to them, but to 
su s t a in  the i r  rep l i e s  by  “proof s  f rom Scr ip ture,  and  to  se t 
down the severa l  text s  of  Scr ipture in the expres s  words  of 
the  same.” The name of  ever y  d iv ine present  a t  the  debate 
of any of the several questions is to be attached to the replies, 
“with the aff irmative or negative, as he g ives his vote.” Those 
who di s sent  a re  to  “se t  down the i r  pos i t ive  opinions ,  wi th 
the express  text  of  Scr ipture upon which their  opinions are 
grounded.”20 The questions were the following:—

“Questions propounded to the Assembly of Divines by the House 
of  Commons ,  touching the point  o f  Ju s  Div inum  in  the mat ter  o f 
Church Government.

“‘Whereas  i t  i s  re so lved by both Houses ,  that  a l l  per sons  gui l ty 
of  notor ious  and scanda lous  of fences  sha l l  be  suspended f rom the 
sacrament of  the Lord’s  Supper,  the House of  Commons des ires  to 
be satisfied by the Assembly of Divines in the questions following:—

“*‘(1)  Whether  the parochia l  and cong regat iona l  e lder sh ips  ap- 
pointed by ord inance  o f  Par l i ament ,  or  any other  cong rega t iona l 
or  presbyter ia l  e lder ships ,  a re  ju r e  d iv ino ,  and by the wi l l  and ap- 
po in tmen t  o f  Je su s  Chr i s t ?  And  whe the r  any  p a r t i cu l a r  chu rch 
government be jure divino? And what that government is?

“‘(2)  Whether a l l  the member s of  the sa id e lder ship,  as  member s 
the reo f ,  o r  wh ich  o f  them,  a re  j u r e  d i v i n o9  and  by  the  wi l l  and 
appointment of Jesus Christ?

“‘ ( 3 )  Whe the r  the  supe r io r  a s s embl i e s  o r  e l de r sh ip s—viz .  the 
c las s ica l ,  provincia l ,  and nat ional ,  whether a l l  or any of them, and 
which of them, are jure  d iv ino ,  and by the wil l  and appointment of 
Jesus Christ?

“‘ ( 4 )  Whe the r  a ppe a l s  f rom the  cong reg a t i on a l  e l d e r s h i p s  t o 
the classical ,  provincial ,  or national assemblies, or any of them, and 

19 C. J. (April 17, 1646), iv. 513. Masson, Milton, iii. 410.
20 C. J. (April 22, 1646), iv. 519–520.
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to  wh i ch  o f  t h em ,  a re  j u r e  d i v i n o ?  And  a re  t h e i r  powe r s  upon 
such appea l s  ju r e  d iv ino,  and by the wi l l  and appointment of  Jesus 
Christ?

“ ‘ ( 5 )  W h e t h e r  o e c u m e n i c a l  a s s e m b l i e s  a r e  j u r e  d i v i n o ?  A n d 
whether there be appeals  f rom any of the for mer assemblies  to the 
sa id oecumenica l ,  ju r e  d iv ino ,  and by the wi l l  and appointment of 
Jesus Christ?

“‘ ( 6 )  Whethe r  by  the  Word  o f  God  the  power  o f  judg ing  and 
dec l a r ing  wha t  a re  such  no to r iou s  and  s c anda lou s  o f f ence s ,  f o r 
which per sons gui l ty thereof  are to be kept f rom the sacrament of 
the Lord’s Supper, and of convening before them, trying, and actually 
suspending from the sacrament such offenders accordingly,—is either 
in the congregational elder ship or presbytery, or in any other elder- 
sh ip,  cong rega t ion ,  or  per sons ?  And whether  such power s  a re  in 
them only,  or  in  any of  them, and in  which of  them, ju r e  d iv ino , 
and by the will and appointment of Jesus Christ?

“‘ ( 7 )  Whe th e r  t h e re  b e  a ny  c e r t a i n  a nd  p a r t i c u l a r  r u l e s  e x - 
pressed in the Word of God, to direct the elderships or presbyter ies, 
congregations or persons, or any of them, in the exercise and execu- 
tion of the powers aforesaid? And what are those rules?

“‘ (8 )  I s  there  anyth ing conta ined in  the  Word of  God,  tha t  the 
supreme mag is t racy in a  Chr i s t ian State may not judge and deter- 
mine  wha t  a re  the  a fo re s a id  no to r iou s  and  s c anda lou s  o f f ence s , 
and  the  manne r  o f  s u spen s i on  f o r  t he  s ame?  And  in  wha t  p a r - 
t i cu la r s ,  concer n ing the  premise s ,  i s  the  sa id  supreme mag i s t r acy 
by the Word of God excluded?

“ ‘ ( 9 )  W h e t h e r  t h e  p rov i s i o n  o f  c o m m i s s i o n e r s  t o  j u d g e  o f 
scanda l s  not  enumerated (a s  they are  author i sed by the ordinance 
of Parl iament) be contrary to that way of government which Chr ist 
h a t h  a ppo in t ed  i n  h i s  Chu rch ?  And  whe re i n  a re  t h ey  s o  con - 
trary?”21

T h e  r e p l i e s  o f  t h e  A s s e m b l y  t o  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  we re  n eve r 
s ubm i t t e d  t o  Pa r l i amen t ;  bu t  - a  p ropo s i t i on  wa s  a g re ed  upon 
wh i ch  wa s  c on c e ived  t o  c ove r  t h e  who l e  g round—“The  Lo rd 
Je su s ,  a s  K ing  and  Head  o f  Hi s  Church ,  ha th  the re in  appo in ted 
a  g ove r n m e n t  i n  t h e  h a n d  o f  C h u r c h  o f f i c e r s ,  d i s t i n c t  f ro m 
the Civil Magistrate.”22 

III

The haughty re s i s t ance of  the House of  Commons to the 
Scotch Commiss ioner s  and the major i ty of  the Assembly in 
the spr ing and early summer of 1646, was due to the success

21 C. J. (Apr il  22, 1646), iv. 519–520. Hether ington, History of the 
Westminster Assembly, 266–267, Rushworth, iv. (1), 260–261.

22 Hetherington, ibid., 268.
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of the New Model  against  the King’s  forces in the West.  The 
victor ious army was ful l  of Independents, who were resolved 
that when war was over Independency should be tolerated.

For a few weeks it seemed as i f  there would be an immedi- 
ate and f inal break between Parliament and the Presbyter ians; 
but at the end of Apr il (1646) Charles left Oxford in disguise, 
and  on  May 5  ca s t  h imse l f  on  the  honour  o f  the  Sco t t i sh 
a r my  wh i ch  wa s  be s i eg ing  Newark .  E i gh t  d ay s  l a t e r,  t he 
ar my, with the King in their  hands,  retreated to Newcast le. 
This star t l ing change in the polit ical  s i tuation had an imme- 
diate effect on the church controversy.

The Scot t i sh  leader s  were  doing the i r  bes t  to  induce the 
King to take the Covenant, and to promise to establish Pres- 
byter i an i sm in  England.  Alexander  Hender son le f t  London 
for Newcast le,  to as s i s t  the negot ia t ions .  Let ter s  came from 
Char le s  to  the  Ci ty  o f  London,  and to  the  two House s  o f 
Par l i ament ,  making l a rge  promise s ,  though in  ver y  genera l 
t e r m s ,  a nd  t h e  hope s  o f  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s  ro s e  h i gh .  I f 
Par l i ament  re fused to crush the Anabapt i s t s ,  the Brownis t s , 
the Antinomians,  and the Seeker s,  the King, they knew, was 
wil l ing enough to crush them; and now that he was with the 
Sco t s ,  i t  wa s  l i ke ly  tha t  he  wou ld  t ake  the  Covenan t  and 
establish Presbytery.

It  was necessar y for Par l iament to make some concess ions, 
a n d  o n  Ju n e  3  a n  O rd i n a n c e  wa s  p a s s e d  a b o l i s h i n g  t h e 
“Commi s s ione r s” in  e ach  p rov ince,  and  naming  a  cen t r a l 
Commiss ion for  a l l  England,  cons i s t ing of  about  180 Lords 
and Commoner s.  To these Commissioner s,  or to any nine of 
them,  the re  was  to  be  an  appea l  f rom the  Cong rega t iona l 
Elder ships against  a sentence of excommunicat ion or of sus- 
pension from the Lord’s Supper, on account of any scandalous 
o f fence  not  spec i f ied  in  the  prev ious  Ordinance ; 23 and the 
list of scandalous offences for which the Elderships were to be 
author ised to excommunicate, or to suspend without reference 
to the Commissioners, was enlarged.

Under  th i s  se t t l ement  there  were  two c l a s se s  o f  o f fences 
which might be punished with excommunicat ion or suspen- 
s ion:  (1 )  The of fences  spec i f ied in  the or ig ina l  Ordinance; 
( 2 )  o the r  o f f ence s  no t  f o r me r l y  enumer a t ed .  I f  a  p e r son 
found guilty of any offence belonging to the f irst class believed

23 Ante, p. 296.
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that he had been condemned unjust ly, he had an appeal from 
the Congregational Elder ship to the “Class i s ,” or Presbytery, 
of  the Dis t r ic t ;  f rom the “Clas s i s” to the Provincia l  Synod; 
f rom the  Prov inc i a l  Synod to  the  Nat iona l  As sembly ;  and 
from the Assembly there was an appeal to Parliament.

If the offence belonged to the second class he could appeal 
at once from the Congregational Eldership to the general Com- 
miss ion for  a l l  England,  and the Commiss ion might  declare 
that the offence was not one that justif ied either excommuni- 
ca t ion  or  su spens ion  f rom the  Sac r ament .  In  a l l  c a se s  the 
aggrieved person might appeal to Parliament.24

The power g ranted to the centra l  Commiss ioner s to revise 
and quash the decisions of Congregational Elder ships was, in 
pr inciple, as g rave a violation of the independence which the 
Presbyter ians cla imed for church cour ts  as  the s imilar power 
g ranted by the cance l led Ordinance to provincia l  Commis- 
sioners. But, in practice, there were likely to be fewer appeals 
to Commiss ioner s  s i t t ing in London than to Commiss ioner s 
more easily accessible in every part of the country.

O n  Ju n e  9  a n d  12  ( 16 4 6 )  a n  O rd i n a n c e  p a s s e d  b o t h 
House s  d i rec t ing  tha t  the  s cheme o f  Church  Gover nment 
ag reed upon by Par l i ament  should be immedia te ly  se t  up.25 
In July and August (1646) the London Congregations elected 
the i r  e lde r s ;  on  May 3  (1647)  the  Prov inc i a l  As sembly,  o r 
Synod, of London held its first meeting.

The  f i r s t  mee t ing  o f  the  Manche s te r  c l a s s i s  wa s  he ld  on 
February 16, 1646–7; and in the same year Oliver Heywood’s 
f a ther,  who had been exc luded f rom the Lord’s  Supper  for 
re fus ing to obta in hi s  communion “t icket” f rom the e lder s , 
appealed from the Bolton Eldership to the Classical Presbytery 
a t  Bur y ;  and  f rom the  Cla s s i ca l  Pre sby te r y  a t  Bur y  to  the 
Provincia l  Assembly at  Preston, which revoked the sentence 
and exhorted both sides to a mutual accommodation.26

24 C. J. (June 3,1646), iv. 562–563. L. J. (June 5,1646), viL 359–360. 
In some cases there was a r ight ol reference to justices of the peace, 
with a final appeal to the Parliament.

25 C. J., iv. 569–570; L. J., viL 371.
26 Jo seph  Hunte r,  Li f e  o f  O l i ve r  Heywood ,  65–6 6 .  Whethe r  the 

Provinc ia l  As sembly met  for  the  f i r s t  t ime in  1647 or  1648,  does 
not appear f rom Oliver Heywood’s  MSS. Nor i s  the date g iven in 
Dr. Hailey’s Lancashire, its Puritanism and Nonconformity, i. 437–438.
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IV

The work for  which  the  As sembly  o f  Div ine s  was  ca l l ed 
toge ther  was  now nea r ly  f in i shed .  On Apr i l  29 ,  1647,  the 
Conf e s s i on  o f  Fa i th ,  wi th  Scr ip tura l  Proof s ,  was  l a id  be fore 
Parliament, and 600 copies were ordered to be pr inted for the 
use of members of the two Houses and of the Assembly. The 
debates in Parl iament on the Confession were inter rupted by 
the political troubles of the year, and no conclusion was reached 
t i l l  March 22, 1647–8. On that day the Commons at  a Con- 
ference with the Lords presented the Confess ion of Fai th as 
passed by them, with some alterations, and it was resolved—

“ T h a t  t h ey  d o  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e i r  L o rd s h i p s  a n d  s o  w i t h  t h e 
Assembly,  in the Doctr inal  Par t ,  and des ire the same may be made 
Pub l i c ,  t h a t  t h i s  K ingdom,  and  a l l  t h e  Re fo r med  Chu rche s  o f 
Chr i s t endom,  may  s e e  t he  Pa r l i amen t  o f  Eng l and  d i f f e r  no t  i n 
doctrine.”

Rushworth adds:—

“In  s ome  Pa r t i c u l a r s  t h e re  we re  s ome  Ph r a s e s  a l t e re d ,  a s  i n 
that of  Tr ibute being due to the Mag istrate,  they put Dues;  to the 
deg ree of Mar r iage they refer to the Law established; Par ticular s in 
Discipl ine are recommitted; and for the Tit le,  they make i t  not;  A 
Confession of Faith, because not so running, I confess, at the beg in- 
ning of every Section; but Articles of Faith agreed upon by both Houses 
of  Par l iament,  a s  more sui table to the for mer Tit le  of  the Thir ty- 
Nine Articles.”27 

The sect ions on Discipl ine were therefore neither rejected 
nor  con f i r med  by  Pa r l i amen t ,  bu t  re -commi t t ed ;  and  the 
repor t  o f  the  Commit tee  was  never  made.  The As sembly ’s 
revised copy of Rous’s Metr ical Version of the Psalms  for Public 
Wor ship had been sanct ioned by the Commons ,  wi th some 
amendmen t s ,  on  Apr i l  15,  1646 ;  t he  Lo rd s  we re  i nc l i ned 
to f avour a ver s ion by Wil l iam Bar ton, but never came to a 
decision.28

The  Lon g e r  a nd  Sh o r t e r  Ca t e c h i sm s  we re  s a n c t i on ed  by 
both Houses on September 15, 1648.

27 Rushworth, iv. (2), 1035. And see Neal, iii. 320–321, for a state- 
ment of what was included.

28 C. J. ,  iv.  509. L. J.  (March 26, 1646),  vi i i .  236; and (Apr i l  25, 
1646), viii. 283–284.
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V

A l l  t h e s e  d o c u m e n t s  d r aw n  u p  by  t h e  A s s e m b l y — t h e 
Dir e c t o r y  f o r  Publ i c  Wor sh ip,  the  Form o f  P r e s by t e r i a l  Chur c h 
Gove r nmen t  a n d  O rd i n a t i o n  o f  M in i s t e r s,  t h e  Con f e s s i o n  o f 
Faith,  and the two Catechisms—were approved and ratif ied by 
Ihe General  Assembly of the Church of Scotland and by the 
Scottish Estates,  and they are st i l l  the author ised “Standards” 
of the Scotch Church. For many generations after the restora- 
t ion of  Episcopacy in England,  the Westminster  Confes s ion 
and the Catechi sms reta ined g reat  author i ty  among Engl i sh 
Evange l i c a l  Noncon fo r m i s t s .  The  doc t r i n a l  p a r t s  o f  t h e 
Confe s s ion  were  no t  in f requent ly  re f e r red  to  in  the  t r u s t 
deeds  o f  Independent  chape l s ;  and the  Catech i sms ,  wi th in 
the  memor y o f  l iv ing  men,  were  lea r nt  by  the  ch i ldren o f 
Independent f amil ies .  As text-books of  Calvini s t ic  theology 
the Catechisms are of incomparable value for the clearness and 
precision of their def initions; they are penetrated with a spir it 
o f  noble,  manly,  and fer vent  devot ion,  and conta in  a  l a rge 
amount of most admirable practical teaching.

Those member s of  the Assembly who l ived in the country 
now went home, and rarely attended its meetings; those who 
l ived in  London met  for  the examinat ion of  mini s ter s  who 
desired to be ordained or to be appointed to vacant churches. 
In one of  the paper s  sent  by the King to Par l iament in the 
course of the negotiations with him, he proposed to sanction 
the Presbyter ian settlement for three years, and to add twenty 
Episcopal ian divines to the Assembly, that the whole subject 
of  the pol i ty  and wor ship of  the nat iona l  Church might  be 
reconsidered.29 This proposal was not accepted by Parliament, 
but it may have been a reason for not dissolving the Assembly 
as long as there remained any hope of a paci f ic ar rangement 
with the King.

On Thur sday,  Februar y 22,  1648–9,  three weeks  a f ter  the 
death of  the King,  the Assembly met for the las t  t ime as  an 
Assembly, and held i t s  one thousand one hundred and s ixty- 
third session. It had sat for five years and six months. 

29 Pa r l i a m e n t a r y  H i s t o r y ,  x v.  36 8 – 374  ( d a t e d  f ro m  H o l d e n by, 
May 12, 1647), and xvii. 347–352 (dated. Isle of Wight, November 17 
1647).
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It  cont inued to  meet  ever y  Thur sday  mor ning for  r a ther 
more than four years as a Committee for examining ministers, 
and was  never  for mal ly  d i s so lved;  but  Cromwel l ’s  d i smis sa l 
o f  the  “Rump” of  the  Long Par l i ament  on Apr i l  20 ,  1653, 
was the beg inning of a new order, both in the State and the 
Church, and the Committee never met again.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE SETTLEMENT OF THE CHURCH UNDER THE 
PARLIAMENT, THE COMMONWEALTH, AND THE 

PROTECTORATE.
Parliament reduces and reorganise s  the Army—The Sects and 

the  Soldi e r s—The  Army  Leade r s  an  Inde pe nde nt  Powe r 
in the State—Parliament favours Presbyterian Uniformity: 
the Army and Relig ious Liberty—Vote of the Commons for 
L imited Toleration—Secret Treaty between the  King and 
the Scottish Commissioners—Royalist Plots and Risings— 
Ordinance  for  Sup p re s s i on  of  He re sy  and  Blasph emy— 
Second Civi l  War ends  in  Victory  for  Cromwell—Fre sh 
but Futile Negotiations with the King—The King arrested 
— P r i de ’s  P urg e — Tri al  and  E xe c ut i on  of  C har le s  I . — 
Charles II.  proclaimed King—Royalist Defeat at Worcester 
— Th e  “ Ag re e m e nt  o f  th e  Pe op l e  ‘ ’ — P rop o sal s  o f  th e 
Inde pe nde nt s  for  a  S ettleme nt  of  Re l ig ion—Cromwe ll 
e x p e l s  “ t h e  Ru m p ” — Th e  “ B a r e b o n e s ” Pa r l i a m e n t — 
Cromwe ll  Lord  Protector—The  In strume nt  of  Gove rn- 
m e nt — Th e  “ Tr i e r s ” — Tole rat i on  and  F undam e ntal s  o f 
Faith—Cromwell  re fuse s  the  Crown—The “Humble  Peti- 
t i on  and  A dv i c e ” — A rt i c l e s  d ea l i ng  w ith  R e l i g i on — 
Cromwell’s  Relig ious Policy—The Extent of Toleration— 
Exceptions and Exclusions.

I

ON  S a t u rd ay,  J a nu a r y  30 ,  164 6 – 7,  t h e  S c o t t i s h  a r my 
marched out of Newcastle, and left Charles in the hands 

o f  t he  Commi s s i one r s  o f  t he  Eng l i s h  Pa r l i amen t .  Ra the r 
more than a for tnight la ter  (Februar y 16) ,  he was lodged at 
Holmby House in Northamptonshire.

The war was over ;  a l l  that  remained was to make the best 
pos s ib l e  s e t t l ement  wi th  the  King .  Pa r l i ament  de te r mined 
that the time had come for giving secur ity to its own author ity, 
and  t o  t h e  P re s by t e r i an  s e t t l emen t ,  by  reduc ing  and  re - 
organi s ing the ar my. After  many debates  extending through 
February, March, and the early par t of Apr il ,  it  was resolved:
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(1) That  a l l  the Foot not  required for  gar r i son duty should 
b e  d i s b anded .  ( 2 )  Th a t  t h e  Ho r s e  unde r  F a i r f a x  s hou l d 
consis t  of  nine reg iments of 600 each. (3) That a l l  member s 
of the two Houses of Parl iament should be depr ived of their 
commands .  (4 )  That  a l l  o f f icer s  should be required to take 
the Covenant and conform to the Presbyter ian form of church 
government. Colonels for the nine reg iments were nominated. 
Cromwell ’s  reg iment was to be commanded by Huntingdon, 
a  s t aunch  P re sby t e r i an .  F a i r f ax  wa s  so  d i s t r u s t ed  th a t  he 
a lmos t  lo s t  the  appo in tment  o f  Commander- in-Chie f .  An 
ar my for  Ire land was to be recrui ted as  f ar  a s  poss ible  f rom 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  E n g l i s h  a r my ;  a n d  S i r  Wi l l i a m  Wa l l e r  wa s 
appointed to the command instead of the Lord Lieutenant— 
Lord Lisle—who was a friend of Cromwell’s.1

For the army which had broken the power of the King had 
theor ies about the Church, and the duty of the civil magistrate 
in re lat ion to the a f f a i r s  of  the Church,  which were whol ly 
ir reconci lable with the theor ies of the Presbyter ian major ity 
in the House of Commons.  “Never under the sun had there 
been such an ar my before.” I t  was largely composed of  men 
who had a g rave bel ie f  that  they had been ca l led of  God to 
rescue the nation from the tyranny of the King, and to secure 
for the “saints” l iber ty to worship God according to the wil l 
of God, and not according to the commandments of men. At 
the root of their relig ious life was an intense faith in the illu- 
mination granted by the divine Spir it to every Chr istian man, 
and in  the  d i rec t  re spons ib i l i ty  o f  ever y  Chr i s t i an  man to 
Chr ist for the doctr ine, discipline, and worship of the Chr istian 
Church. They saw, or thought they saw, that the usur pat ion 
by the clergy and the civi l  mag is trate of  the power s and re- 
sponsibilities which Chr ist had entrusted to all godly men, had 
been the  cause  o f  immeasurable  ev i l s .  By the  author i ty  o f 
the bishops, sustained by the Crown, superstitious ceremonies 
had been forced on the nation. Godly minister s who refused 
to submit were s i lenced, and subjected to cruel per secution, 
while men of scandalous lives, who knew nothing of the power 
and glory of Chr ist, were suffered to retain their pulpits and2

1 C. J. (March 5, 8, 1646–7), v. 107–108. L. J. (May 27, 1647), ix. 
207–208. Parliamentary History, xv. 377–378.

2 For an account of the religious condition of the army, see Masson, 
Milton, iii. 522–529.
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thei r  t i thes .  I t  was  not  c lear  to  them that  Presbyter y,  wi th 
its hierarchy of courts, was very much better than Episcopacy. 
The Spir i t  of God, g iven to al l  that are “in Chr ist ,” was not 
to  be  fe t te red  by “Confe s s ions ,” “Covenant s ,” and “Direc- 
tor ies” of wor ship. Freedom must be lef t  for the devout and 
adventurous soul to follow the guidance of the Spir it wherever 
the Spirit might lead.

(The army was full of men who held these convictions, and 
who, in their revolt against that church author ity which they 
regarded as an encroachment on the supremacy of Chr ist and 
the Spir it of Chr ist, had adopted an infinite var iety of opinions 
about church doctr ine and church government.  From morn- 
ing  to  n ight  the  camp was  exc i ted  by  theo log ica l  deba te s . 
O f f i c e r s  a nd  common  so l d i e r s  h e l d  p r aye r -mee t i ng s  and 
preached sermons every day of the week.

Baxte r,  who spent  two yea r s  wi th  the  a r my,  de sc r ibe s  i t 
as i t  would appear to a man who regarded the sectar ies with 
no friendly feeling. He says:—

“I  found  tha t  many  hone s t  Men  o f  weak  judgment s  and  l i t t l e 
acquaintance with such Matter s ,  had been seduced into a disputing 
vein, and made it too much of their Relig ion to talk for this Opinion 
and for  tha t ;  somet imes  for  S ta te  Democracy,  and somet imes  tor 
C h u rc h  D e m o c r a c y ;  s o m e t i m e s  a g a i n s t  Fo r m s  o f  P r aye r ,  a n d 
somet ime s  aga in s t  In f an t  Bap t i sm (wh ich  ye t  some  o f  them d id 
mainta in) ;  somet imes  aga ins t  Set- t imes  o f  Prayer,  and aga ins t  the 
t y ing  o f  our  s e l ve s  to  any  Duty  be fo re  the  Sp i r i t  move  u s ;  and 
somet imes  about  Free-g race  and  Free-wi l l ,  and  a l l  the  Po in t s  o f 
An t inomi an i sm  and  Ar min i an i sm .  So  th a t  I  wa s  a lmo s t  a lway s , 
when  I  h ad  oppor tun i t y,  d i s pu t ing  w i th  one  o r  o the r  o f  t hem; 
somet imes  for  our  Civ i l  Gover nment ,  and somet imes  for  Church 
Orde r  and  Gove r nmen t ;  s ome t ime s  f o r  In f an t  Bap t i sm ,  and  o f t 
aga ins t  Ant inomiani sm and the  contra r y  Extream.  But  the i r  mos t 
frequent and vehement Disputes were for Liber ty of Conscience, as 
they ca l led i t ;  that  i s ,  that  the Civi l  Mag is trate had nothing to do 
to deter mine of  anything in matter s  of  Rel ig ion,  by constra int  or 
re s t r a in t ,  but  ever y  Man might  not  on ly  ho ld ,  but  p r ea c h ,  and do 
in ‘matter s  of  Relig ion what he pleased: That the Civi l  Mag istrate 
hath nothing to do but with Civil things, to keep the Peace, and to 
protect the Churches’ Liberties.”3

I t  wa s  Cromwe l l  who  had  b rough t  toge the r  in  the  New 
Model all these dangerous materials.

3 Baxter, Life, i. (i), 77 (i. p. 53).
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“ H e  f i r s t  m a d e  I r e t o n  C o m m i s s a r y  G e n e r a l ;  a n d  w h e n  a ny 
Troop  o r  Company  wa s  t o  be  d i s po s ed  o f ,  o r  any  con s i de r ab l e 
Cff i fcer’s  place was void, he was sure to put a Sectary in the place; 
and when the brunt of the War was over, he looked not so much at 
the i r  Valour  a s  the i r  Opinions .  So that  by deg rees  he had headed 
t h e  g re a t e s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  A r my  w i t h  Anab ap t i s t s ,  An t i nom i an s , 
Seeker s ,  o r  Separa t i s t s  a t  be s t :  and  a l l  the se  he  t i ed  toge ther  by 
the point of Liber ty of Conscience, which was the Common Interest 
in  which they d id  uni te.  Yet  a l l  the  sober  par ty  were  ca r r ied  on 
by hi s  Profes s ion that  he only promoted the Univer sa l  Interes t  o f 
the  God ly,  wi thout  any  d i s t inc t ion  or  pa r t i a l i t y  a t  a l l .  But  s t i l l , 
when a place fe l l  void,  i t  was twenty to one a Sectar y had i t ,  and 
i f  a  Godly Man of  any other Mind or temper had a  mind to leave 
the Army, he would secretly or openly further it.”4

Such an army was not l ikely to al low itself to be disbanded 
in order that the Presbyter ian party might be at liberty to br ing 
a l l  England under  the  yoke of  a  new re l ig ious  Uni for mity. 
This would be to sacr if ice all the results of the war, and to be- 
t ray  the  cause  o f  God and His  s a in t s .  The ar my re fused to 
submit  to  the  order s  o f  Par l i ament ,  and Par l i ament  had to 
g ive  way.  F rom tha t  t ime—Apr i l ,  1647—the  a r my  and  i t s 
leaders became an independent power in the State.

Par l i ament  d id  not  a t  once d i scover  tha t  i t s  s t rength was 
broken. In i t s  negotiat ions with the King i t  s t i l l  ins i s ted on 
Presbyter i an uni for mity ;  whi le  the  a r my leader s  demanded 
the abol i t ion of  “a l l  coe r c ive  power ,  author i ty ,  and ju r i sd i c t i on 
o f  Bishops  and a l l  o the r  e c c l e s ias t i ca l  o f f i c e r s  whatsoeve r,  extend- 
i n g  t o  a ny  c i v i l  p e n a l t i e s  u p o n  a ny ” ;  a n d  a l s o  t h e  r e p e a l 
o f  a l l  ac t s  .   .   .  enforc ing the use  o f  the  Book of  Common 
Prayer,  or at tendance at  church, or prohibit ing meetings for 
wor ship apar t  f rom the regular  Church;  and they expres s ly 
s t ipula ted for  non-enforcement of  the Covenant  on any.  In 
other words, the army, as a whole, neither advised an Estab- 
l i shed Church, nor objected to one; nor would they indicate 
a preference for Presbytery or Episcopacy in the rule of such 
a Church, but stood out, in any case and all cases, for Liber ty 
of Religious Dissent.5

4 Baxter, Life, i. (1), 82 (i. p. 57).
5 Summar y  o f  Ar t i c l e s  x i . -x i i i .  o f  Heads  o f  P r opo sa l s .  See  Par - 

l i amenta r y  His to r y ,  xvi .  212–221.  The words  in i ta l ic s  are f rom xi . 
See also xii., xiii. In Rushworth, iv. (2), 732, and in S. R. Gardiner, 
Const i tut ional  Documents ,  257–258. The substance of these Proposa l s 
wa s  s ubm i t t e d  t o  t h e  K ing  a bou t  Ju l y  2 4 ,  a nd  t h ey  we re  l a i d 
upon the table  of  the House of  Commons by Sir  Henry Vane,  on 
August 6, 1647.
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On October  14 ,  in  a  sma l l  House,  and in  the  absence  o f 
many of the Presbyter ian member s,  Cromwell secured a vote 
for a limited Toleration. The King was to be asked to consent 
that the Presbyter ian sett lement should not be dis turbed t i l l 
the end of  the next  Par l iament ;  separate  wor ship was  to be 
al lowed for Nonconformists  of tender consciences;  but there 
was to be no toleration of Roman Catholics, nor of the use of 
the Book of Common Prayer, nor of any preaching contrary to 
the main pr inciples of the Chr ist ian rel ig ion; and every one 
was to be present on the Lord’s Day at some kind of Chr istian 
worship.6

I n  N ove m b e r  C h a r l e s  e s c a p e d  f ro m  H a m p t o n  C o u r t . 
The re  we re  w i l d ,  r evo l u t i on a r y  s p i r i t s  i n  t h e  a r my  en - 
camped a t  Putney,  and Char le s  thought  that  h i s  l i fe  was  in 
pe r i l .  He  p l aced  h imse l f  under  the  p ro tec t ion  o f  Co lone l 
Hammond, who held Car isbrooke Cast le for the Parl iament^ 
Whi le  a t  Car i sbrooke,  the  negot i a t ions  wi th  the  a r my ana 
w i t h  Pa r l i a m e n t  we r e  c o n t i nu e d ;  bu t  o n  D e c e m b e r  2 6 
Charles made a secret treaty with the Scottish Commissioners 
who had been allowed to visit him, in which he bound himself 
to conf ir m the Presbyter ian set t lement in England for three 
year s ,  and to suppres s  the Independents  and a l l  other  sect s . 
In return for this, a Scotch army was to march into England, 
to deliver him from his enemies, and to restore him to the full 
pos se s s ion  o f  h i s  roya l  power.  The subs t ance  o f  the  t rea ty 
was communicated to the Scott i sh Committee of  Estates  on 
Februar y 15,  1647–8;  and a  few days  l a ter  i t  was  known a l l 
over England that a Scottish army, f ighting under the autho- 
r ity of the King, was to force a Presbyter ian uniformity on the 
English nation.7

The Royalist plot was deeply laid, and was car r ied out with 
g rea t  v igour.  Roya l i s t  in sur rect ions  broke out  in  Wales ,  in 
Cornwall ,  in Essex, in Yorkshire, in Kent. In London, which 
was  pas s ionate ly  eager  in  suppor t  of  Presbyter iani sm, there 
wa s  a  fo r midabl e  r io t :  the  Tra inband s  were  ove r powered ; 
arms were seized; the r ioter s took possess ion of some of the 
c i t y  g a t e s ;  a nd  i t  wa s  no t  t i l l  t h e  r i o t  h a d  l a s t e d  f o r t y 
h o u r s  t h a t  i t  wa s  s u p p r e s s e d  by  a  d e s p e r a t e  c h a r g e  o f

6 C. J. (Oct. 14,1647), v. 333. For the Act presented to the King for 
signature. Parliamentary History, xvi. 417–419.

7 In S. R. Gardiner, Constitutional Documents, 259 foll.
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cava l r y. 8 Wor se  than  a l l ,  the  f l ee t  went  ove r  to  the  King ; 
n ine  sh ip s  d rove  ou t  a l l  t he i r  Pa r l i amen t a r y  o f f i c e r s  and 
placed themselves under the command of the Prince of Wales.

Presbyter ian member s of the House of Commons who had 
been  fo r  many  month s  ab s en t  f rom the i r  p l a ce s  sudden ly 
returned, and the attendance at the House, which had ranged 
f rom 70  to  19 0 ,  ro s e  to  250  and  30 0 .  They  s eem to  have 
thought  tha t  the  t ime had come for  a  heavy  blow a t  the i r 
enemies,  and on May 1—the day that Cromwell  was ordered 
to  go  o f f  to  South  Wale s  to  suppre s s  the  in sur rec t ion—an 
Ordinance  was  submit ted to the House of  Commons for  the 
suppress ion of  Blasphemies and Heres ies .  I t  had been under 
discussion for some time in Committees of the House, but had 
been resisted and destroyed by the Independents and the sup- 
por ter s  o f  Tolera t ion.  Res i s tance was  now so hopele s s  tha t 
i t  p a s s ed  w i thou t  a  d iv i s i on . 9 “For  the  p reven t ing  o f  the 
g row th  and  s p re ad i ng  o f  He re s y  a nd  B l a s phemy,” i t  wa s 
ordained that all persons denying the existence of God, or the 
doctr ine of the Tr inity, the divinity of Chr ist ,  or that Chr ist 
a s cended  to  heaven  bod i l y,  o r  tha t  the  dea th  o f  Chr i s t  i s 
“mer i tor ious  in  the beha l f  o f  be l iever s ,” that  the canonica l 
Scr iptures are the Word of God, or that the bodies of the dead 
will r ise again, or that there is a Day of Judgment after death, 
—and who, on being found guilty of denying these doctr ines, 
whether by preaching, teaching, pr inting or wr iting, refuse to 
abjure their  er ror s ,  “ sha l l  su f f e r  the  pa ins  o f  Death,  as  in case 
of felony, without benefit of clergy.”10

I t  was fur ther ordained that a l l  per sons who by preaching, 
teaching, pr inting, or wr iting maintain that God may be wor- 
shipped by images or pictures, or that there is a Purgatory, or 
“that man by nature hath free-wil l  to turn to God,” or “that 
the bapt iz ing of  inf ants  i s  unlawful ,” or that  the observance 
of the Lord’s Day is not obligatory, or “that man is bound to 
bel ieve no more than by his  reason he can comprehend,” or 
that  the church gover nment by Presbyter y i s  ant i-Chr i s t ian 
or unlawful, shall, if they refuse to renounce their error or errors 
m public cong regat ion, “be commit ted to  Pr i son.”  The second 
provi s ion of  th i s  ordinance would have impr i soned ha l f ,  or

8 Parliamentary History, xvii. 92–94.
9 The Lords ’ as sent was received on the next day,  May 2.  C. J. , 

v. 548–549.
10 Scobell, 147–148.
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a third, of both the officers and the pr ivate soldiers in the army 
which Parliament was using to suppress the insurrection.

B u t  t h e  P r e s by t e r i a n  t r i u m p h  wa s  s o o n  c h e c ke d .  O n 
Ju l y  8  t he  Sco t ch  unde r  Hami l t on  c ro s s ed  i n to  Eng l and , 
twenty  thousand s t rong.  They were  jo ined near  Kenda l  by 
three thousand Scots brought over from Ireland. The English 
Royalists in the north added their strength to the Scotch army 
—Ep i s copa l i an  gen t l emen ,  many  o f  t hem,  bu t  w i l l i ng  to 
f ight  for  Presbyter y  and the King.  Cromwel l  and Lamber t , 
wi th  n ine  thousand men in  a l l ,  f lung themse lve s  upon the 
invading ar my at  Preston, and, in a bat t le  la s t ing three days 
(Augus t  17–19) ,  and extending f rom Pres ton to  Wigan and 
War r i ng ton ,  u t t e r l y  d e s t royed  i t .  Th re e  t hou s and  o f  t h e 
Scotch were ki l led,  and ten thousand were taken pr i soner s . 
On August 28 the fleet, under the Pr ince of Wales, which had 
been hanging about the south-east coast for some time, hoping 
to  re l ieve  Colches te r,  s a i l ed  to  Hol l and.  On the  same day, 
Colches te r,  a f te r  su s t a in ing wi th  g rea t  ga l l an t r y  a  s i ege  o f 
s i x  we e k s ,  d u r i n g  w h i c h  t h e  i n h a b i t a n t s  e n d u re d  c r u e l 
su f f e r ing s ,  su r rende red  to  Fa i r f ax .  The  s econd  Civ i l  War 
was over.

Par l iament was  s t i l l  anxious to come to a  set t lement with 
the King, and sent a large commission down to Newpor t,  to 
ag ree  upon  the  t e r ms  o f  a  t re a ty.  Re l i g ion  wa s  the  g rea t 
d i f f i cu l ty.  Char le s  was  wi l l ing  tha t  Pre sbyter i an i sm should 
b e  und i s t u r b ed  f o r  t h re e  ye a r s ;  h e  wa s  w i l l i n g  t h a t  t h e 
Episcopacy of the Anglican Church should be modif ied; that 
archbishops, chancellor s,  and deans should be abolished; that 
bishops should not ordain without the counsel and assistance 
of presbyter s; but diocesan bishops were, in the King’s belief , 
s anc t ioned by  pr imi t ive  u sage,  and he  s t i l l  in s i s t ed  on re- 
t a i n i n g  t h e m .  N o r  wo u l d  h e  c o n s e n t  t o  t h e  p e r p e t u a l 
alienation of the bishops’ lands.

But the army had for some months come to the conclusion 
tha t  the  King was  a  man whom no t rea t ie s  or  oa ths  would 
bind, and that his duplicity was the real cause of all the troubles 
f rom which the nat ion was  suf fer ing.  A remarkable  prayer- 
meeting, lasting for three days, was held at Windsor in March 
or Apr il, 1648, at which Cromwell and many of the army leaders 
we re  p re s e n t .  A d j u t a n t - G e n e r a l  A l l e n  w ro t e  A  Fa i t h f u l 
Manor ia l  of the proceedings.  He says that on the third day—
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“ we  we r e  .   .   .  e n a b l e d  t h e n ,  a f t e r  s e r i o u s  s e e k i n g  H i s  f a c e 
to come to a  ver y c lear  and jo int  reso lut ion,  on many g rounds  a t 
l a r g e  t h e re  d eb a t ed  among s t  u s ,  Tha t  i t  wa s  ou r  du t y,  i f  eve r 
the Lord brought  us  back aga in in peace, 11 to  ca l l  Char le s  Stuar t , 
that  man of  blood,  to an account for  that  blood he had shed,  and 
mischie f  he had done to hi s  utmost ,  aga ins t  the Lord’s  Cause and 
People in these poor Nations.”12 

On November  16 ,  1648 ,  a  Grand  Ar my  Remon s t ran c e  wa s 
drawn up at a general Council of Officers, which demanded that 
“the capita l  and g rand author of our troubles ,  the Per son of 
the  K ing ,” shou ld  be  “ speed i l y  b rought  to  ju s t i ce  fo r  the 
treason, blood and mischief ” of  which he had been gui l ty.13 
On November 30,  by a  war rant  f rom Fair f ax and the Ar my 
Council, two off icers took possession of the King at Newport, 
and lodged him the next day at Hurst Castle. On December 2 
the  a r my was  in  London,  and Fa i r f ax  had h i s  headquar ter s 
a t  W h i t e h a l l .  O n  D e c e m b e r  4  t h e  H o u s e  o f  C o m m o n s 
c a r r i e d  a  R e s o l u t i o n  by  136  t o  10 2 ,  t h a t  t h e  K i n g  h a d 
b e e n  s e i z e d  “ w i t h o u t  t h e  k n ow l e d g e  o r  c o n s e n t  o f  t h e 
House,” and the  Pre sbyter i ans  prote s ted  aga in s t  the  “ in so- 
lency” of the act. The next day—December 5—after a debate 
car r ied on through the whole night ,  i t  was  resolved by 129 
to 83,  “That the answer s of  the King to the Proposi t ions of 
both Houses are a g round for the House to proceed upon for 
the set t lement of  the Peace of  the Kingdom.”14 On Decem- 
ber 6, the entrance to the House was blocked by two or three 
regiments of soldiers, and Colonel Pr ide with two other officers 
ar rested for ty-one members who were known to be in f avour 
o f  cont inu ing  negot i a t ions .  On the  nex t  day  a  f ew other s 
were ar res ted,  and a s t i l l  larger number—ninety-s ix in a l l— 
prevented  f rom enter ing  the  House.  A paper,  de sc r ibed  a s 
Humble  P ropo sa l s  and  Des i r e s ,  f rom Fa i r f ax  and h i s  Counci l 
of Off icer s, was laid before the House, demanding that about 
ninety member s who were al leged to have been more or less 
in complicity with the recent Scotch invasion, should be dis- 
abled from fur ther attendance, and that the vote for proceed-

11 This was just before Cromwell went off to Wales to suppress the 
Royalist insurrection there.

12 See  the  account  o f  th i s  prayer-meet ing a t  Windsor  Cas t le  in 
Carlyle, Cromwell,  i .  335–339, from Somers’ Tracts  (second edition), 
vi. 498–504.

13 Parliamentary History, xviii. 228. 
14 Ibid., xviii. 295–302.
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mg wi th  the  Trea ty  o f  Newpor t  shou ld  be  repea l ed . 15 On 
December 7,  Pr ide’s  Purge having c leared the House of  the 
Royalist and Presbyter ian members, the Proposals of the army 
were accepted; and on December 12 and 13 a l l  former votes 
tending to a personal treaty with the King were revoked.

On Januar y  1,  1648–9,  the  House  re so lved,  “That  by the 
fundamental laws of this Realm, it  i s  Treason in the King of 
England, for the time to come, to levy War against the Parlia- 
ment  and Kingdom of  England” 16;  and on the  same day an 
Ordinance was passed appointing a High Cour t of Justice for 
the King’s  t r ia l .  The t r ia l  began on Januar y 20,  and on the 
27th the Clerk of the Cour t read out the sentence that “th is 
Cou r t  d o t h  a d j u d g e  t h a t  .   .   .  t h e  s a i d  Cha r l e s  S t u a r t ,  a s  a 
Ty ran t ,  Tra i t o r,  Mu rd e r e r,  a nd  pub l i c  En emy,  s h a l l  b e  pu t  t o 
death by the seve r ing o f  h i s  Head f rom his  Body .”17 Charles  was 
beheaded at Whitehall on January 30.

II

The supreme executive power was now vested,  by consent 
of the House of Commons, in a Council of State consisting of 
forty-one persons, with no permanent President.

Pr ince Char le s  was  immedia te ly  proc la imed a t  Edinburgh 
under the tit le of “Charles II., King of Great Br itain, France, 
a nd  I r e l a nd .” I r e l a nd  ro s e  f o r  t h e  n ew  K ing ;  a nd  when 
Cromwell landed in August (1649), the whole country was lost 
to the Commonwealth except Dublin and Londonder ry. With- 
in two months he had stormed Waterford and Wexford. The 
f ierce resolut ion with which he suppressed the insur rect ion 
struck ter ror into the heart of the Ir ish nation; in Apr il, 1650, 
he was able to leave the country in other hands.

I n  Ju l y,  1650 ,  h e  wa s  i n  S co t l and .  On  Sep t embe r  3  he 
fought the Battle of Dunbar, and before the end of the year all 
Scotland south of the For th and the Clyde was in his power. 
On July 31, 1651,—Cromwell  being at Per th—the King with 
a  Scotch ar my le f t  St i r l ing for  the south;  on August  6 they 
were a t  Car l i s le ;  on August  22 a t  Worces ter ;  and there,  on 
September 3, Cromwell fell upon them, kil l ing two thousand, 

15 Parliamentary History, xviii. 458–461.
16 Ibid., xviii. 489. Whitelock, 366.
17 Ibid., 367.
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and taking ten thousand pr i soner s .  His  own los s  was  about 
two hundred. This was Cromwell’s “crowning mercy.”

In the Agreement of the People of England 18—a scheme for the 
government of the Commonwealth drawn up by the Council 
of  Off icer s  before the King’s  execution—Parl iament was lef t 
f re e  t o  e s t ab l i s h  and  endow any  f o r m o f  re l i g i on  excep t 
Poper y or  Pre lacy ;  Di s senter s  f rom the Es tabl i shed Church 
a re  t o  be  p ro t e c t ed  i n  t h e i r  s ep a r a t e  wor sh i p,  bu t  “ i t  i s 
no t  in tended  to  be  hereby  prov ided  tha t  th i s  l ibe r ty  sha l l 
nece s s a r i l y  ex tend  to  Poper y  o r  Pre l acy.” 19 The  Agr e emen t 
of the People had not been conf irmed by Parliament, with the 
except ion of  the provi s ion for  the creat ion of  a  Counci l  of 
State ; 20 but  i t  i s  c lear  that  the Counci l  of  Off icer s ,  the rea l 
founder s  of  the Commonweal th ,  were wi l l ing that  England 
should have a national Church, provided that it was a Protestant 
Church,  and a  Church wi thout  b i shops ,  and prov ided tha t 
D i s s en t e r s  we re  to l e r a t ed  and  p ro t ec t ed .  P re sby t e r i an i sm 
wa s  e s t ab l i shed  and  endowed  in  Sco t l and ;  Cong rega t ion- 
alism was established and endowed in the great Pur itan colony 
o f  Ma s s a chu se t t s ;  e i the r  o f  them—or  some  th i rd  fo r m o f 
church polity—might be established and endowed in England. 
In February, 1651–2, John Owen, Thomas Goodwin, Philip Nye, 
Sidrach Simpson, William Greenhill, William Carter, Adoniram 
By f i e l d ,  John  Dunn ,  John  Goodwin ,  o f  Co l eman  S t re e t , 
and other  lead ing Independent  mini s te r s ,  submit ted to  the 
House of Commons a petition for the Propagation of the Gospel. 
The ministers made the following fifteen proposals:—

“1.  Per sons  o f  god l ine s s  and  g i f t s ,  though not  orda ined ,  to  be 
a l lowed to preach,  and to ‘ rece ive the publ ic  maintenance,’ when 
approved and called.

“2. None to be admitted to tr ial but those who br ing a testimonial 
from six godly per sons,  met for the purpose, of whom two at least 
to be ministers.

“3.  A  commi t t ee  o f  min i s t e r s  and  o the r s  in  eve r y  County  fo r 
examining and approving candidates.

“4.  Res idue of  scanda lous  mini s ter s  and schoolmaster s  through- 
out England to be removed. 

18 An Agreement  o f  the  Peop l e  o f  Eng land,  and the  P la c e s  the r ewi th 
inco r pora ted,  fo r  a  se cure  and present  Peacey upon Grounds o f  Common 
Right, Freedom, and Safety. Parliamentary History, xviii. 519–536.

19  Ibid., xviii. 534 (ix. § 3).
20 Ibid.9 xix. 9–12. C.J. (Feb. 13, 1648–9), vi. 138–139.



 UNDER THE PARLIAMENT 315

“5.  A  rov ing  Commi s s i on  t o  be  appo in t ed  by  Pa r l i amen t  f o r 
this purpose.

“6. Said Commission to split itself, the parts going in six circuits.
“7 & 8.  Other  power s  to sa id  Commiss ioner s ,  inc luding that  of 

dividing and uniting parishes.
“9 .  Al l  min i s te r s  ‘ so  sent  for th  and e s t abl i shed ’ to  be  en jo ined 

to pray,  read,  preach,  vi s i t  the s ick,  ins truct  f rom house to house, 
etc.

“10.  No per son to  be requi red to  take the Sacrament s ,  nor  any 
minister to administer them where he does not see fit.

“11.  A law to be pas sed requir ing a l l  per sons  whatsoever within 
the nat ion ‘ to a t tend to the publ ic  preaching of  the Gospel  ever y 
Lord’s Day in places commonly al lowed and usually cal led churches, 
except  such per sons  a s  th rough sc r up le  o f  consc ience  do ab s t a in 
from these assemblies.’

“12 .  Exp l an a t i on  to  be  made  to  t ho s e  who  s c r up l e  t o  a t t end 
c on s e c ra t ed  p l ace s  o f  wor sh ip  tha t  such p lace s  a re  used mere ly  for 
conveniency.

“13.  ‘Tha t  a l l  p e r s on s  d i s s en t i ng  f rom the  doc t r i n e  and  way 
of worship owned by the State, or consenting thereunto and yet not 
having advantage or opportunity of some of the public meeting-places 
commonly ca l led churches ,  be required to meet  ( i f  they have any 
constant meetings) in places public ly known, and to g ive notice to 
some magistrate of such their place of ordinary meetings.’

“14.  ‘That  such a s  do not  rece ive,  but  oppose,  those  pr inc ip le s 
o f  the  Chr i s t i an Rel ig ion wi thout  acknowledgment  o f  which the 
Scr iptures  do c lear ly and pla inly a f f i r m that  Sa lvat ion i s  not to be 
obta ined .   .   .  may not  be  su f fe red  to  preach or  promulga te  any- 
th ing  in  oppos i t ion  unto  such  pr inc ip le s .’ Hav ing  been  requ i red 
by the Committee to be more precise under this head, the minister s 
had g iven in  a  l i s t  o f  F i f teen Chr i s t i an  Fundamenta l s ,  the  publ ic 
preaching against which was to be illegal.

“15.  Pa r l i ament  to  t ake  some speedy  cour se  fo r  the  u t t e r  sup- 
pressing of that abominable cheat of Judicial Astrology.”21 

Th a t  John  Goodw in  s hou l d  h ave  b e en  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h 
Owen and the rest in these proposals is remarkable. His more 
natural place would have been with those outsider s who sent 
in  “many and  severa l  paper s” to  the  Commit tee  dec l a r ing 
against the r ight of the civil  mag istrate to assume any autho- 
r i t y  to  p ronounce  a  judgment  in  ma t t e r s  o f  re l i g ion ,  and 
aga in s t  the  nece s s i t y  o f  any  endowment  fo r  the  Chr i s t i an 
mini s t r y. 22 More than a  year  pas sed before the House could

21 Summary of the Humble Proposals of Mr. Owen and other Ministers, 
in Masson, Milton,  iv.  391–392. C. J.  (Feb. 10,  1631–2, Dec. 6–10, 
1652), vii. 86, 362–363.

22 See details in Masson, Milton, iv. 392–393.
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a r r i ve  a t  a n y  j u d g m e n t  o n  t h e  P ro p o s a l s .  B u t  a t  l a s t 
the  que s t ion  on  which  the  who le  s cheme re s t ed  wa s  d i s - 
cussed,  and i t  was resolved—“That the  Magi s t ra te  hath power, 
i n  ma t t e r s  o f  R e l i g i o n ,  f o r  t h e  P r o p a g a t i o n  o f  t h e  Go s p e l .” 23 
Those who had already discovered the ideal relations between 
the Church and the State were def initely defeated. In March 
and Apr il, 1653, the House approved the f ir st three Proposals, 
and then their deliberations were violently and f inally brought 
to a close.

In the Agreement  o f  the  Peop le  i t  had been proposed that  a 
new Par l i ament  shou ld  be  e lec ted  ever y  two yea r s ;  bu t  in 
Apr il ,  1653—four year s after the King’s death, and more than 
e leven year s  a f ter  i t s  or ig ina l  e lect ion—the “Rump” of  the 
Long  Pa r l i ament  wa s  s t i l l  s i t t ing .  I t  had  been  re so lved  in 
November,  1651,  “that  the t ime for  the cont inuance of  thi s 
Parliament, beyond which they resolve not to sit, shall be the 
3 rd  d ay  o f  Novembe r,  1654” ; 24 a nd  a t  t h e  c l o s e  o f  1652 
and the beg inning of  1653,  the House was  occupied with a 
Franchise and Distr ibution Bil l ,  assigning to the var ious con- 
st i tuencies the number of representatives which they were to 
send to the new Par l iament,  and deter mining the qual i f ica- 
t ions of e lector s .  But the Bi l l  contained nothing that would 
exclude the Presbyter ian par ty ;  and i t  provided that  a l l  the 
existing members should retain their seats without re-election, 
and that a Committee of the existing members should super in- 
tend the elections, and should be author ised to judge whether 
the new members were proper persons to sit in the Parliament 
of the Commonwealth.25 Cromwell and the off icer s made the

23 C. J. (Feb. 25, 1652–3), vii. 262.
24 Parliamentary History (Nov. 14 and 18, 1651), xx. 77–78.
25 That  the Bi l l ,  no copy of  which i s  known to be in exi s tence, 

contained these provis ions is  disputed. (But see Masson, Milton ,  iv. 
4 0 9 ,  n o t e . )  I t  i s  c l e a r  f ro m  C ro m we i r s  s p e e c h  t o  t h e  “ L i t t l e 
Parliament,” that he and the off icers objected to the BiU because the 
Franchise c lauses  did not di squal i fy any of  the Presbyter ian par ty, 
which was largely Royal i s t  and whol ly in f avour of  a  Presbyter ian 
uniformity.  “We could not te l l  how to send out an Act .   .   .  Unti l 
we f irst knew who the persons were that should be admitted to elect. 
And, above all, whether any of the qualif ications reached so far as to 
include the Presbyter ian Par ty. And we were told to tell them. That 
none of that judgment who had deserted this Cause and Interest (None 
o f  your  Roya l i s t s ,  Hami l ton-Invas ion Pre sby te r ians .” Note by Car ly l e ) 
should have any power therein.  We did think .   .   .  That we had as 
good deliver up our Cause into the hands of any as into the hands of
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most  ear nes t  appea l s  to  a r re s t  the  prog res s  o f  the  measure. 
On Apr il 20, 1653, he learnt that it was being hur r ied through 
the House, and he went down to the House in his “plain black 
clothes, with g rey worsted stockings,” l i stened for some time 
to the debate; and when the question for passing the Bill was 
put ,  ro se  and  spoke,  accord ing  to  Lud low,  “wi th  so  much 
passion and discomposure of mind as if he had been distracted.” 
S i r  Pe te r  Wentwor th  wa s  an swer ing  h im,  when  Cromwel l 
stepped “into the midst of the House,” spoke again with great 
v io lence,  and  s a id ,  “You a re  no  Pa r l i ament :  I  s ay  you a re 
no Parliament: I will put an end to your sitting; call them in, 
ca l l  them in.” Two f i les  of  musketeer s  marched in,  and in a 
few minutes the House was cleared, and Cromwell went away 
to Whitehall.

In the a f ter noon some of  the member s  of  the Counci l  o f 
State had met for business.  Cromwell came in and told them 
th a t  a f t e r  wha t  h ad  h appened  t h a t  mo r n ing  t h ey  we re  a 
Council of State no longer.26

“ T h u s ,” s a y s  W h i t e l o c k ,  “ wa s  t h i s  g r e a t  p a r l i a m e n t , 
which had done so great things, wholly at this time routed by 
those whom they had set up, and that took their commissions 
and author i ty from them; nor could they in the least  just i fy 
any action they had done, or one drop of blood they had spilt, 
bu t  by  th i s  au thor i ty.” 27 But  the  na t ion  in  genera l  looked 
with indif ference upon the extinct ion of this  mere phantom 
of a House of Commons, and waited to see what would be the 
next movement of  the ar my, which ever s ince Pr ide’s  Purge 
had really exercised supreme authority in England.

III

Cromwel l ,  a s  “Capta in Genera l  and Commander- in-Chief 
of all the Armies and Forces raised or to be raised within this 
Commonwealth,” now assumed for a t ime supreme executive 
power. He issued a Declaration in his own name announcing

those who had deserted us, or who were as neuters. For it’s one thing 
to love a brother, to bear with and love a person of different judgment 
in matter s of relig ion; and another thing to have anybody so f ar set 
in the saddle on that account, as to have all the rest of his brethren at 
mercy ’’ (Carlyle, Cromwell, iii. 244).

26 Ludlow, Memoirs (1771), 193, 195.
27 Whitelock (April 20, 1653), 554–555.
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that till the meeting of a new Assembly, which was to be con- 
stituted of carefully chosen persons, the management of affair s 
would be in the hands of a Council of State consisting of nine 
o f f icer s  and four  c iv i l i ans ;  but  by the  s ide  o f  th i s  Counci l 
of State there was the Council of Off icers which stil l retained 
considerable power.

How the Assembly was constituted is shown in the summons 
issued by Cromwell on June 8, 1653, to its members:—

“ Fo r a s mu c h ,  a s  u p o n  d i s s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  l a t e  p a r l i a m e n t ,  i t 
b e c ame  ne c e s s a r y  t h a t  t h e  p e a c e,  s a f e t y  and  good  gove r nmen t 
of  thi s  commonwealth should be provided for,  and in order there- 
unto, diver s per sons, f ear ing God and of  approved f ide l i ty and honesty , 
are by myself ,  with the advice of my council of off icer s nominated, 
to whom the g reat  charge and t rus t  o f  so weighty a f f a i r s  i s  to  be 
c o m m i t t e d .  A n d  h av i n g  g o o d  a s s u r a n c e  o f  yo u r  l ove  t o,  a n d 
courage  fo r  God,  and  the  in te re s t  o f  h i s  c au se  and  ( tha t )  o f  the 
good people of this commonwealth;

“ I  Ol ive r  Cromwe l l ,  c ap t a in  gene r a l  and  commander - in-ch i e f 
of all the armies and forces raised or to be raised within this common- 
wea l t h ,  do  he reby  s ummon  and  requ i re  you  ( b e i ng  one  o f  t h e 
pe r son s  nomina ted )  pe r sona l l y  to  be  and  appea r  a t  the  Counc i l 
Chamber commonly known and cal led by the name of the Counci l 
C h a m b e r  a t  W h i t e h a l l  w i t h i n  t h e  c i t y  o f  We s t m i n s t e r  u p o n 
the 4th day of  Ju ly  next  ensuing the date  thereof ,  then and there 
t o  t a ke  u p o n  yo u  t h e  s a i d  t r u s t ;  u n t o  w h i c h  yo u  a r e  h e r e by 
cal led and appointed to serve as  a member for the County of —— 
and hereof you are not to fail.

“Given under my hand and seal
“the 8th day of June, 1653
 “O. Cromwell.”28

The Assembly or ig inal ly consis ted of 139 member s. 29 They 
were summoned as representatives of constituencies, but were 
selected by Cromwell and the Council  of Off icer s after con- 
su l t a t ion  wi th  Pur i t an  min i s t e r s—mos t  o f  them,  probably, 
Independent  min i s te r s—in d i f f e rent  pa r t s  o f  the  k ingdom. 
The for ty counties of England were represented by 115 mem- 
be r s ;  London  by  7 ;  Wa le s ,  a s  a  who le,  by  6 ;  Sco t l and ,  a s

28 Somers’ Tracts (second edition), vi. 246–251. Whitelock, 557–558.
29 This is the number g iven in the l ist contained in Somers’ Tracts , 

v.  sup .  Clarendon (His to r y ,  v.  309)  says ,  “About  one hundred and 
for ty.” Car ly le  (Cromwe l l ,  i i i .  229) ,  “A hundred and for ty  o f  the 
summonses  were i s sued;  and of  a l l  the Par t ies  so summoned ‘only 
two’ did not at tend.” Whitelock (559),  however,  s tates  that  “about 
120” were present at the first meeting on July 4.
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a whole, by 5; Ireland, as a whole, by 6. The Assembly itsel f 
added Cromwell ,  Lamber t,  Har r ison, Desborough, and Tom- 
l inson.  The Engl i sh Royal i s t s  n icknamed i t  “ the Barebones 
Pa r l i ament”—a prominent  member  wa s  a  London l ea the r- 
merchant named Barbone, a Baptist ;  the Scotch Presbyter ians 
n a m e d  i t  t h e  “ D a f t  L i t t l e  Pa r l i a m e n t .” I t  wa s  r e a l l y  a n 
as sembly of  s t rong and able men, some of  whom af terwards 
achieved distinction.

I t  began by a t t ack ing l a rge  ques t ions  o f  l aw re for m,  and 
made some prog ress ;  when it  discussed the sett lement of the 
Church i t  was  wrecked.  On November 17,  1653,  i t  resolved 
by  58  t o  41,  “ T h a t  t h e  p owe r  o f  Pa t ro n s  t o  p re s e n t  t o 
benef ices shall from hencefor th be taken away, and that a Bill 
be  brought  in  for  tha t  pur pose.” On December  2  a  Repor t 
was submitted dealing with the main pr inciples by which the 
future relations of the State to the Church were to be governed.30 
The Report proposed:

(1 )  That  seven Commis s ions  shou ld  be  cons t i tu ted ,  each 
to consist of three persons; that each Commission should have 
charge of a def inite circuit, within which, in association with 
selected persons residing in the circuit, it should have power to 
unite or divide par ishes, to eject unfit ministers, and to f ill up 
vacant livings.

( 2 )  The  Ar t i c l e s  excep t ed  we re  34 ,  35,  36 ,  and  p a r t  o i 
20: viz. “The Church hath power to decree rites and ceremonies, and 
authority in controversies of faith.” Exemptions were allowed also 
T h a t  t we n t y - o n e  e m i n e n t  p e r s o n s ,  s o m e  o f  t h e m  d i s - 
tinguished Independent ministers, others distinguished Presby- 
t e r i an  min i s t e r s ,  and  o the r s  l aymen ,  shou ld  be  appo in ted 
Commissioners.

(3)  That  a l l  minis ter s  approved as  publ ic  preacher s  should 
enjoy the maintenance a lready sett led by law, and have even 
farther encouragement.

( 4 )  Th a t  me a s u re s  s hou l d  b e  a dop t e d  f o r  mee t i n g  t h e 
scruples of those who hesi tated to pay t i thes—but the t i thes 
were to be paid.

( 5 )  T h a t  Pa r l i a m e n t  s h o u l d  d e c l a r e  t h a t  I n c u m b e n t s , 
Rector s ,  and other s  in receipt  of  t i thes ,  had lega l  proper ty 
in the same.31

The  ques t ion  a t  i s sue  was  whether  Eng l and  shou ld  con- 
tinue to have an endowed and established Church. The report 
wa s  re j e c t ed  on  December  10 ,  1653,  by  56  to  54 .  Ra the r 
more than hal f  of  the member s of  this  se lect  Assembly were

30 C. J., vii. 361.
31 Masson, Milton, iv. 314.
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i n  f avo u r  o f  D i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t  a n d  D i s e n d ow m e n t .  T h e 
div i s ion was  taken on Saturday.  On Monday,  December 12, 
the leader of the defeated minor ity made a speech in which he 
sa id that  he and other s  could have no comfor t  in remaining 
member s  o f  the  House,  and  moved tha t  the  House  shou ld 
re s i gn  i t s  t r u s t .  The  mot ion  doe s  no t  s eem to  have  been 
pu t  t o  the  vo t e ;  bu t  t he  Speake r  l e f t  t he  cha i r,  t o l d  t he 
Se r j e an t - a t -Ar ms  to  fo l l ow h im wi th  the  mace,  and  wi th 
a  l a r g e  numbe r  o f  membe r s—one  re po r t  s ay s  8 0 ,  wh i ch 
wou ld  have  been  a  c l e a r  ma jo r i t y  o f  the  House—went  to 
Cromwel l  and  handed  h im the i r  re s i gna t ion . 32 The  House 
had existed for five months.

IV

The Counc i l  o f  Of f i ce r s  now re so lved  tha t  the  supreme 
executive power must be vested in a “Single Per son,” and on 
December 16, 1653, Oliver Cromwell  was solemnly sworn as 
Lord Protector of the Commonwealth of England, Scot land, 
and Ireland.

The instrument33 which determined the future constitution, 
created a Council of State consisting of fifteen persons, who were 
named in the instrument itself . Parliaments were to be elected 
every three years. All persons who had fought on the Royalist 
side since January, 1641–2, were to be disabled both as electors 
and candidates for the f ir s t  f ive Parl iaments ,  unless  they had 
g iven subsequent proof of their loyalty to the Commonwealth; 
Roman Catholics and all persons implicated in the Ir ish rebel- 
lion were to be disabled for ever.

Candida te s  were  to  be  men “of  known in teg r i ty,  f ea r ing 
Cod,  and of  good conver sa t ion ” ;  e lec tor s  were to be men 
having rea l  or per sonal  es tate of  the value of  200.  The f i r s t 
Parliament was to meet on September 3, 1654, the anniversary 
of Dunbar and Worcester.

There was to be a  Nat ional  Church—or rather a  Nat ional 
Es tabl i shment of  Rel ig ion:  “the Chr i s t ian re l ig ion,  a s  con- 
ta ined in the Scr iptures ,” was to be “held for th and recom- 
mended a s  the  publ i c  pro fe s s ion o f  the se  na t ions” ;  but  a l l

32 Somers’ Tracts (second edition), vi. 255–256, 280–283. Whitelock 
Dec. 13, 1653), 570.

33 Whitelock (Dec. 16, 1653), 571–577; Somers’ Tracts, vi. 284–296.
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per sons  p ro fe s s ing  “ f a i th  in  God by  Je su s  Chr i s t” were  to 
have freedom and protection in their ministry and worship so 
long as they did not disturb the public peace or endeavour to 
promote Popery or Prelacy.

While Parl iament was not in sess ion, the Protector and the 
Council had author ity to make whatever Laws and Ordinances 
might  be  neces sa r y  for  ca r r y ing on the  gover nment  o f  the 
country and secur ing its  safety. In the exercise of this power 
a  Cour t  o f  43  Commis s ioner s . 34 was  c rea ted  on March 20 , 
1653–4, consist ing of 33 divines and 10 laymen, who were to 
examine al l  minister s presented to l ivings and to cer tify their 
f i tnes s  for  mini s ter ia l  ser v ice. 35 These  Commiss ioner s  were 
commonly cal led Tr iers.  Among the thir ty-three divines were 
a considerable number of Independents, several Presbyter ians, 
and a few Bapt i s t s .  I f  any minis ter  l iv ing at  a  di s tance from 
London found it diff icult to appear in person before the Com- 
missioners, ministers in his own neighbourhood were author ised 
to examine him, and the Commissioners acted on their report. 
On August 29,1654, another Ordinance was passed appointing 
Lay Commissioner s in al l  the counties of England and Wales 
wi th  power  to  e jec t  “ scanda lous ,  ignorant  and in su f f i c ient 
[ incompeten t ]  min i s t e r s  and  s choo lmas te r s .” Each  County 
Committee consi s ted of  f rom f i f teen to thir ty laymen, with 
f rom e igh t  to  t en  d iv ine s  a s  a s s e s so r s . 36 On Sep tember  2 , 
ten Trustees  were appointed for the better  maintenance and 
encouragement of Preaching Minister s .  The revenues ar i s ing 
from the al ienated cathedral  and episcopal lands were placed 
under their management; they had power to unite and divide 
pa r i she s ,  to  augment  poor  l iv ing s ,  and  to  p rov ide  fo r  the 
support of lecturers.37

Under this  sett lement, which was Cromwell ’s  own, Patrons 
retained their r ight of presentation; Cromwell himself as Head 
of  the Sta te  had ha l f  the l iv ings  in England as  h i s  g i f t :  but 
the minister presented could not enter into his living until he 
had been approved by the Tr iers. On their certif icate of f itness 
be received the tithe, glebe, and other ecclesiast ical revenues 
of the par ish; and he might also receive an augmentation from

34 The or ig ina l  member s  were  38 ;  f ive  more were  added in  the 
October following. Scobell, 279, 280, 366.

35 A l l  min i s t e r s  p re sen ted  s ince  Apr i l  1,  1653,  were  a l so  to  be 
examined by these Commissioners, and before a fixed date.

36 Scobell, 335–347.
37 Ibid., 353-356.
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the Trustees for the better Maintenance and Encouragement of 
Preaching Ministers.

There was  no Creed or  Confes s ion of  Fa i th to which the 
clergy were required to subscr ibe; but the Tr ier s  ins i s ted no 
doubt  on an acceptance of  the subs tance of  the Calv in i s t ic 
t heo logy.  P re sby t e r i an s ,  Independen t s ,  and  Bap t i s t s  we re 
appointed to livings, and were left to organise their Churches 
and to conduct  their  services  a s  they pleased.  Episcopal ians 
were not excluded; but they were not allowed to use the Book 
of Common Prayer.

Outs ide the Church,  according to the Const i tut ion,  there 
was perfect freedom for the ministr y and wor ship of a l l  that 
p ro fe s s ed  “ f a i th  in  God by  Je su s  Chr i s t ,” wi th  the  excep- 
t ion of those who might be attempting to set up Romish or 
prelatical Churches.38

This  set t lement,  in i t s  larger  out l ines ,  remained unal tered 
through the Protectorate ;  but severa l  a t tempts  were made— 
and these were at last successful—to nar row the legal limits of 
toleration. There was also a proposal to draw up a Confession 
of Faith, but this failed through the death of Cromwell.

V

The  Pro tec to r ’s  F i r s t  Pa r l i amen t  wa s  convened ,  a cco rd- 
ing to  the  provi s ion of  the  Ins t r ument  o f  Gover nment ,  on 
Sep t embe r  3,  1654 .  I t  b eg an  by  d i s cu s s i ng  t he  que s t i on , 
“Whether this House shall approve that the Government shall 
be  in  one S ing le  Per son and Par l i ament .” Vio lent  l anguage 
was  used about  Cromwel l . 39 On September  12 the door s  o f 
the House were locked and sur rounded by soldier s ,  and the 
member s  were  d i rec ted  to  meet  the  Lord  Protec tor  in  the 
Painted Chamber. He spoke to them in terms of great sever ity

38 § 37. “That such as profess f aith in God by Jesus Chr ist (though 
differ ing in judgment from die doctr ine, worship, or discipline publickly 
held forth) shall not be restrained from, but shall be protected in the 
profession of the faith and exercise of their relig ion, so as they abuse 
not this liberty to the civil injury of others, and to the actual disturb- 
ance of the public peace on their par ts; provided this l iber ty be not 
extended to popery nor prelacy, nor to such as, under the profession 
o f  Chr i s t ,  ho ld  fo r th  and  p rac t i s e  l i cen t iou sne s s .” Some r s '  Tra c t s 
(.second edition), vi. 295.

39 Parliamentary History, xx. 348 (September 7, 1654).
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about the per ils with which their policy menaced the State, and 
required them to sign an engagement “to be true and faithful 
to the Lord Protector and the Commonwealth.”40 Nearly one 
hundred refused to sign, and were excluded from the House— 
among them Bradshaw,  Haze l r ig ,  and  o ther  l e ader s  o f  the 
Republicans.  Their exclusion diminished the strength of the 
resistance to the “moderate” party.

The House discussed the quest ion of Tolerat ion with g reat 
earnestness. It was alleged that the ar ticle in the Constitution 
which secured Liber ty of  Minis t r y and Wor ship to “such as 
profess f aith in God by Jesus Chr ist ,” was vague and required 
to be more closely def ined. A committee had been appointed, 
which included Baxter and other divines outside the House,41  
to  cons ider  what  were the “ fundamenta l s” of  the Chr i s t i an 
rel ig ion which were not to be denied by those who claimed 
the protect ion of the State for their  preaching and rel ig ious 
services.  Baxter would have been content with the Apost les ’ 
Creed,  the Lord’s  Prayer,  and the Ten Commandments ;  but 
his opinion was overborne by Owen, Thomas, Goodwin, Nye, 
and Mar shal l . 42 Ear ly in December the committee submitted 
the i r  scheme to  the  House.  The “pr inc ip le s  o f  f a i th” were 
enumerated in the following terms:—

“1.  That  the  Holy  Scr ip ture  i s  tha t  Rule  o f  knowing God and 
l iving unto Him, which whoso does not bel ieve cannot be saved.— 
2  Thes s .  i i .  10–12 ,  15 ;  1  Cor.  xv.  1–3 ;  2  Cor.  i .  13 ;  John v.  39 ; 
2 Peter ii. 1.

“2 .  Tha t  t h e re  i s  a  God ,  who  i s  t h e  Cre a to r,  Gove r no r,  and 
Judge,  o f  the  wor ld ,  which i s  to  be  rece ived by  f a i th ,  and ever y 
other way of  the knowledge of  him is  insuf f ic ient .—Heb. xi .  3,  6; 
Rom. i. 19–22; 1 Cor. i. 21; 2 Thess. i. 8.

“3.  That thi s  God, who i s  the Creator,  i s  eter nal ly di s t inct  f rom 
a l l  h i s  c re a tu re s  i n  h i s  be ing  and  b l e s s edne s s .—Rom.  i .  18 ,  25 ; 
1 Cor. viii. 5, 6.

“4 .  Tha t  t h i s  God  i s  one  i n  t h re e  pe r son s  o r  s ub s i s t ence s .— 
1 John v. 5–9, compared with John viii .  17–19, 21; Matt, xxviii .  19, 
compared with Eph. iv. 4–6; 1 John ii. 22, 23; 2 John 9, 10.

“5.  Tha t  Je su s  Chr i s t  i s  t he  on l y  med i a to r  be tween  God  and 
man ,  w i thou t  t he  knowledge  o f  whom the re  i s  no  s a l va t i on .— 
1  T im .  i i .  4 –6 ;  2  T im .  i i i .  15 ;  1  John  i i .  2 2 ;  Ac t s  i v.  10 ,  12 ; 
1 Cor. iii. 10, 11.

40 Ibid., xx. 370.
41 John Owen sat as member for the University of Oxford.
42 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 52, 53, [i. pp. 198–199]-
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“ 6 .  T h a t  t h i s  J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  t r u e  G o d . — 1  Jo h n  v.  2 9 ; 
Isaiah xlv. 21–25.
“ 7.  Th a t  t h i s  Je s u s  Ch r i s t  i s  a l s o  t r u e  man .—1  John  iv.  2 ,  3 ; 
2 John 7.
“ 8 .  T h a t  t h i s  J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  G o d  a n d  m a n  i n  o n e  p e r s o n . — 
1 Tim. iii. 16; Matt. xvi. 13–18.
“ 9 .  T h a t  t h i s  J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  o u r  r e d e e m e r,  w h o  by  p ay i n g  a 
r an som,  and  bea r ing  our  s in s ,  ha s  made  s a t i s f ac t ion  fo r  them.— 
Isaiah liii. 11; 1 Peter ii. 24, 25; 1 Cor. xv. 2, 3; 1 Tim. ii. 4–6.
“10 .  Tha t  t h i s  s ame  Lo rd  Je su s  Chr i s t  i s  h e  t h a t  wa s  c r uc i f i ed 
at  Jerusalem, and rose again, and ascended into heaven.—John vi i i . 
24 ;  Ac t s  iv.  10–12 ;  Ac t s  x .  38–43 ;  1  Cor.  xv.  2–8 ;  Ac t s  xx i i .  2 ; 
Acts ii. 36.
“11.  Tha t  t h i s  s ame  Je su s  Chr i s t ,  b e ing  the  on l y  God  and  man 
in  one  per son ,  rema in s  fo r  ever  a  d i s t inc t  per son f rom a l l  s a in t s 
a nd  ange l s ,  no tw i t h s t and ing  t h e i r  un ion  and  commun ion  w i t h 
him.—Col. ii. 8–10, 19; 1 Tim. iii. 16.
“ 12 .  T h a t  a l l  m e n  by  n a t u r e  a r e  d e a d  i n  s i n s  a n d  t r e s p a s s e s ; 
and  no  man  c an  be  s aved  un l e s s  he  be  bom ag a in ,  repen t ,  and 
bel ieve.—John i i i .  3,  5–7,  10;  Acts  xvi i .  30,  31;  Acts  xxvi .  17–20; 
Luke xxiv. 47; Acts xx. 20, 21; John v. 24, 25.
“ 13 .  T h a t  we  a r e  j u s t i f i e d  a n d  s ave d  by  g r a c e ,  a n d  f a i t h  i n 
Je s u s  Ch r i s t ,  a nd  no t  by  wo rk s .—Ac t s  x v.  2 4 ,  c ompa red  w i t h 
Ga l .  i .  6–9 ;  Ga l .  v.  2 ,  4 ,  5 ;  Romans  ix .  31–33 ;  Romans  x .  3,  4 ; 
Romans i. 16, 17; Gal. iii. 11; Ephes. ii. 8–10.
“14 .  Tha t  t o  con t i nue  i n  any  known  s i n ,  upon  wha t  p re t en c e 
or pr inciple soever,  i s  damnable.—Romans i .  32;  Romans vi .  1,  2, 
15,16; 1 John i. 6,8, and iii. 3–8; 2 Peter ii. 19, 20; Romans viii. 13.
“15.  Tha t  God  i s  t o  be  wor sh ipped  a cco rd ing  to  h i s  own  wi l l ; 
and whosoever sha l l  for sake and despi se  a l l  the dut ies  of  hi s  wor- 
s h i p  c a n n o t  b e  s ave d . — Je r .  x .  15 ;  P s a l m  x i v.  4 ;  Ju d e  18 – 21 ; 
Romans x. 13.
“16 .  Tha t  t he  de ad  sh a l l  r i s e ;  and  th a t  t he re  i s  a  d ay  o f  j udg- 
ment ,  where in  a l l  sha l l  appea r,  some to  go  in to  ever l a s t ing  l i f e, 
and some into ever la s t ing condemnat ion.—1 Tim. i .  19,  20,  com- 
pa red  wi th  2  T im.  i i .  17,  18 ;  Ac t s  xv i i .  30 ,  31 ;  John  v.  28 ,  29 ; 
1 Cor. xv. 19.”

Bax t e r  t e l l s  u s  t h a t  Owen  took  the  mos t  a c t ive  p a r t  i n 
drawing up the s ta tement;  that  Owen was suppor ted by the 
members of the Committee named above, and that the others, 
“ t h e  s obe r  o r t hodox  men ,” “ s a i d  l i t t l e ,  bu t  s u f f e red  t h e 
heat of the rest  to car ry al l .” He, and those who were of his 
mind, could do no more than hinder the major ity “from doing 
harm, and thrusting in their own opinions or crude conceits” 
among the fundamentals .  He was in a minor ity,  and was less
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vigorous than usual ,  as he was suffer ing from an affection of 
the head that made him drowsy and dizzy.43

The S ix teen Ar t ic le s ,  a s  we have  them,  a re  t aken f rom a 
copy l icensed by Scobel l ,  the off icia l  pr inter.44 But the copy 
seems to be incomplete. For the House of Commons received 
twenty Articles from the Committee empowered to confer with 
the divines, and ordered three hundred copies of the document 
to be pr inted.45 It does not appear that the Ar ticles were dis- 
cus sed ;  and Par l i ament  was  d i s so lved be fore  they could  be 
passed. But i f  the scheme of Owen and his  fr iends had been 
success ful ,  the Protector would have had no power to refuse 
a s s en t  to  a  B i l l  pun i sh ing  pe r son s  who den ied  any  o f  the 
Articles of this elaborate Creed.

The House had spent a g reat  par t  of  i t s  t ime in a measure 
for Dec lar ing and Sett l ing the Government of  the Commonwealth, 
which depr ived the Protector  and the Counci l  of  author i ty 
to leg i s la te when Par l iament was not s i t t ing,  and l imited in 
other ways the power which had been entrusted to the Pro- 
t e c t o r  by  t h e  I n s t r umen t  o f  Gove r nmen t .  Th i s  mea su re, 
which consi s ted of  s ixty Ar t ic les ,  was to be accepted or re- 
jected by the Protector as  a  whole;  and, to force his  accep- 
tance, the House postponed supplies unti l  he should g ive his 
assent to it. Cromwell disliked the measure itself , and thought 
it likely to prove injur ious to the safety of the Commonwealth; 
he disl iked sti l l  more the spir it in which it had been car r ied. 
Under the Instrument of Government Parliament was to sit for 
f ive months at  least  before i t  could be dissolved, prorogued, 
or adjourned, except by its  own consent. Cromwell chose to 
i n t e r p re t  t h i s  p rov i s i on  a s  mean ing  f ive  l u n a r  mon th s  o f 
twenty-eight days each, and dissolved the House on January 
22, 1654–5. No Bil l  had been sent up by this  Par l iament for 
the Protector’s assent.

VI

For  about  a  yea r  and  n ine  month s  Eng l and  wa s  wi thout 
a  Pa r l i ament .  In  the  ea r ly  weeks  o f  1655  the  condi t ion  o f 
t he  coun t r y  wa s  a l a r m ing .  A  l a r ge  number  o f  republ i c an 
leaders—bitterly hostile to the author ity of a “Single Person ”

43 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 53–54 [i. pp. 198–109].
44 Neal, iv. 91.
45 C. J. (Dec. 12, 1654), vii. 399.
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—were placed under ar rest for conspir ing against the Common- 
weal th;  and in the west  and nor th there were r i s ings  of  the 
Royalists; Charles was waiting at Middelberg to cross to Hull. 
In meeting these per ils Cromwell and the Council of State acted 
with character ist ic energy. They divided England into twelve 
di s t r ic t s  under twelve Major-Genera l s ,  who represented the 
executive government and were armed with extensive powers 
of police. The Major-Generals levied the tax of ten per cent, 
on the incomes of Royalists for the suppor t of the army, and 
it was part of their duty to sustain the author ity of the County 
Commissioners for ejecting scandalous and ineff icient ministers 
and schoolmas ter s .  The scheme was  e f fec t ive.  Conspi rac ie s 
and insur rect ions were at  once suppressed,  and publ ic order 
was maintained in every part of the country.

The Second Parliament of the Protectorate met on Septem- 
be r  17,  1656 ,  and  s a t  t i l l  June  22 ,  1657.  N ine t y - th ree  o f 
the  member s ,  who were  no t  “approved  by  Hi s  Highne s s ’s 
Counc i l ,” were  prevented  f rom enter ing  the  House.  When 
the i r  exc lu s ion  was  cha l l enged  in  the  House,  the  Counc i l 
repl ied that by the Twenty-f ir st  Ar ticle of the Instrument of 
Government it was empowered to admit those members whom 
it  regarded as duly qual i f ied and to exclude other s ;  and that 
the  Seven teen th  Ar t i c l e  requ i red  tha t  the  pe r son s  e l ec ted 
should be “of known integr ity, fear ing God, and of good con- 
ver sation.” Some of the excluded members were subsequently 
admitted.46

On Februar y  23,  1657,  S i r  Chr i s topher  Pack ,  one  o f  the 
member s for the City of London, submitted to the House of 
Commons a scheme for reconstructing and sett l ing the form 
of government. Cromwell was to be King, with the power of 
naming his successor ; there were to be two Houses of Parlia- 
men t ;  Pa r l i amen t  wa s  t o  mee t  a t  l e a s t  eve r y  th ree  ye a r s ; 
no member s duly returned by the const i tuencies  were to be 
prevented from taking their  seat s ;  and the power which had 
been granted to the Protector and Council to make Ordinances 
and Laws on thei r  own author i ty  whi le  Par l iament  was  not 
s i t t i n g  wa s  t o  c e a s e .  T h e  s c h e m e,  d e s c r i b e d  a t  f i r s t  a s 
Humble  Addre s s  and Remons t rance,  e tc. ,  was  a f terwards  ca l led 
The Humbl e  Pe t i t i on  and  Adv i c e  o f  th e  Knigh t s,  Ci t izens,  and

46 Whitelock, 651–653. C. J. (Sept. 22, 1656), vii. 426. Clarendon, 
History, vi. 20–21.
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Burges s e s  now as sembled in  the  Par l iament ,  to  His  Highnes s  the 
Lord Prote c to r,  etc. 47 The Ar t ic le proposing the Kingship was 
s t renuously opposed by the Republ icans ,  but was car r ied in 
a sl ightly amended form by 123 to 62. Cromwell declined the 
t i t le,  and the House consented that the “Chief Mag istrate of 
these nat ions” should s t i l l  be known as  the Lord Protector. 
He accepted the whole scheme on May 25, 1657.

The important ar ticles of the Petition and Advice in relation 
to the relig ious aff air s of the nation are Articles X., XI., XII. 
Ar ticle X. contains a general recognition and approval of the 
existing relig ious sett lement, but asks for more effective pro- 
tection of the Ministers of Relig ion against those who “openly 
revile them” or disturb their worship.

“And wherea s  your  Highnes s ,  out  o f  your  zea l  to  the  g lor y  o f 
God,  and the propagat ion of  the Gospel  of  the Lord Jesus  Chr i s t , 
hath been pleased to encourage a  godly minis t r y in these nat ions , 
we  ea r ne s t l y  de s i re,  tha t  such  a s  do  open ly  rev i l e  them or  the i r 
a s s embl i e s ,  o r  d i s t u rb  t hem in  t he  wor sh i p  o r  s e r v i c e  o f  God , 
to  the  d i shonour  o f  God,  scanda l  o f  good men,  or  breach o f  the 
pe a c e,  may  be  pun i s hed  a c co rd ing  t o  l aw ;  and  whe re  t h e  l aw s 
a re  de fec t ive,  tha t  your  Highnes s  wi l l  g ive  consent  to  such  l aws 
as shall be made in that behalf.”

A r t i c l e  X I .  c o n t a i n s  a  m o re  e l a b o r a t e  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e 
Na t iona l  Re l i g iou s  E s t ab l i shment  and  a  de f in i t ion  o f  the 
Limits of Toleration. The substance is as follows:—

(a )  “Tha t  the  t r ue  Pro te s t an t  Chr i s t i an  re l i g ion ,  a s  i t  i s 
contained in the Holy Scr iptures of the Old and New Testa- 
ment ,  and no other,  be  h e l d  f o r t h  and  a s s e r t ed  f o r  t h e  publ i c 
Profession of these nations.”

( b )  “A Con f e s s i o n  o f  Fa i t h ,” t o  b e  a g re ed  upon  by  t h e 
Lord Protector and Par l iament,  “according to the Rule and 
War rant of the Scr iptures,” is  to “be asser ted, held for th and 
recommended to the people of these nations”; and no persons 
are to be allowed “by opprobr ious words or wr iting, maliciously 
or contemptuously to revile or reproach” this Confession.

47 Whitelock, 657–661, g ives the document in ful l .  For a detai led 
account of  the development of  the scheme, see Ludlow, Memoir s , 
246–250; and for a repor t of the Conference between Cromwell and 
a  Commit tee  o f  the  Commons ,  Somer s ’ Tra c t s  ( s e c ond  ed i t i on ) ,  v i . 
351–401.
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( c )  Minis ter s  and Publ ic  Preacher s  ag reeing with the Con- 
fess ion—“although in their judgment and practice they dif fer 
in matter s  of  wor ship and di sc ip l ine”—are to be capable of 
holding any benef ice;  they may be presented to any l ivings , 
or elected to any lectureships, and may receive the tithes and 
other endowments which constitute “the public maintenance 
appointed for the Ministry.”

Laymen ag reeing with the Confess ion,  whatever their judg- 
ment and pract ice in matter s  of  wor ship and di sc ip l ine,  are 
t o  b e  c a p ab l e ,  “ b e i n g  o t h e rw i s e  du l y  qu a l i f i e d ,” o f  a ny 
c i v i l  t r u s t  a n d  e m p l oy m e n t ;  bu t  n o  “ m i n i s t e r s ,  p u b l i c 
p re a che r s ,  o r  p a s t o r s  o f  c ong re g a t i on s ” a re  t o  ho l d  a ny 
civil office.

(d) Those who believe in the Tr inity, and in the divinity of 
our Lord, and who acknowledge the Scr iptures as the revealed 
will and word of God, though they may differ from the Confession 
“in doctr ine, worship, or discipline,” are not to be “compelled 
thereunto by penalties,” but are to be “protected from all  in- 
jury and molestation in the profession of the faith and exercise 
of their relig ion, whilst they abuse not this liber ty to the civil 
injury of other s or the disturbance of the public peace”; but 
this liber ty is not to be “extended to popery or prelacy, or to 
the countenancing such who publish hor r ible blasphemies or 
practise or hold for th licentiousness or profaneness under the 
profession of Christ.”

Ar t ic le  XII .  conf i r ms the Act s  and Ordinances  o f  Par l i a- 
ment, abolishing Episcopacy and author ising the sale of Epis- 
copal and Cathedral Estates.

The sett lement of the rel ig ious af f a ir s  of  the nat ion under 
t h e s e  A r t i c l e s  o f  The  Humh l c  P e t i t i o n  a n d  Adv i c e  may  be 
regarded as f airly representing the policy which was approved 
by Cromwell  himsel f  dur ing his  la ter  year s .  There had been 
times when those who strenuously contended that all questions 
relating to relig ious faith and worship lie beyond the province 
of the civi l  mag istrate,  looked to him as a probable a l ly and 
comrade;  but  the t roubles  o f  the t ime,  the r i se  of  s ta r t l ing 
for ms of  heresy  and f anat ic i sm,  and above a l l  the  immense 
diff iculty, as it seemed to him, of secur ing adequate provision 
for  min i s te r s  i f  the  “publ i c  ma in tenance” were  wi thdrawn 
from then^ led him to regard the absolute exclusion of the civil 
mag i s t ra te  f rom the province of  re l ig ion with di smay.  “For
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my par t,” he said in his speech at the opening of the Second 
Parliament of the Protectorate (Sept. 17,1656)—

“I should  th ink I  were  ver y  t reacherous  i f  I  took away Ti thes , 
t i l l  I  s e e  the  Leg i s l a t ive  Power  s e t t l e  Ma in tenance  to  Min i s t e r s 
another  way.  But  whoever  they  be  tha t  sha l l  contend  to  de s t roy 
T i the s ,—i t  do th  a s  su re l y  cu t  the i r  [ the  Min i s t e r s  ’ ]  th roa t s ,  a s 
i t  i s  a dr i f t  to take Tithes away before another way of maintenance 
o r  way  o f  p rep a r a t i on  t owa rd s  s u ch ,  b e  h ad .  Tr u l y  I  t h i nk  a l l 
such practices and proceedings should be discountenanced.”48

John Owen, the g reat  Independent ,  who had been one of 
Cromwell’s trusted fr iends, had incur red his displeasure by the 
vehemence of his opposition to the Kingship. He joined with 
the  a r my  l e ade r s ,  who  rega rded  the  p ropo s a l  w i th  s t rong 
hostility, and drew up the petition which was presented to the 
H o u s e  o f  C o m m o n s .  B u t  i t  i s  p ro b a b l e  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e 
a r t i c l e s  o n  r e l i g i o n  i n  T h e  H u m b l e  P e t i t i o n  a n d  A d v i c e 
we r e  s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  O we n ,  a n d  t o  N ye  a n d  T h o m a s 
Goodwin, the leading Independent divines of the Westminster 
Assembly.

I n  i t s  g ene r a l  ou t l i n e s  t h e  re l i g i ou s  s e t t l emen t  o f  The 
Hum b l e  P e t i t i o n  a n d  Adv i c e  c o r re s pond s  w i t h  t h e  po l i c y 
which Cromwell had followed from the beg inning of his Pro- 
tectorate in 1653. Presbyter ians ,  Independents ,  Bapti s t s ,  and 
Epi scopa l i ans  he ld  l iv ings ,  and rece ived the  “publ ic  main- 
tenance” appropr i a ted  to  the  suppor t  o f  the  min i s t r y.  The 
Presbyter ians in Lancashire and in London had their Presby- 
te r i e s  and  Synods .  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  and  Bapt i s t s  fo r med 
their “gathered churches.” Since Prelacy was aboli shed there 
was no provision for the perpetuity of an Episcopalian clergy; 
but  those Episcopal ians  who were wi l l ing to cont inue their 
ministry although bishops were abolished, could be presented 
to l ivings or could retain them; and they had as legal a claim 
to their tithes and the rent of their glebes as their predecessors 
be fore  the  execut ion o f  S t ra f ford  and Laud.  Pre sbyter i ans , 
Independents ,  Bapt i s t s ,  and Episcopal ians were not only in- 
c luded among the  c le rgy  o f  the  Es t abl i shment ;  they  cou ld 
conduc t  wo r s h i p  a nd  a dm in i s t e r  t h e  S a c r amen t s  a s  t h ey 
pleased. Cromwell ,  when the Commonwealth was threatened 
by Royal i s t  conspiracies  and insur rect ions,  had publ i shed an

48 Carlyle, Cromwell, iv. 235–236.
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Ordinance forbidding the use of the Book of Common Prayer ; 
but—

“no one was prosecuted under it ;  and, though it was not recal led, 
i t  wa s  unde r s tood  th a t  i t  wa s  su spended  by  the  p l e a su re  o f  h i s 
Highness,  and that chaplains,  teacher s and preacher s of the Episco- 
pa l i an  pe r sua s ion  migh t  go  on  a s  be fo re,  and  reckon  on  a i l  the 
to lera t ion accorded to other  Dis senter s .   .   .   .  ‘The Protector,’ says 
one [of the Royalist author ities], ‘ indulged the use of the Common- 
P r aye r  i n  f ami l i e s  and  in  p r iva t e  conven t i c l e s ;  and ,  though  the 
cond i t ion  o f  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  wa s  bu t  me l ancho ly,  ye t  i t 
c a nno t  b e  d en i e d  t h a t  t h ey  h ad  a  g re a t  d e a l  mo re  f avou r  a nd 
indulgence than under the Parliament.’”49

I n  Th e  Humb l e  P e t i t i o n  a n d  Adv i c e  t h e  O rd i n an c e  f o r - 
bidding the use of the Prayer-Book is not conf irmed; and for 
any th ing  tha t  appea r s  in  tha t  document ,  the  Ep i s copa l i an 
clergy were to be as free to use the Prayer-Book as the Presby- 
terian clergy to use the Directory.

Compa r i ng  t h e  con s t i t u t i on  o f  t h e  n a t i on a l  E s t a b l i s h - 
ment under Cromwell with its constitution after the Toleration 
Act of  1689, 50Cromwel l ’s  set t lement was much more l ibera l . 
The Toleration Act did nothing to widen the entrance into the 
minis t r y of  the nat ional  Establ i shment.  After  the Tolerat ion 
Act ,  a s  before,  ever y c lergyman was required to declare hi s 
unfe igned a s sent  and consent ,  not  on ly  to  the  Thir ty-nine 
Articles, but to everything contained and prescr ibed in the Book 
of  Common Prayer ;  he was required to submit  to Episcopal 
o rd ina t ion ;  and  in  ce l eb r a t ing  wor sh ip  and  admin i s t e r ing 
the Sacraments he was bound to use the forms of the Prayer- 
Book with all the ceremonies prescr ibed by the rubr ics. Under 
The Humble  Pe t i t i on and Advi c e,  the c lergyman was required 
to agree to the Confession of Faith. This Confession was never 
drawn up, but there is no probability that it would have been 
more s tr ingent than the Thir ty-nine Ar t ic les .  Nor i s  i t  pro- 
bable that any more def inite or comprehensive profess ion of 
be l i e f  than  tha t  conta ined in  the  Thi r ty-n ine  Ar t i c le s  was 
requ i red  by  the  “Tr i e r s .” And  th i s—in  add i t i on  to  t e s t i - 
monials  to character and rel ig ious earnestness—was the only 
test that Cromwell imposed.

With one flag rant exception the toleration granted to those

49 Masson, Milton, v. 60.
50 1 W. and M. cap, 18.
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o u t s i d e  t h e  E s t a b l i s h m e n t  by  C ro m we l l  a n d  by  H u m b l e 
Pe t i t i on  and Adv i c e  was  more generous  than that  which was 
g ranted by  the  Tolera t ion Act .  Roman Catho l ic s  were  ex- 
cluded from the benefits of the toleration clause in The Humble 
Peti t ion and Advice ;  they were also excluded from the benef its 
of the Toleration Act.51 In the seventeenth century the Papacy 
was regarded as a permanent menace to the civil and relig ious 
l iber t ies  of a l l  Protestant nat ions.  On the same g round—and 
this was the dark blot in the Cromwellian policy—no toleration 
was granted to bishops: with the bitter memor ies of more than 
a hundred year s the Pur itans regarded Episcopacy as the al ly 
of super st i t ion and tyranny, and they believed that to permit 
the restoration of the Episcopal order would be to br ing back 
the evil days of Charles and Laud, and to sacr if ice all that had 
been won by  the  war.  But  o ther  fo r ms  o f  separa t ion  f rom 
the national Establishment were treated f ar more l iberal ly by 
Cromwell than by the Toleration Act. Neither Cromwell nor 
the  Tole ra t ion  Act  gave  pro tec t ion  to  the  Uni t a r i an s .  But 
under the Tolerat ion Act  no Nonconfor mis t  mini s ter  could 
obtain protection in the discharge of his ministry until he had 
subscr ibed thir ty-f ive of the Thir ty-nine Articles; 52 under The 
Humble  Pe t i t i on and Advi c e  i t  was suf f ic ient  that  he declared 
h i s  f a i th  in  the  Tr in i ty,  and  in  the  Holy  Scr ip ture s  a s  the 
revea l ed  wi l l  and  Word  o f  God .  I t  wa s  no t  t i l l  1779  tha t 
the s imple declarat ion that he was a Nonconformist minister 
released a man from the obligation to subscr ibe the Ar ticles, 
and  a l l owed  h im to  dec l a re  tha t  he  wa s  a  “Chr i s t i an  and 
a  P ro t e s t a n t ,” t h a t  a s  s u c h  h e  b e l i eve d  “ t h a t  t h e  H o l y 
Sc r ip tu re s  do  conta in  the  revea l ed  wi l l  o f  God ,” and  tha t 
h e  re c e ived  t he  s ame  “ a s  t h e  r u l e” o f  h i s  “doc t r i n e  and 
p r a c t i c e .” 53 No r  wa s  i t  t i l l  1813  t h a t  a n  Ac t  wa s  p a s s ed , 
repeal ing the statutes which made it  a penal offence to deny 
the  doc t r ine  o f  the  Tr in i ty,  and  ex tend ing  the  bene f i t s  o f 
the Toleration Act to Unitarians.54

51 Ibid. § 17.
52 Ib id . ,  §  8 .  The Ar t ic les  excepted were 34,  35,  36,  and par t  of 

20: viz. “The Church hath power to decree r ites and ceremonies, and 
author i ty in controver s ies  of  f a i th.” Exemptions were a l lowed a l so 
to Bapti s t s  and Quaker s  in respect  of  inf ant bapt i sm (27) ,  and the 
taking of oaths (10, 13).

53 19 Geo. III. cap. 44.
54 19 Geo. III. cap. 160.
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CHAPTER IX

THE EJECTMENT OF THE EPISCOPALIAN CLERGY 
1640–1658

Condition of the Church—Committees to deal with Scandalous 
and  w ith  P lunde re d  Mini ste r s—County  Commi s s i one r s 
appointed to examine and eject—Their Proceedings—pro- 
vi s ion  for  E j ecte d  Cle rgy—Cle rgy  and  the  Cove nant— 
Political  and Moral Grounds  of  Ejection—Baxter ’s  Evi- 
dence—Epi scopal ian Clergy not e jected—Their  Probable 
Number during the Protectorate—Statistics of Ejection— 
Walker’s Estimate examined—Neal’s Estimate confirmed.

I

ON November  6 ,  1640 ,  th ree  day s  a f t e r  the  meet ing  o f 
the  Long Par l i ament ,  the  House  of  Commons ,  fo l low- 

ing the example of previous Par l iaments ,  appointed a Grand 
Commit tee  of  the whole  House to  dea l  wi th g r ievances  o f 
re l i g ion .  Pe t i t ion s ,  in  such  l a rge  number s ,  began  to  pour 
in  f rom a l l  pa r t s  o f  the  count r y  cha rg ing  the  c l e rgy  wi th 
immora l i ty,  heresy,  incompetency,  and super s t i t ion,  tha t  in 
December a large sub-committee consisting of about a hundred 
members was appointed “to consider how there may be preach- 
ing ministers set up, where there are none; how those preaching 
minister s may be maintained, where there is no Maintenance; 
and when they are in how they may be kept and continued; 
and  to  rece ive  a l l  o the r  pe t i t ion s  o f  tha t  na tu re” ;  a l so  to 
“inquire of the true Grounds and Causes of the great Scarcity 
of  preaching Minis ter s  through the whole Kingdom, and to 
cons ider  o f  some way of  removing s c anda lous  min i s t e r s ,  and 
pu t t ing  o ther s  in  the i r  P l ace s .” 1 The  House  was  re so lved , 
not  only to re for m the laws of  the Church,  but  to exerc i se 
the discipline which the bishops had neglected.

1 C. J, (Nov. 6 and Dec. 19, 1640), ii. 21, 54.
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White, who was Chairman of the Grand Committee of the 
whole House, was also Chairman of the Sub-Committee, which 
was  somet imes  descr ibed a s  “ the  Commit tee  for  Preaching 
Minister s” and sometimes as  “the Committee for Scandalous 
Min i s t e r s .” By  i t s  enemie s  i t  wa s  c a l l ed  “ the  S c anda lou s 
Committee.”

Complaints against the clergy continued to be so numerous, 
that this Committee was subdivided into several smaller Com- 
mi t t ee s  which  were  named a f t e r  the i r  Cha i r men—Whi te ’s 
Committee, Corbet’s  Committee, Sir Rober t Harlow’s Com- 
m i t t e e ,  S i r  Edwa rd  De r i ng ’s  Commi t t e e .” 2 Acco rd i ng  t o 
Walker,  the  h i s tor ian of  the  Suf fer ings  o f  the  Epi scopa l i an 
Clergy,  “within a shor t  space,  above two thousand Pet i t ions 
were brought in against  the clergy; and within some months 
after,  Mr. Corbet .   .   .  boasted that he had (before his  s ingle 
Commit tee,  a s  I  under s t and  i t )  no  l e s s  than  n ine  hundred 
Petitions against scandalous Ministers.” 3

The  a r t i c l e s  o f  inqu i r y  were  (1 )  Scanda lou s  immora l i t y, 
such a s  drunkennes s ,  swear ing ,  bl a sphemy,  and other  g ros s 
vices; (2) False or scandalous doctr ine, especial ly Popery and 
Arminianism; (3) Prof anation of the Sabbath, by reading and 
countenancing the Book of Spor ts ;  (4)  Pract i s ing the recent 
innovations in divine service; (5) Neglect of minister ial duty, 
and especia l ly  neglect  of  preaching;  (6)  Mal ignancy—act ive 
host i l i ty to Par l iament. 4 The witnesses  were to be examined 
in the presence of the accused. When one of the Committees 
concluded that charges against  a c lergyman had been proved 
which justif ied sequestration, they reported to the Grand Com- 
mit tee ;  the  Grand Commit tee,  i f  i t  approved the sentence, 
repor ted  to  the  whole  House.  Be fore  the  b reak ing  out  o f 
t he  wa r,  t he  f i n a l  dec i s i on  wa s  re f e r red  to  the  House  o f 
Lords ;  a f terwards  the House of  Commons acted on i t s  own 
authority.

In December, 1642, the House appointed a Committee “to 
consider of the fittest way for the relief of such godly and well- 
a f f e c t ed  Min i s t e r s  a s  h ave  been  p l und e r e d ,  and  .   .   .  wha t 
malignant persons have Benef ices herein and about this town, 
whose Livings being sequestered, these may supply their Cures, 
a n d  r e c e i ve  t h e  p ro f i t s .” T h i s  wa s  “ t h e  C o m m i t t e e  f o r

2 Persecutio Undecima, § 5, p. 22.
3 Walker, Sufferings of the Clergy, i. 65.
4 Neal, iii. 27.
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p l und e r e d  m in i s t e r s ,” and  wa s  c a l l ed  by  the  Roya l i s t s  and 
Episcopalians “the Committee for plunder ing  minister s. 5 Large 
numbers of the clergy who were favourable to Parliament were 
dr iven f rom their  homes by the King’s  t roops ,  and came to 
London with the i r  wives  and chi ldren in  g rea t  des t i tu t ion. 
Parliament concluded that those who were loyal to itself should 
hold the livings of those who were loyal to the King.

In July, 1643, this  Committee was empowered to deal  with 
ministers who were charged with immorality, or false doctr ine, 
and other scandalous offences, as well as with malignant minis- 
ter s—mini s ter s  charged with hos t i l i ty  to Par l i ament . 6 From 
this time the two Committees were united.

On  Sep t embe r  6 ,  1643,  t he  Hou se  o rde red  th a t  coun ty 
committees, formed of the deputy-lieutenants and of country 
gentlemen who were loyal  to Parl iament,  should have power 
to examine petitions against the clergy in their several counties; 
and that when they found a clergyman guilty of grave charges, 
they should repor t their decision to the Committee for plun- 
dered minis ter s ,  with the evidence on which i t  res ted.  The 
accused clergyman had the r ight of appeal to the two Houses 
of Parliament.

I t  wa s  no t  t i l l  the se  county  commi t t ee s  were  appo in ted 
that the work of ejectment became very vigorous. It  appear s 
to have gone on throughout the whole time of the Long Parlia- 
ment, and large numbers of the Episcopalian clergy lost their 
l ivings. It was ordered that they should retain a f i fth of their 
former income; but in the case of small l ivings this would be 
mi se rably  inadequa te,  and  was  p robably  r a re ly  c l a imed;  in 
the case of  large l iv ings  the confus ion of  many par t s  of  the 
count r y  was  so  g rea t  tha t  i t  i s  p robable  tha t  the  c l a im,  i f 

5 C. J. (Dec. 31, 1642), ii. 909. “Plunder,” so Fuller tells us (vi. 241), 
was a word newly brought into use about this time. He is uncer tain 
whether it comes of a “Latin or ig inal,” from planum dare,  “to level” 
or  p lane a l l  to nothing;  or  whether i t  i s  “of  Dutch extract ion,  a s 
i t  were to plume or pluck the feather s of a bird to the bare skin.” 
“ Sure I am,” he adds, “ we f ir st heard thereof in the Swedish Wars, 
and i f  the name and thing be sent back from whence i t  came, few 
Eng l i sh  eye s  would  weep therea t .” Skea t ,  Etymo log i c a l  Di c t i ona r y, 
s.v., connects it with Low German plunnen, “ rags,” and says that the 
verb meant “to str ip a household even of its least valuable contents.” 
Cf. Walker, Sufferings of the Clergy, i. 73.

6 C.  J.  ( Ju ly  27,  1643) ,  i i i .  183.  Walker,  Suf f e r ing s  o f  the  Cle rgy, 
i. 74.
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resisted, could not be enforced. Those of the clergy who were 
di smis sed f rom their  l iv ings  because they were found gui l ty 
of gross immorality suffered no wrong; it would have been only 
just to provide for the rest from some more secure source than 
the income of their successors.7

But the most fatal weapon against the Episcopalian clergy was 
the order of Parliament issued in February, 1643–4, requir ing 
all persons above the age of eighteen to take the Solemn League 
and  Covenan t .  A s  th i s  i nc luded  a  p romi s e  to  “endeavour 
the ext ir pat ion oi  .   .   .  Prelacy ( that  i s ,  Church Government 
by archbishops,  bishops,  their  chancel lor s  and commissar ies , 
deans,  deans and chapter s ,  archdeacons,  and a l l  other eccle- 
siastical off icers depending on that hierarchy),” every clergyman 
that regarded Episcopacy as  the divinely appointed pol i ty of 
the Church, or even as the polity which exper ience had shown 
to be most favourable to the peace of the Church and the main- 
tenance of the true f aith, was obliged to refuse it .  According 
to Walker, “more suffered by the Covenant, than by any one 
invention of the times besides.”8

Under  Cromwel l  s c anda lou s ,  i gnoran t ,  and  incompeten t 
ministers were ejected by county commissioners.”9

II

About the manner in which these var ious Committees and 
Commiss ioner s  di scharged their  of f ice,  and the of fences  for 
which the Episcopal ian clergy were ejected, there have been 
bitter controversies.

7 This Ordinance of 1644 was made more precise on November 11, 
1647, when it was resolved that “the wives and children of al l  such 
per sons as  are,  or have been, or may be sequestered,  .   .   .  sha l l  be 
comprehended within the ordinance that alloweth a fifth part for wives 
and chi ldren,  and sha l l  have  the i r  f i f th  par t  a l lowed unto them.” 
All the Committees concerned were required to take notice of the ordin- 
ance and to car ry its provisions into effect. Walker, in his Suffer ings 
of the Clergy (i. 103), says that hardly one in ten ever had their allow- 
ance in full or without trouble; and Fuller (vi. 330–333) g ives a long 
l ist  of the pleas used to evade and frustrate the order, and to abuse 
“the pitiful and pious intentions of the Parliament.”

For  the  Ordinances  see  Scobe l l  (1644,  cap.  45) ,  344 (1646,  cap. 
29), 511; and C. J. (Nov. n, 1647), v. 356.

8 Wa lke r,  Su f f e r i n g s  o f  t h e  C l e r gy ,  i .  107.  Fo r  t h e  Ord in ance 
(2 Feb. 1643–4) see Husband, Collection, 420–421.

9 See ante, p. 321.
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It is cer tain that under the Order for enforcing the Solemn 
League and Covenant large numbers were ejected for no other 
rea son  than  the i r  loya l ty  to  the  Ep i scopa l  fo r m o f  church 
gove r nment :  they  cou ld  no t  swea r  “ to  endeavour  the  ex- 
tirpation” of the church polity which they earnestly desired to 
res tore.  They were expel led f rom their  l iv ings  for  bel ieving 
in bishops, just as the Romish clergy under Henry VIII.  and 
Elizabeth were expelled for believing in the Pope. The Solemn 
League and Covenant was an instrument of precisely the same 
k ind  a s  the  Oath  o f  Supremacy.  Pa r l i ament ,  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  c la imed and exercised the same author i ty to 
regulate the national Church that had been claimed and exer- 
cised in the sixteenth century by Parliament and the Crown— 
the Crown commanding the greater measure of authority.

I t  i s  a l so  cer ta in  tha t  be fore  the  Covenant  was  enforced, 
and a f ter  the  Order  enforc ing i t  had become e f fec t ive,  the 
Committee and Commissioners ejected many of the clergy from 
the i r  l iv ing s  because  they  took the  s ide  o f  the  King .  The 
clergy that left their livings and went to Charles while he was 
at Oxford were ejected.10 The clergy that denounced the Par- 
liament from their pulpits, menaced the Parliamentary leaders 
and al l  their adherents with the divine wrath, or encouraged 
and a ided the i r  pa r i sh ioner s  in  re s i s t ing  the  Par l i amenta r y 
a r mies ,  were  e jec ted .  Whi le  the  war  l a s ted  and Par l i ament 
had to struggle hard to maintain its hold on many par ts of the 
country, it was impossible to leave its open enemies in posses- 
s ion of  their  churches and their  pulpi t s .  I t  was as  necessar y 
to eject the Royalist clergy11 from their par ishes as to eject the 
King’s gar r isons from Colchester and the other strong places 
i n  the  k ingdom.  Dur ing  the  wa r  the  e j e c t i on  o f  “ma l i g - 
nant s” was  a  mi l i t a r y  a s  much a s  an ecc le s i a s t i ca l  measure ; 
and after the war had ceased it was an almost equal source of 
per i l  to public order to leave the open enemies of the Com- 
monwea l th  among  the  c l e rgy  und i s tu rbed .  The  au thor i t y, 
f i r s t  of  Par l iament,  then of the Protector,  was precar ious:  i t 
was constantly menaced by conspiracy and insur rection. The 
c l e rgy,  a s  the  min i s t e r s  o f  the  na t iona l  Church ,  were  the

10 “Some were  mere ly  ou ted  fo r  the i r  a f f ec t ion s  to  the  King ’s 
cause,  and what  was  mal igni ty  a t  London was  loya l ty  a t  Oxford.” 
Fuller, vi. 269.

11 “The strongest mil i t ia ,  as  they were truly cal led, of the King.” 
J. S. Brewer in his edition of Fuller, ibid., vi. 269, note.
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natural guardians and suppor ter s of the supreme author ity in 
the State;  i f  they were i t s  declared and act ive foes,  their in- 
f luence was a perpetual source of danger. When the war was 
over,  the  e j ec tment  o f  the  “ma l ignan t s” wa s  a  mea sure  o f 
police.

Many, probably,  were ejected because they were unable to 
preach; many because they were ignorant;  and many because 
they in s i s ted  on prac t i s ing  the  “ceremonies” which Par l i a- 
ment had condemned. But many were e jected for g ross  im- 
mor a l i t y.  I n  Novembe r,  1643,  Wh i t e  pub l i s h ed  a  qu a r t o 
pamphlet  by author i ty of  Par l iament,  v indicat ing the Com- 
mittee of which he was a chairman, under the title of The first 
c e n t u r y  o f  s c a n d a l o u s  m a l i g n a n t  P r i e s t s  m a d e  a n d  a d m i t t e d 
in to  bene f i c e s  by  the  Pre la t e s,  e tc.  I t  conta ins  a  record of  the 
offences for which a hundred of the clergy had been removed 
f rom thei r  l iv ings ,  or  depr ived of  the i r  c ler ica l  o f f ice.  “So 
much ignorance,  insuf f ic iency,  drunkenness ,  f i l thiness ,  e tc. , 
wa s  cha rged  on  them,” s ay s  Bax te r,  “ tha t  many  moder a t e 
men could have wished that their Nakedness had been rather 
hid,  and not exposed to the World’s  der i s ion,  and that  they 
had  remembered  tha t  the  Pap i s t s  d id  s t and  by,  and  wou ld 
make spor t  o f  i t .” 12 What  happened a t  Kidder mins ter  i s  an 
i l lustration of what happened in large numbers of par ishes al l 
over England. Baxter says:—

“Among  a l l  t h e s e  Comp l a i n e r s ,  t h e  Town  o f  K i dde r m in s t e r , 
i n  Worc e s t e r s h i re ,  d rew  up  a  Pe t i t i on  a g a i n s t  t h e i r  M in i s t e r s : 
the Vicar of the place they Ar tic led against  as  one that was utter ly 
i n su f f i c i en t  f o r  the  Min i s t r y,  p re s en t ed  by  a  Pap i s t ,  un l e a r ned , 
preached but once a quar ter,  which was so weakly,  as  exposed him 
to laughter,  and per suaded them that  he under s tood not  the ver y 
Substant ia l  Ar t ic les  of  Chr i s t iani ty ;  that  he f requented Alehouses , 
and  had  somet imes  been  dr unk ;  tha t  he  tu r ned  the  Table  A l t a r - 
wise,  e tc. ,  wi th more such as  th i s .  The Vicar  had a  Curate  under 
h im  i n  t h e  Town  whom t h ey  a l s o  a c cu s e d ;  a nd  a  Cu r a t e  a t  a 
Chapel in the Par ish,  a common Tippler and a Drunkard, a rai l ing 
Quar re l ler,  an ignorant  insuf f ic ient  Man,  who (a s  I  found by Ex- 
amining him) under stood not the common Points of the Children’s 
Catech i sm,  but  s a id  some good words  to  them somet imes  out  o f 
M u s c u l u s ’s  ‘ C o m m o n  P l a c e s ’ i n  E n g l i s h ,  w h i c h  wa s  a l m o s t  t h e 
on ly  Book he had ;  and h i s  Trade in  the  Week-days  was  un lawfu l 
Mar r iages .   .   .   .  The Vicar  knowing hi s  insuf f ic iency,  and hear ing 
how two o the r s  in  h i s  Ca se  had  sped ,  de s i red  to  compound the 

12 Baxter, Life, i. (i), 29 [i. p. 19].
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Business with them; and .  .   .  i t  was brought to this.  That he 
should instead of his present Curate in the Town allow £60 per 
annum to a Preacher whom fourteen of them nominated should 
choose; and that he should not hinder this Preacher from preaching 
whenever he pleased, and that he himself should read Common 
Prayer, and do all else that was to be done.”13

The  Vica r  kep t  h i s  l iv ing ,  and  Bax te r  became Lec tu re r, 
receiving £60 a year out of the Vicar’s £200.

With  rega rd  to  the  genera l  ac t ion  o f  the  Commit tee s  o f 
Parliament Baxter bears this testimony:—

“I  mu s t  n e ed s  s ay,  t h a t  i n  a l l  t h e  Coun t ey s  whe re  I  wa s  a c - 
qua in ted  ( the  Mid l and  Count ie s  o f  Eng l and) ,  s ix  to  one  a t  l e a s t 
( i f  not many more) that were Sequestered by the Committee,  were 
by  the  Oaths  o f  Witne s se s  p roved in su f f i c i en t ,  o r  s canda lous ,  o r 
bo th ;  e s pec i a l l y  gu i l t y  o f  Dr unkenne s s  o r  Swea r ing :  and  tho s e 
that  being able,  godly Preacher s ,  were cas t  out for  the War a lone, 
as for their Opinions’ sake, were comparatively very few.” 14

What he says of Cromwell’s “Triers” is equally favourable.

“Becau se  th i s  A s s embly  o f  Tr i e r s  i s  mos t  heav i l y  a ccu sed  and 
rep roached  by  some  Men ,  I  s h a l l  s pe ak  the  t r u th  o f  t hem,  and 
suppose  my word wi l l  be  the ra ther  taken,  because  most  o f  them 
took me for one of their boldest Adver sar ies ,  as  to their Opinions, 
and  because  I  wa s  known to  d i sown the i r  Power,  in somuch tha t 
I refused to try any under them upon their reference, except a very 
few,  whose impor tuni ty  and neces s i ty  moved me  ( they being such 
as for their Episcopal Judgment, or some such Cause, the Tr iers were 
l ikely to have re jected) .  The truth i s ,  that  though their  Author i ty 
wa s  nu l l ,  and  though  some  f ew ove r -bu sy  and  ove r - r i g id  Inde- 
p e n d e n t s  a m o n g  t h e m  we r e  t o o  s e ve r e  a g a i n s t  a l l  t h a t  we r e 
A r m in i an s ,  a nd  t oo  p a r t i cu l a r  i n  enqu i r i ng  a f t e r  Ev i d ence s  o f 
Sanc t i f i ca t ion in  those  whom they  Examined ,  and somewhat  too 
l a x  i n  t h e i r  a dm i s s i on  o f  Un l e a r ned  and  E r roneou s  Men ,  t h a t 
f avoured  Ant inomian i sm o r  Anabap t i sm ;  ye t  to  g ive  them the i r 
due,  they did abundance of good to the Church: They saved many 
a  Cong rega t ion  f rom ignoran t ,  ungod ly,  d r unken  Teacher s :  tha t 
so r t  o f  Men tha t  in tended  no  more  in  the  Min i s t r y,  than  to  s ay 
a  Se r mon ,  a s  Reade r s  s ay  the i r  Common Pr aye r s ,  and  so  pa t ch 
up a  f ew good words  toge ther  to  t a lk  the  Peop le  a s l eep  wi th  on 
Sunday ;  and al l  the rest of the Week go with them to the Alehouse, 
a nd  h a rd en  t h em  i n  t h e i r  S i n :  a nd  t h a t  s o r t  o f  M in i s t e r s  t h a t 
e i the r  p reach t  aga in s t  a  ho ly  L i f e,  o r  p reach t  a s  Men tha t  never

13 Baxter, Life, i. (1), 29 [i. pp. 19–20].
14 Ibid., i. (1), 117 [i. p. 74].
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were  acqua in ted  wi th  i t ;  a l l  tho se  tha t  u sed  the  Min i s t r y  bu t  a s 
a  Common Trade  to  l ive  by,  and  were  never  l ike ly  to  conver t  a 
Sou l ;  a l l  the se  they  usua l ly  re jec ted ;  and in  the i r  s t ead  admi t ted 
o f  any  tha t  were  ab l e  s e r iou s  Preacher s ,  and  l ived  a  god ly  L i f e, 
o f  what  to le rable  op in ion soever  they  were.  So tha t  though they 
were many of them somewhat par t ia l  for the Independents,  Separa- 
t i s t s ,  F i f t h - M o n a r c hy - m e n ,  a n d  A n a b a p t i s t s ,  a n d  a g a i n s t  t h e 
Pre l a t i s t s  and  Ar min i an s ,  ye t  so  g rea t  wa s  the  bene f i t  above  the 
hu r t ,  wh i ch  they  b rough t  t o  t he  Church ,  t h a t  many  thou s and s 
of Souls blest God for the f aithful Minister s whom they let in, and 
grieved when the Prelatists afterward cast them out again.”15

Baxter was not the only eminent divine among those after- 
wards ejected from the Church who now secured for clergy- 
men of  “epi scopa l  judgment” a  p lace  in  the Church of  the 
Commonweal th .  Dr.  Edward Pocock,  the g rea t  Or ienta l i s t , 
he ld the l iv ing of  Chi ldrey in Berkshire,  twelve mi les  f rom 
Oxford.  He was charged by hi s  par i shioner s  with us ing the 
Prayer-Book and other s imilar offences. When his tr ia l  came 
on before the County Commissioner s,  John Owen interfered 
and saved him.16

T h o m a s  F u l l e r  h a d  b e e n  a n  e n e r g e t i c  R oya l i s t ;  h a d 
preached a sermon in Westminster Abbey on March 27, 1642, 
which created g reat  resentment among the adherents  of  the 
Parliament, on the text, “Yea, let him take all, so that my lord 
the  King  re tur n  in  peace” ;  had  jo ined  Char le s  a t  Oxford ; 
had been a  chap la in  in  the  roya l  a r my and to  the  Pr inces s 
Henr ietta Mar ia;  had been with the royal  gar r i son at  Basing 
House in 1644, and had been vigorous and resolute in coun- 
sel l ing them to resist  Sir Will iam Wall is ,  who was compelled 
t o  r a i s e  t h e  s i e g e.  He  wa s  no t  unna tu r a l l y  a pp rehen s ive 
that the “Tr ier s” would refuse to conf ir m him in his  l iving, 
and appea led  to  the  k ind ly  in f luence  o f  John Howe.  “You 
may observe, Sir,” he said,  “that I  am a somewhat corpulent 
man,  and I  am to  go through a  pa s s age  tha t  i s  ver y  s t r a i t ; 
I beg you would be so kind as to give me a shove, and help me 
through.” When he  appeared  be fore  h i s  examiner s ,  he  was 
a sked  the  u sua l  que s t ion ,  “Whethe r  he  had  eve r  had  any 
exper ience  o f  a  work  o f  g race  in  h i s  hea r t .” He rep l i ed— 
probably as the result of Howe’s advice—that “he could appeal 
to the Searcher of hear ts, that he made conscience of his very

15 Ibid., i. (1), 116 [i. p. 77].
16 Wood, Ath. Oxon., ii. 869.
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though t s .” 17 The  “Tr i e r s ” we re  s a t i s f i e d ;  Fu l l e r  re t a i n ed 
hi s  l iv ing,  and a t  the Restora t ion recovered hi s  prebend a t 
Salisbury.

A  ve r y  con s i d e r ab l e  numbe r  o f  con sp i cuou s  Ep i s cop a - 
l ians are known to have retained their benef ices through the 
P ro tec to r a t e.  Bu l l ,  a f t e rward s  B i shop  o f  S t .  Dav id ’s ,  who 
had a living near Br istol, kept it and used to recite the prayers 
f ro m  m e m o r y.  R a i n b ow,  a f t e r wa rd s  B i s h o p  o f  C a r l i s l e , 
adopted  the  s ame prac t i ce.  Hacket ,  who had  the  l iv ing  o f 
Cheam, was dis turbed by the Sur rey Committee for reading 
the Book of Common Prayer,  and “found himsel f  under the 
necessity of omitting such par ts as were most offensive to the 
G ove r n m e n t ” ;  t h e n  h e  wa s  a l l owe d  t o  r e m a i n .  Wi l l i a m 
Parsons, Rector of Birchanger, was in jai l  for nineteen weeks 
for his loyalty to the King, but returned to his l iving dur ing 
the Protectorate and usually read the Common Prayer. Though 
an Epi scopa l i an ,  he  was  c rea ted Doctor  o f  Laws a t  Oxford 
while Owen was Vice-Chancel lor.  Thomas Adams continued 
to use the Liturgy and to administer the Sacraments according 
to the Offices in the Prayer-Book at St. Bennet’s, Paul’s Wharf , 
and there were many dis t inguished per sons in his  cong rega- 
t ion .  The  daughte r  o f  Cromwel l  a t t ended  s imi l a r  s e r v i ce s 
conducted by  Dr.  Hewit t .  “Lewis  At te rbur y  ( f a ther  o f  the 
bishop), remained incumbent of Milton, Pocock of Childrey, 
Sanderson of Boothby Pagnell, Stillingfleet of Sutton. .. Ussher 
preached almost within a stone’s throw of Whitehall.”18

Some well-known Episcopalians held off ice in the Church, 
but did not use the Prayer-Book. Pear son, the author of the 
Lectures  on the Creed,  was Lecturer at  St .  Clement’s ,  East- 
cheap. Far indon, a f amous preacher whose sermons sti l l  com- 
mand the admiration of many of the students of that age, was 
minister of St. Mary Magdalene, Milk Street; he was compelled 
for a short time to g ive up his benefice, but soon recovered it. 
Dur ing his enforced retirement some unknown fr iend preached 
for him on two occasions, and after these sermons collections 
amount ing  to  more  than  £40 0  were  made  fo r  the  e j ec ted 
Episcopalian clergy. Nathaniel Hardy, author of a well-known 
exposit ion of the Fir st  Epist le of John, retained a Church in 
Fenchurch S t ree t ,  p reached a  “ loya l  l ec ture” ever y  year  in

17 E. Calamy, Memoirs of Howe (1724), 20–21.
18 Overton, Life in the English Church, 1660–1714, 5. See also 3–6.
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commemorat ion of  the “mar tyrdom” of the King,  and made 
collections on behalf of the deprived clergy.19

I t  i s  apparent,  indeed, that a large number of Episcopal ian 
c le rgymen mus t  have  he ld  l iv ings  dur ing  the  Protec tora te. 
The  h ighe s t  e s t ima te  o f  the  P re sby t e r i an s ,  Independen t s , 
and  Bapt i s t s  e j ec ted  a f t e r  the  Res tora t ion  i s  be low 3,0 0 0 ; 
between 6,000 and 7,000 clergymen retained their benef ices. 
The Act of Uniformity disqualif ied all minister s who had not 
received Episcopal  ordinat ion;  and as  there i s  no proof that 
any considerable number of the clergy in actual possession of 
l ivings at the Restoration had to be reordained, the inference 
i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t he re  mus t  h ave  been  a t  l e a s t  6 , 0 0 0  c l e r gy - 
men,  ou t  o f  about  9 ,50 0  ho ld ing  pa r i sh  l iv ing s  under  the 
Protec tora te,  who had been ep i scopa l ly  orda ined and who 
were willing to continue in an Episcopal Church.20

III

The number of the Episcopal clergy ejected from the Church 
a f ter  the meet ing of  the Long Par l i ament  in  1640 was  ver y 
l a rge,  bu t  ha s  been  enor mous ly  exaggera ted .  Dr.  Gauden , 
according to Walker, estimated the number at 6,000 or 7,000; 
Walker  adds  that  he “seems to have taken into account  the 
Rec to r s  and  V ic a r s  on ly,” and  tha t  i f  cu r a t e s  and  p r iva t e 
chapla ins  who were s i lenced,  and “such Scholar s  who were 
prepared and intended for the Ministr y,” but were prevented 
f rom enter ing i t ,  are added to the l i s t ,  the number must  be 
l a rge ly  inc rea s ed .  Wa lke r  a l so  th ink s  tha t  the  c l e rgy  who 
“would have  su f f e r ed  had not death prevented,” ought a l so to 
be included in the l i s t ;  and by this method of calculat ion he 
raises the estimate to 10,000.21

Ha l l am ,  who  de s c r i b e s  Wa lke r ’s  Su f f e r i n g s  o f  t h e  C l e r gy 
a s  charac ter i sed  by “a l l  the  v i r u lence  and par t i a l i ty  o f  the 
high-church f action” at the end of the reign of Queen Anne, 
pronounces  hi s  e s t imate of  the e jected as  “a  pa lpable  over- 
s ta tement on hi s  own showing,  for  he cannot  produce near

19 For a fuller account of the Episcopalian clergy refer red to in the 
two preceding paragraphs, see Stoughton, Religion in England, ii. 280- 
287.

20 On the number of the Episcopalian clergy ejected, see Neal, iiL 
111–114.

21 Walker, Sufferings of the Clergy, i. 199–200.
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2,000 names af ter  a  most  di l igent invest igat ion.”22 The Rev. 
J. G. Miall gives the following criticism of Walker’s figures:—

“Wa lke r,  a f t e r  s pe ak ing  o f  8 , 0 0 0  e j e c tmen t s ,  f u r n i she s  a  l i s t , 
to complete which let ter s  were sent to every par t  of  England, and 
ten year s consumed, and the whole number (of the parochial clergy) 
he is  able to furnish amounts to 2,399. But in this l i s t  are included 
many  p l u r a l i s t s ,  a nd  many  c a t h ed r a l  c l e r g y  who  h e l d  l i v i n g s , 
deduc t ing  wh ich ,  a  ve r y  con s ide r ab l e  aba t emen t  f rom the  to t a l 
number  mus t  be  made.  I t  i s  c e r t a i n  th a t  t he re  a re  to  be  found 
a  few which Walker  ha s  not  inc luded in  h i s  l i s t ,  but  the  number 
represented by him must be pronounced to be a f able. He produces 
a  l i s t  o f  Hampsh i re,  in  which  and  the  I s l e  o f  Wigh t  the re  were 
2 89  p a r i s h e s ,  bu t  on l y  88  e j e c tmen t s ,  d e s s  t h an  one - t h i rd .  I n 
S u f f o l k ,  5 75  p a r i s h e s ;  13 4  s e q u e s t r a t i o n s .  I n  N o r f o l k ,  6 6 0 ; 
7 8  s e q u e s t e r e d .  I n  C a m b r i d g e s h i r e ,  16 8 ;  41  s e q u e s t e r e d .  S o 
tha t  in  the se  count ie s  the  seques t r a t ions  amounted  to  on ly  one- 
f i f th of the number of par ishes.  Even in Devonshire,  where Walker 
resided, and where he may be supposed to know almost every case, 
where,  a l so,  the  loya l i s t s  were  ve r y  abundant ,  he  on ly  ment ions 
139 sequestrations out of 394 parishes.”23

Neal ’s  es t imate of  1,600—or about one-f i f th of  the whole 
number of the benef iced clergy—is probably nearer the truth. 
Dr. Stoughton f inds “no g round for believing that much less 
than 2 ,0 00,  or  much more than 2 ,500 Epi scopa l  c lergymen 
were expelled from the Establishment.”24 

Th a t  Ne a l ’s  e s t ima t e  i s  f a i r l y  a c cu r a t e  a pp e a r s  f rom  a 
s ta tement presented by the Presbyter ians  a t  the Savoy Con- 
ference in 1661. The Convention Parliament of 1660 passed an 
Act for restor ing to his l iving every sequestered minister that 
had not “justi f ied the late King’s murder, or declared against 
inf ant bapti sm.”25 The measure was to take ef fect  before the 
25th of December, and the actual incumbent was to give peace- 
able possession to the minister s that had been ejected dur ing 
the Commonweal th  or  the  Protectora te,  and was  to  be ac- 
countable for the dilapidations and for any ar rear s of “f i fths” 
which he  had f a i l ed  to  pay  dur ing  h i s  incumbency.  Under 
this  Act a l l  the ejected Episcopal ians would at  once recover

22 Hallam, Constitutional History, ii. 166.
23 The Ejection of the Episcopalians (Bicentenary Papers), 18.
24 Nea l ,  i i i .  111–114.  S toughton,  His t o r y  o f  Re l i g i on  in  Eng land , 

i. 426.
25 C. J. (Aug. 27 and 31, and Sept. 10, 1660), viii. 138, 144, 161–163, 

164–165.
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possession of their churches and par sonages; indeed, many of 
them had recovered possess ion as soon as the King returned. 
And yet  the  Presbyter ians  in  the i r  s t a tement  speak of  only 
“many  h u n d r e d s” o f  m in i s t e r s  a s  h av i n g  b e en  “d i s p l a c e d 
or  removed” a t  tha t  t ime. 26 I f  on ly  “ some hundreds” were 
“cas t  out” to  make room for  the  c lergy e jec ted dur ing the 
t roub l e s ,  t h e re  we re  on l y  “ some  hund red s” t o  c l a im  the 
livings—600 or 700 is a high estimate. Half of those who had 
been ejected dur ing the twenty year s between 1640 and 1660 
we re  l i ke l y  t o  be  a l ive  a t  t he  end  o f  t h a t  t ime ;  and  th i s 
c a l cu l a t ion  wou ld  make  the  who le  number  o f  the  e j ec ted 
Episcopalians 1,200 or 1,400.

26 A Petition for Peace (1661).
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CHAPTER X

PRESBYTERIANISM RE-ESTABLISHED
Oliver  Cromwell ’s  Death—Richard Cromwell ’s  Acce ssion— 

Di s sat i s fact ion  of  the  Army  and  the  Re publ i can s—The 
Counc i l  of  Off ice r s  in  Oppo sit ion  to  the  Parl iame nt— 
Parl i ame nt  d i s solve d—Owe n  and  the  Inde pe nde nt s  un- 
friendly to Richard—The Surviving Members of the Long 
Par l i am e nt  sum mone d  to  return — R i c hard  A b d i cate s — 
Committee of Safety appointed—Monk Commander-in-Chief 
—The New Parliament—Monk’s  Position—Presbyterianism 
Supreme.

CROMWELL d ied  on  Sep tember  3,  1658 ,—“a  day  ve r y 
memo r ab l e ,” s ay s  Lo rd  C l a re ndon ,  “ f o r  t h e  g re a t e s t 

s to r m o f  wind tha t  had  ever  been known,  fo r  some hour s 
be fore  and a f te r  h i s  dea th ,  which over threw t ree s ,  house s , 
and made g reat  wrecks  a t  sea ;  and the tempest  was  so uni- 
ver sa l  that the ef fects  of i t  were ter r ible both in France and 
Flander s ,  where a l l  people trembled at  i t .”1 I t  was the anni- 
ver sar y of  Dunbar and Worcester,  “a day he thought a lways 
very propitious to him,” and on which he had been accustomed 
to commemorate, in the devout Pur itan way, God’s mercy to 
him and the Gospel in g iving him his  two f amous victor ies . 
And now came what was rea l ly God’s  “crowning mercy” for 
Cromwell himself , if not for his country. The great man, after 
a tumultuous l i fe,  entered into rest .  The s tor m which raged 
when Oliver Cromwell  was dying might have been regarded 
as an omen of the public troubles by which his death was likely 
to be followed. Yet, at f ir st, it seemed as if he had succeeded 
in founding a  dynas ty,  and a s  i f  h i s  son Richard was  about 
to  be  peaceably  accepted  by  the  whole  count r y.  For  three 
month s  loya l  add re s s e s  c ame  pour ing  in  f rom a l l  p a r t s  o f 
the countr y.  The ar mies  in England,  Scot land,  I re land,  and

1 Clarendon, History, vi. 102–103.
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Flander s ,  and the of f icer s  of  the f leet ,  a s sured him of  their 
f i d e l i t y.  And  he  re c e ived  t h e  cong r a t u l a t i on s  o f  f o re i gn 
powers2

But there were elements of danger to which Richard could 
not  be bl ind.  There was  a  g reat  dea l  o f  ta lk  about  a  sea led 
paper,  wr i t ten a year before Oliver ’s  death,  in which i t  was 
commonly supposed that Fleetwood, who had mar r ied one of 
Ol iver ’s  daughter s ,  was  nominated hi s  succes sor.  When the 
great Protector died the document could not be found, and it 
was  sa id  tha t  on hi s  dea th-bed he had nominated Richard . 
F l e e twood  wa s  p robab l y  d i s appo in t ed . 3 Th i s  wa s  no t  a l l . 
There was a general feeling among the off icer s that since the 
de l iverance of  England f rom the pre la te s  and the King had 
been wrought by the army, its chiefs had a clear r ight to a con- 
siderable share in the government of the State. The men who 
had crushed the Caval ier s  on so many batt le-f ie lds were not 
mere mercenar y troops.  They had le f t  their  f ar ms and their 
homes trader the inspiration of a profound religious enthusiasm. 
They be l ieved that  they were e lect  of  God to redeem their 
country from vice and ir rel ig ion, from prelat ical  usurpation, 
Papa l  supe r s t i t ion s ,  and  roya l  t y r anny.  The  v i c to r i e s  they 
had won they were in the habit  of  at tr ibut ing to the divine 
hand .  The  anc ien t  P sa lms  ce lebra t ing  the  t r iumphs  o f  the 
chosen na t ion over  the  hea then were  a lways  on the i r  l ip s . 
As yet, their work was incomplete; and what they had actually 
achieved was in per il. They felt that they could not par t with 
their power until the liber ties of the godly among the English 
people  were abso lute ly  secure.  Richard they regarded with 
suspicion. He had taken no par t in the glor ious and ter r ible 
confl ict  in which the enemies of God had been over thrown. 
Soon af ter  hi s  access ion there was a  demand that  he should 
sur render to one of the generals the supreme command of the 
ar my. He refused the demand, taking his  s tand on the Pet i- 
tion and Advice—the instrument which had g iven form to the 
gover nment  o f  h i s  f a ther—and mainta in ing tha t  he  had no 
r ight to vary the ter ms on which the Protectorate had been 
set t led.  This  was  the ear l ie s t  and most  ominous s ign of  the 
danger which menaced him. If he could not rely on the army, 
the foundations of his authority were threatened.

2 Clarendon, ibid., vi. 112.
3 For details see Baker’s Chronicle (continued by Phillips), 563–564.
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There  was  another  quar te r  f rom which he  had  rea son to 
fear trouble. Through the personal ascendency of Cromwell— 
an  a s cendency  de r ived  pa r t l y  f rom h i s  own gen iu s ,  pa r t l y 
from the national disorders which made his supremacy neces- 
sary to the State—the Republicans had been defeated in their 
attempts to establish their ideal polity. Many able and dar ing 
men had bi t ter ly  resented the ves t ing of  supreme execut ive 
power  i n  “ a  s i ng l e  pe r son” ;  and  now tha t  Cromwe l l  wa s 
dead they thought that their chance had come.

The  f i r s t  s t ep  t aken  by  Richa rd  and  h i s  adv i s e r s  wa s  to 
ca l l  a  Par l i ament .  The Exchequer  was  heav i ly  in  debt ,  and 
it was necessary to raise money; it was also thought desirable 
t h a t  a  Pa r l i a m e n t  s h o u l d  r e c og n i s e  R i c h a rd ’s  t i t l e .  H i s 
f a ther,  wi th a  t r ue ins t inct  for  cons t i tut iona l  f reedom, had 
omitted to send wr its to many small boroughs; had summoned 
Leeds and Manchester and some other g reat towns which had 
not been previous ly represented in the House of  Commons, 
to  e lec t  member s ;  and had a l so  increa sed  cons iderably  the 
rep re s en t a t ive s  o f  t h e  coun t i e s .  R i cha rd  re tu r ned  to  t he 
o ld  methods—perhaps  because  he  was  Conse r va t ive  in  h i s 
t endenc i e s ;  p e rh ap s  b e c au s e  he  t hough t  t h a t  t h e  sma l l e r 
boroughs could be more easily managed.

The new Par l iament met on Januar y 27,1658–9.  A quar re l 
broke out at once with the army. A Council of Off icer s held 
dai ly meetings at  Wall ingford House, the res idence of Fleet- 
wood .  They  p a s s e d  re s o l u t i on s  a nd  p r i n t e d  t h em ,  com- 
plaining that the pay of the soldiers was in ar rears, that among 
the men in power were some who treated the ar my and the 
good old cause with insolence and contempt, and some, even, 
who wanted to br ing back the enemies of the Gospel and of the 
nat ion. 4 The Commons voted that  dur ing the Si t t ing of  the 
Parl iament, there shal l  be no General Council  or Meeting of 
the Off icer s  of  the Ar my, without , the direct ion, leave,  and 
Au tho r i t y  o f  H i s  H ighne s s  t he  Lo rd  P ro t ec to r,  and  bo th 
House s  o f  Pa r l i ament .” 5 The  o f f i ce r s  met  the  vo te  wi th  a 
demand tha t  Par l i ament  should  be  d i s so lved;  Richard con- 
sented, and his fall was now inevitable.

I t  wa s  no t  the  a r my a lone  tha t  rega rded  the  d i s so lu t ion 
as  a  tr iumph. I t  was c lear that  the House of  Commons was,

4 Whitelock (Ap. 14, 1659), 677. Clarendon, History, vi. 114–115.
5 C. J. (Ap. 18, 1659), vii. 641.
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on the whole, resolved to stand by Richard, and by the con- 
stitution which placed supreme power in the hands of a single 
per son.  The t r iumph of  F leetwood and of  the of f icer s  was , 
the re fo re,  the  t r iumph o f  the  Republ i c an s .  The  Cong re- 
gat ional i s t s ,  and the larger par ty included under the general 
name of  “Independents ,” a l so regarded the di s so lut ion with 
s a t i s f a c t ion .  In  rep l y  to  a  cha rge  made  aga in s t  h im some 
years later, Owen, the most powerful of the Congregationalist 
leaders, denied that he had any par t either in setting Richard 
up or in pul l ing him down; but there can be no doubt that 
he was  in  cons tant  communicat ion with F leetwood and hi s 
a l l ie s  dur ing the months  immedia te ly  succeeding Richard’s 
acce s s ion ; 6 and  i t  i s  ce r t a in  tha t  h i s  sympath ie s  were  wi th 
the men who were opposed to government by “a s ingle per- 
son.” He was not on very fr iendly terms with the Cromwell 
f amily. It  was known that he had drawn up the army address 
ag a in s t  O l ive r ’s  t ak ing  the  c rown,  and  f rom tha t  t ime  he 
appear s  to have had le s s  o f  Ol iver ’s  f avour. 7 When Richard 
was  made Chance l lor  o f  the  Univer s i ty  o f  Oxford ,  a  shor t 
t ime  be fo re  O l ive r ’s  de a th ,  Owen  wa s  removed  f rom the 
Vice-Chancellorship in favour of Dr. Conant, a Presbyterian.8

The Cong regat iona l i s t  Churches  had jo ined in  cong ra tu- 
lating Richard on his accession; and, indeed, Baxter says that 
in  the county of  Worces ter  they were the only  people  that 
meddled in  the  mat ter ; 9 but  they regarded wi th  uneas ines s 
the increased power which Richard was cer tain to g ive to the 
Presbyter ians ,  and they were l ikely to bel ieve that  to check 
Richa rd ,  o r  even  to  depo se  h im,  wou ld  be  f avour ab l e  to 
re l ig ious  f reedom.  The Cong rega t iona l i s t s  sha red  Mi l ton ’s 
dread of Presbyterian ascendency.

On the demand of the Republicans and the off icer s ,  those 
member s  o f  the Long Par l i ament  who had cont inued to s i t 
t i l l  Ap r i l  20 ,  1653,  we re  c a l l ed  to  re sume  the i r  p l a ce s  a t 
We s tm in s t e r. 10 The  con s t i t u t i ona l  t heo r y  unde r l y ing  th i s

6 Baxter, Life, i. (1), 145 [i. p. 101], says that Owen had a Church 
at Wall ingford House. Orme shows that this is  a mistake. Memoir o f 
Owen (Works), i. 214–216.

7 Orme, ibid., 125; Ludlow, Memoirs (1771), 248.
8 Wood, Ath. Ox., ii. 739.
9 Baxter, Life, i. (1), 145, [i. 100].
10 C l a rendon ,  Hi s t o r y,  v i .  118–119 .  Whi t e l ock  (May  6 ,  1659 ) , 

677–678.
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extraordinar y proceeding i s  ver y s imple,  but  ver y pedant ic. 
The Long Parl iament—or rather the member s of i t  who had 
survived the purg ing proces s  to which the House had been 
subjected—had been dismissed by violence. No legal author ity 
had  d i smi s sed  the  House  which had done such memorable 
things for the nat ion; an Act provided that  i t  should not be 
d i s so lved  wi thout  i t s  own consen t ;  the  consen t  had  never 
been g iven; and therefore, though it had been elected in 1640, 
e ighteen year s  be fore,  i t  was  s t i l l  the  l awfu l  Par l i ament  o f 
Eng l and .  Owen had  obta ined  a  l i s t  f rom Lud low,  and  l a id 
it before the off icers at Wallingford House, of about a hundred 
and sixty persons who had been members of the House between 
1648 and 1653, and who were bel ieved to be st i l l  a l ive.11 On 
Saturday, May 7,1659, for ty-two of them met, made a House, 
drew up a Declarat ion for the publ ic,  and appointed severa l 
Commi t t ee s .  On  the  nex t  d ay,  Sunday,  May  8 ,  t hey  he ld 
special religious services, and Owen preached the sermon.

On May  21,  j u s t  t h ree  week s  a f t e r  i t  me t ,  i t  vo t ed  f o r 
a  f ree Commonwealth,  without “a s ingle Per son,” Kingship, 
o r  Hou s e  o f  Pe e r s . 12 Fou r  d ay s  l a t e r  R i ch a rd  s i gned  h i s 
abdication.

That the Congregationalists  were hear ti ly f avourable to the 
restorat ion of the Rump was shown by an offer made to the 
House  ear ly  in  Augus t  by  the  Cong rega t iona l  Churches  to 
ra i se  three  reg iment s  in  suppor t  o f  i t s  author i ty ;  the  o f fe r 
was accepted, but it  does not appear that the reg iments were 
actually raised.13

The House needed suppor t .  To secure i t s  own power and 
to prevent the Council of Off icers from directing the govern- 
ment  of  the k ingdom, i t  c l a imed abso lute  contro l  over  the 
ar my.  The of f icer s  re sented the c la im.  The quar re l  became 
f i e rce,  and  on  Oc tobe r  12  the  House  c a sh i e red  Lamber t , 
Desborough, Ber ry, and six others of the recalcitrant off icer s, 
and ves ted the gover nment of  the ar my in a  commiss ion of 
seven,  which inc luded Fleetwood,  Ludlow, and Monk.  The 
next day, Lamber t posted several reg iments round the House, 
and i t s  meet ings  were suspended.  The Rump was  d i smis sed 
fo r  a  s e cond  t ime.  A  commi t t ee  o f  twen ty- th ree  pe r son s

11 Or me,  Memoi r  o f  Owen  (Works ) ,  i .  216 ;  and Lud low,  Memoi r s 
(1771), 272–273.

12 Whitelock, 679.
13 Idem (Aug. 9, 1659), 682.
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appo in ted  by  the  o f f i ce r s  a s sumed the  cont ro l  o f  na t iona l 
affairs under the title of a Committee of Safety.14 

The  a r my  i n  Ed inbu rgh  wa s  no t  we l l  p l e a s ed  w i th  t he 
pol i t ica l  author i ty which was being exercised by their  com- 
rades in London, and Monk declared that he would come to 
London and restore the Rump. A Council of State, which had 
been appointed by Parl iament before the sudden and violent 
inter ruption of its sittings, sent him a Commission making him 
Commander-in-Chief of the armies of England, Scotland, and 
I re land.  John Owen wrote  h im a  le t ter  in  the  name of  the 
Cong regat ional  Churches .  The let ter  was car r ied to him by 
Caryl and Barker, two Congregational ministers, who, as repre- 
sentatives of the Churches, entreated him to use his power for 
the  cause  o f  l iber ty  and god l ine s s . 15 Lamber t  a t tempted to 
stop his march southward, but failed.

Al l  over  the countr y rose cr ie s  for  a  f ree Par l iament ,  and 
the off icers, who found that they could not rely on their own 
men ,  re c a l l ed  the  Rump on  December  2 6 .  Now tha t  t he 
House was at  Westminster again, i t  would have been glad to 
send Monk back to Scot land; but he continued to move to- 
wards London, and also continued to be very si lent about his 
own ultimate views, though he was willing to take any number 
of  oaths .  He was in f avour of  a  f ree Par l iament;  and he was 
ready to swear that he abjured Charles Stuar t ,  that he would 
be f a i thful  to the Commonwealth,  would res i s t  the appoint- 
ment of  “a s ingle per son” and the res torat ion of  the House 
of Lords.

On Febr ua r y  6 ,  1659–60 ,  Monk addre s s ed  the  House  o f 
Commons ,  and  s a i d  th a t  he  h ad  re ce ived  many  add re s s e s 
praying that  the present Par l iament might soon be dis solved 
and a new Parliament called, with freedom to make a national 
se t t lement .  He to ld them that  no Par l i ament  admit ted new

14 Whitelock (Oct. 26, 1659), 685.
15 Baker,  Chroni c l e  ( con t inued by Phi l l ip s ) ,  587–588,  descr ibes  the 

commissioners as commissioners of the Independent Churches, men- 
tioning Caryl. But Caryl and Barker, with Whaley and Goffe, were sent 
officially by the Committee of Safety, and carr ied letters from that body . 
to Monk. Whitelock [Nov. 1, 1559], 686. That they should have taken 
a letter from Owen as well ,  suggests the impor tance of his polit ical 
position. But Monk was supposed to be an Independent in relig ion. 
See Orme, Memoir of Owen (Works), i. 217–218; and Neal, iv. 216–218, 
for Monk’s reply, addressed to Owen, Greenhill, and Hook, and by them 
to be communicated to the Churches.
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members without taking some oath or engagement from them, 
but that in his judgment the fewer the oaths and engagements 
imposed the sooner a sett lement would be attained, although 
he hoped that  nei ther  the Caval ier s  nor the Fanat ics  would 
have a share as yet in the civil or military power.16

It  was determined that the members of the new Parl iament 
should take a  so lemn p ledge to  be t r ue and f a i th fu l  to  the 
Commonweal th of  England,  and to the gover nment thereof 
in the way of Commonwealth and Free State, without a King, 
Single Person, or House of Lords.17

The member s  who had been excluded in 1648 now began 
to return to their seats, but without taking the “engagement” 
to be faithful to the Commonwealth, which was to be imposed 
on l y  on  the  member s  o f  t he  new Pa r l i amen t .  They  we re 
Pre sby te r i an s ,  and  the i r  p re sence  comple te ly  changed  the 
cha r ac te r  and  cons t i tu t ion  o f  the  House.  The  change  wa s 
made more decisive by the retirement of many of the members 
who had  been ac t ive  in  the  proceed ings  o f  the  Rump but 
now s aw  th a t  t he i r  power  h ad  gone.  In  a  f ew  week s  t he 
Pre sby te r i an s  were  supreme.  On March  2  the  Wes tmins te r 
Assembly ’s  Confes s ion—with the except ion of  the chapter s 
(30, 31) on Church Censures, and Synods and Councils, which 
were postponed—was adopted as  the nat ional  Confess ion of 
Fa i th . 18 Three  days  l a te r,  i t  was  ordered “That  the  So lemn 
League and Covenant  be pr inted and publ i shed,  and se t  up 
and for thwith read in every church, and also read once a year 
according to for mer Order of  Par l iament ,  and that  the sa id 
Solemn League and Covenant be also set up in this House.”19 
This was followed by a Bill for reorganising the Church on the 
Pre sbyter i an  mode l .  Owen was  removed f rom the  Deaner y 
of Christ Church, Oxford, in favour of Reynolds, a distinguished 
Presbyter ian. Owen and Goodwin had already been excluded 
from the pulpit of St. Mary’s.20

T h e  R u m p  Pa r l i a m e n t  h a d  b e c o m e  t h e  Pa r l i a m e n t  o f 
“ t h e  s e c l u d e d  m e m b e r s .” O n  M a r c h  13 ,  t h e  E n g a g e m e n t 
to  be  t aken  by  the  member s  o f  the  nex t  Pa r l i ament  to  be 
f a i th fu l  to  the  Commonwea l th  wi thout  “a  S ing le  Per son ,”

16 Whitelock, 695.
17 Idem (Feb. 13, 1659–60), 696.
18 Idem, 697.
19 C. J. (March 5, 1659–60), vi. 862.
20 Kenne t ,  76 ,  78 ,  81 ;  and  Woodrow,  Hi s t o r y  o f  t h e  Chu r c h  o f 

Scotland, i. Introd., 10, 12.
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King,  or  House of  Lords ,  was  repea led. 21 The way was now 
clear for the restoration of the old constitution and the return 
of  Char le s .  “The sec luded member s” had done the i r  work, 
and  on March  16  they  d i s so lved .  The  new Par l i ament  was 
to meet in April.

The affairs of the nation were now in the hands of a Council 
of State consisting of thirty-one persons, the major ity of whom 
were f avourable to the Presbyter ian interes t .  Indeed,  at  thi s 
t ime the Presbyter ian par ty  was  in  posses s ion of  the whole 
power of the kingdom. In the army and navy a considerable 
number of the infer ior off icers were Independents and Baptists, 
but the military leaders of the Independents had been removed 
f rom the chie f  commands .  Presbyter ians  were  gover nor s  o f 
a l l  the gar r ison towns; they held the pr incipal  off ices in the 
univer s i t ie s ;  and the author i ty  o f  Par l i ament  had jus t  been 
given to the Solemn League and Covenant.

The Independent s  were  a l a r med.  They fea red  tha t  Monk 
was either plotting to secure supreme power for himself by a 
dose alliance with the Presbyter ians, or plotting to br ing back 
Char le s .  In  e i ther  ca se  the i r  re l ig ious  f reedom was  in  im- 
minent  danger.  Owen and Phi l ip  Nye are sa id to have held 
f requent  consu l t a t ions  wi th  Whi te lock  and S t .  John about 
raising an Independent army.22 There was a rumour of a fresh 
of fer  f rom the Cong regat ional  Churches to ra i se t roops and 
money—four reg iments  and £100,0 00.  But  i t  was  too la te. 
Monk commanded the army, and Monk was in cor respondence 
wi th  Cha r l e s .  P re sby te r i an s  and  Independen t s  were  to  be 
overtaken by a common calamity.

21 Whitelock, 698.
22 Neal, iv. 220.
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CHAPTER XI

THE FALL OF THE COMMONWEALTH
Monk and Charles II.—Declaration of Breda—The Restoration 

— P r e s byt e r i an s  an d  t h e  K i n g — Th e  S tat e  o f  Po p u lar 
Feeling—The Restoration dub to the Weakness of Richard, 
and the  Unwisdom of  the  Inde pe nde nts  and the  Pre sby- 
terians—Presbyterians and the Restoration.

I

IF  pub l i c  d e c l a r a t i on s  o f t e n  re p e a t e d ,  i f  s o l emn  o a t h s , 
cou l d  h ave  bound  h im ,  i t  wou ld  h ave  b een  impo s s i b l e 

for Monk to restore the King. Under Cromwell he had sworn 
to  re s i s t  the  re tu r n  o f  the  S tua r t s ;  he  had  swor n  i t  aga in 
after Cromwell ’s  death; and yet he had permitted Charles to 
tamper with him before he le f t  Scot land;  and on March 19, 
1659–60, three days after the dissolution of Parliament, when 
he pr iva te ly  rece ived S i r  John Grenvi l ,  who brought  h im a 
le t ter  f rom Char le s ,  he sa id ,  “I  hope the King wi l l  forg ive 
w h a t  i s  p a s t ,  b o t h  i n  my  wo r d s  a n d  a c t i o n s ;  f o r  my 
hear t was ever f aithful to him, but I was never in a condition 
to do him ser v ice t i l l  th i s  present ;  and you sha l l  a s sure  hi s 
Majesty, that I am not only ready to obey his commands, but 
to sacrifice my life and fortune in his service.”1

The new Par l i ament  met  on Apr i l  25,  1660.  Al l  who had 
been in ar ms aga ins t  the Long Par l i ament  were lega l ly  d i s- 
qual i f ied for  e lect ion,  but  the House was  fu l l  of  the King’s 
f r i e n d s .  O n  M ay  1  S i r  Jo h n  G re nv i l  d e l i ve r e d  t o  b o t h 
Houses of Parl iament a Letter and Declaration from Charles,

1 Th i s  i s  P r i c e ’s  a ccoun t ,  g iven  in  h i s  Mys t e r y  Me th od  o f  H i s 
Majesty’s Happy Restoration , 133. The book was dedicated to Grenvil, 
then Earl of Bath; and, as Kennet points out, Pr ice probably got the 
f acts from Grenvil, and would cer tainly say nothing without his ap- 
proval .  Clarendon (Histo ry,  v i .  216–219) says  nothing of  any let ter 
from the King to Monk at this stage.



 FALL OF THE COMMONWEALTH 353

wr itten at Breda, and dated Apr i l  14; he had come to Breda 
tha t  he  might  be  ready,  on the  shor te s t  not ice,  to  cros s  to 
England.

In the Dec la ra t ion there  i s  a  memorable  pas sage.  Char le s 
says:—

“Becau s e  t h e  p a s s i on  and  uncha r i t a b l ene s s  o f  t h e  t ime s  h ave 
produced severa l  opinions  in re l ig ion,  by which men are  engaged 
in  pa r t i e s  and  an imos i t i e s  aga in s t  each  o ther ;  which ,  when they 
shall hereafter unite in a freedom of conversation, will be composed, 
or better understood; we do declare a l iber ty to tender consciences; 
and  tha t  no  man  sha l l  be  d i squ i e t ed ,  o r  c a l l ed  in  que s t ion ,  fo r 
di f ferences of  opinion in matter s  of  re l ig ion which do not di s turb 
the  peace  o f  the  k ingdom; and tha t  we sha l l  be  ready to  consent 
to  such an  ac t  o f  par l i ament ,  a s ,  upon mature  de l ibera t ion ,  sha l l 
be offered to us, for the full granting that indulgence.”2

The  House s  l i s t ened  wi th  r ap tu re  to  the  dec l a r a t ion  o f 
Charles, and at once, on the same day, resolved to recall him. 
They rea s se r ted  and conf i r med the  in s t r ument s  and usages 
which constitute the pr incipal guarantees of the ancient con- 
stitution of England—the Great Charter, the Petition of Right, . 
and the Pr ivi leges  of  Par l iament;  but the new secur i t ies  for 
civi l  f reedom and the moderate provis ions for the extension 
of relig ious liberty to which the late King had been willing to 
consent,  and which the exi led pr ince,  long ing for a  throne, 
would have accepted a t  a  word,  were sacr i f iced without  an 
a t tempt to secure them. Monk ins i s ted that  there was  per i l 
in  de lay,  and that  i f  Char le s  were not  invi ted back a t  once 
there might be an outbreak of the old troubles. 3 All  that had 
been won by the agonies of the civil war was flung into the sea, 
except the memory of the three g reat events—the execution 
o f  S t ra f ford ,  o f  Laud,  and o f  the  King .  These  cou ld  never 
be  fo rgot ten ;  and  they  rema ined  a s  pe r pe tua l  war n ing s  to 
succeeding Kings  and s ta te smen tha t  the  submis s ion of  the 
English nation to the tyranny of the Crown and of the Church 
had its limits, and that if these limits were exceeded the nation 
might inflict a terrible vengeance on its oppressors.

2 Clarendon, History, vi. 233.
3 Burnet ,  i .  161–162. For such discuss ion as  took place on con- 

ditions, see Clarendon, History , vi. 245; and Cobbett, Par i . Hist., iv. 
54–57 foll.
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II

W h i l e  t h e  K i n g  wa i t e d  a t  B r e d a ,  t h e  L o rd s  a n d  t h e 
Commons  s en t  depu t a t ion s  to  a s su re  h im o f  the  na t iona l 
l oya l t y,  and  they  were  a ccompan ied  by  rep re s en t a t ive s  o f 
the Presbyter ian mini s ter s  of  London.  I t  i s  a  s t r ik ing proof 
of the conf idence of the Presbyter ians in the strength of their 
posi t ion that  they asked Charles  not to use,  immediate ly on 
hi s  retur n,  the whole of  the Book of  Common Prayer  even 
in his own chapel, and to discountenance the use of the sur- 
pl ice by his  chaplains.  He gave them a spir i ted reply,  te l l ing 
them that as for the surplice he thought i t  “a decent habit”; 
and that  as  for  the service of  the Book of  Common Prayer, 
“he  thought  i t  the  bes t  in  the  wor ld” ;  and “ tha t  whi le  he 
gave them l iber ty he would not  have hi s  own taken away.” 4  
But  Char le s  d id  h i s  bes t  to  win the i r  conf idence.  There  i s 
a s tory to the ef fect that while the Presbyter ian clergy were 
wai t ing in  an ante-room for  an audience with th i s  shrewd, 
f r ivo lou s ,  unbe l i ev ing ,  l i c en t iou s  p r ince,  they  hea rd  h im 
pray ing  in  the  ad jo in ing  room,  thank ing  God tha t  he  was 
a  covenanted King;  hoping that  the Lord would g ive him a 
humble,  meek,  forg iv ing  sp i r i t ;  and pray ing tha t  he  might 
have  fo rbea r ance  toward s  h i s  o f f end ing  sub jec t s  a s  he  ex- 
pec t ed  fo rbea r ance  f rom o f f ended  Heaven ;  tha t  he  migh t 
h ave  “ a  he a r t  con s t an t  i n  t he  exe rc i s e  and  p ro t e c t i on  o f 
Thy  [God ’s ]  t r ue  P ro te s t an t  re l i g ion” ;  and  tha t  he  migh t 
never “seek the oppress ion of  those who, out of  tender ness 
to their consciences, are not free to conform to outward and 
indif ferent ceremonies.” Case, one of the Presbyter ian depu- 
t a t i on ,  ou t  o f  cu r io s i t y  “wou ld  need s  go  and  l ay  h i s  e a r 
to  the  C lo se t -door.  But ,  Heavens !  how was  the  good  o ld 
man ravished to hear the pious ejaculations that fel l  from the 
K ing ’s  bp s .” Qu i t e  ove rcome  w i th  h i s  emot ion ,  he  l i f t ed 
up hi s  hands  to heaven,  and bles sed God who had g iven to 
the English people “a saint of Paradise for their Prince.”5

4 Clarendon, History, vi. 262–263.
5 T h e  S e c r e t  H i s t o r y  o f  t h e  R e i g n  o f  C h a r l e s  a n d  J a m e s  I I . 

(1690) ,  21.  Neal  ( iv.  232)  g ives  the s tor y in a  somewhat  d i f ferent 
form.
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III

On  May  25  t h e  K ing  l a nded  a t  Dove r.  Ne i t h e r  b i s hop 
nor  roya l  chap l a in  appea red  to  rece ive  h im.  Ba rwick ,  the 
b i shops ’ mes senger,  who had been sent  to  Breda ,  had been 
in s t r uc t ed  to  a sk  whe the r  h i s  Ma j e s t y  w i shed  any  o f  t he 
bishops to pay their duty to him on his landing, and whether 
they should appear in their  episcopal  habit s ;  a l so how many 
of  h i s  Majes ty ’s  chapla ins  should meet  h im. The messenger 
had learnt that the best service that the bishops could render 
to  h i s  Maje s ty  a t  pre sent  was  to  keep out  o f  the  way.  The 
King was  rece ived by the Mayor  and Cor pora t ion;  and the 
Mayor ’s  chap l a in  p l aced  a  B ib l e  in  the  King ’s  hands .  The 
chapla in was  in  a l l  probabi l i ty  a  Presbyter ian mini s ter,  and 
may have been one of the two clergymen at Dover who were 
subsequently ejected for Nonconformity.

On  t h e  2 8 t h ,  t h e  K i n g ’s  b i r t h d ay,  h e  e n t e re d  London 
wi th  g re a t  pomp.  Twe lve  P re sby t e r i an  min i s t e r s ,  i n  the i r 
Genevan gowns,  had a  p lace in the proces s ion.  Old Ar thur 
Jackson,  in the name of  the minis ter s  of  London, presented 
Charles with a r ichly bound Bible, and Charles declared that 
it should be the rule of his life.6

Al l  r anks  and descr ip t ions  o f  men began to  dec la re  the i r 
l oya l t y.  The  Independen t  min i s t e r s  o f  London  and  Wes t - 
minster  expres sed their  g rat i tude for  the Breda declara t ion, 
and  the i r  de s i re  to  l ive  a s  peaceable  and  loya l  sub jec t s  o f 
h i s  Maje s ty. 7 The Pre sbyter i ans ,  who a s sumed the  pos i t ion 
o f  the  King’s  pa t rons  and f r iends ,  a s sured h im not  on ly  o f 
their zeal for his author ity, but of their prayers for his spir itual 
we l f a re. 8 The Roman Catho l ic s  approached h im wi th  pro- 
fessions of f aithful al leg iance and with denunciations of what 
they ca l l ed  “ tha t  impious ,  damnable,  and mos t  unchr i s t i an 
position, that Kings or absolute pr inces, of what belief soever, 
who are excommunicated by the pope may be deposed, kil led 
o r  mu r t h e red  by  t h e i r  s ub j e c t s .” 9 Bu t  t h e  Ep i s c op a l i a n s

6 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 82 [i. p. 218].
7 Cal. State Papers (Domestic), Charles II. (May), i. 4.
8 Clarendon, History, vi. 261–262.
9 Bu t l e r,  Hi s t o r i c a l  Memo i r s  o f  t h e  En g l i s h ,  I r i s h ,  a n d  S c o t t i s h 

Catholics, iii. 24; and for other addresses, ibid, 24–34.
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were  s t i l l  kep t  qu i e t .  A s  ye t  i t  wa s  no t  s a f e  f o r  t hem to 
s p e ak .  Had  t he  l awn  s l e eve s  o f  t h e  B i shop s  b een  v i s i b l e 
when the King and hi s  f r iends  cros sed Blackheath on thei r 
way to London, the gr im soldiers of the Commonwealth, who 
looked upon him gloomily enough as it was, would have been 
r e a d y — w i t h  o r  w i t h o u t  a  wo rd  f ro m  t h e i r  o f f i c e r s — t o 
c lo s e  sw i f t l y  and  f i r m ly  round  the  gay  p roce s s ion  and  to 
send him back to Holland.

IV

Cromwell  died on September 3, 1658, and the reign of the 
sa int s  was  over.  On May 29,  1660,  Char le s  s lept  a t  White- 
ha l l ,  and the re ign of  the gambler s ,  the drunkards ,  and the 
ha r lo t s  began .  I t  wa s  a  t r ag i c  change  fo r  Eng l and ,  ab road 
a s  we l l  a s  a t  home.  No  Eng l i s h  p r i n c e  h ad  eve r  c a r r i e d 
himself so loftily among the great powers of Europe as Oliver. 
Wi th in  a  f ew month s  a f t e r  h i s  re tu r n  f rom ex i l e,  Char l e s 
became the  pens ioner  o f  France.  Who was  re spons ible  fo r 
thi s  t remendous t rans i t ion? Looking at  the enthus iasm with 
which Char le s  was  rece ived,  i t  i s  ea sy  and natura l  to  rep ly 
that the nation was impatient of the Pur itan rule, and wanted 
the  King back aga in .  But  when Cromwel l  d ied ,  the  Cava- 
l i e r s  s eemed a l toge ther  c r u shed ;  a l l  hope  had  d ied  out  o f 
them; they had been beaten in succession, as M. Guizot says, 
by  t he  P re s by t e r i an s ,  by  t he  Repub l i c an s ,  by  Cromwe l l . 
They made no sign; and to some it is  by no means clear that 
any strong and general desire for the King’s return would ever 
have  spr ung up but  for  a  succe s s ion o f  d i s a s t rous  mi s t ake s 
committed by the men who had the for tunes of the country 
in their hands.

Richard was  a t  f aul t .  He never apprehended the g randeur 
of  that  concept ion of  the nat ional  l i fe  which his  f a ther had 
been endeavour ing,  in the f ace of  enor mous di f f icul t ies ,  to 
fu l f i l .  He was  indolent ,  se l f- indulgent ,  incapable  of  enthu- 
s ia sm. When he was urged to g ive ef fect  to the vote of  the 
House of Commons dissolving the Council of Officers, to break 
up their meetings by force, and to put Fleetwood, Desborough, 
and Lamber t  under ar res t ,  he sa id that  he would not have a
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drop of blood shed on his account.10 “On his account”—these 
words  revea led  h i s  t r ue  temper.  As  the  ch ie f  mag i s t r a te  o f 
a  g rea t  na t ion he had ceased to have per sona l  in teres t s ;  he 
was the representative of the national author ity; he had charge 
of  the nat ional  sa fety;  and i t  was for  him to vindicate con- 
st i tut ional freedom against  mil i tar y violence. But he showed 
he was unimpressed with the solemnity and magnitude of the 
duties which he was called to discharge for the nation and for 
poster ity. He had not the spir it  and courage required for the 
duties of a great position; he betrayed his trust.

Not to speak of the Republicans and the army leader s,  the 
Independents  a l so deserve ser ious blame. The exper ience of 
the previous ten or twelve years ought to have taught them the 
immense per il of disturbing any settlement in which there was 
a chance that  the nat ion would peaceably aquiesce.  Had the 
leading Independent  mini s ter s  f i r mly res i s ted the e f for t s  of 
F lee twood and  h i s  pa r ty  to  d i s tu rb  Richard ;  had  they  in- 
s i s ted that any moderately good government was better than 
poss ible anarchy;  had they ful ly recognised the va lue of  the 
results  which had been won by the Civil  War, and which, in 
substance at least ,  were cer tain to remain while Richard was 
sur rounded by the statesmen who had been the fr iends of his 
f ather ; had they been less jealous of Presbyter ian ascendency; 
had they remembered tha t  amongs t  the  Presbyter ians  there 
were men who, whatever their zeal for their own polity, might 
be  t r u s ted ,  in  the  long-r un,  to  dea l  generous ly  wi th  the i r 
Independent brethren;  had they resolved to subordinate the 
immed i a t e  i n t e re s t s  o f  the i r  p a r t y  to  the  in t e re s t s  o f  the 
nat ion,—the f ir s t  Par l iament of Richard might have run out 
i t s  natura l  cour se ;  a  second might  have been e lected which 
wou ld  have  repre sen ted  more  comple te ly  the  mind  o f  the 
na t ion;  and so  the  countr y  might  have re tur ned to  cons t i - 
tu t iona l  p a th s .  The  au thor i t y  o f  the  Independen t  l e ade r s 
w i th  the  a r my  ch i e f s  wa s  a  g re a t  t r u s t ;  t hey  shou ld  have 
u s e d  i t  f o r  t h e  w h o l e  n a t i o n .  H a d  t h ey  u s e d  i t  w i s e l y, 
they  might  have  aver ted  f rom the  na t ion  the  po l i t i ca l  and 
re l ig ious  ca lamit ies  which fo l lowed the retur n of  the King.

10 “I shal l  be very much troubled i f  any one i s  injured upon my 
account, and instead of taking away the life of the least person in the 
nation .  .  .  I would not have a drop of blood spilt .” Noble, Memoirs 
of the Protectoral House of Cromwell, i. 331.
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The Presbyter i ans  were  a t  f au l t .  They were  too eager,  a s 
soon as Cromwell was dead, to recover the position which they 
had lost by his accession. The spir it which they began to show 
dur ing the early weeks of Richard’s government alarmed and 
a l ienated the Independents  and the soldier s .  The a lar m and 
alienation were increased after the return of the secluded mem- 
ber s  to Par l iament in 1660.  Divi s ions were created amongst 
those who had a common interes t  in res i s t ing the retur n of 
prelatical tyranny and in promoting the cause of true relig ion 
in the countr y.  Much as  many of  the Presbyter ians  d i s l iked 
the loose ecc les ia s t ica l  pol i ty of  the Independents ;  much as 
they dreaded the protests against the interference of the civi l 
mag istrate in matter s of relig ion, and the demands for a large 
relig ious freedom; they might surely have felt a stronger con- 
f idence in men like John Owen, Thomas Goodwin, and John 
Howe.  They  though t  too  much  o f  a s s e r t i ng  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l 
supremacy when the chief concern of every Englishman should 
have been to secure the polit ical  safety of the country and a 
moderate measure of religious liberty.

In judg ing the par t  which was  taken by the Presbyter ians 
in restor ing the King, i t  i s ,  however, necessary to remember 
that  they a lways regarded with abhor rence the execut ion of 
Charles I. When, in 1648, the Council of Officers decided that 
Charles should be “brought to just ice for the treason, blood 
and mischief ,” of which he had been gui l ty,  they were f i l led 
wi th  d i smay  and  hor ror.  They  accep ted  the  conce s s ion  o f 
Charles at Newpor t as a basis  of peace. A hundred and for ty 
member s were violent ly expel led by the soldier s ,  before the 
House consented to the tr ial of Charles and the appointment 
of  Commiss ioner s  to judge him. These were a l l  member s of 
their par ty. They had fought the King to recover and enlarge 
their  l iber t ies ,  but to put him to death seemed an appal l ing 
cr ime. After  hi s  execut ion they bel ieved that ,  had he l ived, 
Charles would have consented to al l  those l imitat ions on his 
own power, and to all those changes in the ecclesiastical organ- 
i sa t ion,  which seemed to them necessar y for  the prosper i ty 
of  re l ig ion and the secur i ty of  const i tut ional  f reedom. And 
dur ing the year s of Cromwell ’s  ascendency they never forgot 
that the army, in which the Independents had absolute power, 
had  ba f f l ed  the i r  po l i cy.  They  neve r  fo rgave  the  v io l ence 
which e jected them from the House,  They never  recovered
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from the shock produced by the King’s  death. Most of them 
were stil l f i l led with awe by “the divinity which doth hedge a 
King.” This  sent iment of  loyal ty was re inforced by the oath 
which they had taken in the Solemn League and Covenant, in 
which they swore, “We shal l  with the same real i ty, s incer ity, 
and constancy, in our severa l  vocat ions,  endeavour with our 
estates and lives, mutually to preserve the r ights and pr ivileges 
o f  t h e  p a r l i a m e n t s ,  a n d  t h e  l i b e r t i e s  o f  t h e  k i n g d o m s , 
and to preserve and defend the King’s  Majes ty ’s  per son and 
author ity, in the preservation and defence of the true relig ion 
and liberties of the kingdoms; that the world may bear witness 
wi th  our  consc iences ,  o f  our  loya l ty,  and tha t  we have  no 
thoughts  or  intent ions  to dimini sh hi s  Majes ty ’s  jus t  power 
and g reatness.”11 The solemnity of this oath weighed on their 
consc ience s .  Char le s  I I .  was  the  l eg i t imate  he i r  o f  a l l  the 
royal author ity and prerogative of his f ather. Their f ir st con- 
cern, indeed, was to stand by the cause of the true rel ig ion; 
to this  the Covenant pledged them. But i f  the young pr ince 
would g ive l iber ty and protect ion to the servants  of  Chr is t , 
they regarded him as  having jus t  c la ims on their  a l leg iance, 
and claims which, in the Solemn League and Covenant, they 
had themselves  swor n to recognise.  They thought that  they 
could trust him—or, at least, they hoped they could trust him. 
Twice  he  had  t aken  the  covenan t  oa th—f i r s t ,  a t  Spey,  on 
June 23,  1650,  e ighteen months a f ter  hi s  f a ther ’s  execut ion; 
and then at Scone, on January 1, 1650–1. Foreign Protestants, 
Presbyter ians like themselves, were induced to send to England 
glowing accounts of the young King’s zeal for Protestantism. 
And fur ther, the Presbyter ian leaders, conscious of the service 
they were render ing to the young King, believed that gratitude 
would restrain him from treating with har shness and injustice 
those who had res tored him to hi s  throne,  and that  even i f 
he were base enough to forget their claims, they were strong 
enough  to  en fo rce  them.  But  tha t  they  shou ld  have  con- 
sented to Charles’s return without f irm guarantees for constitu- 
tional and ecclesiastical freedom was an enormous er ror. They 
ought to have known the Stuar ts too well to trust any pr ince 
who bore the name.

11 Solemn League and Covenant,  Ar t .  3.  Rushwor th, 3.  ( i i ) ,  478. 
See ante, p. 268.
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CHAPTER XII

GENERAL REVIEW OF CONGREGATIONALISM FROM 
THE MEETING OF THE LONG PARLIAMENT 
(1640) TO THE RESTORATION (1660).

Congregational Churche s  in  London,  a .d.  1640—Worshipper s 
at  Deadman’s  Place  arre sted,  examined,  and gently dealt 
with—Other Se paratist  Assemblie s  in  the Neighbourhood 
of London—Growth of Congregationalist Influence—They 
b e com e  a  R e l i g i ou s  A r i stoc rac y — E x i le s  r eturn — N ew 
Churches founded—Covenant of the Church at Yarmouth 
and Norwich—Burton, Bastwick, and Prynne,  barbarously 
treate d  by  the  Star  Chambe r ,  are  brought  back  by  the 
Par l i am e nt — Th e i r  R e c e p t i on  by  th e  Pe op le — Burton ’s 
“Prote stat ion  Prote ste d”—Kathe r ine  Ch idley ’s  “ Ju st i - 
f i cat ion” of  Inde pe nde ncy—Lord  Brooke  on  Ep i scopacy 
and the Apostolic Order—John Cotton on the Constitution 
of the Church—Impression produced by the Five Dissenting 
Brethren—Congregationalism repressed, not without Pro- 
te st—Cong regational i sm supported by Independents—The 
Terms  not Equivalent :  the ir  Distinction and Relation— 
“ G at h e r e d ” an d  “ R e f o r m e d ” C h u rc h e s — Th e i r  P lac e s 
of  Me et ing—Petit ion  f rom  Bury  St.  Edmunds  for  Jo int 
Occupation of  Parish Church—Cong regational Minister s 
as  Par i sh  Cle rgy—Paroch ial  System  Incompat i ble  w ith 
their Principles—Justice Windham on the Rights of Parish- 
ioner s—State of  the Univer sitie s  during the Civi l  War— 
Vi s ite d  by  Parl iame nt—Re si stance  at  Oxford—Cong re - 
gational i st s  in  the  Unive r s it i e s—Theolog ical  Be l i e f  of 
the Churches—The Savoy Declaration of Faith and Order.

I

AT the  c l o s e  o f  1640  t h e re  we re  two  Cong re g a t i on a l 
Churches in London.

The Southwark Church, founded by Henry Jacob in 1616,1 
had l ived through al l  the sever i t ies  with which Laud endea- 
voured  to  suppre s s  the  Sepa r a t i s t s .  The  cong rega t ion  had 
sometimes been broken up by the off icer s of the bishops, and 
many of  i t s  member s  car r ied of f  to  pr i son;  but  i t  had he ld

1 See pp. 217–218, 220–221
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together, and, at the meeting of the Long Parliament, had for 
i t s  p a s to r  Henr y  Je s s ey,  a  membe r  o f  S t .  John ’s  Co l l ege, 
Cambr idge,  a  man of  g rea t  lear n ing,  e spec ia l ly  in  Hebrew, 
Chaldee, and Syriac, and the rabbinical literature.2

A second Church had been formed in Deadman’s Place about 
the year  1621,  i t s  f i r s t  pas tor  be ing John Hubbard,  or  John 
Herber t .  Under the s tress  of  per secution he and his  Church 
cros sed over  to I re land,  where he died.  Af ter  the retur n of 
the Church to England,  John Canne became i t s  pas tor ;  but 
he was soon compelled to escape to Holland, where he became 
pa s tor  o f  the  Church o f  the  ex i le s  a t  Amsterdam. 3 He was 
succeeded by  Samue l  How,  a  Bapt i s t ,  who i s  de sc r ibed  by 
Roger Will iams as “that eminent Chr ist ian witness,  and pro- 
phet of Chr ist, .  .  . who being by calling a cobler, and without 
human learning, which yet in its sphere and place he honoured, 
who yet, I say, by searching the Holy Scr iptures, g rew so ex- 
cellent a textuary, or scr ipture learned man, that few of those 
high Rabbis that scorn to mend or make a shoe, could aptly 
or  readi ly  f rom the Holy Scr iptures  out-go him.”4 In rep ly 
to John Goodwin, of Coleman Street, who had insisted on the 
necessity of learning for the Chr istian preacher, How published 
a sermon under the title of The Suffic iency of the Spir it’s Teach- 
i n g  w i t hou t  Human  Lea r n in g :  o r  a  Di s c ou r s e  t end in g  t o  p r o ve 
tha t  Human Lea r n ing  i s  no  he lp  to  the  Sp i r i tua l  Unde r s tand ing 
o f  the Word o f  God.  How died in pr ison ear ly in 1640. As he 
had been excommunicated,  he could not  be bur ied in con- 
secra ted g round,  and was  therefore bur ied in the highway. 5 
Stephen More, a deacon of the Church and a wealthy London 
citizen, was elected to the vacant pastorate. He was a Paedo- 
baptist. The major ity of the members were also Psedobaptists, 
but from its foundation the Church had made the question of

2 He afterwards became a Baptist.
3 Canne,  l ike Jes sey,  became a  Bapt i s t .  He i s  sa id  to have been 

the f ir st to i l lustrate the text of Scr ipture with marg inal references. 
Brook, iii. 333–334. and 340; Dexter, 347–348.

4 Wi l l i ams ’s  Hi r e l i n g  Min i s t r y  non e  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  ( 1652 ) ,  n-12 ,  in 
Brook, ii. 457, who also quotes (ibid. 456) the following lines prefixed to 
How’s sermon:—

“What How? how now? Hath How such learning found.
To throw Art’s curious image to the ground?
Cambridge and Oxford may their glory now
Veil to a cobbler, if they know but How.”

5 The Brownists Synagogue, 2.
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Bapti sm an open quest ion both for  i t s  member s  and church 
officers.6

The vigour with which Par l iament was  a t tacking the men 
who had been chiefly responsible for the civil and ecclesiastical 
tyranny of the previous f i fteen year s, encouraged the congre- 
gation to dispense with the precautions which they had usually 
obser ved to ensure the secrecy of  the i r  meet ings ,  and on a 
Sunday afternoon in January, 1640–1, while meeting with open 
doors at the house of Richard Sturges in Deadman’s Place, they 
were disturbed by the off icer s of the King’s Bench, and more 
than s ixty of  them were taken to the Clink. Six or seven of 
them were brought before the House of Lords on the charge 
of denying the King’s  eccles ias t ica l  supremacy, and violat ing 
the s ta tute of  the 35th of  El izabeth enforcing at tendance at 
the parish churches. They answered:—

“(1 )  Tha t  the  l aw o f  E l i z abe th  wa s  no t  a  t r ue  l aw,  fo r  i t  wa s 
made  by  the  b i shops ;  and  tha t  they  would  not  obey  i t .  ( 2 )  Tha t 
they  would  not  go  to  the i r  pa r i sh  churche s ;  tha t  the se  churche s 
were  no t  t r ue  churche s ;  and  tha t  the re  wa s  no  t r ue  church  bu t 
where  the  f a i th fu l  met .  (3 )  That  the  King cannot  make a  per fec t 
l aw,  fo r  tha t  he  was  not  a  per fec t  man.  (4 )  Tha t  they  ought  not 
to obey him but in civil things.”

They were di smissed with a gent le  repr imand, and on the 
next Sunday several of the Lords went to Deadman’s Place to 
see how the church conducted its worship.7

B e s i d e s  t h e s e  t wo  re g u l a r l y  o r g a n i s e d  C o n g re g a t i o n a l 
Churches there were at  thi s  t ime a large number of  miscel- 
l aneous  Separa t i s t  a s sembl ie s  in  and near  London;  many of 
them, no doubt, holding fast to the traditions of Robert Browne, 
and distinguished by the spir it of bitter hostility to the English 
Church  tha t  an imated  the  Browni s t s .  In  1631  B i shop Ha l l 
had wr i t ten with a lar m to Laud to te l l  h im that  there were 
e l even  Separa t i s t  cong regat ions  in or  near  London; 8 he now 
to ld  the House  of  Lords  tha t  in  London and i t s  immedia te

6 Brook, ii. 458.
7 L .  J.  ( Jan .  16 ,  17,  1640–1 ) ,  iv.  133–134 ;  and  Crosby,  His t o r y 

of the Engl ish Baptis ts ,  i .  163. Fuller (vi.  180) wrongly descr ibes the 
congregation as Anabaptists. See Neal, ii . 375, and Dexter, 648–649, 
n. 97. Waddington, fol lowing Neal, represents this Church as being 
that  of  which Henry Jacob was the founder ;  but thi s  i s  a  mistake, 
as shown by Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iv. x 21–123.

8 Ante, p. 219.
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neighbourhood there were no fewer than eighty of these con- 
g regat ions of  “sectar ies ,” “instructed by guides f i t  for them, 
cobbler s ,  ta i lor s ,  fe l t-maker s ,  and such l ike t rash:  which a l l 
are taught to spit in the f ace of their mother, the Church of 
England, and to defy and revile her government.”9

II

Cong rega t iona l i sm was  now about  to  t ake  a  whol ly  new 
pos i t ion in  the ecc le s i a s t ica l  l i fe  o f  England.  There  can be 
little doubt that most of the members of the Brownist Churches 
were mechanics and working people, joiners, shipwr ights, and 
serving men. Their leaders, indeed, were drawn from another 
class :  Browne, Bar rowe, Greenwood, Francis Johnson, Penry, 
B rews t e r,  Rob in son ,  Smy th ,  Hen r y  Ja cob,  Hen r y  Je s s ey, 
we re,  a l l  o f  them,  un ive r s i t y  men ;  and  Henr y  A in swor th 
wa s  f a m o u s  f o r  h i s  H e b rew  l e a r n i n g . 1 0 A n d  a m o n g  t h e 
pr iva te  member s  o f  the  Browni s t  Churches  there  had been 
a considerable number of f air social position and good educa- 
t ion.  But with the except ion of  Rober t  Browne,  who went 
back to the Engl i sh Church, those of  their  leader s  who had 
not  been sent  to  the  sca f fo ld  in  the  t ime o f  E l i zabeth  had 
been dr iven to Hol land or  to New England,  and the ables t 
and the best educated among the members of their Churches 
accompanied or  fo l lowed them. Some of  the pas tor s  o f  the 
two  London  Churche s  we re  l e a r ned  men ,  bu t  they  s tood 
a lone ;  and  mos t  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  l e f t  in  Eng l and 
after the sai l ing of the Mayflower were obscure and i l l i terate 
people.

Bu t  Ba i l l i e ,  t he  Sco t ch  commi s s i one r,  wr i t i ng  i n  1645, 
says:—

“Of  a l l  t h e  by -p a th s  whe re i n  t h e  wande re r s  o f  ou r  t ime  a re 
p l e a s ed  to  wa lk ,  t h i s  [ I ndependency ]  i s  t he  mos t  con s i de r ab l e ; 
not for the number, but for the quality of the er r ing persons therein. 
There be few of  the noted Sect s  which are  not  a  g reat  dea l  more 
numerou s ;  bu t  t h i s  Way,  wha t  i t  wan t s  i n  numbe r,  s upp l i e s  by 
the  we igh t  o f  i t s  f o l l ower s .   .   .   .  Bu t  s e t t i ng  a s i de  number,  f o r 
o the r  re spec t s  they  a re  o f  so  eminen t  a  cond i t ion ,  tha t  no t  any 
nor  a l l  o f  the  re s t  o f  the  Sec t s  a re  comparable  to  them;  for  they

9 Joseph Hall, Works (1863), viii. 277.
10 See R. W. Dale, The Early Independents (Jubilee Lectures), L 26.
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have been so wise as  to engage to their  par ty some of  chief  note, 
i n  bo th  Hou s e s  o f  Pa r l i amen t ,  i n  t h e  A s s embl y  o f  D iv i n e s ,  i n 
the  Ar my,  i n  the  C i t y  and  Coun t rey -Commi t t e e s ;  a l l  o f  whom 
they daily manage with such dexter ity and diligence, for the benef it 
of  their  Cause,  that  the eyes of  the world beg in to f a l l  upon them 
more than upon all their fellows.”11

The Independents had become a kind of relig ious ar istocracy, 
d i s t ingu i shed  fo r  the i r  l e a r n ing  and  fo r  the i r  in t e l l e c tua l 
vigour and acuteness as well as for their zeal.

The  w r i t i n g s  o f  John  Rob in son  and  Hen r y  A in swo r t h 
had been exer t ing for twenty year s  a  considerable inf luence 
on  devou t  and  cu l t iva t ed  men  ;  bu t  tho s e  who  had  been 
most deeply impressed by the ideal greatness of the Congrega- 
t iona l  po l i ty  had  seen  tha t  whi le  S t r a f fo rd  and  Laud were 
mas te r s  o f  the  na t ion  i t  was  hope le s s  to  a t t empt  to  found 
Cong regat iona l  Churches  in  England,  and they had f led to 
New England and to Holland. From the time of the meeting of 
the  Long Par l i ament  the  exodus  was  a r re s ted .  Some of  the 
exiles returned from New England to descr ibe the success of 
the Congregational exper iment in Massachusetts, and the story 
gave new force to the arguments of Robinson and Ainsworth.

New Congregational Churches were founded by Congrega- 
t i ona l i s t s  who  re tu r ned  f rom Ho l l and .  In  1637  and  1638 , 
Br idge and Ward, Pur itan clergymen, crossed from Norwich 
to  Rot te rdam to  e s c ape  the  power  o f  the  b i shop s .  “They 
went  wi th  the i r  wive s ,  ch i ld ren ,  e s t a t e s ,  f r i end s ;  kn igh t s , 
g en t l emen  and  c i t i z en s .” 12 Soon  a f t e r  the  mee t ing  o f  the 
Long  Par l i ament ,  s eve ra l  o f  them began  to  re tu r n ;  and  in 
1642, having obtained the consent of the Church at Rotterdam 
of which they were members, they constituted themselves an 
Independent Church by entering into the following Covenant:—

“F i r s t :  Th a t  we  w i l l  f o r  eve r  a c know l edg e  a nd  avouch  God 
to be our God in Jesus Christ.

“Second ly :  Tha t  we  wi l l  a lway s  endeavour,  th rough  the  g r ace

11 R. Baillie, A Dissuasive from the Errors of the Time (1645), 53.
12 Edward s ,  quo ted  by  Browne,  Hi s t o r y  o f  Cong r e g a t i ona l i sm  i n 

Norfolk and Suffolk,  208. The whole account of the organisation and 
ear ly  h i s tor y  o f  the  Norwich and Yar mouth Church,  a s  g iven by 
Mr. Browne, is  extremely interest ing. Dr. Stoughton tel l s  the story 
admirably in a chapter on the East Anglian Churches in his Spir itual 
Heroes.
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of God ass i s t ing us,  to walk in His ways and ordinances,  according 
to His wr it ten word, which i s  the only suf f ic ient rule of  good l i fe 
for every man.

“Th i rd ly  :  Ne i the r  w i l l  we  su f f e r  our s e l ve s  to  be  po l lu t ed  by 
any  s i n fu l  way s ,  e i the r  publ i c  o r  p r iva t e,  bu t  w i l l  ab s t a in  f rom 
the  ve r y  appea rance  o f  ev i l ,  g iv ing  no  o f f ence  to  the  Jew or  to 
the Gentile, nor to the churches of Christ.

“Four th ly  :  That  we wi l l ,  in  a l l  love,  improve our  communion 
as  brethren,  by watching over  one another,  and,  a s  need sha l l  be, 
to  counse l ,  admoni sh ,  reprove,  comfor t ,  re l i eve,  a s s i s t ,  and  bea r 
with one another,  humbly submitt ing our se lves  to the government 
of Christ in His churches.

“La s t l y  :  We do  no t  p romi s e  the s e  th ing s  in  ou r  own ,  bu t  in 
Chr i s t  His  s t rength;  nei ther  do we conf ine our se lves  to the word 
o f  t h i s  covenan t ;  bu t  s h a l l  a c coun t  i t  ou r  du t y  a t  a l l  t ime s  t o 
embrace  any  fu r the r  l i gh t  o r  t r u th  th a t  s h a l l  b e  reve a l ed  to  u s 
out of God’s word.”13

B r i d g e — o n e  o f  t h e  F i ve  D i s s e n t i n g  B r e t h r e n  o f  t h e 
We s t m i n s t e r  A s s e m b l y — wa s  c a l l e d  a n d  o rd a i n e d  t o  t h e 
o f f i ce  o f  pa s to r.  For  a  yea r  the  Church  met  a t  Yar mouth , 
though  many  o f  i t s  member s  we re  l iv ing  a t  Norwich .  In 
1644,  wi th the concur rence of  the Yar mouth brethren,  the 
Norwich members were constituted an Independent Church.14 
The Yarmouth Church had in i t s  member ship a considerable 
number of per sons of dist inction, and its advice on questions 
of di f f iculty was sought by Churches at  a dis tance as wel l  as 
by Churches  in i t s  own neighbourhood.  From 1650 i t  wor- 
shipped in the chancel of the noble Church of St. Nicholas : 
the  Pre sby te r i an s  met  in  the  nave ;  and  the  two cong rega- 
tions were divided by a temporary wall.15

Cong rega t iona l  Churche s ,  o rg an i s ed  on  the  s ame  p r in - 
c ip le s ,  were founded in  many other  par t s  o f  England ;  and 
where their members had the true ideal of a Chr istian Church, 
and believed that it was possible that an ear thly society should 
be a society of saints, Congregationalism won many adherents.

III

Bu t  t h e re  we re  l a r g e  numbe r s  o f  d evou t  and  educ a t ed 
men in England in 1640 who knew nothing of  the wr i t ings

13 Records of the Church, in Waddington, ii. (1567–1700), 451.
14 Neal, ii. 689, note ; and Waddington, ibid., 444-451.
15 14 See p. 378, note 43.
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of Rober t  Browne,  Henry Bar rowe,  John Robinson,  Henry 
A in swor th ,  o r  Henr y  Ja cob,  and  who had  neve r  s e r iou s l y 
considered the fundamental dif ferences between the polity of 
the Congregational Churches of Massachusetts and the Presby- 
te r i an  Church  o f  Scot l and . 16 A t r ac t  o f  twenty-one  page s , 
publ i shed  in  1641  by  Henr y  Bur ton ,  in  which  the  cen t r a l 
pr incip les  of  Cong regat iona l i sm were c lear ly  and def ini te ly 
s ta ted,  broke upon the Pur i tans  of  that  genera t ion with a l l 
the force of a startling discovery.

In 1633,  Bur ton,  who was mini s ter  of  a  Church in Fr iday 
Street  in the City of  London, Bastwick, a physician at  Col- 
chester,  and Prynne, a wel l-known bar r i s ter,  had been f lung 
into pr ison by the Star-Chamber for publications offensive to 
the  cour t  and  the  b i shops .  P r ynne,  who had  a l re ady  p ro- 
voked the resentment of Laud by wr iting against Arminianism 
and the jur i sd ict ion of  the bi shops ,  was  brought before the 
Star Chamber for his Histr iomastix, a thick quarto of a thousand 
and  s i x  p age s ,  i n  wh i ch  he  f i e rc e l y  a t t a cked  s t a ge -p l ay s , 
ma sque s ,  and  danc ing . 17 The  in fo r ma t ion  aga in s t  h im s e t 
for th that  he had ra i led agains t  these diver s ions ,  though he 
knew that the Queen and the lords of the counci l  were fre- 
quently present at them; that he had also attacked Maypoles, 
the  keeping o f  Chr i s tmas ,  decora t ing  houses  wi th  ivy,  and 
s imilar pract ices ;  that he had asper sed the Queen, and com- 
mended f actious per sons; and that his book was of dangerous 
consequence  to  the  rea lm and s t a te.  Ba s twick  had  wr i t t en 
a book against Romanism in which he had denied that bishops 
were by d iv ine r ight ,  or  of  a  h igher  order  than presbyter s . 
Bur ton  had  publ i shed  two se r mons  aga in s t  the  recen t  in- 
nova t ion s  i n  the  r i t u a l  o f  the  Church .  In  1637  the  th ree 
p r i sone r s  were  aga in  p ro secu ted  in  the  S t a r  Chamber  fo r 
wr iting and publishing seditious books against the Church and 
to  the  s c anda l  o f  the  Gover nment ;  some o f  the  books  on 
wh ich  the  p ro secu t ion  wa s  re s t ed  were  anonymous .  They

16 Richard Baxter,  for instance,  says :  “Til l  Mr. Bur ton publ i shed 
his Protestation Protested, I never thought what Presbytery or Inde- 
pendency were, nor ever spake with a man that seemed to know it. 
And  t h a t  wa s  i n  1641,  when  t h e  wa r  wa s  b rew ing .” Hi s t o r y  o f 
Counc i l s ,  etc. ,  90.  John Owen said much the same. Or me, Memoirs 
of Owen (Works), i. 29.

17 This “Whip of stage-players” was “A Whip so held and used by 
his hand, that some conceived the lashes thereof flew into the face of 
the Queen herself, as much delighting in masques.” Fuller, vi. 113.
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were found gui l ty,  and the cour t  pronounced the fo l lowing 
sentence:  That  Bur ton should be depr ived of  hi s  l iv ing and 
degraded from his ministry, as Prynne and Bastwick had been 
deg raded from their profess ions of law and physic;  that each 
of  them should be f ined £5,000;  that  Bur ton and Bas twick 
shou ld  s t and in  the  p i l lo r y  a t  Wes tmins te r,  and have  the i r 
ear s  cut  o f f ;  tha t  s ince  Pr ynne had a l ready los t  h i s  ear s  by 
sentence of  the cour t  in 1633,  the remainder  of  the s tumps 
should be cut off , and that he should be branded in both cheeks 
with the let ter s  S. L.,  s igni fying sedi t ious l ibel ler ;  and that 
all three should suffer perpetual impr isonment in the remotest 
p r i son s  i n  the  k ingdom.  On June  20 ,  1637,  they  a c tua l l y 
s tood in  the  p i l lo r y,  and  su f f e red  the se  ba rba rous  tor ture s 
i n  t he  p re s ence  o f  many  thou s and s  o f  peop l e.  The  th ree 
pr isoners were then sent to solitary conf inement in the castles 
of  Launceston, Lancaster,  and Carnarvon. When Bur ton lef t 
London,  a  c rowd of  10 0,0 0 0 per sons  a s sembled to  b id  h im 
f arewell  and to show their indignation against the cruelty of 
the cour t ;  and a considerable amount of  money was thrown 
in to  the  coach  o f  h i s  wi f e,  who fo l lowed h im.  The  o ther 
pr i soner s  rece ived  s imi l a r  demons t r a t ions  o f  popu la r  sym- 
p a thy. 18 Be fo re  l ong ,  t o  p reven t  a l l  a c c e s s  t o  t hem,  t hey 
were  removed  to  Je r s ey,  Guer n sey,  and  the  Sc i l l y  I s l and s . 
There they remained till the meeting of the Long Parliament.19

On November  7,  1640,  four  days  a f te r  i t  met ,  the  House 
of  Commons ordered that  they should be sent for for thwith 
by  war r an t  o f  the  House,  and  “made  to  ce r t i f y  by  whose 
war ran t  and au thor i ty” they  had  been mut i l a ted ,  b randed , 
a nd  imp r i s on ed . 2 0 Wi t h i n  a  mon th  t h ey  a l l  r e t u r n ed  t o 
London. Lord Clarendon tells us how they were received:—

“ P r y n n e  a n d  B u r t o n  b e i n g  n e i g h b o u r s  ( t h o u g h  i n  d i s t i n c t 
i s l and s ) . 21 l anded  a t  the  s ame  t ime  a t  Sou thampton ;  where  they 
were  rece ived  and  en te r t a ined  wi th  ex t r aord ina r y  demons t r a t ion 
o f  a f f e c t i on  a nd  e s t e em ;  a t t e nd ed  by  a  ma r ve l l ou s  c on f l u x  o f 
company; and their charges not only borne with great magnif icence, 
but l ibera l  presents  g iven to them. And this  method and ceremony 
kept them company al l  their journey, g reat herds of people meeting 
them at  their  entrance into a l l  towns,  and wait ing upon them out

18 Strafford, Letters and Dispatches (1739), ii. 99 and 114.
19 Fuller, vi. 112–124. Rushworth, ii. (1), 380–382. Whitelock, 26.
20 C. J. ii. 22.
21 Prynne had been confined in Jersey; Burton in Guernsey.
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with wonderful acclamations of joy. When they came near London, 
mu l t i tude s  o f  peop le  o f  s eve r a l  cond i t ion s ,  some  on  hor s eback , 
o ther s  on  foot ,  met  them some mi le s  f rom the  town;  ver y  many 
h av ing  been  a  d ay ’s  j ou r ney ;  and  s o  t h ey  we re  b rough t ,  a bou t 
two of the clock in the afternoon,22 in at Char ing-Cross, and car r ied 
i n to  t he  c i t y  by  above  t en  t hou s and  pe r son s ,  w i th  bough s  and 
f lower s  in  the i r  hands ;  the  common peop le  s t rewing f lower s  and 
he rb s  i n  t h e  way s  a s  t h ey  p a s s ed ,  mak ing  g re a t  no i s e ,  and  ex - 
p re s s i on s  o f  j oy  f o r  t he i r  d e l ive r ance  and  re tu r n ;  and  i n  t ho s e 
acc lamat ions  mingl ing loud and v i r u lent  exc lamat ions  aga ins t  the 
b i shops  ‘who had  so  c r ue l l y  pe r secu ted  such  god ly  men.’ In  the 
s ame manner,  wi th in  f ive  or  s ix  day s  a f t e r,  and  in  l ike  t r iumph. 
Dr.  Ba s tw i ck  re tu r ned  f rom Sc i l l y,  l and ing  a t  Dove r ;  and  f rom 
thence br ing ing the same tes t imonies  of  the a f fect ions and zea l  of 
Ken t ,  a s  t h e  o the r s  h ad  done  f rom Hampsh i re  and  Su r rey,  wa s 
met before he came to Southwark by the good people of  London, 
and so conducted to his lodging likewise in the city.”23

I t  wa s  s i x  month s  a f t e r  Bur ton  had  been  rece ived  w i th 
thi s  enthus ia sm that  he publ i shed hi s  Tract .  Par l iament had 
been alarmed in the spr ing of 1641 with rumours of plots, and, 
to  p ro tec t  i t s e l f ,  requ i red  a  “Pro te s t a t ion” to  be  t aken  by 
the member s  of  the two Houses  and by a l l  per sons  bear ing 
off ice in the Church or Commonwealth.  The “Protestat ion” 
began  wi th  the se  word s—“I ,  A  B,  do,  in  the  p re s ence  o f 
Almighty  God,  promise,  vow,  and prote s t ,  to  mainta in  and 
de fend,  a s  f a r  a s  l awfu l ly  I  may,  wi th  my Li fe,  Power,  and 
E s t a t e,  t he  t r u e,  r e f o r med ,  P r o t e s t a n t  Re l i g i o n ,  e xp r e s s e d  i n 
the  Doc t r ine  o f  the  Church o f  England,  against  a l l  Popery,  and 
Popish innovat ions within this  Realm, contrar y to the same 
Doct r ine.” The  House  sub sequent ly  exp l a ined  tha t  by  the 
words  in  i t a l i c s  was  meant  “only  the  publ ic  Doctr ine  pro- 
fessed in the said Church, so f ar as  i t  i s  opposite to Popery, 
and Popish innovat ions ;  and that  the sa id Words  are  not  to 
be extended to the Maintaining of any Form of Worship, Dis- 
cipline, or Government; nor of any Rites or Ceremonies of the

22 November 28, 1640.
23 C la rendon ,  His t o r y ,  i .  283–284 .  Dr.  Le igh ton ,  f a the r  o f  the 

Archbishop of Glasgow, who, for wr iting his Zion’s Plea against Prelacy, 
had been in pr i son s ince 1630, and had suf fered the most hor r ible 
barbar it ies, was also set free by Parliament. For his tr ial ,  see Rush- 
worth, ii. (1), 55–58. The House of Commons cancelled the sentences in 
each case, reinstated the man in his position, and condemned those who 
had been concerned in these i l legal acts to make such reparation as 
was possible. C. J. (Feb. 22; March 2 , 12, 24, 1640–1; Ap. 20; June 
11, 1641), ii. 90, 95, 102, 112, 125, 173.
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sa id  Chur c h o f  Eng land .” 24 Bur ton was not sa t i s f ied with thi s 
exp lana t ion .  He mainta ined in  h i s  Pro t e s t a t i on  P ro t e s t ed :  o r 
a  Sho r t  Remon s t ran c e,  s how ing  wha t  i s  p r i n c i p a l ly  r e qu i r e d  o f 
a l l  those that  have or  do take the las t  Par l iamentary Protes tat ion , 
that—

“ We  h o l d  c o m mu n i o n  w i t h  P o p e r y  s o  l o n g  a s  we  d o  p u b l i c l y 
r e t a i n  a n d  m a i n t a i n  a ny  o f  t h e  d o c t r i n e s  o f  Po p e r y.  A n d  t h e 
doctr ines of  Popery which we reta in and maintain are these.  Fir s t , 
The impos i t ion of  the  Li turgy.  Secondly,  the  Disc ip l ine.  Third ly, 
The Government. Fourthly, The Ceremonies.”25

In  e f f ec t ,  he  in s i s t ed  tha t  the re  wa s  so  much  o f  Poper y 
in  the Engl i sh  Church,  that  i f  the Poper y were taken away 
very little of the Church of England would be left.

In other parts of the tract he maintained that—

“Under s t and ing  the  Church  o f  Eng land  to  be  none  o ther  than 
a national Church, it wil l  be very diff icult, i f  not rather impossible, 
to const i tute i t  so as i s  ag reeable in al l  points to a true and vis ible 
Cong regat ion of  Chr i s t :  for  a  par t icular  Church or Cong regat ion, 
r i gh t l y  co l l e c t ed  and  con s t i tu t ed ,  con s i s t s  o f  none,  bu t  such  a s 
a re  v i s i b l e  l iv ing  member s  o f  Chr i s t  the  Head  .   .   .  bu t  so  i s  i t 
no t  wi th  a  Nat iona l  Church .   .   .   .  Sure ly  in  the  new for ming  o f 
a  Church,  such as  God requireth in His  word,  Chr i s t ’s  voice must 
f i r s t  be  hea rd ,  to  c a l l  f o r th  Hi s  sheep  and  to  g a the r  them in to 
t h e i r  f l o c k s  a n d  f o l d s .  Fo r  E c e l e s t a ,  t h e  C h u r c h ,  i s  p ro p e r l y  a 
congregation of believers, called out from the rest of the world.”26

I f ,  under the pressure of necess i ty,  the State must set  up a 
nat ional Church in which many things are tolerated that are 
not after the mind of Chr ist ,  i t  ought, he contends, to al low 
those who desire to be perfectly loyal to Christ to form Churches 
o f  ano the r  k ind .  To  the  ob j ec t ion  tha t  “ Independency  i s 
too str ict and cannot be content with a mediocr ity, but aspires 
to such a perfect ion of pur i ty,  as  men are not capable of ,” 27 
Burton replies:—

“As  i f  a l l  t r ue  Chr i s t i an s  were  no t  exhor t ed  eve r ywhere,  and 
so  bound,  to  s t r ive  for  per fec t ion ,  so  much a s  i s  pos s ib le,  a s  we 
read  Mat t .  v.  20 ,  48 ,  e t c.   .   .   .  and  eve r ywhere  in  the  Sc r ip tu re 
is perfect holiness required.28

24 C. J. (May 3 and 12, 1641), ii. 132, 144–145; L. J. (4 May, 1641), 
iv. 233–234. Clarendon, History, i. 352–356.

25 The Protes tat ion Protes ted ,  2.  The book, published anonymously 
in 1641, is in the form of objection and answer.

26 Ibid., 11, 12.
27 Ibid., 17.
28 Ibid., 18.
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But  the  g rea t  ob jec t ion  o f  the  Pre sby te r i an s  wa s  to  the 
impossibil ity of cor recting even the g ravest and most f lag rant 
e r ro r s  wh i ch  an  I ndependen t  Chu rch  m igh t  commi t .  I n 
answer to this he says:—

“ F i r s t ,  t h ey  h ave  C h r i s t ’s  l aw  t o  r e g u l a t e  t h e m .  S e c o n d l y, 
they have the law of Chr ist ,  which is by love to serve one another. 
They  have  the  l aw o f  a s soc i a t ion  and  con fede r a t ion  wi th  o the r 
Churches,  to consult ,  advise,  and confer with,  in matter s  of  doubt 
o r  que s t i on .  And  i f  a f t e r  a l l  o t h e r  remed i e s ,  a ny  b e  ob s t i n a t e 
in his, or their er ror, they are liable to excommunication, either in the 
same Congregation, if it be a par ticular per son, and the er ror g reat; 
or from other Churches,  i f  the whole Congregation have offended, 
and do s t i f f ly  mainta in a dangerous er ror ;  which yet  i s  rare ly seen 
in a well-constituted Congregation, consisting of meet members.” 29

Par l i ament  impr i soned the  pr in te r  o f  the  pamphle t  for  s ix 
weeks.30

Among the wr iter s who took par t in the controversy which 
fo l lowed,  the  most  remarkable  was  Kather ine  Chid ley.  She 
was a  member of  some obscure Church in London, and her 
pamphlet of eighty-two pages is a keen, vigorous, and amusing 
defence of  Cong regat ional i sm. She ca l led i t  The Jus t i f i ca t ion 
o f  t h e  I n d e p e n d an t  Chu r c h e s  o f  Ch r i s t .  B e i n g  a n  An sw e r  t o 
Mr. Edwards his Book, which he hath wr i t ten against the Govern- 
men t  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  Chu r c h  and  t h e  To l e ra t i on  o f  Ch r i s t ’s  Publ i c 
Wo r s h i p :  B r i e f l y  d e c l a r i n g ,  T h a t  t h e  C o n g r e g a t i o n s  o f  t h e 
Sa in t s  ough t  no t  t o  have  Dependen cy  in  Gove r nmen t  upon  any 
o the r,  o r  Di r e c t i on  in  Wor sh ip  f r om any  o the r,  than  the i r  Head 
a n d  L a w g i v e r.  B y  K a t h e r i n e  C h i d l e y .  1  S a m .  x v i i .  4 5 ; 
Judges iv. 21. 1641.

In  the  s ame  yea r  Cong rega t iona l i sm  wa s  de f ended  by  a 
per son of  much higher  author i ty  in  A Dis cou r s e  open ing  the 
N a t u r e  o f  t h a t  E p i s c o p a c i e  w h i c h  i s  e x e r c i s e d  i n  E n g l a n d . 
Where in,  wi th a l l  Humi l i ty,  a re  r ep re sented some Cons ide ra t ions 
tending to the much desi red Peace, and long expected Reformation, 
o f  Th i s  ou r  Mo th e r  Chu r c h .  By  t h e  R i gh t  Honou ra b l e  Rob e r t 
Lord Brooke ,  1641. A second edit ion appeared in the fol low- 
ing year. He says:—

“It  i s  not  the  l o oky  much le s s  the  name  o f  a  B i shop tha t  I  f ea r 
o r  qua r re l  wi th ;  i t  i s  h i s  Natu r e ,  h i s  Of f i c e ,  tha t  d i sp l ea se th  me.

29 The  P r o t e s t a t i on  P r o t e s t e d ,  21.  Hanbur y,  His t o r i c a l  Memo r i a l s , 
ii. 73–771 gives the passages quoted, but not always accurately.

30 C. J. (July 10 and Aug. 24, 1641), ii. 205–206, 269–270.
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Nor yet his Nature, or Off ice in general ;  but Such,  and so clothed, 
o r  r a t h e r  ve i l e d ,  w i t h  s u ch  and  s u ch  ad j unc t s .  Fo r,  t o  me  t h e 
word ‘Bishop’ signifies, either—

“(1)  One that  i s  to  Preach,  Admini s ter  the Sacraments ,  Exhor t , 
Reprove,  Convince,  Excommunica te,  e tc. ,  not  on ly  in  some one 
di s t inct  Cong regat ion,  h i s  own Par i sh ,  but  in  many,  severa l  Con- 
g reg a t i on s  c rowded  up  toge the r  i n  one  s t r ange  ( and ,  f o r  l ong , 
unknown) word, a Diocese.

“Or  (2 )  one  who ha th  to  a l l  th i s  added ,  not  on ly  the  name o f 
a  Civi l  Lord,  (with which bare name, or shadow, I  f ight  not , )  but 
a l so  a  vas t  unwie ldy ( I  had a lmost  sa id  unl imi ted)  Power in  Civ i l 
G o v e r n m e n t ;  w h i c h  mu s t  n e e d s  d r aw  o n  a  m i g h t y  Tr a i n ,  a n d 
c lo the  i t se l f  wi th  g lor ious  Robes  o f  long extended and magni f i c 
s ty les ,  scarce to be mar shal led by a better  Hera ld than El ihu,  who 
could give no Titles.

“Or (3)  in the las t  p lace,  (which should be f i r s t , )  a  t rue f a i thful 
Overseer ,  that,  over one single Congregation, hath a joint care with 
the Elder s ,  Deacons,  and rest  of  the Assembly,  who are a l l  fe l low- 
helpers, yea servants each to others’ faith.

“Thi s  l a s t  i s  a  Bishop,  o f  the f i r s t  Ins t i tu t ion;  o f  Chr i s t ’s  a l low- 
ance: settled in divers Churches, even in the Apostles’ times.

“The f i r s t  i s  of the se cond Century ,  when Doctr ine, Discipl ine, a l l 
Rel ig ion,  began to wane.  For even then.  Myste r i ous  Ant i c h r i s t  was 
not only conceived, but began to quicken.

“The  s e c o nd  ro s e  l a s t ,  ( t hough  f i r s t  i n t ended  by  the  Church ’s 
Enemy. )  R i s i n g  up  wh i l e  t h e  wo r l d  wa s  bu s y,  l ook ing  a l l  one 
way; as amazed at the new Beast, successor to the Dragon.

“ T h i s  i s  n ow  o u r  a d v e r s a r y :  O n e  m o n s t ro u s l y  c o m p o u n d e d , 
o f  d i f f e ren t ,  ye a  oppo s i t e  Of f i c e s ;  and  tho se  the  g re a t e s t ,  bo th 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l  a n d  C i v i l :  f o r  w h i c h  h e  s e e m s  n o  way  a b l e ,  n o 
way fit.”31

Nor  i s  he  s a t i s f i ed  w i th  a t t a ck ing  Ep i s copacy :  he  sums 
up his  account of the apostol ic order of Chr is t ian Churches 
in the following decisive words:—

“I f  you wi l l  be  bound e i ther  by  t ex t  o r  c on t ex t ,  o r  the  c ommon 
ac cepta t ion  of  the word in the Scr ipture;  by Church  must  be under- 
s t ood  t h e  who l e  C on g r e g a t i o n” ( i . e .  a l l  t h e  c hu rch  membe r s  a s 
dis t inguished from the church off icer s) .  “Again, for excommunica- 
t ion o f  member s ,  1  Cor.  v.  13,  S t .  Pau l  commandeth Them ( s c i l . 
the whole Church) to put away that wicked per son, and to del iver 
up  such  a  one  to  Sa t an :  2  Cor.  i i .  6–8 ,  They  re s to re  h im;  they 
forgive him.

“Thus we see everywhere, That in election of Off icers, in decision 
of Controver s ies ,  in cases  of  Conscience, in excommunicat ion, the

31 A Discourse, etc. (i. 2), 2.
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w h o l e  C h u rc h  d i s p o s e t h  eve r y t h i n g ;  n o t  t h e  B i s h o p s ,  n o t  t h e 
Presbyters alone.”32

S eve r a l  l e ad ing  membe r s  o f  bo th  Hou se s  o f  Pa r l i amen t 
had appea led to John Cotton,  of  Bos ton,  Massachuset t s ,  to 
return to England that he might suppor t with his exper ience 
of the practical working of Congregationalism the few scholars 
and divines who were maintaining the struggle for ecclesiastical 
f reedom. He decl ined the invi tat ion,  but sent  over a  manu- 
scr ip t  which was  publ i shed in  1642,  under  the  t i t l e  o f  The 
Tr u e  Con s t i t u t i o n  o f  a  Pa r t i c u l a r  V i s i b l e  Chu r c h ,  p r o v e d  by 
S c r i p t u r e :  Whe r e i n  i s  b r i e f ly  Demon s t ra t e d  by  Que s t i o n s  and 
Answe r s,  Wha t  Of f i c e r s,  Wor sh ip  and  Gove r nmen t  Chr i s t  ha th 
o rd a i n e d  i n  H i s  Chu r c h .  Th i s  p amph l e t  o f  t h i r t e en  p age s 
soon ran into a second edition and produced a wide and deep 
impre s s ion .  John Owen examined i t  wi th  the  in tent ion o f 
writing a reply, but it converted him to Congregationalism.33

But  what  contr ibuted most  o f  a l l  to  a t t rac t  the  a t tent ion 
o f  the  mos t  in te l l i gent  and devout  men in  Eng land to  the 
“Cong regat ional  way” was the manner in which ‘* the Five 
Dissenting Brethren” maintained their  posi t ion in the West- 
m in s t e r  A s s emb l y.  The i r  mode r a t i on  l e s s e n ed  t h e  a l a r m 
wi th  which  the i r  p r inc ip le s  were  rega rded ;  the i r  courage, 
their  intel lectual  vigour,  their  ingenuity,  and their  lear ning, 
commanded  un ive r s a l  admi r a t ion  and  re spec t .  Dur ing  the 
g re a t  d eb a t e s  t h e  Je r u s a l em  Chambe r  wa s  c rowded  w i t h 
member s of  both Houses of  Par l iament,  and the controver sy 
was followed with eager interest in every par t of the country. 
In 1640 the differences between Congregationalism and Presby- 
t e r i an i sm were  a lmos t  unknown even to  l ea r ned  Pur i t an s ; 
f ive years later a large number of Pur itans had already become 
Cong regat ional i s t s ,  and a s t i l l  larger number were g radual ly 
drifting towards Congregationalism.

Bu t  even  in  1645  Cong rega t iona l i sm wa s  rega rded  wi th 
such  d re ad  by  the  P re sby t e r i an  pa r t y  wh ich  had  sup reme 
power  in  Par l i ament ,  tha t  i t  s eemed doubt fu l  whether  the 
Congregat ional i s t s  would be tolerated. In the cour se of that 
yea r  John Goodwin,  Vica r  o f  Coleman S t ree t ,  was  e jec ted 
by the Committee for Plundered Minister s  on the ostensible 
g round that he would neither al low his par ishioner s to come

32 A Discourse, etc. (ii. 4), 85; and cf. ibid. (i. 6), 32.
33 Owen, Works, xix. 274, and in Orme, Memoirs, ibid., i. 55–56.
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to the Lord’s Table, nor baptize their children, unless he was 
sa t i s f ied that  they were l iv ing a  Chr i s t ian l i fe.  His  host i l i ty 
to  Ca lv in i sm was  p robably  one  o f  the  rea l  rea sons  fo r  h i s 
e j e c tmen t . 34 Henr y  Bur ton  wa s  e j e c t ed  a t  the  s ame  t ime. 
“B l e s s e d  b e  God ,” w r i t e s  B a i l l i e ,  i n  Ju l y,  1645,  “ a l l  t h e 
min i s te r s  o f  London a re  for  u s .  Bur ton and Goodwin,  the 
on l y  two  t h a t  we re  I ndependen t ,  a xe  by  t h e  Pa r l i amen t 
removed  f rom the i r  p l a ce s .  Seven  o r  e i gh t  p reache r s  tha t 
a re  aga in s t  our  way a re  on ly  l ec turer s  in  the  c i ty,  but  not 
ministers.”35

A t  t he  c l o s e  o f  t he  ye a r  1646 ,  t he  Hou se  o f  Commons 
a t  one  s i t t ing  pa s sed  two impor tan t  re so lu t ions ,—the  f i r s t 
fo rb idd ing  a l l  pe r sons  not  regu l a r ly  orda ined  “e i ther  here 
or in some other reformed church” to preach or expound the 
Scr iptures in any church or chapel, or any other public place; 
the  s econd  s t a t ing  tha t  they  “do  d i s l i ke  and  wi l l  p roceed 
against  a l l  such minis ter s  or other s  as  sha l l  publ i sh mainta in, 
by  P r e a c h i n g,  Wr i t i n g,  P r i n t i n g,  o r  any  o t h e r  way,  any  t h i n g 
a g a i n s t  o r  i n  De r o g a t i on  o f  t h e  Chu r c h  Gove r nmen t ,  wh i c h  i s 
now e s t ab l i s h ed  by  the  au thor i ty  o f  both  House s  o f  Pa r l i a - 
ment”; and “all justices of the peace, sher iffs, mayors, bailiffs, 
and other head off icers of corporations, and all off icers of the 
army,” are directed “by al l  lawful ways and means to prevent 
offences of this kind, and g ive notice hereof unto this House; 
that thereupon course may be speedily taken for a due punish- 
ment to be inf l icted upon them.” An amendment to the f ir s t 
resolution, l imiting the prohibit ion to preaching and leaving 
expo s i t i on  f re e,  wa s  l o s t  by  105  vo t e s  t o  57 :  t h e  s e cond 
resolution passed without a division.36

I n  p a r t s  o f  t h e  c oun t r y  whe re  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s  we re 
s t rong,  the Cong regat ional i s t s  appear  to have suf fered some 
t empora r y  inconven ience  f rom th i s  rep re s s ive  po l i cy.  Bu t 
the leading Independents f irmly protested against it. Jeremiah 
Burroughs, preaching before the House of Peers in Westminster

34 Wi l son ,  Di s s en t i n g  Chu r c h e s ,  i i .  406 ;  and  T.  Jack son ,  Li f e  o f 
John Goodwin ,  84–85.  Goodwin was accused of  “Sociniani sm,” and 
also of wishing to g ive “a full liber ty of conscience to all sects, even 
Turks ,  Jews ,  and Papi s t s .” R.  Ba i l l i e,  Let t e r s  and  Jou r na l s ,  i i .  111, 
181, 192.

35 R.  Ba i l l i e,  Let t e r s  and  Jou r na l s ,  i i .  299 ,  c f .  296 .  (To the  Ear l 
of Lauderdale and Mr. George Young, July 8, 1645.)

36 C. J. (Dec. 31, 1646), v. 34.
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Abbey, warned the House that the attempt to force their polity 
on the nat ion would be defeated.  “Consider,” he sa id,  “you 
have to dea l  wi th Engl i sh  consc iences ;  there  i s  no countr y 
so  f amous  for  f i r m,  s t rong oaks  a s  Eng land .  You wi l l  f ind 
English consciences to be so.”37

These  appea l s ,  however,  would have been ine f fec t ive  had 
they not been suppor ted by a powerful par ty which included 
a g reat var iety of opinions on questions both of doctr ine and 
of church polity.

In addi t ion to those who were convinced—or par t ly  con- 
v inced—tha t  the  Cong rega t iona l  po l i t y  wa s  the  po l i t y  o f 
the apostolic Churches, and that for al l  ages i t  i s  the noblest 
organisat ion of the common l i fe of those that are in Chr is t , 
there were men of a l l  ranks and descr iptions who shared the 
Cong regat ional  host i l i ty to Episcopacy and Presbyter ianism. 
The tyranny of the bishops had been intolerable; the tyranny 
o f  Pre sby te r i e s ,  Synods ,  and  Genera l  As sembl ie s  might  be 
equal ly intolerable.  The content ion that  every cong regat ion 
should be free to regulate its own affairs, elect its own off icers, 
and conduct i t s  own wor ship in whatever way seemed to i t s 
own member s most in harmony with the wil l  of  God, was a 
contention for Freedom. It was suppor ted by polit icians who 
dreaded the polit ical  power of the g reat organised Churches; 
by the “sectar ies ,” who knew that they were l ikely to suf fer 
a s  much f rom Presbyter y  a s  f rom Epi scopacy ;  by  men who 
cared a g reat  deal  for pract ica l  godl iness ,  but who had been 
unable to reach any sett led conclusions on questions relat ing 
to  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  gover nment ;  and by  men who had broken 
new g round in re l ig ious  specula t ion,  and wanted to be le f t 
f ree to fo l low what they bel ieved to be the teaching of  the 
Spir i t  of  God, without the inter ference of  any eccles ias t ica l 
author it ies .  These men were not Congregationalis ts ,  in thev. 
true histor ic sense of the word; but they were “Independents,” 
and when Epi scopacy was  abol i shed they did ver y much to 
prevent the effective establishment of Presbyterianism.

“ C o n g re g a t i o n a l i s m ” d e n o t e s  a  p o s i t i v e  t h e o r y  o f  t h e 
organisat ion and power s of  Chr is t ian Churches.  This  theory 
ma in t a in s  ( i )  Tha t  Churche s  a re  no t  in  the  s t r i c t e s t  s en se 
of  the words “voluntar y societ ies ,” but societ ies  founded by 

37 A Sermon prea c hed a t  a  la t e  Fas t  be fo r e  the  Right  Honourabl e  the 
House of Peers (Nov. 26, 1645), 45.
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Chr i s t  Himse l f ,  to  which i t  i s  Hi s  wi l l  tha t  a l l  those  who 
be l ieve in  Him should be long.  (2 )  That  in  ever y  Chr i s t i an 
Church the wil l  of Chr ist  i s  the supreme author ity, and that 
in the recept ion and exclus ion of  member s ,  in the e lect ion 
o f  o f f i ce r s ,  in  the  conduct  o f  wor sh ip,  and in  ever y  o ther 
chu rch  a c t ,  i t  i s  t o  be  imp l i c i t l y  obeyed .  ( 3 )  Tha t  t he re 
i s  a n  i n f i n i t e  c o n t r a s t  b e t we e n  t h o s e  w h o  r e c e i ve  t h e 
Lord Jesus  Chr i s t  a s  the Son of  God and the Saviour of  the 
human  r a c e,  and  tho s e  who  do  no t ;  and  th a t  on l y  t ho s e 
who have so received Him should be member s  of  Chr i s t ian 
Churche s .  (4 )  Tha t  by  the  wi l l  o f  Chr i s t  a l l  the  member s 
of a Chr istian Church—dot the off icers only—are directly re- 
sponsible to Him for maintaining His author ity. And (5) That 
a s  an  i n f e rence  f rom the  l a s t  p r i n c i p l e ,  eve r y  s o c i e t y  o f 
Chr i s t ians  organised for Chr i s t ian wor ship,  ins truct ion,  and 
fellowship is a Chr istian Church and is Independent of external 
control.38

But  “ Independency” ha s  on ly  a  nega t i ve  s en se.  I t  s imp ly 
a f f i r ms the r ight  o f  any soc ie ty  of  pr iva te  per sons  to  meet 
together for worship and relig ious instruction and exhortation 
w i thou t  be ing  in t e r f e red  w i th  by  any  ex t e r na l  au tho r i t y. 
The r ight may be asser ted—not on the Congregational theory, 
that since Chr ist is present in the assembly, guiding its decisions, 
inspir ing and controlling its whole life, loyalty to Christ compels 
i t s  member s  to  re s i s t  the  in t r us ion of  b i shops ,  synods ,  and 
t h e  c i v i l  m a g i s t r a t e — bu t  o n  q u i t e  o t h e r  g ro u n d s .  T h e 
societ ies  c la iming “Independence” may not be organised on 
the pr inciples which are of the essence of Congregationalism; 
and the i r  member s  may deny the  g rea t  Chr i s t i an  t r u ths  in 
w h i c h  t h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  p o l i t y  i s  ro o t e d .  L i ke  “ P ro - 
testantism,” which is also a negative term, and includes many 
for ms of  doctr ina l  opinion and many for ms of  eccles ias t ica l 
p o l i t y,  “ I n d e p e n d e n c y ” m ay  i n c l u d e  r e l i g i o u s  s o c i e t i e s 
d i f fer ing ver y widely f rom each other  in their  organi sa t ion 
and their creed.

Histor ical ly the two terms have been used interchangeably. 
For  the  l a s t  two hundred  yea r s  mos t  “ Independent s” have 
been Congregat ional i s t s—or, at  least ,  the Churches descr ib- 
ing  themse lve s  a s  “ Independent” Churche s  have  pre se r ved

38 See for i l lustrat ion and proof of  these pr inciples ,  R. W. Dale, 
Manual of Congregational Principles, 9–89.
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the t rad i t ions  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  po l i ty.  But  under  the 
Commonwealth and the Protectorate many Congregationalists 
ob jec ted  to  be  de sc r ibed  a s  Independent s ;  and  there  were 
many  Independen t s  who  were  no t  Cong rega t i ona l i s t s .  I n 
a  word ,  the  “ Independen t s”—somet ime s  c a l l ed  “po l i t i c a l 
Independent s”—were  ag reed  on the  one  po in t ,  tha t  ever y 
separate congregation should be free from al l  external eccle- 
s i a s t ica l  contro l ,  and that  the power of  the c iv i l  mag i s t ra te 
should be altogether withdrawn from the province of relig ion, 
or should be subjected to limitations that would leave “toler- 
a ted” cong rega t ions  a  ver y  l a rge  f reedom;  the  “Cong rega- 
tionalists” were not only agreed in asser ting the independence 
of every separate congregation, but held a very def inite theory 
on the manner in which every separate congregation claiming 
to be a Christian Church ought to be organised.

IV

Unde r  t h e  Cromwe l l i an  s e t t l emen t  t h e  Cong reg a t i ona l 
Churches may be divided into two clas ses—(a )  the Gathered 
Churches and (b) the Reformed Churches.39

The  Gathe r e d  Churche s  were  fo r med ,  a s  Cong rega t iona l 
Churches are formed now, without any reference to the par ishes 
to which the member s  belonged. Some of  them had exis ted 
for several years; many more were founded after the execution 
of the King. If a Congregationalist minister was appointed to 
the vicarage or rectory and the Gathered Church was without 
a  pas tor,  i t  somet imes  e lected him to the pas tora te,  and he 
rece ived  h i s  min i s t e r i a l  suppor t  f rom the  t i the s  and  o ther 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  r evenue s  o f  t h e  p a r i s h .  I n  o t h e r  c a s e s  t h e 
Cong regat iona l  pa s tor  was  s t i l l  suppor ted by the  f ree  con- 
t r ibut ions  o f  the  church member s .  In  other  ca se s ,  aga in ,  a 
mini s ter  who was  a l ready pas tor  of  a  Gathered Church was 
made  v i c a r,  re c to r,  o r  l e c tu re r  a t  t he  pa r i sh  church ,  and 
received the income of the office.

The  Re f o r med  Churche s  were  founded  a s  the  immed i a t e 
resul t  of  the appointment of  a  Cong regat ional i s t  to a par i sh 
l iv i ng .  He  i nduced  t ho s e  o f  h i s  p a r i s h i one r s  who  i n  h i s 
judgment  were re ly ing on Chr i s t  for  e ter na l  s a lva t ion,  and

39 See Browne, Congregationalism in Norfolk and Suffolk, 164–165.
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tr ying to keep His laws,  to const i tute themselves a Cong re- 
gational Church; and after they had done it, they elected him 
as their pastor.

In  London,  even  under  Cromwel l ,  the  power  o f  Pre sby- 
ter ianism continued to be considerable, and only a few Con- 
g re g a t i on a l i s t s  h e l d  l iv i ng s  i n  t h e  c i t y  o r  i t s  immed i a t e 
n e i ghbou rhood ;  bu t  t h e s e  we re  men  o f  g re a t  em inence. 
Caryl was rector of St. Mary Magnus; Nye of St. Bartholomew 
by the Exchange;  Greenhi l l  he ld the l iv ing of  Stepney,  and 
a f ter  the  dea th of  Je remiah Bur roughs ,  Mat thew Mead was 
a s soc i a t ed  wi th  h im a s  mor n ing  l e c tu re r ;  Thomas  Brook s 
was rector of St. Margaret’s, Fish Street Hill.40

John  Owen  had  he l d  t he  l iv i ng  o f  Cogge sha l l  i n  E s s ex 
from 1646, and resigned it in 1651 for the Deanery of Chr ist 
Church,  Oxford.  John Howe, who had been par i sh minis ter 
of Tor r ington in Devonshire, became chaplain to Cromwell in 
1656,  and l ived at  Whitehal l .  Wil l iam Br idge,  the pas tor  of 
t h e  “ G a t h e r e d  C h u r c h ” a t  Ya r m o u t h ,  r e c e i ve d  a  ye a r 
from the Corporation as town lecturer.  Theophilus Gale was 
a regular preacher in Winchester Cathedral.41

The  “Ga the red  Churche s ,” even  when  they  had  e l e c t ed 
a parochial incumbent to the pastorate, sometimes continued 
to meet  in  pr iva te  houses  for  the ce lebra t ion of  the Lord’s 
S u p p e r  a n d  f o r  c h u r c h  f e l l ow s h i p .  E ve n  “ R e f o r m e d 
Churches” fo l lowed the same pract ice.  But  Wil l iam Strong, 
a Fellow of St. Cathar ine’s College, Cambr idge, was pastor of 
a  Cong regat iona l  Church that  met  in  Westmins ter  Abbey, 42 
and Job Tookey was pastor of a Church that met in the Abbey 
o f  S t .  A lban s .  The  Independen t  Church  a t  Exe te r  me t  in 
t he  c a thed r a l .  A t  Hu l l ,  a t  Ya r mou th ,  and  a t  many  o the r 
places ,  the Congregat ional  Church met in one of the par i sh 
churches; where the building was large, a wall was sometimes 
e rec ted  to  d iv ide  the  chance l  f rom the  nave ;  and  Pre sby- 
ter ians  and Independents  met  for  wor ship a t  the same t ime 
and under the same roof.

I n  1658  t h e  “ C o n g re g a t i o n a l  o r  G a t h e re d  C h u rc h ” a t 
Bury, in Suffolk,  addressed a pet i t ion to Richard Cromwell ,

40 For fuller details, see Stoughton, Religion in England, ii. 207–211.
41 But he probably had no official relation to any Church in that city.
42 Ca l amy,  Ac c o u n t  o f  S i l e n c e d  M i n i s t e r s,  i i .  41.  A  vo l ume  o f 

Strong’s sermons, published after his death, descr ibes him as “lately 
of the Abbey of Westminster.”
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the Lord Protector,  and to the Lords  of  h i s  Pr ivy Counci l , 
comp l a in ing  tha t  the  P re sby te r i an s  o f  the  town were  no t 
treating them fairly. They say

“ [We]  do g rea t ly  re jo ice  tha t  we l ive  under  such a  gover nment 
a s  i n  i t s  f undament a l  con s t i tu t ion  ha th  t aken  such  p r uden t  and 
t ende r  c a re  f o r  t he  due  l i b e r t i e s  o f  i t s  poo r  s a i n t s ,  a s  many  in 
former days have not, and other nations do not even to this day.  .  .  . 
Your  pe t i t i one r s ,  t h rough  the  p reva l ency  o f  a  p a r t y  in  the  s a i d 
town o f  d i f f e rent  p r inc ip le s ,  have  been for  d iver s  yea r s  toge ther 
over shadowed,  di scountenanced,  and shut  up into a  comer ;  where 
we meet  in  an obscure  way,  and tha t  to  the  hazard  o f  our  hea l th 
and  l ive s  in  the  win te r  s e a son ,  by  rea son  o f  the  co ldne s s  o f  the 
p l a c e.   .   .   .  And  whe re a s  t h e  o the r  p a r t y  by  whom we  a re  op- 
pressed are but one society, known by the name of the Presbyter ian, 
and have two minister-off icer s to that par t icular people, who enjoy 
t h e  advan t a g e s  o f  bo th  t h e  p a r i s h  mee t i ng -p l a c e s ,  wh i l s t  you r 
petit ioner s have none but the Shire House, a place very uncomfor t- 
able  to  our se lves ,  and ver y  of fens ive  unto other s ,  and yet  we are 
a l s o  d a i l y  t h re a t ened  by  ou r  b re th ren  o f  t h e  con t r a r y  p a r t y  t o 
be turned out of  that  a l so,  to the dai ly g r ief  and wounding of our 
sp i r i t s ,  and ,  a s  we  conce ive,  to  the  d i s advan t age  o f  the  go spe l , 
the re  appea r ing  a  whi tene s s  to  the  ha r ve s t  in  the  wi l l ingne s s  o f 
the  peop le,  cou ld  our  pa s to r  be  admi t t ed  to  the  exe rc i s e  o f  h i s 
gifts more publicly, as is much desired. . . .”

They, therefore, ask for the use of one of the “meeting-places” 
or  par i sh churches ;  or,  “ i f  that  be not  thought  meet ,” they 
will be content if “the chancel of Mary’s par ish may be parted 
from the body of  the meeting-house for your pet i t ioner s  to 
meet  in ;  which p lace i s  so la rge that  there i s  room enough 
for two congregations to meet in, being par ted, without any 
d i s turbance to  each other,  the  chance l  be ing a  super f lu i ty, 
and useless  to the par ish as i t  i s  now.”43 What was the result 
o f  th i s  pe t i t ion ,  and  whether  the  pa s to r  o f  the  “Gathered 
Church” wa s  “ admi t t ed  to  the  exe rc i s e  o f  h i s  g i f t s  more 
publicly,” as was “much desired,” does not appear.

The  p r inc ip l e s  o f  Cong rega t iona l i sm requ i red  the  Con- 
g regat ional  rector of a par i sh church to refuse to administer 
the Lord’s  Supper to any per sons of whose f ai th in the Lord 
Jesus  Chr i s t  he was  not  a s sured,  and a l so to re fuse  bapt i sm

43 State Papers: Inter regnum (Domesti c  Ser ies),  clxxxiii .  (85), Nov. 4, 
1658. The Journals of the House of Commons during this period contain 
other petit ions for a “divis ion” of churches. But in most cases i t  i s 
clear that the “division” proposed was a division of the par ish and not 
of the building.
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to their  chi ldren.44 The refusa l  was sometimes resented,  and 
in  some ca se s  the  pa r i sh ioner s  t r i ed  to  en force  wha t  they 
b e l i eved  t o  b e  t h e i r  r i gh t s  by  an  a ppe a l  t o  t h e  l aw.  On 
Ju ly 19,  1658,  a t  the Lincoln Ass izes ,  Mr.  Jus t ice  Windham 
gave his charge both to the laity and clergy.

“ T h e  l a i c s  h e  e x h o r t e d  t o  a  r eve re n t  e s t e e m  o f  t h e i r 
pas tor s ,  to v indicate  them from the reproach and contempt 
of the world, to af ford them that maintenance which by law 
is  due to them. The cler ics  he did solemnly charge to be at 
unity amongst  themselves ,  and to be di l igent in per for ming 
their offices toward their people, as preaching and administer ing 
the sacraments, especially the Lord’s Supper.”

“Neg l e c t  o f  t h i s ,” he  s a i d ,  h ad  been  “ a  ch i e f  mean s  t o 
diver t men from rel ig ion to popery and other er roneous and 
f anat ic ways of wor ship. He said that the sacrament was due 
from the Rector to his  people by the f ir s t  law that was ever 
made for  the se t t lement of  .   .   .  Rel ig ion,  namely 1 of  Ed- 
ward VI.,  which law they never repealed.” .   .   .  “He declared 
i t  was a tyranny (beyond that of Prelacy),  for every minister 
to  make hi s  own ar t ic le s ,  and to deny the sacrament  to  a l l 
those who will not subscr ibe them, and pin their f aith on his 
sleeves.”

The g rand jury, so encouraged, presented several  minister s 
who had re fu sed  the  s ac rament s—amongs t  o ther s  both  the 
minis ter s  of  Boston. Those of Lincoln,  we are told,  escaped 
“only because they were lecturer s  and not  curates .” On the 
Wes t e r n  C i rcu i t ,  t he  s ame  Judge  took  the  s ame  l i ne.  He 
said:—

“That in any case minis ter s  did not do the dut ies  of  their 
o f f ice,  a s  par t icu la r ly  to  bapt ize  the i r  ch i ldren,  and to  ad- 
minis ter  the Sacrament to a l l  but such as  were ignorant and 
scanda lous ,  they  might  re fu se  to  pay  them the i r  dues ,  and 
they should present  such mini s ter s ,  which was  ag reeable  to 
the law, and i f  they were by them presented, they should be 
dealt withal.”

The detai l s  of another case that came before him at Derby 
a s s i z e s  i n  the  s ame  summer,  h ave  been  re co rded  a t  s ome 
length.

Thomas  .Pa lmer  o f  As ton-upon-Trent  was  charged a t  the

44 The Congregationalists of that age refused baptism to the children 
of those who were not church members. See ante, pp. 126, 180.



380 REVIEW OF CONGREGATIONALISM

Derby Ass izes  in Ju ly,  1658,  by Rober t  Houlden and other s 
of his par ishioners with refusing to allow them to receive the 
Sac r amen t .  When  a sked  by  Mr.  Ju s t i c e  Windham why  he 
did not administer the Sacrament to his par ishioner s,  Palmer 
replied that he did not administer holy ordinances to unholy 
men .  The  judge  then  a sked  h im i f  he  d id  no t  know tha t 
he was bound by law to adminis ter  the Sacrament to a l l  hi s 
par i sh ioner s ;  Pa lmer  rep l ied  tha t  there  was  no such l aw in 
force,  and that  i f  there were i t  ought to be repealed.  When 
the clerk of the cour t, at the Judge’s order, was about to read 
a n  e x t r a c t  f ro m  a  s t a t u t e  o f  E d wa rd  V I . ,  Pa l m e r  a s ke d 
whether the statute obliged him to administer the Sacrament 
to  the  “ scanda lous  and ignorant .” The judge admit ted  tha t 
he was not, but denied that Palmer had the r ight to “exercise 
a n  a r b i t r a r y  powe r  ove r  o t h e r  men ’s  con s c i en c e s .” “You 
and such as  you,” he went on to say,  “are the causes  of  the 
divis ions in the nat ion. But,  I  say,  i f  I  be upon my journey, 
and coming to an inn, i f  the inn-keeper refuse to lodge me, 
I  have my act ion aga ins t  h im,  and I  know not  but  the l ike 
will hold in this case.” “But, my lord,” asked Houlden, “what 
mu s t  I  d o ? ” “ I  k n ow  n o t ,” a n swe re d  Wi n d h a m ,  “ bu t  i f 
you wi l l  br ing i t  be fore  us ,  we wi l l  do you r ight .” Fina l ly, 
the judge advised the compla inants  to withhold their  t i thes 
so  long a s  the  mini s te r  wi thhe ld  the  Sacrament s ;  and they 
combined together for that purpose.

But  the  min i s te r s  were  not  wi thout  suppor t .  The paper s 
tha t  record  the  Judge ’s  charge s  a l so  inc lude  “a  pe t i t ion  o f 
sundry gentlemen, minister s of the gospel ,  and other s in the 
County of Lincoln,” signed by John Tooley, Mayor of Boston, 
and  o the r s ,  s t a t ing  tha t  “ some o f  our  god ly  and  reve rend 
bre thren ,  preacher s  o f  the  gospe l ,” had been pre sented for 
re fusa l  to  admit  a l l  to  the Sacrament ,  re fer r ing to Pa lmer ’s 
ca se  and to  Mr.  Jus t ice  Windham’s  ut terances ,  and pray ing 
that  mini s ter s  might  be protected aga ins t  the e f fect s  o f  the 
Judge’s action.45

The theor y  o f  the  Engl i sh  Es tabl i shment  tha t  ever y  bap- 
tized par ishioner is a member of the English Church, could not 
be made to work easi ly when Congregational i s t s  were par ish 
ministers.

45 S t a t e  Pa p e r s :  I n t e r r e g n um  (Dome s t i c  S e r i e s ) ,  c l x xx i i i .  ( 136 ) , 
Nov. 25,1658. And for a similar case, ibid., clxxxiv. (24), Dec. 9, 1658.
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V

Ver y  f ew eminen t  Cong rega t i ona l i s t s  he l d  con s i de r ab l e 
posi t ions in the Univer s i ty of  Cambr idge,  dur ing ei ther the 
Commonweal th or  the Protectorate.  Cambr idge was  v i s i ted 
by the Earl of Manchester under the author ity of an ordinance 
of Parl iament passed ear ly in the Civi l  War, when the West- 
min s t e r  A s s embly  and  the  P re sby te r i an  pa r t y  were  in  the 
fulness  of  their  power. 46 The scholar s  and divines who were 
appointed to the off ices of ejected “delinquents” were there- 
fore Presbyter ians  or  moderate Episcopal ians :  the Covenant 
was  imposed only on those per sons  who were known to be 
d i s a f f e c t ed  t o  Pa r l i amen t .  E l even  he ad s  o f  co l l e ge s  we re 
removed ;  the  mos t  d i s t ingu i shed  o f  the i r  succe s so r s  were 
Cudworth, Whichcote, and Lightfoot, all of whom conformed 
at  the Restorat ion,  and Lazarus  Seaman,  Anthony Tuckney, 
and Thomas Young, who were Presbyterians.47

A t  Ox fo rd  the  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  we re  ve r y  numerou s . 
For many years after the war had begun, the city had been the 
head-quar te r s  o f  the  King .  When i t  f e l l  in to  the  hands  o f 
t h e  Pa r l i amen t  t h e  cond i t i on  o f  t h e  un ive r s i t y  wa s  “ s ad 
and deplorable.”

“The col leges and hal l s  were gone to ruin, f ive of them perfect ly 
de se r ted ,  and  the  re s t  in  a  ve r y  sha t t e red  cond i t ion .  The  publ i c 
acts  had been discontinued for some year s ,  the schools turned into 
magazines for the king’s army, and the chambers f i l led with off icer s 
and soldier s, or let out to townsmen: there was l i tt le or no instruc- 
t ion for youth, nor hardly the f ace of a univer si ty; pover ty, desola- 
t ion, and plunder,  the sad ef fects  of  war,  were to be seen in every 
comer ;  the bur sar ies  were emptied of  the publ ic  money,  the p la te 
me l ted  down for  the  k ing ’s  se r v ice,  and the  co l l ege s  invo lved in 
debts which they were not able to satisfy.”48

An  o rd i n anc e  o f  two  Hou s e s  o f  Pa r l i amen t ,  p a s s e d  on 
May i ,  1647,  empowered  a  body  o f  twenty- four  v i s i to r s— 
f ifteen lawyers and nine divines—to inquire into the “cr imes, 
o f f ence s ,  and  d i so rder s” tha t  they  might  f ind  in  the  Uni- 
ver s i ty ;  “ to  inqui re  by  oa th  concer n ing  those  tha t  neg lec t 
to take the Solemn League and Covenant,” and who opposed

46 C.  J.  (Dec.  12 ,  1643 ;  Jan .  22 ,  1643–4) ,  i i i .  338 ,  373.  Fu l l e r, 
History of the University of Cambridge, 235.

47 Neal, iii. 94–107; and Walker, Sufferings of the Clergy, i. 124.
48 Neal, iii. 360–361.
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the  execu t ion  o f  the  o rd inance  o f  Pa r l i ament  conce r n ing 
Church Discipl ine and the Directory of Worship. The Com- 
mission was to report to a Committee of both Houses consisting 
of twenty-six peers and fifty-two commoners.49

The Visitor s were met with a most strenuous resistance ex- 
tending over  two year s ;  but  a t  l a s t—on Ju ly  5,  1649—they 
ordered “a serjeant (attended with some f i les of musketeer s) , 
to  publ i sh  by beat  o f  drum, before  the gates  o f  the severa l 
col leges ,  that  i f  any of  those who had been expel led by the 
Vis i tor s  should presume to continue any longer in the Uni- 
ve r s i t y,  t h ey  s hou ld  be  t aken  i n to  cu s tody,  and  be  made 
p r i s one r s  by  t h e  Gove r no r.” Fou r  d ay s  l a t e r ,  t h ey  a g a i n 
sent  the ser jeant ,  the musketeer s ,  and the drummer,  to the 
gates of every college to announce that “if  any one who had 
been expel led,  did presume to tar r y in the town, or should 
be taken within f ive miles of it, he should be deemed as a spy, 
and puni shed wi th dea th .” 50 Thi s  c leared the  Univer s i ty  o f 
the  Roya l i s t s ,  and  l e f t  the  Vi s i to r s  f ree  to  ca r r y  out  the i r 
reforms. Seven of the heads of col leges,  and three professor s 
we r e  u n d i s t u r b e d .  Twe l ve  h e a d s  o f  c o l l e g e s  a n d  s eve n 
Professors were ejected. Most of the men who were appointed 
to the vacant off ices were Presbyter ians,  but several  of them 
were Episcopalians who were willing to submit to the author ity 
of Parl iament. A few year s later some of the most impor tant 
posi t ions in the Univer s i ty were held by Congregat ional i s t s . 
John Owen was Vice-Chancellor and Dean of Chr ist Church; 
Thomas Goodwin was President of Magdalen; Thankful Owen, 
President of St. John’s; Thomas Cole, Pr incipal of St. Mary’s 
Ha l l ;  F r anc i s  Howe l ,  P r inc ipa l  o f  Je su s ;  F r anc i s  John son , 
Master of Univer s i ty.  Among the dis t inguished Fel lows were 
John Howe, Theophilus Gale, and George Porter of Magdalen; 
Ralph Button of Mer ton; Stephen Chamock of New; Samuel 
Lee of  Wadham. Owen did  ver y  much to re s tore  the  g lor y 
of Oxford, and many of the most eminent scholars of the latter 
ha l f  o f  the  cen tur y  were  educa ted  the re  dur ing  h i s  V ice- 
Chancellorship.51

49 L .  J.  (May  1,  1647 ) ,  l x .  169–170 .  Be fo re  the  o rd inance  wa s 
passed in its f inal form, much discussion and many conferences took 
place between the two Houses.

50 Nea l ,  i i i .  384 .  Walker,  Suf f e r ing s  o f  th e  Cl e r gy,  i .  138 .  Wood, 
Antiquities, i. 387 folL

51 Orme, Memoirs of Owen (Works), L 133–135.
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VI

The theolog ica l  bel ie f  and the eccles ia s t ica l  theory of  the 
Congregationalists of the Commonwealth are set out with great 
f u l ne s s  i n  A De c l a ra t i o n  o f  t h e  Fa i t h  a nd  O rd e r  own e d  and 
p ra c t i s e d  i n  t h e  Cong r e g a t i o n a l  Chu r c h e s  i n  Eng l and :  Ag r e e d 
upon and consented unto  by the i r  Elde r s  and Messenge r s  in  the i r 
Meeting at the Savoy. October 12th 1658.

Some month s  be fo re  the  dea th  o f  Cromwel l  the  l e ad ing 
Cong rega t i ona l i s t s  p e t i t i oned  h im fo r  l i b e r t y  t o  ho ld  an 
Assembly of the minister s and “messengers” of the Congrega- 
tional Churches, for the purpose of agreeing upon a Confession 
that might be publ i shed as  an author i tat ive s tatement of the 
theology and ecclesiastical order of English Congregationalists. 
The circulars, issued to the Congregational Churches in different 
pa r t s  o f  the  k ingdom,  d i rec t ing  them to  ho ld  meet ings  to 
appoin t  the i r  “mes senger s” had  an  o f f i c i a l  cha rac te r ;  they 
were signed by the Clerk to the Council.52 The Assembly was 
held in the Palace of the Savoy, in the Strand, on September 
29 ,  1658 ,  r a ther  more  than  three  weeks  a f t e r  the  dea th  o f 
C romwe l l .  I t  con s i s t ed  o f  a bou t  two  hund red  de l e g a t e s , 
represent ing a  hundred and twenty Churches ;  the  major i ty 
of the delegates were laymen. Thomas Goodwin, John Owen, 
Nye,  Br idge,  Car y l ,  and Greenhi l l  were  appointed a  Com- 
mittee to draw up the Confession. On October 12 the whole 
Confess ion was f ina l ly accepted.53 In their  Pref ace they say: 
“The whole  o f  day s  in  which  we had  meet ing s  about  i t— 
set as ide the two Lord’s  days,  and the f i r s t  day’s  meeting, in 
which we considered and debated what to pitch upon—were 
but e leven days;  par t  of  which a l so was spent by some of us 
in prayer, others in consulting, and in the end all ag reeing.”54 
That “so numerous a company of Ministers, and other pr incipal 
b re th ren ,  shou ld  so  re ad i l y,  speed i l y,  and  jo in t l y,  g ive  up 
themselves  unto such a  whole body of  Truths  that  are a f ter

52 Pe c k ,  D e s i d e r a t a  C u r i o s a  ( x i i i .  15 ) ,  i i .  5 01 – 5 0 2 .  H a n bu r y 
(Memor ials ,  i i i .  515) is  mistaken in supposing that the Assembly was 
to draw up a national Confession of Faith such as was suggested in The 
Humble Petition and Advice, vide sup., p. 261.

53 Fo r  P re f a c e  a nd  Tex t  o f  S avoy  Dec l a r a t i on ,  s e e  Hanbu r y, 
Memor ia l s ,  i iL 517–548. The or ig inal  text (1659) has been restored 
in the passages quoted.

54 Ibid., 522.
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godliness ,” seemed to them “a g reat  and specia l  work of the 
Holy Ghost.”55

They were equally impressed by the discovery that so many 
separa te  and independent  Churches  had pre ser ved,  in  such 
troubled times, so close a uniformity of faith.

“We confess ,  that  f rom the f i r s t ,  every,  or at  leas t  the genera l i ty 
of our Churches, have been, in a manner, like so many ships (though 
h o l d i n g  f o r t h  t h e  s a m e  g e n e r a l  c o l o u r s )  l a u n c h t  s i n g l y,  a n d 
s a i l ing  apa r t  and  a lone  in  the  va s t  Ocean  o f  the se  tumul tua t ing 
t i m e s ;  a n d  t h e y  e x p o s e d  t o  e ve r y  w i n d  o f  D o c t r i n e ,  u n d e r 
no other  conduct  than the  Word and Sp i r i t ,  and the i r  pa r t i cu l a r 
E lde r s  and  p r inc ipa l  B re th ren ,  w i thou t  As soc i a t ion s  among  our 
selves, or so much as holding out common lights to others, whereby 
to know where we were.

“But yet  whi l s t  we thus  confes s  to our own shame thi s  neglect , 
l e t  a l l  a cknowledge  t h a t  God  h a th  o rde red  i t  f o r  h i s  h i gh  and 
g rea ter  g lor y,  in  tha t  h i s  s ingular  Care  and Power should have so 
wa t ch t  ove r  e a ch  o f  t he s e,  a s  t h a t  a l l  s hou ld  be  f ound  to  h ave 
s teered the i r  cour se  by  the  s ame Char t ,  and to  have  been bound 
for  one and the same Por t ,  and that  upon thi s  genera l  search now 
made, that the same holy and blessed Truths of a l l  sor ts ,  which are 
cur rent  and war rantable amongst  a l l  the other  Churches  of  Chr i s t 
in the World, should be found to be our Lading.”56

They descr ibe their Confession as being nothing more than a 
dec l a r a t ion  o f  the  f a i th  o f  the  per sons  who have  drawn i t 
up  and  a g re ed  t o  i t :  i t  i s  no t  “ t o  b e  made  u s e  o f  a s  a n 
impo s i t i on  upon  any.  Wha t eve r  i s  o f  f o rc e  o r  con s t r a i n t 
in  mat ter s  o f  th i s  na ture,  cause th them to degenera te  f rom 
the name and nature  of  Confes s ions ;  and tur ns  them, f rom 
being Confes s ions  of  Fa i th ,  into Exact ions  and Impos i t ions 
of Faith.”57

Whi le  compla in ing  tha t  under  “ the  pre tex t—which ha th 
some degree of justice in it—That all should not be bound up 
to  the  t r ad i t ion s  o f  fo r mer  t imes ,  nor  t ake  re l i g ion  upon 
t r u s t ,” men  have  a s sumed  “ the  f reedom—notwi th s t and ing 
what Author ity hath interposed to the contrary—to vent and 
vend their  own vain and accur sed imag inat ions ,  contrar y to 
the g reat and f ixed truths of the Gospel,” they declare, “That 
we have, al l  a long this season, held for th—though quar rel led 
wi th  fo r  i t  by  our  b re th ren—thi s  g rea t  p r inc ip l e  o f  the se 
t ime s ,  Th a t  among s t  a l l  Ch r i s t i a n  S t a t e s  a nd  Chu rche s ,

55 Memorials, iii. 522.
56 Ibid., 523.
57 Ibid., 517,
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th e re  ough t  t o  b e  vouch s a f e d  a  f o r b e a r an c e  and  mu tu a l 
indulgence unto Saints of al l  per suasions, that keep unto, and 
hold f a s t  the  neces sa r y  Foundat ions  o f  Fa i th  and Hol ines s , 
in  a l l  o the r  ma t t e r s ,  ex t r a - fundamenta l ,  whe the r  o f  Fa i th 
o r  O rd e r .” 5 8 T h ey  we re  a g a i n s t  a  c o m p u l s o r y  r e l i g i o u s 
uni for mi ty ;  but  they were  a  long way a s  ye t  f rom des i r ing 
perfect religious liberty.

The i r  l abour  in  p repa r ing  the  doc t r ina l  pa r t  o f  the  De- 
c l a ra t ion was  g rea t ly  le s sened by the i r  ag reement  wi th  the 
substance of the Confession which had been drawn up by the 
Westminster Assembly, of which several of the pr incipal Savoy 
theo log i an s  h ad  been  membe r s .  They  the re fo re  adop t ed , 
with some s l ight  addi t ions  and modi f ica t ions ,  the whole of 
the doctr inal ar ticles of the Westminster divines, omitting the 
chapter s on Church Censure, Synods and Councils, and some 
other passages which seemed out of place in a Confession of 
Fa i th .  The c l ause  in  the  Wes tmins te r  Confe s s ion a sc r ib ing 
to the civi l  mag istrate the author ity and duty “to take order 
tha t  uni ty  and peace  be  pre ser ved in  the  Church,  tha t  the 
truth of God be kept pure and entire,” and “all the ordinances 
o f  God du ly  se t t l ed ,  admin i s t e red  and  obse r ved ,” was  a l so 
omit ted.  There are some impor tant  changes  in the chapter s 
on Bapt i sm and the Lord’s  Supper,  but the substance of  the 
Calvinist ic theory of the two Sacraments i s  preserved, and is 
expressed with great clearness and vigour.59

Appended to the Declarat ion of  Fai th i s  a  ser ies  of  thir ty 
propositions, “Of the Institution of Churches, and the Order 
appo in t ed  in  them by  Je su s  Chr i s t .” The se  con t a in  a  fu l l 
and authentic statement of the pr inciples of the Congregational 
polity as held by the most illustr ious Congregationalists of the 
Commonwealth—men of g reat  theolog ical  lear ning, of  keen 
and robust intel lect ,  and of a deep and earnest  spir i tual  l i fe. 
They represent the results at which English Congregationalists 
had  a r r ived  a f t e r  a  hundred  yea r s  o f  con t rove r sy.  In  sub- 
s tance,  they are ident ica l  with the pr inciples  which Rober t 
Browne and Henry Bar rowe had maintained against Whitg if t 
and Car twr ight, which John Robinson and Henry Ainswor th 
had  ma in t a ined  aga in s t  Be r na rd  and  B i shop  Ha l l ;  bu t  the 
grave and protracted discussions of the Westminster Assembly, 
and the exper ience which had been ga ined of  the pract ica l

58 Ibid., 519–520.
59 Ibid., 527–528.
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working of Congregat ional i sm in Holland, in New England, 
and in England itself dur ing the preceding f ifty year s, as well 
as the g reat eminence of the men who met at the Savoy, g ive 
to  the  “Dec l a r a t i on” an  excep t iona l  va l ue.  In  i t s  f u lne s s 
and precis ion it  i s ,  perhaps,  the most admirable statement of 
the ecclesiastical principles of English Congregationalism.60

NOTE A 
THE SAVOY DECLARATION 

Of the Institution of Churches and the Order appointed in them by 
Jesus Christ.

“I.  By the appointment of  the Father,  a l l  power for the Cal l ing, 
Inst i tut ion, Order,  or Government of the Church, i s  invested, in a 
supreme and sovere ign manner,  in  the  Lord Je sus  Chr i s t ,  a s  King 
and Head thereof.

“II.  In the execution of this Power wherewith he is  so entrusted, 
t he  Lo rd  Je su s  c a l l e th  ou t  o f  t he  Wor ld  in to  Communion  w i th 
h imse l f  t ho s e  t h a t  a re  g iven  un to  h im by  h i s  F a the r,  t h a t  t hey 
may walk before  h im in a l l  the  ways  o f  obedience which he pre- 
scribeth to them in his Word.

“I I I .  Those  thus  ca l led  ( through the  mini s t r y  [o f ]  the  Word by 
his  Spir i t )  he commandeth to walk together in par t icular  Societ ies 
or Churches,  for their mutual edif icat ion and the due performance 
of that publique worship, which he requireth of them in this world.

“ IV.  To each  o f  the se  Churche s  thus  ga thered ,  accord ing  unto 
h i s  mind dec la red  in  h i s  Word,  he  ha th  g iven a l l  tha t  Power  and 
Author i t y  wh ich  i s  any  way  need fu l l  f o r  the i r  c a r r y ing  on  tha t 
Order in Worship and Discipline which he hath instituted for them 
to observe, with Commands and Rules for the due and r ight exerting 
and executing of that Power.

“V.  These  par t icu lar  Churches  thus  appointed by the Author i ty 
of  Chr i s t ,  and entrusted with Power f rom him for the ends before 
expre s s ed ,  a re  e ach  o f  them a s  un to  tho se  end s  the  s e a t  o f  tha t 
Power which he is pleased to communicate to his Saints or Subjects 
in  th i s  Wor ld ,  so  tha t  a s  such  they  rece ive  i t  immed i a t e l y  f rom 
himself.

“VI .  Be s ide s  the se  pa r t i cu l a r  Churche s ,  the re  i s  no t  in s t i tu ted 
by Chr ist  any Church more extensive or catholique, entrusted with 
power for  the admini s t ra t ion of  h i s  Ordinances ,  or  the execut ion 
of any authority in his Name.

“VII .  A  pa r t i cu l a r  Church  ga the red  and  complea ted  accord ing

60 See Note A immediately following.
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to the mind of Chr is t ,  consis t s  of  Off icer s  and Member s :  the Lord 
Chr i s t  hav ing  g iven  to  h i s  c a l l ed  one s  (un i t ed ,  accord ing  to  h i s 
appointment, in Church order) Liber ty and Power to choose Persons 
f i t ted  by  the  Holy  Ghos t  for  tha t  pur pose,  to  be  over  them,  and 
to minister to them in the Lord.

“VI I I .  The  Member s  o f  the se  Churche s  a re  Sa in t s  by  Ca l l ing , 
vi s ibly mani fes t ing and evidencing ( in and by their  profes s ion and 
walking) their Obedience unto that Call of Chr ist, who being further 
known to each other  by the i r  confes s ion of  the Fa i th wrought  in 
them by the power  of  God,  dec la red by themse lves ,  or  otherwise 
manifested, do wil l ingly consent to walk together, according to the 
appoin tment  o f  Chr i s t ,  g iv ing  up themse lve s  to  the  Lord  and to 
one  ano the r  by  the  wi l l  o f  God ,  in  p ro f e s s ed  sub j ec t ion  to  the 
Ordinances of the Gospel.

“IX. The Off icer s appointed by Chr ist to be chosen and set apar t 
by the Church so called and gathered, for the peculiar administration 
of  Ordinances  and execut ion of  Power or  Duty which he int rus t s 
them with, or calls them to, to be continued to the end of the World, 
are Pastors, Teachers, Elders and Deacons.

“X.  Churches  thus  ga thered and a s sembl ing for  the  Wor sh ip  o f 
GOD, a re  thereby  v i s ib le  and publ ique ;  and the i r  As sembl ie s  ( in 
wha t  p l a c e  s o eve r  t h ey  a re ,  a c co rd i ng  a s  t h ey  h ave  l i b e r t y  o r 
opportunity) are therefore Church or Publique assemblies.

“XI.  The way appointed by Chr i s t  for  the ca l l ing of  any per son 
f i t t ed  and  g i f t ed  by  the  Ho ly  Ghos t  un to  the  Of f i c e  o f  Pa s to r, 
Teacher,  or  Elder,  in a  Church,  i s  that  he be chosen thereunto by 
the common suf f rage of  the Church i t se l f ,  and so lemnly se t  apar t 
by Fas t ing and Prayer  wi th Impos i t ion of  Hands  o f  the  Elder sh ip 
of  that  Church,  i f  there be any before const i tuted therein:  and of 
a  Deacon, that  he be chosen by the l ike suf f rage,  and set  apar t  by 
Prayer and the like Imposition of Hands.

“XII .  The Essence of  th i s  Cal l  o f  a  Pas tor,  a  Teacher,  or  Elder, 
unto Off ice,  consi s t s  in the Elect ion of the Church, together with 
h i s  a ccep t a t ion  o f  i t ,  and  s epa r a t ion  by  Fa s t ing  and  Praye r :  and 
those  who a re  so  chosen ,  though not  se t  apa r t  by  Impos i t ion  o f 
Hands ,  are  r ight ly  const i tuted mini s ter s  of  Je sus  Chr i s t ,  in  whose 
Name and Author i ty  they exerc i se  the Mini s t r y  to  them so com- 
mi t t ed .  The  Ca l l i ng  o f  Deacon s  con s i s t e th  in  the  l i ke  E l ec t ion 
and acceptation, witn separation by Prayer.

“XII I .  A l though  i t  be  incumbent  on  the  Pa s to r s  and  Teacher s 
o f  the  Churches  to  be  in s t an t  in  Preach ing the  Word,  by  way o f 
Off ice, yet the work of Preaching the Word is not so peculiarly con- 
f ined to  them, but  tha t  o ther s  a l so  g i f ted  and f i t ted  by the  Holy 
Ghos t  fo r  i t ,  and  approved  (be ing  by  l awfu l  way s  and  mean s  in 
the Providence of God cal led thereunto) may publiquely, ordinar i ly 
and cons tant ly  per for m i t ,  so  that  they g ive themse lves  up there- 
unto.

“XIV. However,  they who are  engaged in the work of  publ ique 
Preaching, and enjoy the Publique Maintenance upon that account,
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are  no t  the reby  obl i ged  to  d i spen se  the  Sea l s  to  any  o the r  than 
such  a s  (be ing  Sa in t s  by  Ca l l ing ,  and  ga the red  accord ing  to  the 
Order of the Gospel) they stand related to, as Pastor s and Teacher s; 
yet  ought  they not  to neglect  other s  l iv ing within their  Parochia l 
Bounds, but besides their constant publique Preaching to them, they 
ought to enquire after their prof iting by the Word, instructing them 
in, and pressing upon them (whether young or old) the great Doctr ines 
o f  t he  Gospe l ,  even  pe r sona l l y  and  p a r t i cu l a r l y,  s o  f a r  a s  t he i r 
strength and time will admit.

“XV.  Ord ina t ion  a lone  wi thout  E lec t ion  or  p recedent  consen t 
of the Church, by those who formerly have been Ordained by vir tue 
o f  tha t  Power  they  have  rece ived  by  the i r  Ord ina t ion ,  do th  no t 
cons t i tu te  any  per son  a  Church-Of f i ce r,  o r  communica te  Of f i ce 
power unto him.

“XVI. A Church furnished with Off icer s  (according to the mind 
o f  Chr i s t )  ha th  fu l l  power  to  admin i s t e r  a l l  h i s  o rd inance s ;  and 
where  the re  i s  want  o f  any  one  o r  more  Of f i ce r s  requ i red ,  tha t 
Off icer  or  those which are  in the Church,  may admini s ter  a l l  the 
O rd i n a n c e s  p ro p e r  t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  D u t y  a n d  O f f i c e s ;  bu t 
where  the re  a re  no  Teach ing  Of f i ce r s ,  none  may  admin i s t e r  the 
Seals, nor can the Church authorise any so to do.

“XVII.  In the car r ying on of Church-adminis trat ions,  no per son 
ought to be added to the Church, but by the consent of the Church 
i t s e l f ;  t h a t  s o  l ove  ( w i t h o u t  d i s s i mu l a t i o n )  m ay  b e  p re s e r ve d 
between all the Members thereof.

“ X V I I I .  W h e re a s  t h e  L o rd  Je s u s  C h r i s t  h a t h  a p p o i n t e d  a n d 
ins t i tuted a s  a  means  of  Edi f ica t ion,  that  those  who walk not  ac- 
cording to the Rules and Laws appointed by him (in respect of Faith 
and  L i f e,  so  tha t  ju s t  o f f ence  doth  a r i s e  to  the  Church  thereby) 
be censured in his  Name and Author ity:  Every Church hath power 
in  i t se l f  to  exerc i se  and execute  a l l  those  Censure s  appointed  by 
him, in the way and Order prescribed in the Gospel.

“XIX.  The  Censu re s  so  appo in ted  by  Chr i s t ,  a re  Admoni t ion 
and  Excommunica t ion :  and  wherea s  some o f f ence s  a re  or  maybe 
known only to some, it  i s  appointed by Chr ist ,  that those to whom 
they  a re  so  known do f i r s t  admoni sh  the  o f f ender  in  p r iva te ;  in 
publique offences where any sin before all, and in case of non-amend- 
ment  upon pr iva te  admoni t ion ,  the  o f f ence  be ing  re l a ted  to  the 
Church ,  and  the  o f f ender  no t  man i f e s t ing  Hi s  repen tance,  he  i s 
to be duly admonished, in the Name of Chr ist, by the whole Church, 
by the Mini s t r y  of  the Elder s  o f  the Church;  and i f  th i s  Censure 
prevai l  not for his repentance, then he is  to be cast out by Excom- 
munication with the consent of the Church.

“XX. As a l l  Bel iever s  are bound to join themselves to par t icular 
Churches, when and where they have oppor tunity so to do, so none 
are to be admitted unto the Pr ivileges of the Churches, who do not 
submit  themse lve s  to  the  Rule  o f  Chr i s t  in  the  Censure s  for  the 
Government of them.

“XXL This being the way prescr ibed by Chr ist in case of offence,
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no  Church  membe r s  upon  any  o f f ence s  t a ken  by  t hem,  h av ing 
pe r fo r med  the i r  du ty  requ i red  o f  them in  th i s  ma t t e r,  ough t  to 
di s turb any Church-order,  or  absent themselves  f rom the publ ique 
A s s embl i e s  o r  the  admin i s t r a t i on  o f  any  Ord inance s ,  upon  tha t 
p re t ence,  bu t  to  wa i t  upon  Chr i s t  i n  the  fu r the r  p roceed ing  o f 
the Church.

“ X X I I .  T h e  Powe r  o f  C e n s u re s  b e i n g  s e a t e d  by  C h r i s t  i n  a 
particular Church, is to be exercised only towards particular members 
of  each Church respect ive ly  a s  such;  and there i s  no power g iven 
by  h im unto  any  Synods  o r  Ecc le s i a s t i c a l  As sembl i e s  to  Excom- 
municate, or by their publique Edicts to threaten Excommunication 
or  other  Church censures ,  aga ins t  Churches ,  Mag i s t ra tes ,  or  thei r 
people, upon any account; no man being obnoxious to that Censure, 
bu t  upon  h i s  pe r sona l  m i s c a r r i age,  a s  a  member  o f  a  p a r t i cu l a r 
Church.

“XXII I .  A l though the  Church  i s  a  Soc ie ty  o f  men,  a s sembl ing 
for the celebration of the Ordinances according to the appointment 
o f  Chr i s t ,  ye t  ever y  Soc ie ty  a s sembl ing  for  tha t  end or  pur pose, 
upon  the  a ccoun t  o f  cohab i t a t ion  wi th in  any  c iv i l  P rec inc t s  o r 
Bound s ,  i s  no t  the reby  con s t i tu t ed  a  Church ;  s e e ing  the re  may 
be  want ing  among them,  wha t  i s  e s s en t i a l l y  requ i red  the reunto ; 
and therefore a Bel iever l iving with other s in such a Precinct,  may 
join himself with any Church for his edification.

“XXIV.  Fo r  t h e  avo id ance  o f  d i f f e rence s  t h a t  may  o the rw i s e 
ar ise, for the greater Solemnity in the Celebration of the Ordinances 
o f  Ch r i s t ,  a nd  t h e  open ing  a  way  f o r  t h e  l a r g e r  u s e f u l n e s s  o f 
the Gift s  and Graces of  the Holy Ghost ,  Saints ,  l iving in one City 
or  Town,  or  wi th in  such d i s t ances  a s  tha t  they may convenient ly 
assemble for divine Worship, ought rather to join in one Church for 
the i r  mutua l  s t reng then ing  and  ed i f i c a t ion ,  than  to  se t  up  many 
distinct Societies.

“XXV. As a l l  Churches,  and al l  the member s of them, are bound 
to pray continual ly for the good or prosper i ty of  a l l  the Churches 
of  Chr is t  in a l l  p laces ,  and upon al l  occas ions to fur ther i t ;  (every 
one within the bounds of their Places and Cal l ings,  in the exercise 
of their Gifts and Graces): so the Churches themselves (when planted 
by  the  prov idence  o f  God,  so  a s  they  may have  oppor tun i ty  and 
advan tage  fo r  i t )  ought  to  ho ld  communion  amongs t  themse lve s 
for their peace, increase of love and mutual edification.

“XXVI.  In  Cases  o f  Di f f i cu l t ie s  or  Di f fe rences ,  e i ther  in  point 
o f  Doct r ine  or  in  Admin i s t r a t ions ,  where in  e i the r  the  Churche s 
in general are concerned, or any one Church, in their Peace, Union 
a n d  E d i f i c a t i o n ;  o r  a ny  M e m b e r  o r  M e m b e r s  o f  a ny  C h u rc h , 
are injured in,  or by,  any proceeding in Censures  not ag reeable to 
Truth and Order ;  i t  i s  according to the mind of Chr is t ,  that  many 
Churches holding communion together do by their Messengers meet 
in a Synod or Council, to consider and g ive their advice in or about, 
that  matter  in di f ference,  to be repor ted to a l l  the Churches  con- 
cerned: Howbeit  these Synods so assembled are not entrusted with
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any Church-Power, properly so cal led, or with any Jur isdiction over 
the Churches themselves,  to exercise any Censures,  ei ther over any 
Churche s  o r  Pe r son s ,  o r  to  impose  the i r  de t e r mina t ion s  on  the 
Churches or Officers.

“XXVI I .  Be s i d e s  t h e s e  o c c a s i ona l  Synod s  o r  Counc i l s ,  t h e re 
are not inst i tuted by Chr ist  any stated Synods in a f ixed Combina- 
t ion of Churches or their  Off icer s ,  in lesser or g reater Assemblies ; 
nor  a re  the re  any  Synods  appo in ted  by  Chr i s t  in  a  way  o f  Sub- 
ordination to one another.

“XXVII I .  Per sons  tha t  a re  jo ined  in  Church- fe l lowsh ip,  ought 
no t  l i gh t l y  o r  w i t hou t  c au s e  t o  w i thd r aw  themse l ve s  f rom the 
communion of the Church whereunto they are so joined. Never the- 
less ,  where any per son cannot continue in any Church without his 
s i n ,  e i t h e r  f o r  wan t  o f  t h e  Adm in i s t r a t i on  o f  a ny  Ord i n an c e s 
instituted by Chr ist ,  or by his being depr ived of his due Pr ivi leges, 
o r  c o m p e l l e d  t o  a ny t h i n g  i n  p r a c t i c e  n o t  wa r r a n t e d  by  t h e 
Word ,  o r  i n  c a s e  o f  Pe r s e cu t i on ,  o r  upon  the  a c coun t  o f  con- 
ven iency  o f  hab i t a t ion ;  he,  con su l t ing  wi th  the  Church ,  o r  the 
Off icer,  or  Off icer s  thereof ,  may peaceably depar t  f rom the com- 
munion of the Church wherewith he hath so walked, to join himself 
wi th  some other  Church,  where  he may enjoy the  Ordinances  in 
the purity of the same, for his edification and consolation.

“XXIX.  Such  re fo r ming  Churche s  a s  cons i s t  o f  Per sons  sound 
in the Faith,  and of Conver sat ion becoming the Gospel ,  ought not 
to refuse the communion of each other,  so f ar  as  may consis t  with 
t h e i r  own  P r i n c i p l e s  re s p e c t ive l y,  t hough  t hey  wa l k  no t  i n  a l l 
things according to the same Rules of Church-Order.

“XXX.  Churche s  ga thered  and  wa lk ing  accord ing  to  the  mind 
o f  Chr i s t ,  judg ing  o ther  Churches  ( though le s s  pure )  to  be  t r ue 
Churche s ,  may  rece ive,  un to  occa s iona l  communion  wi th  them, 
such  Member s  o f  tho se  Churche s  a s  a re  c red ib ly  t e s t i f i ed  to  be 
godly, and to live without offence.”
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CHAPTER I

NEGOTIATIONS FOR COMPREHENSION AND 
TOLERATION

Charles’s  Pledges,  and how he kept them—Presbyterian Chap- 
lains—Pre sbyte rian  Scheme  of  Ritual  and Orde r—What 
would have satisfied them—Bishops make no Concessions— 
Conference  of  Pre sbyterians  and Epi scopal ians—Baxter ’s 
Account of it—The King takes Matters into his own Hands— 
His  Declaration Favourable  to  Comprehension ;  but  dobs 
n o t  p r ov i d e  To l e rat i o n  f o r  Ro man i s t s — P r e s byt e r i an 
Dignitarie s—Parl iament re jects  the  Declaration—Cause s 
that changed the King’s  Policy—Ejected Clergy re stored 
to their Livings and Places.

IN the  Dec la ra t ion  i s sued  f rom Breda  on Apr i l  14 ,  1660 , 
C h a r l e s  h a d  a s s u r e d  t h e  n a t i o n  t h a t  h e  wo u l d  g r a n t 

liberty to tender consciences, and that under his reign no man 
should be disquieted or cal led in quest ion for di f ferences of 
opin ion which d id  not  d i s turb  the  peace  o f  the  k ingdom.1 
These solemn pledges were the chief par t of the pr ice which 
he had paid for his  crown. They were too recent to be for- 
gotten. On May 29, when Charles returned to Whitehall ,  the 
Presbyter ians s t i l l  appeared so s trong that unless  he retained 
their confidence he might soon be driven from the throne.

I

He  t he re f o re  b eg an  h i s  re i gn  by  mak ing  t en  o r  twe l ve 
Presbyter ian minis ter s  royal  chapla ins—among them Baxter, 
Reynold s ,  Ca lamy,  Ba te s ,  and Spur s tow. 2 In  the  midd le  o f 
June the  new chap la ins  were  pre sented to  the  King by the 
Earl of Manchester, who was a strong supporter of the Presby- 
ter ian interest ;  Clarendon and other statesmen were present. 
Baxter del ivered a very long speech. He had been a resolute

1 Clarendon, History, vi. 233.
2 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 88.
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opponent of Cromwell ,  but was too honest a man not to ac- 
knowledge that Cromwell had done a great work for the nation. 
He sa id  tha t  the  l a te  usur per  had cared ver y  much for  the 
relig ious interests of the country, and had put godly minister s 
into the churches. He hoped that the King would follow this 
good example. Some of the other chaplains spoke with g reat 
f ranknes s .  Char le s  probably  thought  that  the speaker s  were 
very tedious, and, but for his invar iable good temper, he must 
have found the extreme f idel i ty of his  new spir i tual  adviser s 
ver y  i r r i t a t ing .  However,  he  gave  them a  g rac ious  answer ; 
to ld  them that  he  was  g lad to  hear  o f  the i r  inc l ina t ions  to 
ag reement with their Episcopalian brethren; that i f  there was 
to be reconciliation, concessions must be made on both sides; 
and that he himself would do his best to br ing the reconciliation 
about .  “Old  Mr.  Ash ,” s ay s  Bax te r,  “bur s t  in to  t ea r s  wi th 
j oy,  and  cou ld  no t  f o rbe a r  exp re s s i ng  wha t  g l adne s s  t h i s 
p ro m i s e  o f  h i s  M a j e s t y  h a d  p u t  i n t o  h i s  h e a r t .” 3 A f t e r 
Baxter’s own account of his speech there is nothing surpr ising 
in  h i s  s t a tement  tha t  on ly  four  o f  the  chap la in s  were  ever 
asked to preach at cour t at al l ,  and that of these not one was 
a sked to  preach a  second t ime.  He adds :  “ I  suppose  never 
a man of them al l  ever received or expected a penny for the 
salary of their places.”4 

II

E i the r  a t  t h i s  mee t ing ,  o r  s ho r t l y  a f t e rwa rd s ,  t he  K ing 
requested hi s  Presbyter ian chapla ins  to prepare a  scheme of 
c hu rch  gove r nmen t  wh i ch  wou l d  s a t i s f y  t h ems e l ve s  a nd 
might  a l so  s a t i s fy  the  Ep i scopa l i an s ;  and  he  promi sed  tha t 
when their  scheme was ready he would invite a few of both 
s i de s  t o  con s i de r  i t . 5The  p ropo s a l s  wh i ch  Bax t e r  and  h i s 
friends drew up were moderate and conciliatory.

1.  They a sk  (a )  tha t  god l in e s s  should  not  be  d i scouraged; 
(b) that care should be taken to secure for every congregation 
a  l e a r n e d ,  o r t h o d ox ,  a n d  g o d l y  r e s i d e n t  m i n i s t e r ;  ( c )  t h a t 
no per sons should be admitted to the Lord’s Supper t i l l  they 
had a competent understanding of the pr inciples of the Christian 
re l i g ion ,  and  made  a  c red i t able  p r o f e s s i on  o f  t h e i r  fa i t h  and

3 Baxter, Life, L (2), 90–91.
4 Ibid., i. (2), 88.
5 Ibid., i. (2), 92–93.
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ob ed i en c e ;  (d )  and  tha t  e f f ec t ive  mea su re s  shou ld  be  t aken 
for the sanctification of the Lord’s Day.

2 .  In  re fe rence  to  Chur c h  Gove r nmen t  they  pro fe s s  them- 
se lves  wi l l ing to accept  the scheme of  modi f ied Episcopacy 
drawn up by Archbishop Ussher.6

3.  They  a dm i t  t h e  l aw fu l n e s s  o f  a  L i t u r gy,  p rov i d ed  i t 
is not too r igorously enforced and does not prevent the ministers 
f rom of fer ing extemporar y  prayer s .  In  the Book o f  Common 
Prayer they think that there are some things which are offensive 
and need amendment ;  and they sugges t  tha t  some lear ned, 
godly,  and modera te  d iv ines  o f  both per suas ions  should be 
commiss ioned to compile a  new Prayer-Book, or at  leas t  to 
revise the present book, and to draw up a l ter nat ive services 
which should be as much as possible in the words of Scripture.

4 .  I n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  C e r e m o n i e s,  t h ey  s ay  t h a t  t h ey  a r e 
wi l l ing  tha t  a  proper  author i ty  should  deter mine the  mere 
circumstances of worship, by the light of nature and Chr istian 
prudence,  according to the genera l  rules  of  Holy Scr ipture. 
Bu t  t h ey  t h i nk  t h a t  wo r s h i p  i s  mo s t  a c c ep t a b l e  t o  God 
when  i t  i s  mo s t  f r e e  f rom  wha t  t h ey  c a l l  “me re  human 
admixtures  in things  of  themselves  confes sedly unnecessar y, 
adjoined and appropr ia ted thereunto ”;  adding,  with regard 
t o  c e r t a i n  c e remon i e s  i n  t h e  Eng l i s h  Chu rch  wh i ch  h ad 
occas ioned bi t ter  d i sputes ,  that  “ i t  i s  ver y needfu l  and ex- 
ped i en t ,  t h a t  t h ing s  i n  themse l ve s  mut ab l e  be  some t ime s 
actual ly changed, lest  they should, by perpetual  permanency 
and constant use, be judged by the people as necessary as the 
sub s t an t i a l  o f  wor sh ip  themse l ve s”—a  t r ue  and  p ro found 
principle of very wide application.

They  t h en  s p e c i f y  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c e remon i e s  t o  wh i ch 
they objec t .  They reques t  tha t  knee l ing  a t  th e  Lo rd s  Suppe r, 
and the Keeping o f  Holy Days  that  are of  human ins t i tut ion, 
be  no t  en fo rced ;  and  tha t  bow ing  a t  t h e  name  o f  J e s u s,  the 
use of the c ross in baptism, and the wear ing of the surpl i ce, be 
abolished. They fur ther desire that cer tain innovat ions,  which 
they conceive were not  sanct ioned by the Prayer-Book and 
the laws of the land, should be forbidden, such as the erecting 
o f  a l t a r s,  a nd  b ow i n g  t owa rd s  t h em .  They  s ay  t h a t  “ t h e s e 
ce remonie s  have  been imposed  and urged  upon such con- 
s idera t ions  a s  draw too near  to  the  s ign i f i cancy and mora l

6 See Note A, pp. 404–406.
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ef f i cacy  o f  s ac rament s  themse lve s .” 7 There  l ay  the  danger. 
Whether or not the minister should make the sign of the cross 
in baptiz ing a chi ld,  may seem a smal l  matter ;  but i f  people 
imag ine that  the s ign i s  neces sar y to the sacrament ;  that  i t 
ha s  some rea l  though mys ter ious  e f fec t ;  tha t ,  for  example, 
it dr ives away the evil spir its from the child, or accomplishes 
some other purpose equal ly marvel lous,—this is  super st i t ion; 
and the Pur itans of the Restorat ion, l ike the Pur itans under 
Elizabeth, regarded superstition with dismay.

To these proposa l s  the bi shops sent  a  wr i t ten reply which 
showed that they were not in the mood to make concessions. 
They declined a Conference. On three points only were they 
wil l ing to yie ld.  They say that  they f ind no reason why the 
sur p l i ce,  the  c ros s  in  bapt i sm,  and bowing a t  the  name o f 
Je su s  shou ld  be  abo l i shed ;  “never the le s s ,  how f a r  fo r th  in 
regard of tender consciences, a l iber ty may be thought f i t  to 
be indulged to any, his Majesty, according to his great wisdom 
and goodness, is best able to judge.”8

III

The King s aw tha t  i t  was  too ea r ly  to  pur sue  the  po l i cy 
o f  the  b i shops ,  and to  de fy  the  men who had re s tored the 
mona rchy.  Pa r l i amen t  wa s  f u l l  o f  P re s by t e r i an s ,  and  h ad 
he refused at once to consider the position of the Presbyter ian 
clergy his position might have been seriously imperilled.

T h e  r e m e d y  wa s  o bv i o u s .  T h e  K i n g  wa s  t h e  s u p re m e 
Governor of the Church, and he resolved to issue a Declaration 
of Indulgence, making large and immediate concessions to the 
party which had g iven him the crown, and providing for a fair 
and reasonable set t lement of  a l l  d i sputed quest ions .  A dra f t 
of the document was shown to Baxter and his fr iends early in 
September (1660), and they suggested omissions, modif ications, 
and additions, a considerable number of which were accepted.9 
On October  22  repre senta t ive s  o f  the  two par t i e s  met  the 
King at Worcester House—Lord Clarendon’s—to listen to the 
rev i sed  document ;  s evera l  s t a te smen were  pre sen t ,  and  s ix 
b i s h o p s ;  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s  we re  r e p re s e n t e d  by  B a x t e r ,

7 Baxter,  Li f e ,  i .  (2 ) ,  96 ,  for  The  F i r s t  Add r e s s  and  P ropo sa l s  o f 
the London Ministers  ( i .  pp. 233–236); for Ussher’s Model ,  ibid ,  ( i .  pp. 
238–241).

8 Ibid., i. (2), 100, for The Bishops’ Answer, etc. (i. pp. 242–247).
9 Ibid., i. (2), 107.
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Ca l amy,  R eyno l d s ,  S pu r s t ow,  Man t on ,  Wa l l i s ,  a nd  A sh . 
Clarendon read the Declarat ion; and, as he read, the bishops 
and the Presbyter ians offered their several objections.10 What 
happened towards the close of the meeting was of such cr itical 
importance in its effect on the policy of the King, and indeed 
on the  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  h i s tor y  o f  the  l a s t  two centur ie s ,  tha t 
it is worth while to give the story in Baxter’s own words.

He says:—
“The most of the time being spent thus in speaking to the Declara- 

t ion as i t  was read, when we came to the end, the Lord Chancel lor 
-drew out another Paper,  and told us that the King had been peti- 
t i on ed  a l s o  by  t h e  I nd ependen t s  a nd  Anab ap t i s t s ,  a nd  t hough 
he—(that is. Clarendon)—knew not what to think of (it) himself , and 
d id  not  ver y  we l l  l ike  i t ;  ye t  someth ing  he  had  drawn up which 
he would read to us ,  and des i re  us  a l so  to g ive our  Advice about 
i t .  Thereupon he  read ,  a s  an  Add i t ion  to  the  Dec l a r a t ion ,  Tha t 
o th e r s  a l s o  b e  p e rm i t t ed  t o  mee t  f o r  Re l i g i ou s  Wor sh ip,  s o  b e  i t ,  t h ey 
do  i t  no t  t o  t h e  d i s tu r ban c e  o f  t h e  Pea c e :  and  tha t  no  Ju s t i c e  o f  [ t h e ] 
Peace  o r  Of f i c e r  d i s turb them .  When he had read i t ,  he again desired 
them al l  to think on i t ,  and g ive their  Advice.  But a l l  were s i lent . 
The  P re sby t e r i an s  a l l  p e rc e ived ,  a s  s oon  a s  t h ey  he a rd  i t ,  t h a t 
i t  wou ld  s e cu re  the  l i b e r t y  o f  t h e  Pap i s t s ;  and  one  o f  t h jm (Dr. 
Wal l i s )  whispered me in the Ear,  and intreated me to say nothing, 
f o r  i t  wa s  an  od iou s  Bu s ine s s ,  bu t  l e t  t he  B i shop s  s pe ak  to  i t . 
But the Bishops would not speak a word, nor any one of the Presby- 
ter ians neither ;  and so we were l ike to have ended in that Si lence. 
I  lo iew i f  we consented to i t ,  i t  would be charged on us ,  that  we 
spake for  a  Tolera t ion o f  Pap i s t s  and Secta r ie s :  (But  ye t  i t  might 
h ave  l eng thened  ou t  ou r  own ) .  And  i f  we  s p ake  a g a i n s t  i t ,  a l l 
Sect s  and Par t ie s  would be se t  aga ins t  us ,  a s  the  Causer s  o f  the i r 
Su f fe r ing s ,  and  a s  a  pa r t i a l  Peop le  tha t  would  have  L iber ty  our- 
se lve s ,  but  would  have  no other s  have  i t  wi th  us .  At  l a s t ,  s ee ing 
the Si lence continue, I  thought our very Si lence would be charged 
on us  [a s ]  a  consent  i f  i t  went  on,  and there fore  I  only  sa id  th i s . 
Tha t  ‘ t h i s  Reve rend  Bro the r,  Dr.  Gunn ing ,  even  now speak ing 
a g a i n s t  S e c t s ,  h a d  n a m e d  t h e  Pa p i s t s  a n d  t h e  S o c i n i a n s :  Fo r 
our  par t s  we des i red  not  f avour  to  our se lve s  a lone,  and r igorous 
S eve r i t y  we  d e s i r e d  a g a i n s t  none.  A s  we  humb l y  t h anked  H i s 
Ma j e s t y  f o r  h i s  I ndu l gence  to  ou r s e l ve s ,  s o  we  d i s t i ngu i sh  t he 
to lerable  Par t ie s  f rom the intolerable.  For the for mer,  we humbly 
c l a im ju s t  l en i ty  and  f avour ;  bu t  fo r  the  l a t t e r,  such  a s  the  two 
so r t s  n amed  be fo re  by  th a t  Reve rend  Bro the r,  f o r  ou r  p a r t  we 
cannot make their Toleration our request.

10 “The Business  of  the Day was not to dispute,  but as  the Lord 
Chancellor read over [the] Declaration, each Party was to speak to what 
they disl iked, and the King to determine how it should be, as l iked 
himself.” Ibid., i. (3), 108.
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“To  wh i ch  H i s  Ma j e s t y  s a i d .  Tha t  ‘ t h e re  we re  L aw s  enough 
a g a i n s t  t h e  Pa p i s t s ’ :  a n d  I  r e p l i e d .  T h a t  ‘ we  u n d e r s t o o d  t h e 
Quest ion to be whether  those  Laws should be executed on them, 
or not.’ And so His Majesty brake up the Meeting of that day.”11

A  sma l l  Commit tee,  cons i s t ing  o f  two Pre sby te r i an s—of 
whom Bax t e r  wa s  no t  on e—and  two  Ep i s c op a l i a n s ,  wa s 
appointed to revise the Declaration; and if  they were equally 
divided, they were to consult  the Earl  of Anglesey and Lord 
Hollis.12

Baxter lef t  the Conference “dejected,” being ful ly sat i s f ied 
that the Declaration, as it stood, would fail to secure concord, 
and  be l i ev ing  tha t  the re  wa s  no  probab i l i t y  tha t  any  such 
changes would be made in it as would enable him to approve 
i t .  Th re e  d ay s  l a t e r ,  Oc tobe r  25,  16 6 0 ,  t h e  Dec l a r a t i on 
was issued. Baxter heard men crying it in the streets,  bought 
a copy, and stepped into a house to read it .  He found, to his 
astonishment, that some of the Presbyter ian proposals had been 
accepted, and that such changes had been made in the docu- 
ment  a s  rendered  i t  pos s ib l e  fo r  “ sober,  hones t  min i s t e r s” 
to submit to the royal conditions. He at once resolved to do 
his  best  to per suade al l  his  fr iends to conform to the Estab- 
l i shment  on the  te r ms  o f  the  Dec la ra t ion ,  and “cheer fu l ly 
to promote the Concord of  the Church and [ the]  Brother ly 
Love which this Concord doth bespeak.”13

The  document  i s  indeed  a  ve r y  remarkable  one.  I t  doe s 
not contain the additional clause suggested by Lord Clarendon, 
which would have a l lowed per sons that  did not confor m to 
the Church to meet for rel ig ious wor ship, provided they did 
not disturb the public peace; i ts  whole object is  to make the 
Church itself wide enough to comprehend those Presbyter ians 
who had no objection to a moderate Episcopacy, but who were 
t roubled by the want of  di sc ip l ine in the Engl i sh Establ i sh- 
ment, by the exorbitant and autocratic powers of the bishops, 
and by the “ceremonies.”

1.  I t  dec la re s  tha t  no one sha l l  be  compel led  to  knee l  a t 
the recept ion of  the Lord’s  Supper ;  or  to  bow at  the name 
o f  Je s u s ;  o r  t o  u s e  t h e  c ro s s  i n  b ap t i sm ;  o r  t o  wea r  t h e 
surplice in ordinary parish churches.14

11 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 110.
12 Ibid., i. (2), 111.
13 Ibid., i. (2), 114.
14 Kennet, 289–293, viii.
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2 .  I t  announce s  tha t  a  Roya l  Commis s ion ,  cons i s t ing  o f 
an  equa l  number  o f  Ep i s copa l i an s  and  Pre sby te r i an s ,  sha l l 
revise the Liturgy. The Commiss ioner s are to be directed to 
make  any  a l t e r a t i on s  i n  t h e  P r aye r -Book  t h a t  may  s e em 
nece s s a r y,  and  a l s o  t o  p rep a re  add i t i ona l  and  a l t e r n a t ive 
for ms o f  se r v ice ;  these  a re  to  be,  a s  f a r  a s  pos s ible,  in  the 
l anguage  o f  Holy  Sc r ip ture.  Meanwhi le  the  King  reques t s 
that  a l l  minis ter s  shal l  use as  much of the unrevised Prayer- 
Book as their consciences will permit.15

3.  I t  a l s o  p rom i s e s  t h a t  s u f f r a g an  b i s hop s  s h a l l  b e  a p - 
pointed in every diocese;16 and, without accepting the whole 
of Ussher’s  scheme, g ives an assurance that the bishops shal l 
neither ordain nor exercise ecclesiast ical jur isdiction without 
the adv i c e  and as s i s tance of  the Presbyter y. 17 Monthly meet- 
ings are conceded to the clergy of each rural deanery, though 
the powers which the meetings are to exercise are undefined.18 
No person is to be confirmed without the consent of the minister 
o f  the  p l ace  to  which he  be longs .  And no per son i s  to  be 
admi t t ed  to  the  Lord ’s  Supper  t i l l  he  ha s  made  a  c red ible 
profess ion of  hi s  f a i th and has  promised to obey the wi l l  of 
God.19

In  f ac t ,  the  Dec la ra t ion fo l lows  ver y  c lo se ly  the  Pre sby- 
t e r i an  p ropos a l s  made  in  the  summer  a s  the  re su l t  o f  the 
meetings held in Sion College, and in some sections it repro- 
duces the very language in which the Presbyter ians had stated 
their wishes.20

IV

I t  was  a  c r i t i ca l  hour  in  the  h i s tor y,  not  on ly  o f  Presby- 
ter ian Pur i tan i sm,  but  o f  the re l ig ious  and pol i t ica l  l i fe  o f 
the whole nation. It seemed as i f  the Established Church was 
now likely, and indeed certain, to include the great Presbyter ian 
p a r t y  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  Ep i s copa l i an s—the  p a r t y  wh i ch  h ad 
beheaded Laud, as well as the par ty which reverenced Laud as 
a  mar ty r  and  a  s a in t .  Reyno ld s  wa s  o f f e red  the  b i shopr i c 
of  Norwich,  and accepted i t  on the under s tanding that  the 
King ’s  Dec l a ra t ion  was  to  be  made  the  ba s i s  o f  the  fu ture 
d i s c ip l ine  o f  the  na t iona l  Church .  Bax te r  wa s  o f f e red  the

15 Ibid., vii.
16 Ibid., ii.
17 Ibid., iii.
18 Ibid., iv.
19 Ibid., v.
20 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 107, and 105.
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bishopr ic  of  Hereford;  but  before he accepted i t  he wanted 
to see the Declarat ion made into an Act of  Par l iament;  and 
he also thought that he would be more able to persuade scru- 
pu lous  Pur i t an s  to  confor m,  i f  he  remained p l a in  Richard 
Baxter  than i f  he became Lord Bishop of  Hereford.  He was 
quite ready, however, to recommend other men for bishopr ics, 
though he would not take one himself . The bishopr ic of Carlisle 
was  kept  open for  Gi lp in;  Lichf ie ld was  of fered to Calamy. 
Ba te s ,  Manton ,  and  Bowle s  were  o f f e red  the  deaner i e s  o f 
Lichfield, Rochester, and York.21

But there was a general conviction among the Presbyter ians 
that  before accepting the dignit ies  which were of fered them 
i t  would be wise to wai t  t i l l  the Declara t ion of  Indulgence 
had  been  con f i r med  by  Pa r l i amen t .  Pa r l i amen t ,  howeve r, 
seemed to  be  in  the  mood to  conf i r m i t .  On November  9 
both Houses thanked the King for his  endeavour s to restore 
p e a c e  t o  t h e  C h u r c h .  A  we e k  l a t e r  ( N ove m b e r  16 ) ,  a 
deputation from the ministers of London appeared at Whitehall 
with a loyal and grateful address.22

S u d d e n l y  t h e  s k y  wa s  ove r c a s t .  O n  N ove m b e r  2 8  S i r 
Matthew Hale introduced a Bil l  into the House of Commons 
for giving the King’s Indulgence the force of law. The technical 
object ions  aga ins t  tur ning a  document of  that  k ind into an 
Act  of  Par l i ament  might  eas i ly  have been overcome;  and as 
Parliament had already thanked the King for the Declaration, 
it might have been expected that the Bil l  would pass without 
d i f f i cu l ty.  But  some speaker s ,  who profe s sed to  approve of 
the Declara t ion,  mainta ined that  the whole proceeding was 
contrar y to precedent;  that  i t  was contrar y to the intent ion 
and wish of the King that Parliament should take action in the 
business ;  that the Bil l  would be regarded with discontent by 
the Roman Catholics. Morr ice, who was one of the Secretar ies 
of  State,  advised that  the Bi l l  should not pass .  The Bi l l  was 
lost by 157 to 183 votes.23

It may be assumed that the King did not want the Declara- 
tion to become law. If the cour t had wanted the Bil l  to pass, 
a  Secretar y  of  Sta te  would not  have spoken aga ins t  i t .  The 

21 Baxter, Life, i. (2), 118–127.
22 Ibid., i. (2), 129.
23  Par l iamenta r y  His to r y ,  xxi i i .  27–30.  The vote of  thanks  was 

paksed nem. con.; but even at that stage some speaker s drew a dis- 
tinction between a declaration and a law.
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sur pr i s ing thing i s  that  in a Par l iament largely consi s t ing of 
Pre sby te r i an s  even  the  oppos i t ion  o f  the  King  cou ld  have 
destroyed the measure.

V

What were the reasons for this  sudden change in the royal 
pol icy? At the end of  October the King i s sued his  Declara- 
tion; at the end of November, when it was proposed to embody 
it in an Act of Parliament, the King opposed the measure and 
de f e a t ed  i t .  The  s imp le s t  exp l ana t ion  i s  sugge s t ed  by  the 
K ing ’s  dup l i c i t y ;  a nd  i t  i s  po s s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  may  b e  t h e 
true one. Charles may never have meant that the Declaration 
shou ld  t ake  e f f e c t .  He  wan t ed  to  keep  the  P re sby t e r i an s 
quiet by excit ing their hopes of comprehension; but he may 
have had no intent ion,  no wish,  that  their  hopes  should be 
sat i s f ied. But there are two considerat ions which may throw 
some light on this transaction, and on the whole policy repre- 
sented by the Act of Uniformity which passed a few months 
later.

1.  Char le s  wanted to to lera te  the Romani s t s .  His  mother 
wa s  a  Roman i s t .  H i s  w i f e  wa s  a  Roman i s t .  He  had  l ived 
ver y  much among Romani s t s  whi le  in  ex i l e ;  and they  had 
shown him much more  cons idera t ion than the  Prote s t ant s . 
Among the Romanis t s  of  England there was  a  g reat  dea l  of 
zea lous loyal ty,  which i f  he could reta in might some day be 
of use to him. He was relying on the French King for effective 
suppor t  in  pos s ible  t roubles  wi th hi s  Par l i ament ; 24 and that 
suppor t would have to be purchased by proofs of his  earnest 
des ire to tolerate Romanism. About Char les ’s  own rel ig ious 
f a i th i t  i s  not easy to speak ser ious ly ;  but i f  there was any- 
thing he prefer red to the release from the restraints of vir tue 
which he thought he found in inf idelity, it was the easy mode 
of making compensation for vice which he thought he found 
in the Roman superstition.25

24 I f  Par l i ament  re fu sed  supp l ie s ,  he  would  obta in  money f rom 
Louis .  A def ini te  promise to thi s  e f fect  was made by Vi l laret  in a 
l e t t e r  to  the  Chance l lo r.  “The  King  o f  Eng l and  may  be  su re  o f 
1,800,000 French livres, or two millions, for these two or three years, 
and the King [Louis] would do more if the condition of his affairs would 
permit it.” Clarendon, State Papers, iii. App., xii.

25 “His Relig ion was Deism, or rather that which is called so; and 
if in his Exile , or at his Death, he went into that of Rome; the f ir st
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If  i t  had  been c lea r  tha t  the  Pre sbyte r i ans ,  in  re tur n  for 
the concessions which he made to them, would have consented 
to the tolerat ion of  the Romish wor ship,  i t  i s  ver y poss ible 
tha t  Char le s  would have a l lowed Par l i ament  to  lega l i se  the 
Declarat ion of Indulgence; but Baxter’s  protest  at  Worcester 
House against the additional clause, which would have covered 
Romanis t s  a s  wel l  a s  Independents  and Anabapt i s t s ,  showed 
the King that the Presbyter ians were wil l ing to r isk al l  their 
own hopes  ra ther  than g rant  to lera t ion to the Papi s t s .  This 
may have led to the change in the King’s policy. For i f  once 
the Presbyter ians were included in the Church, the Romanists 
could expect  no re laxat ion of  the penal  s ta tutes .  But i f  the 
Presbyter ians were dependent for the exercise of their ministry 
on the toleration of other forms of worship than those provided 
for in the national Establishment, it might be possible, sooner 
or  l a ter,  to  extend to the Romani s t s  the l iber ty  which the 
Pre sby te r i an s  were  ce r t a in  to  demand for  themse lve s .  The 
larger and the more powerful were the relig ious communities 
excluded from the national Establishment, the more imperative 
would be the necessity for a general toleration.

2 .  Cha r l e s  c a red  a  g re a t  de a l  f o r  t he  roya l  p re roga t ive. 
He had none of  hi s  f a ther ’s  i l lus ions about the divine r ight 
of kings;  but he knew what large and undef ined power s had 
been exerc i sed by hi s  predeces sor s ,  and he was  not  wi l l ing 
tha t  h i s  own author i ty  shou ld  be  l e s s  than  the i r s .  L ike  a l l 
the Stuar t s ,  he hated the l imitat ions imposed by Par l iament 
on the royal will. The lesson which had been g iven to English 
kings by the execution at Whitehall had been deeply impressed 
upon him dur ing hi s  exi le,  and hi s  pol icy in defending the 
prerogat ive was  ver y di f ferent  f rom hi s  f a ther ’s ;  but  he was 
hardly less resolved to asser t what he regarded as the ancient 
r ights and powers of the Crown. Under Elizabeth one of the 
most remarkable and ef fect ive of the royal  prerogat ives con- 
sisted in the author ity exercised by the Crown over the religious 
a f f a i r s  o f  the  na t ion.  The g rea t  Queen re sented any in ter- 
ference of Parl iament with this high province of the national 
l i f e .  J a m e s  I .  a n d  C h a r l e s  I .  a s s u m e d  s i m i l a r  p owe r s ;

was to be imputed to a Complaisance for the Company he was then 
oblig’d to keep, and the last to a lazy Diffidence in all other Religions, 
upon a Review of his past Life, and the near approach of an uncertain 
State.” Welwood, Memoirs (1700), 143–149.
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Char le s  I I .  wanted  to  a s sume them too,  and for  ver y  sub- 
s tant ia l  reasons.  I f  the Presbyter ians were compel led to re ly 
on the King’s  indulgence, for freedom to maintain the Pres- 
byter ian wor sh ip,  a  l a rge  and power fu l  body of  the  people 
would be absolutely dependent upon him, and this dependence 
would add enormously to the power of the Crown. It  might 
also add to the wealth of the Crown. The wealthy Presbyter ian 
merchants of London might be wil l ing from time to t ime to 
pay  fo r  renewed Act s  o f  Indu lgence  wi th  heavy  subs id ie s . 
I f  the Presbyter ian mini s ter s  remained in the Church,  they 
and their  adherents  might be wi l l ing to purchase re laxat ion 
of the terms imposed by an Act of Uniformity on the clergy; 
i f  they le f t  the  Church,  they and the i r  adherent s  might  be 
wi l l ing to purchase exemptions f rom the penal t ies  for  ce le- 
b r a t i ng  an  unau tho r i s ed  wo r sh i p.  To  h ave  p e r m i t t ed  S i r 
Mat thew Hale ’s  Bi l l  to  pas s  would have c losed what  might 
prove a source of large revenues to the Crown.

Pe rhap s ,  t oo,  Cha r l e s  may  have  hoped  tha t  the  P re sby- 
t e r i an s ,  who  had  been  the  f i r m champion s  o f  Pa r l i amen t 
against  the royal  prerogat ive,  might lear n to regard the pre- 
rogat ive with g reater  f avour i f  Par l i ament  re fused them the 
indulgence which had been offered them by the Crown.

W h a t eve r  m ay  h ave  b e e n  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  t h e  K i n g  i n 
inducing Par l iament to re ject  the Bi l l ,  i t  i s  cer ta in that  the 
Bill was rejected through the King’s influence.

IV

One impor t an t  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  mea sure  wa s  pa s s ed  by  th i s 
Par l iament .  Al l  the c lergy that  had been e jected f rom their 
livings since the outbreak of the Civil War were restored, and 
the  ac tua l  incumbent s  had  to  g ive  p l ace  to  them.  Al l  tha t 
had  been  p re sen ted  to  l iv ing s  by  l awfu l  pa t ron s  s ince  the 
outbreak of the Civi l  War were put into possess ion, and the 
ac tua l  incumbent s  had  to  g ive  p l ace  to  them.  Some noble 
and sa int ly men had been ejected dur ing those s tor my year s 
for refusing the Solemn League and Covenant, some for loyalty 
to  the  K ing  and  an t agon i sm to  the  ex i s t i ng  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l 
author it ies ,  some for continuing to celebrate public wor ship 
accord ing  to  the  Book o f  Common Praye r ;  bu t  many  had 
been ejected because of their incompetency, their immorality,
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and their ir rel ig ion. Good and bad were restored together in 
1660.26

The  Pa r l i amen t—the  Conven t i on  Pa r l i amen t ,  a s  i t  wa s 
cal led —was dissolved on December 29, 1660. I t  was one of 
the weakest and ignoblest Parliaments that ever sat in England. 
I t  h ad  g re a t  and  unexamp l ed  oppo r tun i t i e s  o f  rende r i ng 
service to the nation, and it was wholly destitute either of the 
sense or the courage to use them.

NOTE A 
Ussher’s Model of Church Government

On March 12,1640–1, the House of Lords appointed a Committee, 
cons i s t ing of  ten ear l s ,  ten b i shops ,  and ten barons ,  to  repor t  on 
t h e  i n n ova t i o n s  r e c e n t l y  i n t ro d u c e d  i n t o  t h e  C h u r c h .  T h ey 
entrus ted to a  sub-commit tee,  inc luding Ussher,  then Archbi shop 
o f  Ar magh,  the  t a sk  o f  dev i s ing  a  scheme o f  church gover nment 
tha t  might  reconc i l e  a s  f a r  a s  pos s ib l e  the  con f l i c t ing  pr inc ip le s 
o f  chu rch  gove r nmen t  he l d  by  Ep i s copa l i an s  and  P re sby t e r i an s 
r e s p e c t ive l y.  U s s h e r ’s  s c h eme  wa s  o f f e re d  a s  a n  a l t e r n a t ive  t o 
one proposed by Williams, the Bishop of Lincoln.

The Archbishop beg ins  by c la iming for  Presbyter s  their  r ight fu l 
p l ace  in  the  o rgan i s a t ion  o f  the  Church .  The i r  du ty,  he  a s s e r t s , 
i s  no t  on ly  “ to  min i s t e r  the  doc t r ine  and  s a c r amen t s ,” bu t  a l so 
“ to  r u l e  the  cong rega t ion  o f  God .” A t  Ephe su s ,  he  po in t s  ou t , 
there were many Elder s who ruled in common, under the headship 
o f  a  Pre s iden t—“the  Ange l  o f  the  Church  o f  Ephesu s ,”—and he 
quote s  o ther  precedent s  f rom pr imi t ive  usage  to  su s t a in  h i s  con- 
t en t i on .  “ In  t he  Church  o f  Eng l and ,” he  admi t s ,  “ th i s  k ind  o f 
Presbyter ian gover nment hath been long di sused:  but  the res t ra int 
o f  t h e  e xe r c i s e  o f  t h a t  r i g h t  p ro c e e d s  o n l y  f ro m  c u s t o m .  I t 
would  be  ea sy  to  accord  synodica l  convent ions  o f  the  pa s tor s  o f 
eve r y  pa r i sh  wi th  the  p re s idency  o f  the  b i shops  o f  each  d ioce se 
and parish.”

H e  t h e n  s u g g e s t s  t h e  f o l l ow i n g  m e t h o d s  o f  a c c o m m o d a t i n g 
the two systems:—

(1 )  I n  e a ch  p a r i s h  t h e  p a s t o r,  chu rchwa rden s ,  a nd  s i d e smen , 
week by week,  a re  to  take not ice  of  those  who l ive  scanda lous ly, 
a nd  a re  t o  a dmon i s h  t h e  o f f ende r s .  I f  rep roo f  i s  i n  va i n ,  t h ey 
a re  to  pre sen t  the  gu i l ty  per son to  a  month ly  synod;  and  mean- 
whi le he i s  to be debar red by the pastor f rom access  to the Lord’s 
Table.

26 For the scandals so occasioned, see Baxter, Life, i. (2), 146–147.
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A sy s t em o f  p a roch i a l  gove r nment  i s  t o  t ake  the  p l a ce  o f  the 
Church Session.

( 2 )The  number  o f  su f f r ag an s  i s  t o  be  inc re a s ed ,  so  tha t  the re 
sh a l l  be  one  in  e ach  r u r a l  de ane r y.  In  e ach  a  month ly  mee t ing 
i s  t o  b e  h e l d  o f  a l l  p a s t o r s  w i t h i n  t h e  p re c i n c t s ,  t o  d e a l  w i t h 
impenitent per sons presented to them, with the doctr ine and con- 
ve r s a t i on  o f  p a roch i a l  m in i s t e r s ,  and  w i th  cha rge s  o f  he re sy  o r 
schism.

This monthly synod is to correspond to the Presbytery.
( 3 )  O n c e  o r  t w i c e  a  ye a r  a  D i o c e s a n  S y n o d  i s  t o  a s s e m b l e , 

inc luding a l l  su f f ragans  and a l l  pa s tor s  (or  a  number  se lec ted out 
of each deanery) with whose consent the Bishop (or Super intendent) 
i s  “ to  conc lude  a l l  th ing s/*  Th i s  Synod  i s  to  dea l  w i th  ma t t e r s 
of  g reater  moment,  and to cons ider  and revi se  the proceedings  of 
the monthly meetings.

This Diocesan Synod is to correspond to the Provincial Synod.
( 4 )  A  P rov inc i a l  Synod ,  i n c l ud ing  a l l  b i s hop s ,  a l l  s u f f r a g an s , 

and  e l e c t ed  c l e r gy  f rom e ach  d ioce s e,  w i th  the  P r ima t e  o f  t he 
Prov ince  a s  Modera to r,  i s  to  mee t  eve r y  th i rd  yea r.  And  a t  due 
intervals of time a National Synod is to be convened, in which both 
the  P r ima te s  and  bo th  the  P rov inc i a l  Synod s  sha l l  s i t  t oge the r, 
s e r v ing  a s  a  Na t iona l  Counc i l ,  to  rece ive  appea l s  f rom in f e r io r 
synods ,  to examine their  act s ,  and to cons ider  matter s  concer ning 
the ecclesiastical constitution.

I t  wa s  an  i ngen iou s  s cheme.  Bu t ,  l i ke  many  o the r  i ngen iou s 
s chemes ,  i t  had  one  se r ious  de fec t :  i t  d id  not  s a t i s f y  even  those 
whom i t  was  meant  to reconci le.  The Independents ,  the Bapt i s t s , 
and  a l l  the  o ther  s ec t s  o f  va r i ed  type s ,  were  not  in  que s t ion .  I t 
was  fo r  the  Pre sby te r i an s ,  and  for  them a lone.  And i f  i t  d id  not 
of fer  them ter ms on which they might  ag ree with the Establ i shed 
Chu rch ,  t h e  p l a n  wa s  s imp l y  a  p i e c e  o f  wa s t e - p ap e r.  Bu t  t h e 
P re sby t e r i an  d i d  no t  f i nd  i n  t he  c l au s e s  o f  t he  mode l  wha t  he 
hoped  f o r.  The  s cheme  a s s e r t ed  t h e  common  re s pon s i b i l i t y  o f 
P re s by t e r s :  i t  wa s  s i l en t  a s  t o  t h e i r  equa l i t y.  I t  wa s  s t ud iou s l y 
vague in i t s  s ta tement of  the res tr ict ion to be placed on Episcopal 
au tho r i t y.  Whi l e  i t  p rov ided  th a t  t he  b i shop  shou ld  “conc lude 
a l l  th ing s” wi th  the  “consent” o f  the  d ioce san  synod ,  i t  d id  not 
spec i f y  exac t l y  wha t  i t  mean t  by  the  phr a s e  o r  by  the  word .  I t 
l e f t  i t  unce r t a i n  whe the r  t h e  b i s hop  cou l d  o rd a i n ,  p re s en t ,  o r 
depr ive,  without the express  concur rence of  the synod. Above a l l , 
i t  wa s  s i l e n t  a s  t o  t h e  va l i d i t y  o f  P re s by t e r i a n  o rd e r s .  T h e s e 
th ings  were  mat te r s  o f  moment ;  and i t  had  no c lea r  word to  s ay 
abou t  any  o f  t h em.  Wha t  t h e  P re s by t e r i an  l ooked  f o r  wa s  no t 
the  cons t i tu t iona l  f ramework,  but  the  sp i r i t  tha t  the  cons t i tu t ion 
embodied ,  the  pr inc ip le s  on which i t  was  f a sh ioned .  And in  the 
mode l  o f  t h e  A rchb i shop  t he re  wa s  l i t t l e  t o  g ive  h im  any  re a l 
s a f egua rd  ag a in s t  t he  su r v iva l  o f  Ep i s copa l  au toc r a cy.  Men  l i ke 
Baxte r  and  h i s  f r i ends  might  accept  the  scheme:  because  i t  gave 
them, not a l l  they wished for,  but as much as they could hope for ;
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and their acceptance of it as a plan of church government involved 
concessions in ritual and in doctrine.

And i f  the  p lan was  unsa t i s f ac tor y  and inadequate  in  the 
judgment of r ig id Presbyter ians, “it was,” in the eyes of equally 
r ig id churchmen, “little better than a disguised presbytery, and 
a real  subver s ion of the Anglican hierarchy” (Hal lam, Const. 
Hist., ii. 318).
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CHAPTER II

THE ACT OF UNIFORMITY
Ve nne r ’s  I n surre c t i on — R e p re s s ive  M easure s — R eac t i onary 

Leg i slation—Bishops  regain  the i r  Seats  in  Parl iame nt— 
Corporation Act—Ecclesiastical Courts restored—Prayer- 
Book  Revi se d  by  Convocation—Act  of  Uni form ity—Its 
Provisions and Penalties—Day appointed for Submission.

I

THE ye a r  16 6 0  c l o s ed  om inou s l y ;  t h e  ye a r  16 61  open 
w i th  menac ing  s to r m.  On Janua r y  6  the re  wa s  a  mad 

outbreak in  London of  the  F i f th  Monarchy men—Venner ’s 
insur rect ion. 1 The Cong regat iona l i s t s ,  the Bapt i s t s ,  and the 
Quakers declared their loyalty to the Crown, and their abhor- 
rence  o f  the  f ana t i c i sm wh ich  had  occa s ioned  the  a l a r m; 
bu t  the  in su r rec t ion  wa s  made  the  occa s ion  o f  rep re s s ive 
eccles iast ical  measures.  Indeed, four days af ter the outbreak, 
an order in Council was issued forbidding meetings of Baptists, 
Quakers, and Sectar ies in large numbers, and at unusual times, 
and placing other restr ict ions upon sectar ian wor ship.  Eight 
days  la ter,  a  proclamat ion was i s sued declar ing a l l  meet ings 
seditious which were not held in parochial churches or chapels, 
o r  in  p r iva te  house s  by  the  pe r son s  l iv ing  in  them. 2 Men 
were f lung into pr ison by hundreds;  in Newgate a lone there 
are said to have been four hundred Quakers.

II

A  new  Pa r l i amen t  me t  on  May  8 ,  16 61.  The  Hou s e  o f 
Commons was  a  ver y d i f fe rent  House f rom that  which had

1 Clarendon, Li fe ,  i .  404–406.  Cobbett ,  Par l .  His t . ,  iv.  186–188, 
and notes. And see Secret History of the Cour t and Reign of Charles II ., 
i. 346–347.

2 January 2 and 10, 1660–1. Kennet, 352, 357–358.
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invi ted the  King back in  the  ear ly  summer of  1660.  When 
the Par l iament of  1660 was e lected,  the supreme power was 
in the hands  of  the Presbyter ians ;  and though they did not 
show themselves very ski l ful in manag ing the elections, their 
author ity in many of the const i tuencies was very g reat .  Nor 
were the e lector s  f ree  to choose what  member s  they l iked. 
Every man that had been in arms against  the Parl iament was 
l ega l l y  d i squa l i f i ed  f rom se r v ing ;  and  the  d i squa l i f i c a t ion 
had i t s  e f fect ,  a l though i t  was not ver y vigorous ly pressed. 3 
But the House which met at the beg inning of May, 1661, was 
e l ec t ed  when  the  na t ion  wa s  in tox ica t ed  wi th  the  loya l t y 
c rea ted by the  King’s  re tur n ;  and i t  was  e lec ted under  the 
management  o f  C l a rendon ,  who took  good  ca re  to  f i l l  i t 
w i th  men zea lou s  fo r  Church  and  King .  On ly  about  f i f t y 
Presbyterians found seats.

The House was in hot haste to restore to the Episcopalians 
all their lost splendour and power.

1. Charles I .  had g iven the royal assent to a Bil l  excluding 
the bishops from the House of Lords; a Bil l  for repealing the 
Act which excluded them was introduced into the House of 
Commons by a gentleman “who had been always taken to be 
of  a  Presbyter ian f ami ly,” and i t  pas sed without  d i scus s ion. 
In  the  Lords  i t  was  de layed for  a  t ime by the  in f luence  o f 
the  King,  who thought  tha t  the  measure  would o f fend the 
Romani s t s ;  but  Clarendon ins i s ted  tha t  the  Bi l l  mus t  pa s s , 
and the King yielded.4

2 .  The House  a l so  pas sed a  Bi l l  for  regula t ing Munic ipa l 
Corporat ions.  The Bi l l  required that  a l l  Mayor s ,  Recorder s , 
Bai l i f f s ,  Alder men,  Town Counci l lor s ,  and other  munic ipa l 
author ities (a) should take the Oath of Supremacy; (b) should 
swear that i t  i s  not lawful ,  under any pretence, to take arms 
a g a i n s t  t h e  K ing ;  a nd  ( c )  s hou l d  swe a r  t h a t  t h e  So l emn 
L e a g u e  a n d  C ove n a n t  wa s  i l l e g a l .  I t  wa s  a l s o  r e q u i r e d 
(d )  that  within a  year  before appointment they should have 
rece ived  the  Lord ’s  Supper  accord ing  to  the  r i tua l  o f  the 
Church of England. The Bil l  met with some res i s tance from

3 Clarendon, Life, i .  408. “But the spir it of the time had of itself 
elected many members, notwithstanding the injunctions sent out with 
the Wr it s ,  and expres s ly  contrar y to such [ in junct ions] ,  of  a  ver y 
different allay.”

4 13 Car. 11. cap. 2. Clarendon, Life, i. 529–532.
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the Lords ,  but became law before the end of  the year. 5 The 
e f fec t  o f  th i s  measure  was  not  mere ly  to  exc lude Noncon- 
f o r m i s t s  f ro m  a l l  mu n i c i p a l  o f f i c e s .  T h e  Pa r l i a m e n t a r y 
representatives of some boroughs were elected by the Corpora- 
t ion; and in these boroughs the Corporat ion Act placed the 
Par l iamentar y e lect ions  whol ly  in the hands  of  member s  of 
the English Church.6

The House  a l so  re s tored  the  Ecc le s i a s t i ca l  Cour t s  which 
had been abol i shed by an Act  which rece ived the a s sent  of 
Cha r l e s  I .  I t  h ad  t h e  s en s e,  howeve r,  no t  t o  re s t o re  t h e 
Court of High Commission or the ex-officio oath.7

Even  t he s e  a ch i evemen t s  d i d  no t  exhau s t  t h e  re l i g i ou s 
zea l  o f  the  new Par l i ament .  On June  29 ,  16 61,  a  B i l l  wa s 
introduced into the House of Commons enforcing Uniformity 
o f  re l i g iou s  wor sh ip  th roughout  Eng l and  and  Wa le s .  The 
Book of Common Prayer was undergoing revis ion; what the 
rev i sed  Book might  be  the  House  d id  not  know;  whatever 
it might be, the House was resolved to compel all the ministers 
of the Established Church to use it, and to forbid al l  congre- 
gations that objected to it to worship God in any other way. 

II

But as  the revised Book of Common Prayer was to be the 
schedule  o f  the  “Bi l l  for  the  Uni for mity  o f  Publ ic  Prayer s 
and  Admin i s t r a t ion  o f  the  Sac r ament s ,” i t  wa s  impos s ib l e 
that the Bil l  should become law unti l  the revis ion was com- 
pleted.

In  the  Dec l a r a t ion  o f  Indu lgence  Cha r l e s  had  p romi sed 
tha t  the  Praye r -Book shou ld  be  rev i s ed  by  a  Commis s ion 
represent ing “both per suas ions”—Episcopal ians  and Presby- 
ter i ans—which was  to  have power  to  prepare  addi t iona l  or 
a l t e r na t ive  se r v ice s .  The Commis s ion  was  du ly  appoin ted . 
I t  cons i s ted of  twelve bi shops with nine “ass i s tants ,” and of

5 13  Ca r.  I I .  s t a t .  2 ,  c ap.  1.  I n  t h e  Hou s e  o f  Commons  t h e 
motion to commit the Bil l  .was car r ied by a major ity of 49–185 to 
136. C. J. (June 20, 1661), viii. 276. The f inal division was 182 to 77, 
ibid. (July 5, 1661), viii. 297.

6 Hallam, Const. Hist., ii . 328. The Act was repealed in 1828, but 
a yearly Act of Indemnity relieving dissenters from the penalties both 
of the Corporation Act and of the Test Act began to be passed in 1727.

7 13 Car. II.  cap. 12, §§ 2, 4. The validity of the canons of 1640 
was not recognised, ibid., § 5.
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twelve eminent  Presbyter ian d iv ines  wi th n ine “as s i s t ant s .” 
No Independent or Bapti s t  had a place on the Commiss ion. 
Among  the  P re sby te r i an s ,  Reyno ld s ,  B i shop  o f  Norwich , 
Baxter,  Calamy, Manton, Wal l i s ,  Conant,  and Tuckney were 
the  mos t  d i s t i ngu i shed ;  L i gh t foo t  and  Ba t e s  we re  among 
their “assistants.”8 

The meetings of  the Commiss ion were held in the Bishop 
of  London’s  rooms a t  the  Savoy;  and the  f i r s t  meet ing was 
held on Apr i l  15, (1661). The Bishop of London—Sheldon— 
sha red  w i th  Hinchman ,  B i shop  o f  S a l i s bu r y,  and  Mor l ey, 
Bishop of Worcester,  the management of the business on the 
Ep i s copa l i an  s ide,  though  She ldon  wa s  r a re l y  p re sen t  and 
Morley was  the chie f  speaker.  Baxter  and Calamy were the 
leader s  o f  the  Pre sbyter i ans .  I t  soon became apparent  tha t 
the  b i shops  were  re so lved to  make no conces s ions ,  and on 
July 25, when the t ime for which the Commiss ion had been 
appointed expired, nothing had been concluded.9

As the Savoy Conference had f a i led to ag ree on a  revi sed 
Prayer-Book, the business of revision was taken up by Convoca- 
tion at the command of the King, and the royal letter required 
“that  a l l  proposed a l tera t ions  should be exhibi ted and pre- 
sented for his majesty’s further allowance and confirmation.”10

Severa l  o f  the  b i shops  had  probably  gone over  the  Book 
before Convocat ion met,  and the revi s ion was f ini shed in a 
month .  A  f ew add i t iona l  p r aye r s  were  in s e r t ed ,  the  mos t 
remarkable  be ing the Genera l  Thanksg iv ing wr i t ten by the 
Presbyter ian bishop, Dr. Reynolds, and the Prayer for all Sorts 
and  Cond i t i on s  o f  Men ,  wr i t t en  by  Dr.  Gunn ing .  Abou t 
s ix hundred s l ight a l terat ions were made in the Book, and a 
few of these were concessions—but very worthless concessions 
—to the  Pre sby te r i an s .  Bax te r  ma in ta ined  tha t  the  a l t e r a- 

8 Bax te r,  Li f e,  i .  ( 2 ) ,  170 .  The  a s s i s t an t s  were  to  ac t  in  p l ace 
of members who might be prevented from attending by age, infirmity, 
and other impediments.

9 Ibid., i. (2), 171–241.
10 The King’s letter was addressed to the Convocation of Canterbury. 

“Letters to the same purpose were sent to the Archbishop of York, to 
be communicated to title clergy of his province, who for the greater 
expedition sent proxies with procurator ial letters to those of Canter- 
bury, and obliged themselves to abide by their votes under forfeiture 
of  their  goods and chatte l s ."  Neal ,  iv.  306.  Kennet,  564–565, 573- 
574, 584–586. And for a full account of the proceedings, see Cardwell, 
Conferences, 369–391
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t ions made the Prayer-Book more object ionable than i t  had 
been before it was revised.11

IV

The  B i l l  f o r  the  Un i fo r mi ty  o f  Publ i c  P r aye r s  and  Ad- 
m in i s t r a t i on  o f  S a c r amen t s  wa s  re ad  a  t h i rd  t ime  i n  t h e 
Commons  on  Ju l y  9 ,  16 61,  ne a r l y  s i x  mon th s  be fo re  t he 
Book of Common Prayer, the use of which the Bill was intended 
to enforce,  had been revised by Convocat ion. I t  went up to 
the Lords on the following day, but was not read the f ir st time 
ti l l  January 14,1661–2. On the 28th of January the Commons 
s en t  a  mes s age  to  the  o the r  House  u rg ing  the i r  lo rd sh ip s 
to press  forward the Bil l  with what “convenient expedit ion” 
m igh t  be  po s s i b l e . 12 On  Feb r ua r y  13,  t h e  Ea r l  o f  Dor s e t 
repor ted,  “That  the Committee for  the Bi l l  for  Unifor mity 
o f  Wor sh ip  have  me t  o f t en t ime s ,  and  expec t ed  a  Book  o f 
Uniformity to be brought in; but, that not being done, their 
Lordsh ips  have  not  made any prog re s s  there in .” The Com- 
mittee therefore wished to learn whether i t  was the pleasure 
o f  t h e  Hou s e  t h a t  t h ey  s hou ld  “p roceed  upon  t he  Book 
brought from the House of Commons, or stay until the other 
Book be brought  in .” 13 Before  the i r  lordsh ips  pa s sed a  Bi l l 
compe l l ing  the  Eng l i sh  na t ion  to  accep t  a  fo r m o f  publ i c 
worship, they thought it only decent to have the form in their 
hands.

Twe lve  day s  l a t e r  the  Lo rd  Chance l l o r  de l ive red  to  the 
House a message from the King. Charles informed the Lords 
that  he had g ranted hi s  commiss ion under the g reat  sea l  to 
s eve r a l  b i shops  and  o the r  d iv ine s  “ to  rev iew the  Book o f 
Common Prayer, and to prepare such Alterations and Additions 
as they thought f it to offer”; that he had afterwards author ised 
the Pres idents ,  Bi shops ,  and Clergy of  the Convocat ions  of 
Canterbury and York to do the same work, and also to—

“review .   .   .  the  Book of  the For m and Manner  of  making and 
con s e c r a t i n g  o f  B i s hop s ,  P r i e s t s  a nd  De a con s ” [ t h a t  t h e  wo rk

11 “Care was taken that nothing should be altered, so as it had been 
moved by the Presbyter ians ;  tor i t  was resolved to g rat i fy them in 
nothing.” Burnet, i. 333. Baxter, Life, i. (2), 276.

12 L .  J.  ( Jan .  14  and  28 ,  16 61–2 ) ,  x i .  364 ,  372 .  C.  J.  ( Jan .  28 , 
1661–2), viii. 352.

13 L. J. (Feb. 13, 1661–2), xi. 383.
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bad been done, and the revised Book submitted to him]; “al l 
which his Majesty having duly considered, doth, with the Advice 
of his Council, fully approve and allow the same; and doth recom- 
mend it to the House of Peers that the said Books of Common Prayer 
and of the Form of Ordination and Consecration of Bishops, Priests 
and Deacons, with those Alterations and Additions .  .  . be the 
Book which in and by the intended Act of Uniformity, shall be 
appointed to be used.” 14

The  Commons  were  s t i l l  impa t i en t ;  e a r l y  in  March  the 
King commanded the members to come to him at Whitehall , 
a nd  comp l a i n ed  t h a t  a f t e r  b e i n g  r e p ro a ch ed  a s  a  Pa p i s t 
abroad  he  was  su spec ted  o f  be ing  a  Pre sby te r i an  a t  home. 
He assured them that he was as zealous for Uniformity as any 
member of  the House,  and begged them to trust  him to get 
the Act carried “with all convenient speed.”15

The Lords  read the amendments  made by Convocat ion in 
the Prayer-Book,  and proposed some fur ther  “emendat ions 
or  a l te ra t ions” o f  the i r  own,  which Convocat ion accepted. 
The Bi l l  was  read a  thi rd t ime on Apr i l  9 ,  and was  then as 
amended refer red to the Commons.16 In the Commons it was 
resolved that there should be no debate on “the amendments 
made by the Convocation in the Book of Common Prayer and 
sent down by the Lords to this  House.” This  was car r ied by 
9 6  to  9 0 ;  bu t  the  que s t i on  be ing  pu t ,  “Tha t  the  amend- 
ments made by the Convocation and sent down by the Lords 
t o  t h i s  H o u s e  m i g h t ,  by  t h e  o rd e r  o f  t h i s  H o u s e ,  h ave 
been deba ted ,” was  re so lved  in  the  a f f i r mat ive,  apparent ly 
wi thout  a  d iv i s ion.  The House,  though i t  d id  not  want  to 
exe rc i s e  i t s  r i gh t  t o  rev i s e  t he  P r aye r -Book ,  wa s  c a re fu l 
to assert it.17

In  d i scus s ing  the  amended Bi l l  the  Commons  were  more 
b i t t e r  than  the  Lords  in  the i r  ha t red  o f  the  Pre sby te r i an s , 
and more relentless in their determination to show the Presby- 
ter ian c lergy no mercy.  The Lords had inser ted one amend- 
ment dispensing with the sign of the cross and with the surplice; 
and another  which secured for  the  c le rgy who dec l ined to 
confor m an a l lowance of  one-f i f th  of  the revenues  of  the i r

14 L. J. (Feb. 25, 1661–2), xL 393.
15 Clarendon, Life, L 552. C. J. (March 3, 1661–2), viii. 377.
16 L. J. (March 13,15,17,1661–2; Ap. 7,1662), xi. 406,408, 409, 423.
17 C. J. (Ap. 16, 1662), viii. 408.
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l iv ings .  In the Commons both amendments  were re jected. 18 
Additions were insen ed in the Bil l  which made its operation 
more  s t r i ngen t . 19 On  May  19  t he  B i l l  re c e ived  t he  roya l 
a b s en t  a s  An  A c t  f o r  t h e  Un i f o r m i t y  o f  Pu b l i c  P raye r s,  a n d 
Admin i s t ra t i on  o f  Sa : rament s,  and  o the r  Ri t e s  and  Cer emon i e s ; 
and  f o r  e s t abl i sh ing  the  Fo rm o f  Making,  Orda in ing,  and  Con- 
s e c r a t i n g ,  B i s h o p s,  P r i e s t s,  a n d  D e a c o n s,  i n  t h e  C h u r c h  o f 
England.20

V

The preamble  o f  the  Act  re fe r s  to  the  Act  pa s sed  in  the 
f i r s t  yea r  o f  E l i z abe th ,  to  s ecure  “un i fo r mi ty  o f  common 
Prayer and Service in the Church and adminis trat ion of  the 
Sacraments ,” which i s  descr ibed as  “ver y comfor table  to a l l 
good people des i rous to l ive in Chr i s t ian conver sat ion,  and 
most profitable to the estate of this realm.”

“ A n d  ye t  t h i s  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g ,  a  g r e a t  N u m b e r  o f  Pe o p l e 
in diver s  Par t s  of  thi s  Realm, fo l lowing their  own Sensua l i ty,  and 
l iv ing  wi thout  Knowledge  and due Fear  o f  God,  do wi l fu l ly  and 
schismatical ly abstain and refuse to come to their Par ish Churches, 
and  o ther  publ i ck  P l ace s  where  Common Prayer,  Admin i s t r a t ion 
of the Sacraments,  and Preaching of the Word of God is  used upon 
the  Sunday s  and  o the r  Day s  o rda ined  and  appo in t ed  to  be  kep t 
and observed as Holy-days.”

Th i s  remarkabl e  de s c r ip t ion  o f  Noncon fo r mi s t s  rema in s 
unchanged in  the Sta tute  Book;  i t  was  not  touched by the 
Toleration Act, or by any subsequent measure for the extension 
of religious liberty.

18 “A sever ity neither practised by Queen Elizabeth in the enacting 
her liturgy, nor by Cromwell in ejecting the royalists, in both which a 
f ifth par t of the benef ice was reserved for their subsistence.” Burnet, 
1–335.

19 The  Lord s  wou ld  have  exempted  s choo lma s t e r s ,  tu to r s ,  and 
teachers, from the provisions of the Act; they would have applied the 
disabling clause only to livings with cure; they would not have insisted 
on the use of the surplice, or on the sign of the cross in baptism. The 
Commons resisted and rejected all these efforts for compromise. L. J. 
(May 7 and 8, 1662), xi. 446–450, 450–457. C. J. (Ap. 19, 21, 22 and 
26, 1662), viii. 410–412, 414.

20 13 and 14 Car. II. cap. 4.
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The Act then reci tes  what had been done for the revis ion 
of the Book of Common Prayer,21 and declares that—

“In regard that nothing conduceth more to the Settling of the 
Peace of this Nation (which is desired of all good Men) nor to the 
Honour of our Relig ion, and the Propagation thereof , than an 
universal Agreement in the Publick Worship of Almighty God; 
and to the Intent that every Person within this Realm may cer tainly 
know the Rule  to  whi c h he i s  to  con fo rm in Publ i c  Worship ,  and 
Admini s t ra t ion o f  the  Sac raments ,  .   .   .  Be i t  enacted .   .   .  that 
all and singular Ministers in any Cathedral, Collegiate, or Par ish 
Church or Chapel, or other Place of Public Worship within this 
realm of England9 Dominion of Wales, and Town of Berwick-upon- 
Tweed, shall be bound to say and use the Morning-Prayer, Evening- 
Prayer, Celebration and Administration of both the Sacraments, 
and all other the Publick and Common-Prayer, in such Order 
and Form as is mentioned in the said Book annexed and joined 
to this present Act.”22

The Act of Uniformity was, therefore, intended to regulate 
all public worship in England, and to secure perfect uniformity 
in the public relig ious services of al l Englishmen. It excluded 
every kind of public worship not provided for in the Prayer- 
Book. I t  was passed “to the intent that  every per son in this 
realm may cer tainly know the rule to which he is to conform 
in publ ic  wor ship.” This  c lause of  the Act ,  l ike the pas sage 
quoted f rom the preamble,  i s  s t i l l  a  par t  of  the Statute Law 
of England.

“ E ve r y  Pa r s o n ,  V i c a r ,  o r  o t h e r  M i n i s t e r  w h a t s o eve r ,” 
holding any church benef ice or promotion, is  required on or 
before “the feas t  of  St .  Bar tholomew” (August  24,  1662)  to 
read the morning and evening prayer in his  church,23 and to 
make the fo l lowing dec lara t ion in the presence of  h i s  con- 
gregation:—

“I ,  A  B,  do  h e re  d e c l a re  my  un f e i gn ed  A s s en t  a nd  Con s en t 
t o  a l l  a nd  eve r y t h i ng  con t a i n ed  and  p re s c r i b ed  i n  a nd  by  t h e 
book  en t i t l ed  The  Book o f  Common Praye r  and  Admin i s t r a t ion 
of the Sacraments,  and other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church, 
according to the Use of the Church of England, together with the

21 The Book of Common Prayer, and the Book containing the forms 
for the ordination and consecration of bishops, pr iests, and deacons, 
are,  however,  a lways descr ibed as two dif ferent books;  and both of 
them are enforced by the Act.

22 13 and 14 Car. II., cap. 4, § 2.
23 lbid., § 3.
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Psa l ter  or  Psa lms of  David,  pointed as  they are to be sung or sa id 
in  Churche s ;  and  the  For m and  Manner  o f  Mak ing ,  Orda in ing , 
and Consecrating of Bishops, Priests, and Deacons.”24

Ever y c lergyman f a i l ing to read the prayer s  and make the 
Declaration on or before the 24th of August, is to lose “all his 
spir itual promotions,”—his bishopr ic, deanery, canonry, arch- 
deaconry,  or l iving. A month’s  g race i s  to be a l lowed at  the 
discret ion of the bishop, in cases when compliance has been 
prevented by some “lawful impediment.”25

Ever y c lergyman tha t  sha l l  herea f ter  be  appointed to  any 
benefice is to be required to make the same Declaration within 
two months after he is in possession of his living.26

Ever y  ho lder  o f  any  ecc le s i a s t i c a l  d ign i ty  o r  l iv ing ,  and 
every curate, every master, fel low, chaplain, and tutor of any 
college, every professor and reader in either of the universities, 
“ever y schoolmaster  keeping any publ ick or  pr ivate school , 
and ever y  per son ins t r uct ing or  teaching any youth in  any 
house or pr ivate family,” is required to subscr ibe the following 
Declaration:—

“I,  A.  B. ,  do dec la re,  That  i t  i s  not  l awfu l ,  upon any Pre tence 
wha t soever,  to  t ake  Ar ms  aga in s t  the  King :  and  tha t  I  do  abhor 
tha t  t r a i to rous  Pos i t ion  o f  t ak ing  Ar ms  by  h i s  Author i ty  aga in s t 
h i s  Pe r s on ,  o r  a g a i n s t  t ho s e  t h a t  a re  c ommi s s i on a t e d  by  h im ; 
and that  I  wi l l  confor m to the Li turgy of  the Church of  England 
as  i t  i s  now by Law es tabl i shed:  and I  do dec lare,  that  I  do hold, 
there l ies no Obligation upon me or on any other Per son, from the 
Oa th  common l y  c a l l e d ,  The  So l emn  Le ague  and  Covenan t ,  t o 
ende avou r  any  Change  o r  A l t e r a t i on  o f  Gove r nmen t  e i t h e r  i n 
Chu rch  o r  S t a t e ;  a nd  t h a t  t h e  s ame  wa s  i n  i t s e l f  a n  un l aw fu l 

24 Ibid . ,  § 4. In 1865 an Act (28 and 29 Vict. cap. 122) was passed 
“to amend the Law as to the Subscr iptions and Declarations to be made 
and Oaths to be taken by the c lergy.” At ordinat ion the fol lowing 
Dec la ra t ion i s  requi red :  “I  a s sent  to  the  Thir ty-Nine Ar t ic le s  o f 
Religion, and to the Book of Common Prayer, and of the order ing of 
Bishops, Pr iests, and Deacons. I believe the Doctr ine of the United 
Church of England and Ireland, as therein set for th, to be agreeable 
to the Word of God; and in Public Prayer and Administration of the 
Sacraments I will use the Form in the said Book prescr ibed, and none 
other, except as shall be ordered by lawful author ity.” An incumbent 
on appointment to a benefice, or a curate on being licensed, is required 
on the f ir st Lord's Day next ensuing, or on such other Lord's Day as 
the Ordinary may appoint and al low, to read in the presence of the 
congregation the Thirty-nine Articles and to make the same declaration.

25 Ibid., § 5.
26 Ibid., § 6.
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Oath ,  and  imposed  upon the  Sub jec t s  o f  th i s  Rea lm aga in s t  the 
known Laws and Liberties of this Kingdom.”27

Refu sa l  to  make  th i s  Dec l a r a t ion  was  to  be  puni shed  by 
forfeiture of ecclesiastical benefices, and of college or university 
of f ice. 28 Schoolmas ter s ,  or  other  teacher s ,  f a i l ing to obta in 
a l icence to teach from the bishop—“for which he shal l  pay 
twelve pence only”—and to make the Declarat ion, are to be 
impr isoned for three months for the f ir st offence, and to pay 
a fine of f ive pounds in addition to three months’ impr isonment 
for the second. It was the zeal of the Commons that imposed 
this Declaration on schoolmasters, university professors, tutors, 
and other college authorities.29

As  mos t  pe r sons  who had  t aken  the  So lemn League  and 
Covenant were l ikely to be dead within the course of twenty 
years, the clause abjuring it was to be omitted after 1682.30

Another c lause depr ives of  their  l ivings a l l  c lergymen that 
have not received Episcopal ordination, unless they receive it 
before St .  Bar tholomew’s  Day,  1662;  and f rom that  date  no 
per son i s  to be admit ted to any ecc les ia s t ica l  promotion or 
d ign i ty”—“no r  sha l l  p r e sume  t o  c on s e c ra t e  and  admin i s t e r  t h e 
Holy Sac rament o f  the Lord’s  Supper  be fo re  such t ime as  he sha l l 
b e  o rd a i n e d  P r i e s t  a c c o rd i n g  t o  t h e  F o r m  and  Mann e r  i n  a nd 
by  the  sa id  Book p r e s c r i b ed ,  un l e s s  he  have  f o rme r ly  be en  made 
P r i e s t  by  Ep i s c o p a l  O rd i n a t i o n  up on  p a i n  t o  f o r f e i t  f o r  e v e r y 
Offence the Sum of one hundred pounds.”31

The words in i ta l ics  accompli shed two pur poses :  (1)  They 
prevented any c le rgyman f rom be ing appointed to  a  l iv ing 
unt i l  he had been orda ined a s  a  pr ie s t :  (2 )  They prevented 
any  min i s t e r  who had  no t  been  orda ined  a s  a  p r i e s t  f rom 
adminis ter ing the Lord’s  Supper.  Any minis ter—not a pr ies t 
—adminis ter ing the Lord’s  Supper in a  pr ivate house,  or  in 
a “conventicle,” was liable to the fine.

Al l  “ lecturer s”—that i s ,  c lergymen appointed to preach, 32

27 13 and 14 Car.  II . ,  cap.  4,  j{ 8,  9.  I t  i s  with specia l  reference 
to this  par t  of  the Act that Clarendon says :  “Every man according 
to his passion thought of adding something to it [the Bill as it came 
down from the House of Lords], that might make it more gr ievous to 
somebody whom he did not love.” Life, i. 557.

28 Ibid., § 10.
29 Ibid., § 11.
30 Ibid., § 12.
31 Til l  this Act passed, the law of the Church of England did not 

require that the clergy should have received Episcopal ordination.
32 Ibid., §§ 13,14.
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but without charge of a par ish—are required to read the Prayers 
before preaching,  and to dec lare  their  “as sent  and consent” 
to  eve r y th ing  con t a ined  in  the  Praye r -Book .  They  a re  to 
do thi s  ever y month a s  long a s  they hold thei r  lec tureship. 
Fai lure to comply with the law is  to be punished with three 
months’ impr isonment in a common gaol for every sermon.33 
From the time of Elizabeth to the outbreak of the Civil War, 
the Pur itan clergy who had diff iculties about conformity had 
evaded the author i ty of the bishops and of the eccles ias t ica l 
cour t s  by  ho ld ing  “ lec ture sh ip s” in s tead  o f  pa r i sh  l iv ing s : 
they preached—often to g reat  cong regat ions—but were not 
required to use the services  of  the Prayer-Book; and by the 
preaching of  the lecturer s  Pur i tani sm had reta ined much of 
i t s  s t rength  in  the  wor s t  t imes .  Laud had done h i s  be s t  to 
suppress  them; under the Act of  Unifor mity they were sup- 
pressed altogether.

The Act required the submission of the clergy on or before 
S t .  B a r t h o l o m ew ’s  D ay — A u g u s t  2 4 .  A s  t h e  t i t h e s  we re 
common ly  due  a t  Michae lma s ,  t he  c l e rgy  th a t  re fu s ed  to 
conform would lose a year’s income.34

33 Ibid., §§ 19, 21.
34 Burnet (i. 335–336) says that this was done with intention.
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CHAPTER III

THE EJECTMENT OF THE NONCONFORMIST 
CLERGY

Brie f  Interval for Decision—Position of  the Pre sbyterians— 
Inducements to Conform—Their Decision—The Settlement 
disastrous to Evangelical Faith in the Church—Ejection 
of the Presbyterians and its After-Effects.

THE t ime within which the c lergy had to make up their 
m ind s  whe the r  t h ey  wou ld  con fo r m o r  no t  wa s  ve r y 

shor t—only three months; and it was shor ter than it seemed. 
For  copies  o f  the revi sed Prayer-Book were hard to get .  I t 
wa s  i s sued  l e s s  than  th ree  weeks  be fore  Augus t  24 . 1 Some 
of the clergy who were willing to conform could get no sight 
of  i t  t i l l  a f ter  the date for  submiss ion had pas sed by,  and i t 
was  necessar y to pas s  an Act  in the fo l lowing year  to cover 
their default.2

Tha t  t h e  Independen t s  and  t he  Bap t i s t s  wou ld  h ave  t o 
sur render their livings was a matter of course; in the negotia- 
t ions for comprehension that had taken place s ince Charles ’s 
return, it had been assumed that for them no place would be 
found  in  the  na t iona l  Church .  Bu t  the  P re sby t e r i an s  had 
brought  back the  King ,  and they  had conf ident ly  be l ieved 
tha t  the  ter ms of  confor mity  would be su f f ic ient ly  re laxed 
t o  en ab l e  t h em to  con fo r m .  Compa r a t ive l y  f ew  o f  t h em 
be l i eved  th a t  P re sby t e r i an i sm  wa s  t he  on l y  l aw fu l  po l i t y 
o f  t he  chu rch ;  bu t  they  a ccep t ed  P re sby t e r i an i sm ,  p a r t l y 
because i t  was the poli ty of most of the reformed Churches, 
and par t ly because it avoided both the tyranny of Episcopacy 
and the per i lous f reedom of the “Cong regat ional  way.” Had 
the power of  the b i shops  been le s sened,  there  was  nothing

1 Bur ne t  ( i .  336 )  s ay s  “ the re  we re  f ew book s  s e t  ou t  t o  s a l e 
when the day came.” Rennet denies the statement: 837, note.

2 L. J. (July 25 and 27, 1663), xi. 573, 579.
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in the government of the English Church to compel them to 
leave  i t .  Thei r  ob jec t ions  were  main ly  to  the  Prayer-Book 
r i tua l .  These  ob jec t ions  va r i ed  wi th  d i f f e ren t  men.  Cere- 
mon i e s  and  l anguage s  wh i ch  some  reg a rded  a s  po s i t ive l y 
s i n fu l ,  o the r s  rega rded  a s  s imp ly  inexped i en t .  Some  men 
thought i t  unlawful  to require a l l  minis ter s  of  Chr is t  to use 
ceremonies and language which they themselves could use with- 
out scruple. Some par ts of the Book, however, were regarded 
by nearly the whole party with strong disapprobation.

But will they be loyal to conscience, and refuse to conform? 
I f  they confor m, they wi l l  reta in their  par sonages  and their 
s t ipends;  some of them wil l  have the chance of r ich l ivings, 
of  deaner ies ,  of  b i shopr ics .  I f  they re fuse to confor m, they 
wi l l  be dr iven from their  homes,  and many of  them wil l  be 
plunged into pover ty.  I f  they confor m—and when the devi l 
pleaded this argument, he appeared as a very angel of l ight— 
they wil l  remain with the men and women whom they have 
a l ready  t aught  to  love  and se r ve  God,  but  who need the i r 
counsel, instruction, and warning to keep them in the way of 
r ighteousness ;  week by week they wil l  know the blessedness 
and glory of pleading with men to submit to the august autho- 
r ity of God and to trust in His inf inite love. If they refuse to 
conform, they will never more stand up in the pulpit, to console 
the sor rowful and the weary, to rejoice the hear ts of saints by 
g lowing words  about  the d iv ine g race and about  the g lor y, 
honour,  and immor ta l i ty  which a re  the  inher i t ance  o f  the 
Church in Chr ist ,  or to warn the impenitent of judgment to 
come.  They  might  have  oppor tun i t i e s  to  speak  to  men in 
pr ivate on these g reat matter s; but if they refuse to conform, 
their ministry will be over. For the Act of Uniformity silenced 
every preacher in England that refused to conform.

There were a  few who bent  to the s tor m; but  there were 
f i f teen hundred or  two thousand who sa id :  “We cannot  so 
l i e ;  no,  not  to  s ave  the  homes  o f  our  wive s  and  ch i ld ren ; 
not to save ourselves from beggary; not to win deaner ies and 
bi shopr ics ;—no, nor even that  we may s t i l l  be able  to bind 
up broken hear t s ,  to sus ta in good men in r ighteousnes s ,  to 
re scue wicked men f rom s in  and e ter na l  dea th .  F i r s t  o f  a l l 
we must be honest men. God help us for the rest! ”

Among those  who came out  the re  were  c rowds  o f  P re s - 
byter ians—men l ike Baxter,  Bates ,  and Calamy; and a  large
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number of Independents .  Ivimey g ives a l i s t  of  near ly thir ty 
Bap t i s t s  who  were  among  the  e j ec t ed ;  bu t  the  l i s t ,  a s  he 
himself  suggests ,  i s  probably both incor rect and incomplete.3 
I t  i s  p robable  tha t  a  ve r y  cons iderable  number  o f  Bapt i s t s 
occupied the pulpits of par ish churches when Charles returned; 
bu t  they  were  e j ec ted  by  the  Ac t  o f  16 60 . 4 I t  i s  po s s ib l e, 
however, that some of them were able to retain their positions 
ti l l  the great catastrophe came, and that then they were swept 
out  of  the Church with thei r  brethren.  Some di s t ingui shed 
names appear  in Iv imey’s  l i s t .  John Tomber,  of  Leominster, 
Baxter ’s  o ld  opponent ,  and Henry Je s sey—in some respect s 
a still more eminent man—are among the most conspicuous.5

II

The  e j ec tmen t  wa s  a  g re a t  a c t  o f  b a s ene s s .  Cha r l e s  wa s 
solemnly pledged to protect the men who gave him the throne, 
and his pledge imposed on the whole of the Royalist and Epis- 
copalian par ty the most solemn obligations. It was a cr ime— 
less barbarous, less cruel, less trag ic, than the massacre of the 
Huguenots in Par is ninety years before, but hardly less treacher- 
ous. There is, however, one great contrast between the French 
Bar tholomew’s  Day and our  own.  The cr ime of  the Gui se s 
a l m o s t  c r u s h e d  F r e n c h  P ro t e s t a n t i s m ;  a n d  by  c r u s h i n g 
French Pro te s t an t i sm i t  rendered  pos s ib l e  those  enor mous 
pol i t ica l  and soc ia l  wrongs  which had to be swept  away by 
the volcanic forces of the g reat Revolution. But the English 
ejectment was the salvation of the relig ious l i fe of the nation 
and of its religious and civil liberties.

I t  i s  t r ue  tha t  the  ecc le s i a s t ica l  se t t lement  under  the  Act 
o f  Uni fo r mi ty  was  f a t a l  to  the  evange l i c a l  e l ement  in  the 
E s t a b l i s hmen t .  The  a s c endency  o f  t h e  Evange l i c a l  p a r t y 
in  the  f i r s t  th i r ty  or  for ty  year s  o f  the  n ineteenth centur y 
was only temporary; and i t  was the result  of the g reat evan- 
gelical revival which had been or iginated by Whitefield and the 

3 Ivimey, Baptists, i. 328–329.
4 See pp. 403–404.
5 But it is possible that Jessey had to retire even before the Act of 

1660,  which was meant to dis lodge the Baptis t s .  Wilson (Dissent ing 
Chu r c h e s,  L  45 )  s ay s  t h a t  he  wa s  e j e c t ed  and  s i l enced  in  16 6 0 . 
Palmer, Nonconformists’ Memorial, i. 132.
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Wesleys. The Evangelicals ,  even in the year s of their g reatest 
power,  were  an incons iderable  minor i ty  o f  the  c le rgy ;  and 
the par ty was not sustained by that lear ning and intel lectual 
vigour which it might have inher ited, had the cr ime of 1662 
never been consummated.

But i t  has not been suff iciently considered that i f  the very 
moderate demands of  the Presbyter ians  had been conceded, 
t he  conce s s i on s  wou ld  i n  a l l  p robab i l i t y  h ave  been  mos t 
d i s a s t rou s  t o  evange l i c a l  re l i g ion .  The  p r inc ip a l  s e r v i c e s 
conta ined in  the  Book o f  Common Prayer  were  or ig ina l ly 
drawn up when the nat ion was just  emerg ing from the dark 
s h adows  o f  Roman i sm ,  and  t hey  a re  d r awn  i n  p a r t  f rom 
service-books which had been in use before the Reformation. 
They were intended to retain as large a number of Romanists 
a s  pos s ib le  in  the  Es t abl i shment .  They  a re  cons t r uc ted  on 
a theory which connects human salvation with the Sacraments, 
ins tead of  a scr ib ing i t  to the inf in i te  mercy of  God,  which 
through Chr i s t  ha s  redeemed the human race  f rom s in  and 
eternal death—mercy which in the case of adults must be met 
by a personal faith, and by a personal faith which is manifested 
in a l i fe of practical r ighteousness. The services are coherent 
f rom f i r s t  to la s t .  They require  the c lergy and adherents  of 
the Establishment to g ive God thanks that infants are spir itu- 
a l ly regenerated in bapti sm; and to g ive God thanks that  a l l 
the baptized, if they have not been excommunicated and have 
not committed suicide, are received at death into everlast ing 
re s t  and joy.  No s l ight  verba l  changes ,  such a s  would have 
s a t i s f i ed  the  mode r a t e  P re sby t e r i an s  o f  16 62 ,  cou ld  h ave 
changed the real  character and genius of the English Prayer- 
Book.  Had the  Pre sbyter i ans  remained in  the  Church,  and 
used the book with the s l ight modif icat ions which they de- 
manded ,  the i r  evange l i c a l  theo logy  wou ld  g r adua l l y  have 
been modi f i ed  by  the  s ac ramenta l i sm and s acerdota l i sm o f 
t h e  s e r v i c e s .  The  f re e  g row th  o f  t h e i r  evange l i c a l  f a i t h 
would have been hampered and res tra ined.  When they were 
expel led f rom the Establ i shment ,  the t rue sp i r i t  and genius 
o f  t he i r  t heo logy  wa s  l i b e r a t ed .  The  Church  wh i ch  they 
founded learned to abhor every sacerdotal pretension and every 
s ac ramenta l  super s t i t ion .  I t  was  the  s a lva t ion  o f  Evange l i - 
calism when the Evangelicals were ejected.

Fu r t h e r,  t h e  e j e c tmen t  o f  16 62  o c c a s i oned  t h e  r i s e  o f
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religious communities which were certain to become too power- 
fu l  to  be  re fu sed  to l e r a t ion .  When  the  Revo lu t ion  c ame, 
twenty- s ix  yea r s  l a te r,  the i r  c l a ims  to  f reedom of  wor sh ip 
could not be refused.  I f  the g reat  body of  the Presbyter ians 
had  been  inc luded  in  the  na t iona l  E s t ab l i shment ,  and  the 
Bapt i s t s  and Independent s  and the member s  o f  the  Socie ty 
of Fr iends had been left to f ight the batt le of freedom alone, 
the sever ity of the struggle would have been greatly intensif ied. 
From the  hour  when the  f i f t een hundred or  two thousand 
were ejected, religious toleration became a political necessity.
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CHAPTER IV

PERSECUTION AND THE FIRST INDULGENCE
Sufferings and Losses of Ejected Ministers and their Churches 

—Service s  continued in  Secret—King wi lung but unable 
to  re lax  Seve rity—Lord Robe rts ’s  Propo sal s—Hosti l ity 
of Parliament to Compromise—Conventicle Act—Its Pro- 
vi s ions  and  Pe nalti e s—Nonconformi st  Mini ste r s  during 
th e  P lag ue  and  a f te r  th e  F i r e — F ive  M i le  Ac t — F re sh 
Scheme  of  Compromi se—Parl iame nt  st i l l  Ho st i le—Pro- 
clamation  again st  Nonconformity—Second  Conve nticle 
Act—Le s s  Stringe nt,  but  more  Ef f ective—Secret  Treaty 
with Louis—Attack on the  Dutch Fle et—Declaration of 
I ndulg e nce—It s  Rec e p t ion  by  Pre sbyte r i an s  and  Inde - 
pendents—Its Legality challenged by Parliament—Alder- 
man Love’s Speech—Bill to relieve Protestant Dissenters— 
Test Act—Directed against Roman Catholics,  but affects 
all  Nonconformists—Other Proposals  against  Romanists 
and the Duke of York—Bill of Relief passes but disappears 
—Renewed Severity against all Nonconformists.

I

SOME o f  t h e  e j e c t ed  m in i s t e r s ,  l i ke  John  Owen ,  we re 
for tuna te  enough to  have  pr iva te  e s t a te s  which  enabled 

them, after the loss of their benefices, to live in ease and com- 
for t ;  other s ,  l ike John Howe,  found a  she l ter  in  the homes 
o f  g r e a t  P u r i t a n  f a m i l i e s ;  o t h e r s  e a r n e d  a n  h o n o u r a b l e 
l ivel ihood in var ious secular  occupat ions;  some were gener- 
ous ly suppor ted by member s  of  their  for mer cong regat ions ; 
very many suffered severe privations.1

Dur ing  the  twen ty - s i x  ye a r s  wh i ch  p a s s ed  be tween  the 
Ejectment and the Revolut ion,  a l l  for ms of  Nonconfor mis t 
wor sh ip  were  i l l ega l ;  and ,  except  dur ing  the  br ie f  per iods 
c ove re d  by  t h e  “ I ndu l g en c e s ,” p re a ch e r s  a nd  c ong re g a - 
tions were in danger of f ine or impr isonment, or both. Non-

1 See the elaborate details in Kennet, 888, foll., g iven to show that 
cases of hardship were rare. But his statements, as in Owen’s case and 
John Howe’s (ibid., 911), are often inaccurate.
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confor mis t  h i s tor ians  acknowledge that  “ i t  i s  imposs ible  to 
make an  exac t  computa t ion” o f  the  su f fe r ings  endured for 
Nonconfor mity dur ing these year s  of  t rouble ;—“how many 
f ami l i e s  were  impover i shed ,  and  reduced  to  beggar y ;  how 
many l ives  were los t  in pr i sons and noisome ja i l s ;  .   .   .  how 
many industr ious and labor ious tradesmen were cut off  from 
t h e i r  t r a d e s ;  a n d  t h e i r  s u b s t a n c e  a n d  h o u s e h o l d  g o o d s 
p lundered by so ld ier s ,  or  d iv ided among id le  and inf amous 
informer s.”2 One wr iter est imates that nearly eight thousand 
died in pr ison dur ing the reign of Charles II.—their only cr ime 
be ing  the i r  Nonconfor mi ty, 3—and tha t  wi th in  th ree  yea r s 
Nonconfor mist s  lost ,  through their  Nonconfor mity,  not less 
than £2,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 .  A Mr.  Je remy White  i s  repor ted  to  have 
co l lec ted a  l i s t  o f  s ix ty  thousand per sons  who su f fe red for 
d i s sent  dur ing the  re igns  o f  Char le s  I I .  and James  I I . ,  f ive 
thousand of  whom died in  pr i son. 4 I t  i s  ev ident  tha t  these 
f igures are untrustwor thy; but it is  cer tain that the suffer ings 
o f  t he  Noncon fo r mi s t s  b e tween  the  Re s to r a t i on  and  the 
Revo lu t ion  mus t  h ave  been  s eve re ;  and  i t  i s  a l s o  c e r t a in 
that  they were suf f ic ient ly severe to diminish very ser ious ly 
the number of those who openly rejected the discipl ine and 
ritual of the English Church.5

Bu t  m in i s t e r s  c on t i nued  t o  p re a ch ,  a nd  cong re g a t i on s 
a s s embled  to  l i s t en  to  them.  There  were  pa r t s  o f  Eng l and 
where at  t imes the mag istrates  were not disposed to enforce 
the  l aw,  and where  popu la r  sympathy  she l te red  those  who 
violated it;  and there were times when the f ierce hatred with 
which the Nonconformists  were general ly regarded seems to 
have s lumbered.  But  even when they were most  hated,  and 
when those  who ha ted  them were  mos t  v ig i l an t ,  they  s t i l l 
cont inued to  meet .  In  the  count r y,  they  he ld  the i r  i l l ega l 
worship in the large kitchens and in the bams of solitary farm- 
houses, or in orchards, or in the neighbourhood of woods into 
which they fled, when surpr ised by the soldiers and the magis- 
trates; in the towns, they met in pr ivate houses at night, and 
s ome t ime s  t h e  p r aye r s  and  t he  s e r mon s  l a s t ed  t i l l  d awn . 
The records of old chinch books are a blank between 1662 and 
1672—the  da te  o f  the  f i r s t  “ Indu lgence  ” ;  bu t  the re  were

2 Neal, v. 19.
3 Preface to Delaune’s Plea for the Nonconformists, ii.
4 Neal, v. 19–20.
5 Kennet, 921 and 927.
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many Churches that were not broken up, and as  soon as  the 
pressure of the per secuting laws was relaxed, they were ready 
to avail themselves of the brief months of freedom.

II

Cha r l e s  wa s  ex t reme ly  anx iou s  to  h ave  i t  be l i eved  th a t 
he  had  no t  fo rgo t t en  the  p romi se s  which  he  had  made  a t 
Breda,  and that  he was doing his  best  to ful f i l  them. A few 
day s  a f t e r  Augu s t  24 ,  16 62 ,  a  pe t i t i on  s i gned  by  Ca l amy, 
Manton,  and Ba te s ,  and by  a  l a rge  number  o f  the  London 
minister s ,  entreated him to take measures to enable them to 
cont inue in the mini s t r y.  Char le s  promised to comply with 
the i r  p rayer s .  A counc i l  wa s  summoned,  cons i s t ing  o f  the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, the Bishops of London and Win- 
chester, the Chief Justice, and other high dignitar ies of state. 
The King told them of  hi s  promise,  and asked “whether he 
could  lega l ly  d i spense  wi th  the  obser va t ion o f  the  Act  for 
t h re e  mon th s  ” ;  bu t  t h ey  a r gu ed  t h a t  h e  h ad  no  powe r 
to set aside an Act of Parliament, and that the ejected ministers 
must be left to their fate.6

But  i t  was  the  po l i cy  o f  Char le s  to  encourage  the  Non- 
conformists  to rely on the prerogative for rel ief ,  and he was 
u n w i l l i n g  t o  l ay  i t  a s i d e .  O n  D e c e m b e r  2 6  h e  i s s u e d  a 
Declaration in which he aff irmed that he was zealous to main- 
ta in  the uni for mity  of  the Church in d i sc ip l ine,  ceremony, 
and gover nment ;  that  i t  was  s l anderous  to charge him with 
re l ax ing  the  opera t ion o f  the  l aws  aga in s t  the  Pap i s t s ;  but 
that  he intended to apply to Par l iament in the next  ses s ion 
to pas s  an Act  that  would enable  him to exerc i se  on behal f 
of tender consciences that dispensing power which he believed 
to be inherent in the Crown.7

In the speech f rom the throne at  the opening of  the next 
sess ion of Parl iament,  the King again expressed his  desire to 
relax the sever ity of the law. He refer red to his Declarat ion, 
in which he said, “You see I am will ing to set bounds to the 
hopes of some, and to the fear s of other s.” He again asser ted 
that he had no wish or intention “to f avour Popery”; though

6 Baxter,  Life,  i .  (2) ,  429.  Clarendon, Life,  i .  566–567, 568–570. 
Burnet, i. 349.

7 Kennet, 848–851. Burnet, i. 352–353.
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there  were  “many o f  tha t  p ro fe s s ion” who had  done  good 
service to his  f a ther and to himsel f ,  and might “f a i r ly hope 
for some par t  in that Indulgence I would wil l ingly af ford to 
others who differ from us.” But any concession to Romanists, 
he saw, must be coupled with similar concessions to dissenting 
Protes tants ;  and whi le  a s ser t ing hi s  “zea l  for  the Protes tant 
re l ig ion,” and his  pur pose to maintain “the unifor mity of  i t 
as now established,” and to keep the standard of it “free from 
a l l  other  mixtures ,” he went  on to say,—“Yet ,  i f  Dis senter s 
wi l l  demean themse lve s  peaceably  and modes t ly  under  the 
Gover nment ,  I  cou ld  hea r t i l y  wi sh  I  had  such  a  power  o f 
indulgence,  to use  upon occas ions ,  a s  might  not  needles s ly 
force them out of the kingdom, or,  s taying there,  g ive them 
cause to conspire against it.”8

O n  Fe b r u a r y  25 ,  16 6 2 – 3,  L o rd  R o b e r t s  s u b m i t t e d  t o 
the House of Peers the following proposal for an Act:—

“Where a s  d ive r s  o f  H i s  Ma j e s t y ’s  Sub j e c t s ,  t h rough  E r ro r  o f 
Judgment and misguided Consc iences  .   .   .  do not  confor m them- 
s e l ve s  t o  t he  Orde r  o f  D iv ine  Wor sh ip  and  Se r v i c e  e s t ab l i s hed 
by Law; and a l though His  Majes ty and both Houses  of  Par l iament 
are fully satisf ied that those Scruples of Conscience are il l-grounded, 
and that the Government of the Church with the Services thereof , 
a s  now es tabl i shed ,  i s  the  bes t  tha t  i s  anywhere  extant ;  .   .   .  ye t , 
notwiths tanding that  Clemency and Indulgence may in t ime wear 
ou t  the s e  P re jud i ce s  and  reduce  the  Di s s en te r s  to  the  Uni ty  o f 
t h e  Chu rch ;  .   .   .  a nd  H i s  Ma j e s t y  b e i ng  t h e  b e s t  Judge  when 
and to whom this Indulgence is  to be dispensed. .   .   .  Be it  enacted 
.   .   .  t h a t  t he  K ing ’s  Ma j e s t y  may  .   .   .  d i s p en s e  w i th  .   .   .  “An 
Act  for  the Unifor mity .   .   .  (and with any other  Laws or  Sta tutes 
c on c e r n i n g  t h e  s ame  o r  r e qu i r i n g  Oa t h s  o r  Sub s c r i p t i on s ,  o r 
which do enjoin Conformity to the Order, Discipline, and Worship 
e s t a b l i s h ed  i n  t h i s  Chu rch )  and  t h e  Pena l t i e s  i n  t h e  s a i d  L aws 
impo s ed  .   .   .  and  may  g r an t  L i c en s e s  t o  s u ch  o f  H i s  Ma j e s t y ’s 
Subjects of the Protestant Relig ion of whose inoffensive and peace- 
able Disposition he shall be persuaded, to enjoy the Use and Exercise 
o f  the i r  Rel ig ion and Wor sh ip,  though d i f fe r ing  f rom the  publ ic 
r u l e.  .   .   .  No such  indu lgence  .   .   .  to  ex tend  to  the  to l e r a t ing 
. . . of the Popish or Roman Catholic religion in this realm.”9

T h i s  p ro p o s a l ,  i f  a c c e p t e d  by  Pa r l i a m e n t ,  wo u l d  h ave 
b e en  i n adequa t e  f o r  t h e  K ing ’s  pu r po s e .  I t  en ab l ed  h im 
to  l igh ten  the  g r ievance s  o f  Pro te s t an t  d i s sen te r s ,  but  l e f t

8 L. J. (Feb. 18, 1662–3), xi. 478–479-
9 L. J., xi. 484.
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him powerless  to do anything for the Roman Catholics .  But 
the  Lord s  were  unwi l l i ng  to  g r an t  h im even  th i s  amount 
o f  power,  and  s t r uck  ou t  the  c l au s e  i n  b r a cke t s ,  t he reby 
restr icting the operation of the Bil l  to breaches of the Act of 
Unifor mity. 10 The Bi l l  was  then sent  to a  committee of  the 
House—and went no farther.

The House of  Commons showed unmistakable host i l i ty  to 
any such scheme. In their reply to the speech from the throne 
they said:—

“ ( 1 )  I t  w i l l  e s t a b l i s h  S ch i sm  by  a  l aw,  a nd  make  t h e  who l e 
Gover nment  o f  the  Church precar ious ,  and the  Censures  o f  i t  o f 
no Moment or Considerat ion at  a l l .  (2)  I t  wil l  no way become the 
Gravity or Wisdom of Parl iament,  to pass  a Law at one Sess ion for 
Uni for mi ty,  and  a t  the  next  Se s s ion  ( the  Reasons  o f  Uni for mi ty 
con t i nu ing  s t i l l  t h e  s ame )  t o  p a s s  a no the r  L aw  t o  f r u s t r a t e  o r 
weaken  the  execu t ion  o f  i t .  ( 3 )  I t  w i l l  expo se  you r  Ma j e s t y  to 
the  re s t l e s s  Impor tun i ty  o f  ever y  Sec t  o r  Opin ion ,  and  o f  ever y 
s ing le  Per son a l so,  who sha l l  presume to di s sent  f rom the Church 
of England. (4)  I t  wi l l  be a cause of  increas ing Sects  and Sectar ies 
.   .   .  and in  t ime,  some preva lent  Sect  wi l l  a t  l a s t  contend for  an 
E s t ab l i shment ,  wh ich ,  fo r  ough t  c an  be  fo re s een ,  .   .   .  may  end 
i n  Pope r y.  ( 5 )  I t  i s  a  t h i ng  a l t oge the r  w i t hou t  P re c eden t ,  a nd 
i t  w i l l  t ake  away  a l l  means  o f  conv ic t ing  Recusan t s ,  and  be  in- 
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  M e t h o d s  a n d  P ro c e e d i n g s  o f  t h e  L aw s  o f 
England.”11

II

Par l iament and the Church were in no mood to re lax the 
pre s sure  o f  the  per secut ing l aws .  In  1664 a  f re sh  blow was 
s t r u c k  a t  t h e  N o n c o n f o r m i s t s .  U n d e r  a n  A c t  p a s s e d  i n 
the thir ty-f i f th year  of  El izabeth,  a l l  per sons present  a t  any 
other  ser v ice than that  of  the Engl i sh Church incur red the 
pena l ty  o f  impr i sonment ;  and ,  i f  they  d id  no t  make  the i r 
submission within three months, they were liable to banishment 
f rom the  k ingdom. 12 Doubt s  had  been  r a i s ed  whether  th i s 
Ac t  wa s  s t i l l  op e r a t ive .  I n  16 64  an  Ac t  wa s  p a s s e d—the 
Convent i c l e  Ac t—declar ing i t  to be “ver y c lear  and evident” 
that the Act of Elizabeth was st i l l  in force and “ought to be 
pu t  in  due  execu t ion .” But  to  p rov ide  “ fu r the r  and  more

10 Ibid. (March 5, 1662–3), xi. 489.
11 C.  J.  (Feb.  27,  1662–3) ,  v i i i .  442–443.  Chandler,  Commons,  i . 

62–63. Cobbett, Parl. History, iv. 262.
12 35 Eliz. cap. 1. See ante, pp. 165–166.
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speedy remedies against the g rowing and dangerous practices 
of sedit ious sectar ies and other dis loyal per sons,” fresh leg is- 
lation is declared to be necessary.13

The  f o l l ow ing  a re  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  p rov i s i on s  o f  t h e  Ac t . 
Eve r y  pe r son  o f  s i x t een  yea r s  and  upward s  a t t end ing  any 
Nonconfor mi s t  s e r v i ce  a t  which  f ive  o r  more  pe r sons  a re 
present, is l iable to a f ine of f ive pounds for the f ir st offence, 
and, in default of payment, to impr isonment for three months.14 
For the second offence there is to be a f ine of ten pounds, or 
impr isonment for s ix months.  For the third of fence there i s 
to be a  f ine of  one hundred pounds ,  or,  in case  of  def aul t , 
transpor tat ion to one of his  Majesty’s  foreign plantat ions for 
seven years.15

In the provis ion for g iving effect to the sentence of trans- 
por ta t ion there i s  a  cur ious  and e laborate  mal igni ty.  In the 
f i r s t  p l a c e,  t he  o f f ende r  i s  no t  t o  be  s en t  t o  V i r g in i a  o r 
New England:  the Nonconfor mis t s  would have found some 
compensa t ion for  bani shment ,  i f  they had been a l lowed to 
sett le in any of the Pur itan colonies on the other side of the 
Atlantic.16 In the second place, the cost of transpor ting them 
is  to be obtained by distraining and sel l ing the goods of the 
cr imina l :  he i s  to bear  the expense of  hi s  own bani shment . 
In the third place,  i f  the goods do not fetch enough to pay 
for the transportation of their owner, the sher iff is to contract 
with the master of a ship or a merchant “for the transpor ting 
of such of fender at  the best  rate he can”; and the master of 
the sh ip  or  the merchant  i s  to  be author i sed to deta in  and 
employ the of fender as  a  labourer  for  f ive year s ;  or  he may 
t r an s f e r  h i s  r i gh t  to  any  o ther  pe r son .  Th i s  meant  tha t  i f 
a Nonconformist who had been convicted of being present at 
a  convent i c l e  happened  to  be  so  poor  tha t  the  s a l e  o f  h i s 
goods did not yield enough to pay for transporting him, he was 
to  be  a  s l ave  for  f ive  year s  to  any  per son who engaged to

13 16 Car. II. cap. 4.
14 If the service was held in a pr ivate house, per sons belong ing to 

the household are not to be counted. A Nonconformist might have 
family prayers, with four of his fr iends present, without incurr ing the 
penal ty  of  the Act ;  but  i f ,  in  addi t ion to hi s  f ami ly and servants , 
of his friends were present, he and his friends violated the law.

15 Ibid., §§ 1, 2, 3.
16 Even i f  they had been sent to Virg inia,  they could eas i ly have 

found their way to Massachusetts or some other of the New England 
colonies.
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convey him to a  Br i t i sh  colony.  In the four th p lace,  i f  any 
per son  who had  been  sen tenced  to  t r an spor t a t ion  e scaped 
before the sentence was car r ied out, or i f  he returned before 
the end of seven year s  without his  Majesty’s  l icence, he was 
to suffer death as a felon.17

I t  had been usua l  for  Pur i t an  pr i soner s  to  meet  together 
for rel ig ious worship in pr ison; and sometimes a fr iend from 
outs ide was a l lowed to join them. Sometimes an impr isoned 
min i s te r  was  a l lowed to  leave  gao l  on the  promise  tha t  he 
would return, and while he was out he conducted secret religious 
services with his congregation. The Conventicle Act inflicted 
a penalty of ten pounds on the gaoler who permitted any one 
“at large” to take part in the unlawful worship of his pr isoners, 
or who permitted any of his prisoners to leave the gaol.18

Two c l a s s e s  o f  pe r son s  a re  to  rece ive  spec i a l  t re a tment , 
(1 )  Peer s  o f  the  rea lm a re  to  pay  t en  pounds  fo r  the  f i r s t 
of fence agains t  the Act ,  and twenty pounds for  the second; 
the f ine i s  to be levied on their  goods and chat te l s ,  i f  they 
refuse to pay.  For the third,  and every fur ther of fence,  they 
are to be tr ied by their peers, and the penalty is left undefined. 
Their houses are not to be searched save under specia l  con- 
d i t ions . 19 (2 )  Per sons  tha t  s a t i s f y  the  mag i s t r a te s  tha t  they 
have an income from land of f ive pounds a year,  or per sonal 
estate to the value of f i f ty pounds, are not to be sent to the 
house of correction.20

The Act was to continue in force for three year s, and unti l 
the  c lo se  o f  the  f i r s t  s e s s ion  o f  Pa r l i ament  he ld  a f t e r  the 
expiration of the three years.21

II

In  1665  London was  f i l l ed  wi th  te r ror  by  the  P l ague.  I t 
made i t s  appearance in the December of the preceding year, 
and dur ing the spr ing and early summer the deaths g radual ly 
increa sed .  In  the  f i r s t  week o f  Ju ly  they  ro se  to  1,0 0 0 ;  in 
one  week in  September  to  10 ,0 0 0 .  The r i cher  peop le  f l ed 
i n t o  t h e  coun t r y.  Ma r y  o f  t h e  c l e r g y  rema i n ed  i n  t h e i r 
par ishes, and showed great courage and zeal in car ing for the 
s ick and dying;  but  some of  them shared the genera l  panic.

17 Ibid., §§ 4, 7.
18 Ibid., § 10
19 Ibid., §§ 14, 19.
20 Ibid., § 15.
21 Ibid., § 20.
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The e jec ted Nonconfor mis t s  took pos se s s ion of  the  vacant 
pu lp i t s ,  and went  f rom house  to  house  to  v i s i t  the  peop le 
whose ministers had deserted them.22

But these noble proofs of unself i sh devotion did not touch 
the hear ts of their enemies. While the Nonconformist clergy 
were imper i l l ing the i r  l ives  in  London,  Par l i ament ,  which, 
in  consequence  o f  the  P lague,  met  a t  Oxford ,  was  pa s s ing 
a fresh Act to harass and distress them.

The “Act  for  re s t ra in ing Nonconfor mis t s  f rom inhabi t ing 
Corporations”—commonly cal led the Five Mile Act—required 
all persons “in holy orders, or pretending to be in holy orders,” 
who  h ad  no t  t a ken  t h e  o a th s  and  made  t h e  d e c l a r a t i on s 
required in the Act of Uniformity, to take the following oath:—

“I ,  A  B,  do  swe a r.  Th a t  i t  i s  no t  l aw fu l  upon  any  P re t en c e 
wha t soever,  to  t ake  Ar ms  aga in s t  the  King ;  and  tha t  I  do  abhor 
tha t  t r a i to rous  Pos i t ion  o f  t ak ing  Ar ms  by  h i s  Author i ty  aga in s t 
h i s  Per son ,  o r  aga in s t  those  tha t  a re  commis s iona ted  by  h im,  in 
Pur suance o f  such Commis s ions ,  and tha t  I  wi l l  not  a t  any Time 
ende avou r  any  a l t e r a t i on  o f  Gove r nmen t ,  e i t h e r  i n  Chu rch  o r 
State.”23

Ever y  Nonconfor mi s t  min i s te r  re fu s ing  to  t ake  th i s  oa th 
is  forbidden to come, except on a journey, within Five Miles 
of any city or corporate town, or of any Parliamentary borough, 
or of any par ish, town, or place in which he had formerly been 
“p a r s on ,  v i c a r ,  c u r a t e ,  s t i p end i a r y,  o r  l e c t u re r ,” o r  h a d 
c onduc t e d  a ny  Noncon f o r m i s t  s e r v i c e .  The  p en a l t y  f o r 
violating the law is forty pounds.24

Another  sec t ion  o f  the  Act  i s  in tended to  prevent  Non- 
con for mi s t  min i s t e r s  who may  have  s c r up le s  about  t ak ing 
the oath from earning their livelihood in almost the only way 
open to them. An e jec ted v icar  or  rec tor  who hes i ta ted to 
declare that “it  i s  not lawful under any pretence whatsoever 
to take arms against the King,” or who refused to swear that 
he would “not at any time endeavour any alteration of govern- 
ment either in Church or State,” might f ind a modest home in 
some v i l l age  more than f ive  mi le s  f rom hi s  o ld  par i sh ,  and 
from any city, or corporate town, or parl iamentary borough, 
or from any place where he had conducted a Nonconformist

22 Baxter, Life, iii. 6; and Burnet, i. 411.
23 17 Car. II. cap. 2, § 2.
24 Ibid,, § 3.
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ser v ice ;  and to get  an income,  he might  open a  school  for 
the children of the neighbour ing gentry, or he might receive 
into his house a few of the children of his former congregation, 
or some young men who wished to be prepared for their studies 
in an English or foreign university: but the Act provided that 
unless he had taken the oath, and unless he frequented “divine 
service establ i shed by the laws of the Kingdom,” and car r ied 
h imse l f  “reverent ly,  decent ly  and order ly  there,” he should 
be liable to a penalty of forty pounds.25

In  the  fo l lowing yea r  (1666)  a  l a rge  pa r t  o f  London was 
destroyed by the Great Fire. Tens of thousands of unfor tunate 
people were obl iged to f ind what shel ter  they could among 
the ruins; but many of the clergy, whose churches and homes 
we re  d e s t roye d ,  d e s e r t e d  t h e m .  O n c e  m o re  t h e  e j e c t e d 
Nonconformists  discharged the duties which their successor s 
had for saken. Temporary wooden buildings were constructed, 
or  bu i ld ings  tha t  remained s t and ing  were  ha s t i l y  f i t t ed  up 
for public worship, and men l ike Jacomb, Annesley, Vincent, 
Owen, Goodwin, Nye, and Caryl ,  preached to large congre- 
gations.26

V

The a t tempt s  to  suppres s  the  Nonconfor mis t s  had f a i l ed ; 
and af ter the f a l l  of  Clarendon in 1667 some of the adviser s 
of the King, with the concurrence of the more moderate of the 
Epi scopa l i an  c le rgy,  made a  se r ious  a t tempt  to  make room 
for  the  Pre sby te r i an s  in  the  Es t abl i shment  by  re l ax ing  the 
t e r ms  o f  con fo r mi ty,  and  to  g r an t  “ indu lgence” to  o the r 
orthodox Protestants.27

The scheme, which was drawn up after conferences between 
Wilkins, the Bishop of Chester, and the Presbyter ian leader s, 
wa s  f avoured  by  S t i l l i ng f l ee t ,  T i l lo t son ,  and  Reyno ld s .  I t 
provided (1)  that  minis ter s  who had been ordained by pres- 
by t e r s—no t  by  b i s hop s—migh t  exe rc i s e  t h e i r  m in i s t e r i a l 
function in the English Church without admitting the invalidity

25 Ibid., 62–78.
26 Ibid.,  § 4. “To depr ive men of the means of subsistence implies 

more deliberate cruelty, though it does not excite so much hor ror as 
f ire and faggots.” Secret History of the Reign of Charles II., ii. 171–172, 
note.

27 Baxter, Life, iii. 39.
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of  the  Pre sby te r i an  order s .  A  b i shop  was  to  l ay  h i s  hands 
upon  them,  and  to  s ay  s uch  word s  a s  t he s e—“Take  thou 
[ l ega l ]  author i ty to preach the Word of God, and administer 
the sacraments in any congregation of the Church of England, 
when  thou sha l t  be  l awfu l ly  appoin ted  there to.” 28 (2 )  Tha t 
c l e r g ymen  and  s choo lma s t e r s  ( a f t e r  t a k i ng  t h e  Oa th s  o f 
Alleg iance and Supremacy) should be required to subscr ibe a 
dec l a r a t ion  and  promi se  to  the  fo l lowing  e f f ec t—“I ,  A B, 
do hereby profess and declare that I do approve the Doctr ines, 
Worship, and Government established in the Church of Eng- 
l and ,  a s  con t a in ing  a l l  t h ing s  nece s s a r y  to  Sa l va t ion ;  and 
that I  wil l  not endeavour,  by my sel f ,  or any other,  direct ly 
or indirectly, to br ing in any Doctr ine contrary to that which 
is so established; and I do hereby promise, that I will continue 
in the Communion of the Church of England, and will not do 
any th ing  to  d i s tu rb  the  peace  the reo f .” (3 )  Tha t  knee l ing 
a t  the  recept ion of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  the  use  o f  the  cros s 
in baptism, and bowing at the name of Jesus, should no longer 
be  requi red .  (4 )  That  the  L i turgy and Canons  might  be  so 
revised as to remove Presbyter ian objections. For example,— 
that lessons from the canonical  Scr iptures might be inser ted 
in place of those from the Apocrypha; that parents might be 
a l lowed to make the promises  required f rom godf ather s  and 
godmothers; that the clauses in the Baptismal Service aff irming 
tha t  sp i r i tua l  regenera t ion i s  e f f ec ted  in  bapt i sm might  be 
omitted; that  the appeal  in the Conf irmation Service to the 
example of the apostles might also be omitted; that minister s 
should  not  be  requi red  to  fo l low exac t ly  the  for m for  the 
Visitation of the Sick, or to g ive thanks in the Bur ial Service 
for the eternal salvation of every person they bury.

In the event of the Liturgy being so revised, every clergy- 
man was to declare his belief in the lawfulness of using it, and 
to promise to read it at the appointed times.

Orthodox Protestants were to be at liber ty to erect meeting- 
houses, and to worship in their own way on reg ister ing their 
names  and making an annua l  payment  g raduated accord ing 
to their social condition; but not exceeding for ty shil l ings or 

28 Baxter, Life, iii. 66, omits “legal”; Collier, viii. 451, g ives it. The 
inser t ion of  the word sugges t s  a  compromise ;  the law of  the land 
recognised the validity of ministers so ordained, though the canons of 
the Church might net. Collier, ibid., reads where for when.
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under ten for the master of a f amily; and not exceeding eight 
or under two for any other person: the money was to be used 
for  bui ld ing churches .  On the payment  of  a  f ine,  Noncon- 
formists were to be excused from holding the public off ices for 
which they were legally disqualified.29

A Bi l l  to  g ive  e f fec t  to  the  scheme was  drawn up by S i r 
Matthew Hale, who was Lord Chief Baron, and the new policy 
had the suppor t of Sir  Orlando Br idgman, the Lord Keeper ; 
bu t  i t  wa s  neve r  s ubmi t t ed  to  Pa r l i amen t .  Tha t  t he  p l an 
should have been ser ious ly proposed i s  an indicat ion of  the 
more generous spir it both of some eminent Episcopalians and 
of some eminent statesmen.30

I n  a  s p e e ch  f rom the  t h rone  t o  bo th  Hou s e s  t h e  K ing 
recommended Parl iament to “think ser iously of some cour se 
to beget  a  bet ter  union and composure in the minds  of  my 
Protestant subjects  in matter s  of  re l ig ion,” whereby Govern- 
ment  might  ensure  not  on ly  submi s s ion ,  but  a l so  suppor t . 
The  Commons  an swe red  th i s  appea l  by  a  pe t i t i on  to  the 
King for  a  Proc lamat ion aga ins t  convent ic le s ,  and a l so  d i s- 
cussed his recommendation in no friendly spirit.31

The major i ty  of  the member s  of  the House of  Commons, 
instead of being willing to show mercy to the Nonconformists, 
were as bitter as ever in their hatred of them. The Conventicle 
Act would expire at the close of the Session, and an attempt 
was made to renew the Act in a modif ied form. The progress 
o f  the  Bi l l  was  de l ayed ,  and a f te r  succe s s ive  ad jour nment s 
Par l i ament  was  prorogued in  March,  1668–9.  The new Act 
had not passed, and the old Act had expired.32

T h e  N o n c o n f o r m i s t s ,  t h o u g h  s t i l l  i n  d a n g e r  o f  b e i n g 
prosecuted under the Five Mile Act and the Act of Elizabeth 
against Conventicles, made a vigorous use of the disappearance 
of  the more e f fect ive ins t rument for  repres s ing them. They 
a l so knew that the King and his  Minis ter s  were not anxious

29 Baxter,  i b i d . ,  i i i .  6 6 .  For  a  fu l l e r  account  o f  the  schemes  o f 
comprehension, see Stoughton, Religion in England, iii. 372–377; Neal, 
iv. 381–385; and Thorndike, Works, v. 302–308.

30 Burnet, i. 476–477.
31 C. J. (Feb. 10, 1667–8), ix. 44, and seeC. J. (Ap. 8, 1668), ix. 77, 

when a proposal contained in the King’s Speech was thrown out by 176 
votes to 70.

32 C. J. (Ap. 10, 24, 28, 1668), ix. 78, 87, 90. The Bil l  passed the 
third reading by 144 votes to 78.
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that the laws against  them should be enforced. In answer to 
a letter addressed by the Archbishop of Canterbury on June 8, 
1669 ,  to  the  commis sa r y  o f  the  souther n province,  repor t s 
came in from different par ts of the country showing that large 
numbers of per sons were attending Nonconformist worship. 33 
I n  London ,  Ca l amy ’s  cong reg a t i on  wa s  e s t ima t ed  a t  one 
hundred;  Manton’s  a t  one hundred;  Caryl ’s  a t  f ive hundred; 
the number of Owen’s congregation in Moorfields is not given. 
In Canterbury itself there were said to be f ive hundred Inde- 
pendents.34

Wi th  the se  repor t s  to  su s t a in  h im,  She ldon preva i l ed  on 
Char le s  to  i s sue  a  proc lamat ion commanding tha t  the  l aws 
against the Nonconformists, and especially the Five Mile Act, 
should  be  put  in  force. 35 Many cong rega t ions  were  broken 
up. Baxter was committed to Clerkenwell  pr ison for preach- 
ing, but was released on the g round of some invalidity in the 
war r an t  fo r  commi t t ing  h im. 36 Tave r ne r,  ano the r  eminen t 
Nonconformist, was sent to Newgate for teaching a few children 
without having taken the oath.

The House of Commons thanked the King for his proclama- 
tion, and proceeded to pass the second Conventicle Act (1670). 
The second Act was in most of its provisions much less severe 
than the first; but it was likely to be more effective.

L ike  the  fo r mer  Ac t ,  i t  made  eve r y  pe r son  over  s i x t een 
year s of age present at  a conventicle l iable to a f ine; but for 
the f ir st offence the f ine was to be only f ive shillings; and for 
the second and ever y subsequent of fence ten shi l l ings .  No- 
thing i s  sa id about impr i sonment. 37 The f ine i s  to be levied 
on the offender’s goods and chattels. If any per son is so poor 

33 In Wilkins ,  iv.  588.  See a l so the le t ter  that  fo l lows,  589–590, 
recommending practical methods of suppression.

34 Stoughton, Religion in England, ii i . 385–387, from Tenison MSS., 
Lambeth, 639. And see the repor t to the House of Commons, C. J. 
(Nov. 18, 1669), ix. 108, stating that “there are divers conventicles and 
other seditious meetings in Westminster.  .   .   .  Where g reat numbers 
of evil-affected persons frequently meet.

35 Ju l y  16 ,  16 6 9 .  T h e  P ro c l a m a t i o n  s t a t e s  t h a t  “ T h o s e  w h o 
separate themselves from the established worship, do meet together in 
g reater numbers than formerly, to such a degree as may endanger the 
Publ i c k  Pea c e .” Echard ,  859 .  Thi s  i s  a  new po in t  in  the  conf l i c t : 
conventicles are to be put down, not to maintain uniformity of worship, 
but to prevent disorder.

36 Baxter, Life, iii. 83, 128, 111–130.
37 22 Car. II. cap. 1, § 1.
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that his goods and chattels are insuff icient to meet the penalty, 
the f ine i s  to be levied,  a t  the di scret ion of  the mag is t ra te, 
upon some other  -pe r son who was present  a t  the convent i c l e,  but 
the whole sum levied at one time on one person is not to exceed 
ten pounds.38 Under this extraordinary provision a prosperous 
Nonconformist  wor shipping with a cong regat ion of for ty or 
fifty of his poorer neighbours might be required to pay the fines 
for nine-and-thir ty of them in addition to his own. A third of 
the f ines is to go to the per sons who g ive information of the 
meeting.

The preacher is to be f ined ten pounds for the f ir st offence, 
and twenty for the second. I f  the f ine cannot for any reason 
be levied on his goods and chattels, the magistrate is required 
to  l evy  i t  on  the  goods  and  cha t t e l s  o f  any  o ther  pe r sons 
present at the service.39

Any constable wil ful ly neglect ing to g ive information of a 
conventic le i s  to be f ined f ive pounds;  and every mag is trate 
wi l fu l ly  omit t ing to enforce the Act ,  one hundred pounds . 
In both cases half of the fine is to be given to the informer.40

The Bi l l  contained a c lause that Burnet descr ibes as  “very 
extraordinary,” providing in ef fect  that  “i f  any doubt should 
ar ise concerning the meaning of any part of this Act, it was to 
be  de te r mined in  the  sense  tha t  was  the  mos t  cont ra r y  to 
convent ic les ,  i t  being the intent ion of  the House to repress 
them in  the  mos t  e f f ec tua l  manner  pos s ib le” ;  and fur ther, 
that no record, war rant, or proceedings under the Act should 
“be rever sed ,  avoided,  or  in  any way impeached by rea son 
of any default in form.”41

VI

The f ierce per secut ion which fo l lowed the pas s ing of  the 
second Convent ic le  Act  was  suddenly ar res ted.  Char les  was 
a iming at  arbi trar y power.  Par l iament,  which was prorogued 
in Apr il, 1671, did not meet again ti l l  1673. In 1670 the King 
had entered into a secret treaty with Louis XIV., in which he 
bound himself to support the French King in his determination 
to break the power of “that ung rateful and insolent republic

38 Ibid., § 2.
39 Ibid., § 3.
40 Ibid., §11.
41 Ibid., § 12. Burnet, i. 498.
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of  Ho l l and .” Char l e s  wa s  to  rece ive  an  annua l  pen s ion  o f 
£200,000 from France, and the aid of 6,000 French inf antry. 
In March,  1672,  without  any dec lara t ion of  war,  and whi le 
he was professing to be a fr iendly mediator between Holland 
and  Lou i s ,  Cha r l e s  s t r uck  the  f i r s t  b low.  The  homeward- 
bound Smyrna f leet of seventy-two Dutch merchantmen was 
making its way up the Channel under the convoy of six men-of- 
war  when the  Engl i sh  admira l  a t t acked i t .  The f re ight  was 
supposed to be wor th a mil l ion and a hal f  s ter l ing. It  would 
h ave  been  a  r i ch  p r i z e .  Bu t  a f t e r  two  d ay s ’ f i gh t i ng  t h e 
English fleet was beaten off; the piratical assault on a fr iendly 
power was unsuccessful.42

Char le s  and hi s  prof l iga te  mini s ter s  knew that  the Dutch 
wa r  wou ld  p rovoke  ang r y  d i s con ten t  in  Eng l and ;  and ,  to 
d iv ide  popula r  fee l ing ,  and to  secure  the  neut ra l i ty,  i f  not 
the suppor t ,  o f  one sect ion of  the nat ion,  they reso lved to 
suspend the penal laws against the Nonconformists.

On  Ma rch  15  ( 1671–2 ) ,  a f t e r  c on su l t a t i on  w i t h  Lou i s , 
Charles issued his Declaration of Indulgence.

He  beg in s  by  re c a l l i ng  the  p roo f s  he  had  g iven ,  i n  the 
whole course of his government, of his zeal for the preservation 
of the r ights  and interest s  of  the Church, and makes specia l 
reference to “the many and frequent ways of coercion that we 
have used for reducing all er r ing or dissenting persons, and for 
compos ing  the  unhappy  d i f f e rence s  in  ma t te r s  o f  re l i g ion 
which we found among our subjects  upon our retur n.” But, 
“it being evident by the said exper ience of twelve year s, that 
there is very little fruit of all those forcible courses,” his Majesty 
thinks  himsel f  “obl iged to make use of  that  supreme power 
in ecclesiastical matter s, which is not only inherent in [him], 
but  hath been dec la red and recogni sed to be so,  by severa l 
statutes and Acts of Parliament.”

He then renews the declaration of his resolution to preserve 
“the Church of England in its doctr ine, discipline and govern- 
ment ,  a s  now i t  s t ands  e s t abl i shed  by  l aw,” and to  prevent 
any per son, “who is  not exact ly conformable,” from holding

42 Dal r ymple,  Memoi r s,  i .  96–102;  Somer s ’ Tra c t s  ( s e c ond  ed i t i on ) , 
vii i .  13–18. In any case such an attack would have been a breach of 
the agreement in the Peace of Breda, which provided that in the event 
of war no merchant shipping should be attacked within six months after 
war had been declared. Barnet, i. 562–563.
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any  “ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  d ign i ty  o r  p re f e r ment  o f  any  k ind ,” in 
the kingdom of England.

But it is the King’s will and pleasure—

“1.  Tha t  t h e  execu t i on  o f  a l l ,  a nd  a l l  manne r  o f  p ena l  l aw s , 
in matter s ecclesiast ical ,  against whatsoever sor t of Nonconformists 
or Recusants, be immediately suspended. . . .

“2 .  From t ime to t ime [ to]  a l low a suf f ic ient  number of  p laces , 
a s  sha l l  be  de s i red ,  in  a l l  pa r t s  o f  th i s  our  k ingdom,  for  the  u se 
of such as do not conform to the Church of England, to meet and 
assemble in order to their publick worship and devotion.”

To  p reven t  “d i so rde r s ,” eve r y  p l a ce  i n  wh i ch  the  Non- 
con fo r mi s t s  p ropose  to  mee t  mus t  f i r s t  be  “a l lowed ,” and 
the “teacher” of the congregation “approved” by the Crown. 
No l icences for places of public wor ship are, however, to be 
granted to the Roman Catholics. Catholics are to be exempted 
from the penal laws, but must worship “in their pr ivate houses 
only.”43

Some of  the Presbyter ians  hes i t a ted about  ava i l ing them- 
selves of the Indulgence. The King’s act was unconstitutional; 
it relieved the Romanists from the pressure of the penal laws, 
and might lead to the al lowance of the public celebration of 
the Romish wor ship.  What  they wanted was  not  to lera t ion 
as Dissenters, but a place, on honourable terms, in the national 
Church; i f  they accepted the Indulgence, and set up isolated 
congregations, they would be in danger of becoming Indepen- 
dents .  But  the scruples  of  most  of  them seem to have been 
ove rcome,  and  they  p re s en t ed  a  l oya l  a dd re s s  t o  Cha r l e s 
thanking him for his favour.44

The Independent s  appear  to  have fe l t  l e s s  d i f f i cu l ty ;  and 
in  an  addre s s  wr i t ten  by  Dr.  Owen,  and pre sented  by  h im 
to the King, they promise to pray that God will “continue his 
royal hear t in these councils and thoughts of indulgence, whose 
beg innings  have res tored quietnes s  to neighbour s ,  peace to 
counties,  emptied pr isons, and f i l led houses with industr ious 
workers.”45

Three thousand f ive hundred l icences were g ranted within 

43 E c h a rd ,  88 0 – 881.  C o bb e t t ,  Pa r l .  H i s t o r y,  i v.  515 – 516 .  S e e 
Note A, p. 442.

44 Baxter, Life, iii. 214–215.
45 Orme, Memoirs of Owen (Works), L 273.
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ten  month s .  Mos t  o f  the  rooms  l i cen sed ,  indeed ,  were  in 
pr iva te  house s ;  but  the  sudden appearance  o f  such a  l a rge 
number of Nonconformist congregations alarmed the fr iends 
of the Church.46

I n  a dd i t i on  t o  t h e  u s u a l  Cong re g a t i on a l  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e 
Presbyter ians and Independents  united to establ i sh a weekly 
“ l e c tu re” fo r  the  d i s cu s s ion  o f  the  p r inc ipa l  que s t ion s  a t 
i s s u e  b e t we e n  P ro t e s t a n t s  a n d  R o m a n i s t s ,  a n d  b e t we e n 
or thodox Protestants and Socinians. The lecture was delivered 
on Tuesday mornings in Pinners’ Hall. Owen, Baxter, Manton, 
and Bates were among the first lecturers.47

Cha r l e s  t r i ed  o the r  me thod s  i n  o rde r  to  s t reng then  h i s 
ho l d  on  t he  Noncon fo r m i s t s .  He  g ave  p r iva t e  aud i ence s 
to  the i r  l e ade r s ,  and  a s su red  them o f  h i s  e a r ne s t  w i sh  to 
secure for them freedom of wor ship. Pool,  the author of the 
“Synopsis ,” received for two year s an al lowance of £50  f rom 
the roya l  pur se.  Owen rece ived f rom Char le s  one thousand 
guineas, which he distributed among the poorer ministry.48

Par l i ament  met  aga in  on Februar y  4 ,  1672–3,  and wi th in 
a  week  the  Commons  re so l ved—“Tha t  Pena l  S t a tu t e s ,  i n 
ma t t e r s  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l ,  c annot  be  su spended  bu t  by  Ac t  o f 
Pa r l i amen t .” The  re so lu t ion  wa s  c a r r i ed  on  a  d iv i s i on  by 
16 8  vo t e s  t o  116 ;  a n d  o n  Fe b r u a r y  14 ,  a  p e t i t i o n  a n d 
address embodying the protest were approved for presentation 
to the King. 49 Ten days la ter  the King’s  reply to the address 
wa s  re c e ived .  I t  wa s  no t  t o  t he  m ind  o f  t h e  Hou se,  and 
a f ter  a  v igorous  debate  a  second addres s  was  ag reed to and 
presented. The House replied that the King’s answer—

“i s  no t  s u f f i c i en t  t o  c l e a r  t h e  a pp rehen s i on s  t h a t  may  j u s t l y 
rema in  i n  t h e  m ind s  o f  you r  peop l e,  by  you r  Ma j e s t y ’s  h av ing 
claimed a power to suspend Penal Statutes, in matter s Ecclesiastical, 
and which your Majesty does stil l seem to asser t, in the said Answer, 
to be ‘intrusted in the crown, and never questioned in the reigns of

46 Stoughton, Religion in England, iii. 399–400.
47 B a x t e r ,  L i f e ,  i i i .  2 2 7.  O r m e,  M e m o i r s  o f  O w e n  ( Wo r k s ) ,  i . 

274.
48 Burnet, i. 565. Owen denied that these pensions were offered or 

accepted a s  br ibes .  Nea l ,  iv.  410–411.  But  see  Stoughton,  op.  c i t . 
i i i .  400–402; and Calamy, Histor i ca l  Account ,  i i .  468–470; and in f ra , 
pp. 452–453, and note 18.

49 C. J. (Feb. 10 and 14, 1672–3), ix. 251–252. Cobbett, Parl. Hist., 
526–527.
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your  ances tor s ;  where in ,  we humbly conceive,  your  Majes ty  ha th 
been very much misinformed; since no such power was ever claimed, 
o r  e xe rc i s ed ,  by  any  o f  you r  Ma j e s t y ’s  p rede ce s s o r s ;  a nd ,  i f  i t 
s hou ld  be  admi t t ed ,  m igh t  t end  to  the  in t e r r up t ing  o f  the  f ree 
cour se  o f  the  l aws ,  and  a l t e r ing  o f  the  l eg i s l a t ive  power,  which 
h a th  a lway s  been  a cknowledged  to  re s i d e  i n  you r  Ma j e s t y,  and 
your two houses of Parliament.”50

T h e  K i n g  s t r u g g l e d  h a rd  f o r  h i s  p r e rog a t i ve ,  bu t  t h e 
Commons were f irm. Alderman Love, member for the City of 
London, and a Presbyter ian, made a speech which produced a 
deep impress ion. He sa id,  “that  they [ i . e.  the Presbyter ians] 
had rather s t i l l  go without their  des ired l iber ty than have i t 
in  a  way tha t  would prove so  det r imenta l  to  the  na t ion.”51 
The  House  showed tha t  i t  wa s  in  ea r ne s t  by  s topp ing  the 
progress of a money-bil l ,  and Charles had to yield. He broke 
the seal of the Declaration with his own hands, and the licences 
were called in.52

The  pos i t ion  t aken  by  Alder man Love  and  the  Noncon- 
f o r m i s t s  who  suppo r t ed  h im commanded  admi r a t i on  and 
s ympa thy ;  and  a  B i l l  wa s  b rough t  i n  f o r  t he  re l i e f  o f  a l l 
Protes tant  Dis senter s  that  were wi l l ing to take the oaths  of 
a l l e g i an c e  and  s up remacy,  a nd  t o  s ub s c r i b e  t h e  d o c t r i n a l 
ar ticles of the Church of England. They were to be exempted 
f rom a l l  pa ins  and pena l t ie s  for  not  a t tending church;  they 
were to be at l iber ty to meet together for rel ig ious worship; 
and  the i r  m in i s t e r s ,  on  t ak ing  the  o a th s  and  mak ing  the 
nece s s a r y  subsc r ip t ion a t  quar te r- se s s ions ,  were  to  rece ive 
a  cer t i f i ca te  l i cens ing them to preach.  These  provi s ions  o f 
the Bil l  assured tolerat ion to or thodox Nonconformists .  But 
the Bil l  a l so provided for the repeal of the clause in the Act 
o f  Uni fo r mi ty  which  requ i red  a  dec l a r a t ion  o f  a s s en t  and

50 I b i d .  (Feb.  24  and  2 6 ,  1672–3 ) ,  i x .  256–257.  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l . 
Hist., iv. 546–547, 551.

51 Echard ,  889 .  For  o the r  ve r s ion s  o f  Love ’s  speech ,  s ee  Nea l , 
iv. 418; Wilson, Life of Defoe, i. 58; and Burnet, ii. 6–7.

52 Cobbett ,  Par l .  His t . ,  iv.  561. Charles  yie lded as  the result  of  a 
message from the French King. Louis said that money was necessary 
for the war with Holland, and that ii Parliament insisted on making 
supply contingent on the recalling of the Declaration, the Declaration 
must be recalled. See Burnet, ii. 11; and Colbert’s letter to Louis XIV. 
(March 20, 1672–3), in Dalrymple, Review of Events after the Restoration, 
i .  135–137. Burnet ( i i .  13) says that Charles “ordered  the seal  put to 
it [the Declaration] to be broken.”
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consent  to  ever y th ing  conta ined  in  the  Book o f  Common 
P r aye r.  Th i s  wa s  a  movemen t  t owa rd s  Comprehen s i on . 53 
The  B i l l  p a s s ed  the  Commons ;  bu t  be fo re  i t  had  re ached 
i t s  l a t e r  s t age s  in  the  Lord s  Pa r l i ament  wa s  ad jour ned .  A 
prorogation followed the adjournment, and the Bill lapsed.

VII

Par l i ament  was  d i sposed  to  “ea se” Pro te s t an t  Di s sen te r s , 
but its f ierce hosti l i ty to the Roman Catholics was unabated. 
B y  A n  A c t  f o r  p r e v e n t i n g  D a n g e r s  w h i c h  m ay  h a p p e n  f r o m 
Pop i sh  r e cu san t s—commonly ca l led the Tes t  Ac t—passed th i s 
Session (1673), all persons holding any off ice, civil or military, 
or receiving any salary from the Crown, were required (1) to 
take the oaths  o f  Al leg iance and Supremacy;  (2 )  to  rece ive 
the Lord’s  Supper,  according to the usage of  the Church of 
England;  and (3)  to  make the fo l lowing dec lara t ion aga ins t 
Transubstantiation:—

“I ,  A  B,  do  d e c l a re  t h a t  t h e re  i s  no t  a ny  t r a n s ub s t a n t i a t i on 
in the sacrament of  the Lord’s  Supper or in the e lements  of  bread 
and wine, at  or af ter the consecrat ion thereof by any per son what- 
soever.”54

The Bi l l ,  according to i t s  t i t le  and preamble,  was directed 
aga in s t  “Pop i sh  recu s an t s  ” ;  bu t  in  i t s  e f f ec t  i t  p reven ted 
any Nonconformist from holding any civi l  or military off ice, 
unless he f irst consented to receive the Lord’s Supper according 
to  the  r u le s  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Church . 55 A few obscure  loca l 
of f ices  were exempted f rom the operat ion of  the Act , 56 but 
the recept ion of  the Lord’s  Supper f rom a c lergyman of  the

53 A Bi l l  f o r  the  Ease  o f  h i s  Majes ty’s  sub je c t s.  Dis sente r s  in  mat t e r s 
o f  r e l i g ion f rom the  Chur c h  o f  Eng land .  C.  J.  (Feb.  14,  37,  March 7, 
10,13,19, 1672–3; March 28, 29, 1673), ix. 252, 258–259, 264, 266, 271, 
279–280, 280–281. L. J. (March 21, 25, 1672–3; March 27, 29, 1673), 
xii. 561, 571, 576, 579–580; and for the Act against Popish Recusants , 
ibid. (March 20, 24, 25, 1672–3; March 29, 1673), xii. 561, 567–568, 
569 ,  570 ,  584 .  Pa r l i ament ,  a f t e r  an  ad jour nment  f rom March  29 
to October 30, 1673, was prorogued on account of an address passed 
by the  Commons  prote s t ing  aga ins t  the  Duke of  York’s  mar r i age 
to  the  Pr ince s s  o f  Modena .  Cobbet t ,  Pa r i .  Hi s t . ,  iv.  585,  note s ; 
Burnet, ii. 31; C J. (Oct. 30, 31, 1673), be. 283, 285.

54 25 Car. II. cap. 2.
55 Ibid., § 2.
56 Ibid., § 17.
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English Church was enforced on every man receiving a com- 
mission in the army or navy, upon minister s of state, and the 
holders of the obscurest position in the Customs and Excise.57

The d i scover y  o f  what  was  be l ieved to  be  a  g rea t  Popi sh 
Plot (1678) added fresh pass ion to the hatred and the ter ror 
with which the nation regarded Rome. Papists  were disabled 
f rom s i t t ing  in  e i the r  House  o f  Pa r l i ament : 58 ano the r  B i l l 
for excluding the Duke of York—afterwards James II .—from 
succession to the Crown, was car r ied through the Commons, 
bu t  re j e c t ed  by  the  Lord s .  Four t een  b i shop s ,  t r ue  to  the 
doctr ine of  the divine r ight  of  the royal  f ami ly,  voted with 
the majority against the measure.59

VIII

Meanwhile a fresh but unsuccessful attempt was made (1680) 
in f avour of Comprehension; but the Bil l  was not suppor ted 
with any enthus ia sm,  even by the Presbyter ian member s  o f 
the House of Commons, and it was soon dropped.60 A Bill for 
re leas ing Protes tant  di s senter s  f rom the penal t ies  of  the Act 
o f  the  35 th  yea r  o f  E l i z abe th  pa s s ed  bo th  House s ;  i t  wa s 
a l l e g ed  t h a t  t h e  C l e rk  who  shou ld  h ave  p re s en t ed  i t  f o r 
t h e  roya l  a s s e n t  “ p r i va t e l y  c o nveye d  i t  away,” a n d  i t  i s 
cer ta in that  i t  never  became law. 61 I t s  d i sappearance caused 
some disturbance.

Ea r l y  i n  the  s e s s i on  o f  t he  new Pa r l i amen t  th a t  me t  a t 
Oxford in the spring of 1680–1, Sir William Jones said:—

“This  mat ter  deser ves  mature  cons idera t ion,  whether  in  re spect 
o f  the  Los s  o f  the  Bi l l ,  o r  the  Shak ing  the  ver y  Cons t i tu t ion  o f 
Pa r l i amen t .  The  B i l l  t h a t  i s  l o s t ,  i s  o f  g re a t  momen t ,  a nd  o f 
great use to secure the country, and perhaps their lives too, in the 

57 For the debates on the Indulgence and the two Bills, see Cobbett, 
Parl. History, iv. 516–585.

58 30 Car. II.  stat.  2. cap. 1. An Act for the more e f fe c tual preser ving 
the  King ’s  pe r son  and gove r nment ,  by  d i sabl ing  pap i s t s  f r om s i t t ing  in 
ei ther house of Parl iament .  The Duke of York was expressly exempted 
from this Act: § 14

59 So Bur net ,  i i .  252 .  Echard ,  995,  s ay s ,  “Al l  the  b i shops  were 
aga ins t  i t  but  three.” But ,  a s  shown in  the  note s  to  Bur net ,  l . c . , 
252–253, note d, two separate votes of the House have been confused.

60 Burnet, ii. 274–275. Cobbett, Parl. History, iv. 1255–1260.
61 Echard, 999; Burnet, ii. 273–274.



442 PERSECUTION AND THE

time o f  a  Popi sh  succes sor.   .   .   .  The Precedent  i s  o f  the  h ighes t 
consequence :  the  King  ha s  h i s  nega t ive  to  a l l  B i l l s ,  bu t  I  neve r 
knew tha t  the  Clerk  o f  the  Par l i ament  had  a  nega t ive,  i f  he  l a id 
it aside, or not.”62

There was a  Conference with the Lords  on the subject  of 
the misadventure, but nothing came of i t .  Parl iament, which 
was  reso lute  in pres s ing the Exclus ion Bi l l ,  was  d i s so lved a 
few days after the opening of the session.

Dur ing  the  l a s t  f ew yea r s  o f  h i s  l i f e,  wh i l e  Char l e s  wa s 
pu r su ing  w i th  con summate  s k i l l  a  po l i cy  d i re c t ed  to  the 
destruction of English freedom, the Nonconformists endured 
the most  cruel  per secut ion. 63 The weapons were there—and 
the will to use them.

NOTE A

The following is a copy of a Congregational Licence.
“Charles Rex.
“Charle s ,  by  t h e  g r a c e  o f  God ,  K ing  o f  Eng l and ,  S co t l a nd , 

F r ance,  and  I re l and ,  De fende r  o f  the  Fa i th ,  e t c. ,  to  a l l  mayor s , 
ba i l i f f s ,  constables ,  and other  our of f icer s  and minis ter s ,  c iv i l  and 
m i l i t a r y,  whom i t  may  conce r n ,  g re e t i ng .  I n  pu r su ance  o f  ou r 
dec lara t ion of  the 15th of  March,  1671,  we do hereby per mit  and 
l i c en s e  A  B  o f  t he  Cong reg a t i ona l  p e r su a s i on ,  t o  be  a  t e a che r 
of the congregation al lowed by us, in a room or rooms of his house 
in  .   .   .  fo r  the  u se  o f  such a s  do  not  confor m to  the  Church o f 
England, who are of that persuasion commonly called Congregational, 
wi th f a r ther  l icense  and per mis s ion to him the sa id  A B to teach 
in  any  p l a ce  l i c en s ed  and  a l l owed  by  u s ,  a c co rd ing  to  ou r  s a i d 
declaration.

“G iven  a t  ou r  cou r t  a t  Wh i t eh a l l  t h e  s e cond  d ay  o f  May,  i n 
t h e  t we n t y - f o u r t h  ye a r  o f  o u r  r e i g n ,  16 71 .  B y  h i s  m a j e s t y ’s 
command.

 “Arlington.”64

62 Cobbett ,  Par l .  His t . ,  iv.  1 311. See a l so ib id . ,  1308, 1312. C. J. 
(March 24, 25, 1680–1), ix. 708.

63 “The rest  of  that  Reign was one continued Invas ion upon the 
Rights of the People, and the Nation seemed unwilling now to contend 
for them any more.” “This was a Time never to be forgot, when to 
wish well to our Country was a Cr ime; and when Heaven itself was 
ranked upon our Enemies’ side, by some that pretended to expound its 
will.” Welwood, Memoirs, 135, 138. And see Note B, pp. 443–444.

64 Neal ,  iv.  p.  410.  Some l icences  were g ranted for  bui ld ings  or 
rooms alone, without specifying the “teacher.”
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NOTE B

Char les  I I .  began hi s  re ign with an under taking to g rant  l iber ty 
to tender consc iences .  In addi t ion to the penal  Acts  of  El izabeth, 
wh ich  were  con f i r med  by  the  Pa r l i amen t  tha t  me t  in  Feb r ua r y, 
1672–3, the following laws were made against Nonconformists dur ing 
his reign:—

“ 1.  A n  a c t  f o r  we l l  g ove r n i n g  a n d  r e g u l a t i n g  c o r p o r a t i o n s , 
13 Car.  I I .  cap.  1.  Whereby a l l  who bear  of f ice in any c i ty,  town, 
or  borough,  a re  requi red to  take  the  oa ths  and subscr ibe  the  de- 
c l a ra t ion there in  ment ioned,  and to  rece ive  the  sacrament  o f  the 
Lo rd ’s  s uppe r  a c co rd ing  to  the  r i t e s  o f  t he  chu rch  o f  Eng l and . 
Th i s  e f f ec tua l l y  tu r ned  the  d i s s en te r s  ou t  o f  the  gover nment  o f 
all corporations.

“ 2 .  The  Ac t  o f  Un i f o r m i t y,  14  Ca r.  I I .  c a p.  4 .  Whe reby  a l l 
par sons ,  v icar s ,  and minis ter s ,  who enjoyed any prefer ment in the 
church, were obliged to declare their unfeigned assent and consent 
to everything contained in the Book of Common Prayer, etc., or be 
i p s o  f a c t o  d ep r ived ;  and  a l l  s choo lma s t e r s  and  tu to r s  we re  p ro - 
h ib i ted f rom teaching youth wi thout  l icence f rom the archbi shop 
or bishop, under pain of three months’ imprisonment.

“ 3 .  A n  a c t  t o  p r eve n t  a n d  s u p p r e s s  s e d i t i o u s  c o nve n t i c l e s , 
16  Car.  I I .  cap.  4 .  Whereby i t  i s  dec la red unlawfu l  to  be  pre sent 
a t  a ny  mee t i ng  f o r  re l i g i ou s  wo r sh i p,  e x c ep t  a c co rd ing  t o  t h e 
u s age  o f  the  Church  o f  Eng l and ,  whe re  f ive  be s i de s  the  f ami l y 
should  be  a s sembled;  in  which ca se  the  f i r s t  and second of fences 
are made subject to a cer tain f ine,  or three months’ impr isonment, 
on  conv i c t ion  be fo re  a  ju s t i ce  o f  peace  on  the  oa th  o f  a  s ing l e 
wi tne s s ;  and  the  th i rd  o f f ence,  on  conv ic t ion  a t  the  s e s s ion s  o r 
be fo re  the  ju s t i ce s  o f  a s s i ze,  i s  pun i shable  by  t r an spor t a t ion  fo r 
seven years.

“4 .  An  ac t  fo r  re s t r a in ing  Noncon fo r mi s t s  f rom inhab i t ing  in 
cor porat ions ,  17 Car.  I I .  cap.  2 .  Whereby a l l  d i s sent ing minis ter s , 
who would not take an oath therein specif ied against the lawfulness 
o f  t ak ing  up  a r ms  aga in s t  the  k ing  on  any  p re tence  wha t soever, 
and tha t  they  would  never  a t tempt  any  a l t e ra t ion o f  gover nment 
i n  chu rch  o r  s t a t e ,  a re  b an i s h ed  f ive  m i l e s  f rom  a l l  c o r po r a t e 
towns,  and subject  to a  f ine of  40/.  in case they should preach in 
any conventicle.

“5.  Another  ac t  to  prevent  and suppres s  sed i t ious  convent ic le s , 
22  Car.  I I .  cap.  5.  Whereby any per sons  who teach in  such con- 
vent ic le s ,  a re  sub jec t  to  a  pena l ty  o f  20/ .  for  the  f i r s t ,  and 40/ . 
fo r  eve r y  sub sequent  o f f ence ;  and  any  pe r son  who per mi t s  such 
a conventic le to be held in their  house,  i s  l iable to a f ine of  20/. ; 
and justices of the peace are empowered to break open doors where 
they are informed such conventicles are held, and take the offenders 
into custody.
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“ 6 .  A n  a c t  f o r  p r eve n t i n g  d a n g e r s  w h i c h  m ay  h a p p e n  f ro m 
Po p i s h  r e c u s a n t s ,  c o m m o n l y  c a l l e d  t h e  t e s t  a c t ,  w h e re by  ( a s 
a f o re -men t ioned )  eve r y  pe r son  i s  i n c apac i t a t ed  f rom ho ld ing  a 
place of trust  under the government,  without taking the sacrament 
according to the rites of the church of England.”65

65 Neal, iv. 423–424. And for a schedule showing the full range of 
the King’s power in ecclesiastical affairs, see L. J., xi. 487–489.
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CHAPTER V

JAMES II
Accession of Jambs I I .—He avows his  Faith—Romanism in the 

Asce ndant—Pe nal  Laws  su spe nde d—-Parl iame nt  Remon- 
strate s—Sir  Edward Hale s ’s  Case—The Laws  of  England 
the  K ing ’s  Laws—Court  of  High  Commis s ion  re store d— 
It takes Action against the Bishop of London—Universities 
force d  to  admit  Romani st s  to  Deg re e s  and  Off ice—De- 
c larat i on  of  I ndulg e nc e — N onconf orm i st s  t e m p te d  to 
support  the  K ing—Most  of  them  Pre f e r  Constitutional 
L aw  to  Pe r s onal  R e l i e f — A  Royal  P rog re s s — N oncon - 
formists put in Office—Halifax’s Appeal—Second Declara- 
t ion  of  Indulge nce—Bi shop s  and  Cle rgy  d i sregard  the 
Order to read it  in Church—Trial and Acquittal of  the 
Seven Bishops—Overtures of the Church to Nonconformists 
—Birth of an Heir to the Throne—Invitation to William 
o f  O rang e — C ol lap s e  o f  Roman i sm — Wi l l i am  land s  i n 
England—The Nation rally to him—James takes Flight.

KI N G  C h a r l e s  d i e d  o n  Fe b r u a r y  6 ,  16 8 4 – 5 .  H e  wa s  
reconci led to the Roman Church jus t  before hi s  death, 

and received absolut ion and the la s t  Sacraments  f rom Hud- 
d le s ton ,  a  Romish  pr ie s t ,  who had  s aved  h i s  l i f e  a f t e r  the 
Batt le of  Worcester.  James II .  was a Cathol ic when he came 
to the throne, and on the ground of his Catholic faith a powerful 
party had endeavoured to exclude him from the succession.

When he  met  the  Pr ivy  Counc i l  he  dec l a red  tha t  whi l e 
he  was  re so lved  to  main ta in  un impa i red  the  author i ty  and 
ancient prerogatives of the Crown, “he would not invade any 
man’s  proper ty,  but  would preser ve the gover nment  by l aw 
establ i shed in church and s tate.”1 The c lergy,  who for many 
year s  had been in s i s t ing  on the  duty  o f  pa s s ive  obedience, 
received the King’s assurance with unmeasured confidence and 
de l igh t .  “As  to  our  re l ig ion ,” s a id  Dr.  Shar p,  in  a  se r mon

1 Bur ne t ,  i i i .  6 .  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i amen t a r y  Hi s t o r y,  iv.  1342 .  Re- 
peated, May 22, 1685, on opening the session of Parliament, ibid..
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at St .  Lawrence Jury, “we have the word of the King, which 
(with reverence be it spoken) is as sacred as my text.” 2

Bu t  no tw i t h s t and ing  h i s  d e c l a r a t i on ,  i t  wa s  t h e  K ing ’s 
f i r m resolve to res tore England to the Roman communion. 
The second Sunday after his accession he went openly to mass. 
Huddleston was told to make it  publicly known that Charles 
had  d ied  a  member  o f  the  Roman Church . 3 With in  a  f ew. 
months al l  the laws which excluded Catholics from civi l  and 
mil i tary off ices under the Crown were disregarded; and very 
soon Cathol ic  s ta tesmen control led the pol icy and Cathol ic 
soldiers commanded the armies of the kingdom.

It  seemed as  i f  England were on the point of  retur ning to 
t h e  a n c i en t  f a i t h .  The  c l e r g y  we re  f o r b i dd en  t o  p re a ch 
a g a i n s t  “ t he  K ing ’s  re l i g i on .” The  Ca tho l i c  wo r sh i p  wa s 
ce lebrated with gorgeous  pomp in the King’s  Chapel  a t  St . 
J a m e s ’s .  T h e  Je s u i t s  h a d  a  l a r g e  s c h o o l  a t  t h e  S avoy  i n 
which hal f  the chi ldren were Protestants .  Car meli tes ,  Bene- 
d i c t i n e s ,  a nd  F r an c i s c an s  wa l ked  t h e  s t r e e t s  o f  London . 
Four Catholic bishops were consecrated in the Royal Chapel, 
and  the i r  p a s to r a l  l e t t e r s  t o  the  c a tho l i c  l aymen  o f  the i r 
dioceses  were pr inted by the royal  pr inter s  and with publ ic 
l icence.  The Lord High Treasurer  and the Lord Pr ivy Sea l , 
the Earls of Rochester and Clarendon, were Catholics; several 
Catho l i c  peer s ,  and a  Catho l i c  pr ie s t—Father  Pe t re—were 
sworn members of the Pr ivy Council .  In Scotland a Catholic 
was  made Gover nor  of  the Cas t le  o f  Edinburgh.  In I re land 
a Catholic, Colonel Talbot, afterwards Earl of Tyrconnel, was 
put at the head of the army. There were Catholic off icer s in 
the  a r my which  the  King  a s s embled  on  Houns low Hea th ; 
mass  was openly celebrated in the tent of  Lord Dumbar ton, 
the  s econd in  command to  Lord  Fever sham;  and  the  Pro- 
tes tant i sm of  Lord Fever sham was regarded with suspic ion.4  
Hull and Portsmouth, two of the pr incipal ports in the kingdom, 
were in the hands of Catholic governors.

In  November,  1685,  the  Commons  ca r r i ed  an  addre s s  to 
the Crown in which they showed their alarm at the suspension

2 Calamy,  His to r i c a l  Ac count ,  i .  118.  Eve lyn,  i i i .  211–215.  Shar p 
was afterwards Archbishop of York. He was the f ir st to provoke the 
King’s displeasure by preaching against the Church of Rome. See p. 448.

3 Burnet, iii. 11. Evelyn, iii 139.
4 Burnet, however, says that he was a Protestant: iii. 50.
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of  the penal  l aws a f fect ing the Cathol ic s ,  and dec lared that 
the d i squa l i f i ca t ions  imposed by the Tes t  Act  could not  be 
removed except by Act of  Par l iament.  The King was g reat ly 
provoked by their  boldness ,  and Parl iament was immediately 
prorogued.5

In order to secure a legal sanction for his dispensing power, 
he had an indictment laid against Sir Edward Hales, a Roman 
Catholic, who had been appointed colonel of a reg iment and 
governor of Dover Cast le,  but who had neither received the 
Lord’s  Supper according to the r i tes  of  the Engl i sh Church, 
nor fu l f i l led the other  condi t ions  imposed by the Test  Act . 
He  p l eaded  the  King ’s  d i spen sa t ion  in  ba r  o f  the  pena l ty. 
The  c a s e  wa s  t r i ed  be fo re  the  Cour t  o f  K ing ’s  Bench  on 
June 21, 1686, and of twelve judges eleven agreed—

“(1 )  Tha t  t he  l aw s  o f  Eng l and  a re  t he  K ing ’s  l aw s .  ( 2 )  Tha t , 
there fore,  ’t i s  an inseparable  prerogat ive in the Kings  of  England, 
a s  o f  a l l  other  Sovere ign Pr inces ,  to  d i spense with a l l  Pena l  Laws 
i n  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e s ,  a n d  u p o n  p a r t i c u l a r  n e c e s s a r y  r e a s o n s . 
(3)  That  of  those reasons  and neces s i t ie s ,  the King himsel f  i s  so le 
j u dg e :  a nd  t h en  wh i ch  i s  c on s equen t  upon  a l l ,  ( 4 ) ,  Th a t  t h i s 
i s  not  a  t r us t  inves ted in ,  or  g ranted to the King,  by the people, 
bu t  the  anc i en t  rema in s  o f  the  sove re ign  power  and  p re roga t ive 
o f  the  Kings  o f  Eng land ;  which  never  ye t  was  t aken f rom them, 
nor can be.”

“Thus ,” add s  Echa rd ,  “by  the  b re a th  o f  a  f ew mercena r y 
judges ,  in e f fect ,  the laws of  England were base ly  g iven up 
at once into the Power and Will of the King.”6

II

In  the  summer  o f  16 86  James  p roceeded  to  s e t  up  once 
more the Court of High Commission, which had been abolished 
for  ever with the Royal  consent  in the ear ly months of  the 

5 C. J. (Nov. 16, 1685), ix. 758. Parliament was f ir st prorogued on 
November 20, 1685, and then, by successive stages, to November 22, 
1687. It did not sit again during James’s reign.

6 Howel l ’s  Sta te  Tr ia l s,  x i .  1165–1199.  Echard,  1077.  S i r  Edward 
Hale’s “coachman was set up to inform against him, and to claim the 
£500 that  the law gave to Hie infor mer.” Burnet ,  i i i .  97.  See a l so 
Hallam, Const. Hist., iii. 61–62 and notes.
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Long Par l i ament . 7 Je f f rey s ,  who was  Lord  Chance l lo r,  was 
at the head of the Commission; the other Commissioners were 
the Archbi shop of  Canterbur y,  the Bi shops  o f  Durham and 
Roches ter,  the Ear l s  o f  Sunder land and Roches ter ;  and S i r 
Edward Herber t ,  Lord Chief Just ice. Any three of the Com- 
mi s s ione r s ,  p rov ided  tha t  Je f f rey s  wa s  one  o f  them,  were 
empowered  to  c a l l  be fo re  them a l l  e cc l e s i a s t i c a l  pe r son s , 
“of what deg ree and dignity soever,” and to punish them by 
excommunication, suspensions, depr ivations, or other ecclesi- 
astical censures for any ecclesiastical offences.8

The Commission began by cal l ing Compton, the Bishop of 
London, to answer for his  contempt of  the command of the 
King ,  requ i r ing  h im to  su spend  Dr.  Sha r p.  Sha r p  was  the 
clergyman who at the beg inning of the reign made the King’s 
word as sacred as a text of Holy Scr ipture; but he had recently 
p reached a  se r mon aga in s t  Poper y,  a t  which  the  King  had 
t aken  o f f ence. 9 Compton  a l l eged  tha t  Sha r p ’s  s e r mon had 
not  been sub jec ted to  jud ic ia l  inqui r y  in  the  ecc le s i a s t i ca l 
cour ts ,  but that when the case was tr ied he would deal with 
him as the canons war ranted; and that he had complied with 
the  sub s t ance  o f  the  K ing ’s  manda te  by  requ i r ing  h im to 
ab s t a i n  f rom p re a ch ing .  The  de f ence  wa s  d e c l a red  t o  be 
unsa t i s f ac tor y ;  the  b i shop was  su spended  dur ing  the  roya l 
pleasure, and the administration of the diocese of London was 
placed in the hands of the Bishops of Durham, Rochester, and 
Pe te rborough .  Dr.  Sha r p  exp re s s ed  h i s  so r row fo r  hav ing 
incur red  the  roya l  d i sp lea sure,  and was  then re l i eved f rom 
further punishment.10

T he  K i ng  now  re s o l ve d  t o  c ompe l  t h e  un ive r s i t i e s  t o 
throw open their  gates  to Cathol ic s .  He directed the Vice- 
Chancellor of Cambr idge to admit Alban Francis, “an ignorant

7 Burnet (iii. 108) says that it was proposed to set up “an ecclesias- 
tical commission, without cal l ing it the high commission,” but with 
unlimited powers in ecclesiastical cases.

8 Kennet, Complete History of  England, i i i .  454–456. Sancroft,  the 
Archbishop, declined to act: “He objected to the super ior author ity 
given to a layman, the chancellor, and excused himself on the ground of 
his age and infirmities. James saw his true reason, and erased his name, 
not only from the list of commissioners, but also of pr ivy councillors, 
saying that if he was too infirm to be of the first, he was equally so to 
be of the other.” Lingard (1830), viii. 377, .

9 See pp. 445–446.
10 Burnet, iii 106–108. Howell, State Trials, xi 1155–1166
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Benedict ine monk,” to the deg ree of Master of Ar ts  without 
a dm in i s t e r i n g  t h e  o a t h s .  The  V i c e -Chanc e l l o r—“a  ve r y 
honest ,  but  a  ver y weak man”—hesi ta ted,  and the Cour t  of 
High Commission suspended him.11 At Oxford the proceedings 
o f  t h e  K ing  we re  s t i l l  mo re  v i o l en t .  Wa lke r,  t h e  Ma s t e r 
of Univer s i ty College, and several  Fel lows of other col leges, 
had  become Ca tho l i c s .  James  g r an ted  them d i spen sa t ion s , 
empower ing them to reta in their  dignit ies  and emoluments . 
Massey,  a  Fel low of Mer ton, another conver t  to Romanism, 
was made Dean of Christ Church.12

III

The na t ion watched wi th  g rowing but  s i l en t  ind igna t ion 
these audacious and arbitrary proceedings;  but on Hounslow 
Heath James had an army such as no King of England before 
him had ever commanded in time of peace, and he was confident 
that his  pol icy would receive no sudden check. The univer- 
s i t ies  and the c lergy had been preaching for many year s  the 
doctr ine of pass ive obedience, and he appear s  to have had a 
ser ious belief that nothing would provoke the English Church 
to turn against the Crown.

On Apr i l  4 ,  1687,  he i s sued a  Declara t ion of  Indulgence, 
in which he said that he could not but hear t i ly wish that a l l 
hi s  subjects  were member s of  the Cathol ic Church. I t  i s  hi s 
opinion that conscience ought not to be forced; and that the 
two Houses  of  Par l iament,  when he thinks i t  convenient  to

11 Burnet, iii. 149–150. Howell, State Trials, xi. 1315–1340.

12 Wood, Ath. Oxon. (Bliss), iv. 437–44. In 1687 James commanded 
the Vice-President and Fellows of Magdalen, one of the r ichest colleges, 
to e lect  as  their  Pres ident Dr.  Far mer.  He appear s  to have been a 
man o f  d i s c red i t able  cha rac te r ;  he  was  not  d i s t ingu i shed  fo r  h i s 
learning, and had not the qualif ications required by the statutes of the 
college; “an ignorant and vicious per son,” says Burnet. The Fellows 
disregarded the King’s mandate, and elected Dr. Hough. The Ecclesi- 
astical Commission deposed Dr. Hough, depr ived twenty-four of the 
Fellows of their fellowships, and declared them incapable of holding 
any ecclesiastical preferment. In the following year Parker, Bishop of 
Oxford, whom the King had appointed President instead of Farmer, 
died, and the Fellows, most of whom were non-Catholics, were directed 
by James to elect Dr. Giff ard, one of the four vicar s apostolic They 
complied, and Magdalen became a Catholic college. Burnet, iii. 151–160. 
Howell, State Trials, xii. 1–52.
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call them together, will approve of the exercise of his preroga- 
t ive in suspending the penal  laws re lat ing to re l ig ion.  Fir s t , 
he pledges himsel f  to protect  and mainta in the archbishops, 
bishops, clergy, and all the members of the Church of England, 
in the free exercise of their relig ion as by law established, and 
i n  t h e  qu i e t  and  f u l l  en joymen t  o f  a l l  t h e i r  po s s e s s i on s . 
Secondly, he declares it to be his royal will and pleasure, that 
all laws inflicting penalties for nonconformity to the established 
relig ion in any manner whatsoever be immediately suspended. 
The Oaths  o f  Supremacy and Al leg iance,  and the te s t s  and 
declarat ion imposed by the Test  Act and by the Act for dis- 
abling Papists from sitt ing in either House of Parl iament, are 
not hencefor th to be required from any per son appointed to 
civil or military off ice under the Crown. All persons omitting 
to take the oaths are to be rel ieved by the royal dispensation 
f rom the pena l t ie s  a t t ached to  the omis s ion.  And f ina l ly,  a 
free pardon is  g iven to al l  Nonconformists  and recusants for 
any  c r ime s  a l re ady  commi t t ed  con t r a r y  to  the  pena l  l aws 
relating to religion.13

The  Noncon fo r mi s t s  we re  s t rong l y  t emp ted  to  suppo r t 
the King.  While the Cathol ics  had been protected from the 
pena l  l aws by the exerc i se  of  the prerogat ive,  the Noncon- 
formists  had been suffer ing incessant and bit ter per secution. 
There  were  l a rge  d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  count r y  in  which  i t  wa s 
never safe for them to meet for worship. The clergy and the 
mag istrates  were never weary of hunting them down. Heavy 
f ine s  were  in f l i c ted  on them;  many o f  the i r  min i s t e r s  had 
been impr i soned.  Ear ly  in  the re ign,  Baxter,  who was  now 
seventy  year s  o f  age,  was  brought  be fore  Judge Je f f reys  for 
f ive or s ix passages in his  paraphrase of the New Testament, 
in which he had offered some objections to diocesan episcopacy, 
and mainta ined that  in some except ional  cases  i t  was lawful 
to  re s i s t  the  author i ty  o f  the  pr ince.  A heavy f ine  was  in- 
f l i c t ed  on  h im  wh i ch  he  wa s  un ab l e  t o  p ay,  a nd  he  wa s 
kept  in  pr i son  for  e igh teen  months . 14 The  l aws  which  the 
King  now su spended  in f l i c t ed  the  mos t  c r ue l  in ju s t i ce  on 
l a r ge  number s  o f  h i s  mos t  pe ace ab l e  sub j e c t s .  Migh t  no t 

13 Wilkins, iv. 614–615.
14 £500 with the requirement to g ive secur ity for good behaviour 

for  seven year s .  On the  Bench the  judge  outd id  even h imse l f  in 
brutality. Howell, State Trials, xi. 493–502.
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t h o s e  t o  w h o m  h e  g ave  r e l i e f  f ro m  u n j u s t  l aw s  t h a n k 
h i m  f o r  s u s p e n d i n g  t h e m ?  O p i n i o n  wa s  d i v i d e d .  S o m e 
addres se s  were presented,  in  which the roya l  c lemency was 
a cknow l edged  w i t h  e f f u s ive  g r a t i t ude ;  bu t  t h e  p r i n c i p a l 
Nonconfor mis t  leader s  and the major i ty  o f  the i r  adherent s 
refused to support a policy which, as they believed, threatened 
the foundat ions  of  publ ic  l iber ty.  The mini s ter s  o f  London 
met to consider whether or not they should address the Crown; 
two messengers from the court were present to learn the result 
o f  t h e  m e e t i n g .  Jo h n  H owe  s p o ke  s t ro n g l y  a g a i n s t  t h e 
dispensing power, and against everything that would increase 
the power of  Papi s t s  and as s i s t  them in their  endeavour s  to 
de s t roy  P ro t e s t an t i sm .  Dr.  Dan i e l  Wi l l i ams  dec l a red  th a t 
he would rather continue to suf fer the injust ice inf l icted by 
the penal  laws than sanct ion a violat ion of  the fundamenta l 
p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  con s t i t u t i on .  “ I t  we re  be t t e r,” he  s a i d , 
“ fo r  t hem [P ro t e s t an t  D i s s en t e r s ]  t o  be  reduced  to  the i r 
fo r mer  hard sh ip s ,  than  dec l a re  for  measure s  de s t r uc t ive  o f 
the  l iber t ie s  o f  the i r  count r y,  and tha t  for  h imse l f ,  be fore 
he would concur in an address  which should be thought an 
approbation of the dispensing power, he would choose to lay 
down his liberty at his Majesty’s feet.”

In clos ing the debate,  Howe infor med the messenger from 
the cour t  that  in thi s  judgment the meet ing genera l ly  con- 
curred.15

IV

On November 20,  1687,  Par l i ament  was  d i s so lved,  having 
been prorogued since November, 1685; and the King resor ted 
to extraordinary measures in order to make sure of a House of 
Commons  tha t  wou ld  con sen t  to  repea l  the  Te s t  Ac t .  He 
made  a  p rog re s s  t h rough  the  k ingdom.  “As  the  P re s ence 
of a Sovereign King,” says Echard, “natural ly rai ses  an awful 
Vene r a t i on  on  t he  m ind s  o f  t ho s e  who  s e l dom app ro a ch 
Majesty, it can hardly be expressed with what joyful Acclama-

15 Danie l  Wi l l i ams ,  Pra c t i c a l  Di s c ou r s e s,  In t r odu c t i on ,  x .  Ca l amy, 
Memoir  o f  John Howe ,  134–135. “Few concur red in those addresses ; 
and the persons that brought them up were mean and inconsiderable.” 
Burnet, iii. 185.
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tions he was received, and what Loyal Acknowledgments were 
p a i d  h im  a t  Po r t smou th ,  Win che s t e r ,  B a t h ,  G l ou c e s t e r , 
Worcester, Ludlow, Shrewsbury, Chester, Newpor t, Lichf ield, 
Coven t r y,  B r i s to l ,  Banbur y  and  o the r  p l a ce s ;  wh ich  gave 
h i s  Ma je s ty,  g rea t  Hopes  and  Expec t a t ion s .” 16 He  rev i s ed 
the l i s t s  of  the Lord Lieutenants  and Deputy Lieutenants  of 
the counties ,  and those who would not engage to ass i s t  him 
in secur ing the return of members of the House of Commons 
f avourable  to  the  roya l  po l i cy  were  d i smi s sed .  Ha l f  o f  the 
Lord Lieutenants, among them many of the g reatest and most 
powerful  nobles  in the kingdom, refused to answer and los t 
t h e i r  c o m m i s s i o n s .  M a g i s t r a t e s  we re  r e m ove d  f ro m  t h e 
commission of the peace for the same reason, and Dissenter s 
f avourable to the repeal  of  the Test  were appointed in their 
p l ace.  The  Cor pora t ion s  in  eve r y  pa r t  o f  Eng l and ,  which 
under  the i r  new char te r s  were  ver y  much a t  the  mercy  o f 
the Crown, were also purged of men who were opposed to the 
de s ign s  o f  the  King .  In  the  Ci ty  o f  London the  a lde r men 
were  tur ned out ,  and the i r  vacant  p l ace s  f i l l ed  wi th  Non- 
conformists.17

T h e r e  wa s  a  wa r  o f  p a m p h l e t s .  T h e  I n d u l g e n c e  wa s 
f i e rce ly  a t t acked and v igorous ly  de fended.  In  A Le t t e r  t o  a 
Dissenter  upon Occas ion of  his  Majesty’s late grac ious Dec larat ion 
of Indulgence, of which twenty thousand copies were published, 
the  Marqui s  o f  Hal i f ax  sa id  tha t  he  was  “ne i ther  sur pr i sed 
nor  provoked” by the  Di s senter s  accept ing o f fe r s  o f  re l ie f , 
and  by  the i r  de s i re  t o  make  themse l ve s  “ l e s s  unea s y  and 
obnox ious  to  au thor i ty.” But  he  begged  them to  cons ide r 
( 1 )  the  c au se  they  had  to  su spec t  the i r  new f r i end s ,  who 
had  made  them “not  the i r  cho ice,  but  the i r  re fuge.” Only 
the  o ther  day,  he  reminds  them,  “you were  s on s  o f  Be l i a l : 
now, you are Ange l s  o f  l i gh t .  The change i s  too sudden,  too 
violent, to be trusted”; (2) The motives of those who advise 
acceptance;  suggest ing that  some of the Protestant minis ter s 
who  f avoured  the  p ropo s a l  h ad  been  b r ibed  wi th  Roman

16 Echard,  1090.  Burnet  ( i i i .  189–190) says  that  the prog ress  was 
a failure; that the King found “a visible coldness both in the nobility 
and gentry; that he designed to go through many more places;  but 
the small success he had in those which he visited made him shorten his 
progress.”

17 Burnet, iii. 191.
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Ca tho l i c  go ld ; 18 ( 3 )  The i r  du ty  a s  Chr i s t i an s  and  c i t i z en s 
not to hazard the public safety by a desire of relief or revenge. 
He l ays  s t re s s  on the  d i f fe rence “between enjoying quie t ly 
the advantages of  an act  i r regular ly done by other s ,  and the 
going about to support it against the laws in being,”—between 
thanking the King for an Act of more than doubtful legal i ty, 
and taking advantage of  the re l ie f  which the Act  had g iven 
them.  And “a f te r  g iv ing thanks  for  the  breach o f  one l aw, 
( they) lost  the r ight of  complaining of the breach of a l l  the 
rest.” Having set a precedent when it was for their advantage, 
they cannot chal lenge i t  when i t  may be to their  prejudice. 
He  a s su re s  t he  Noncon fo r mi s t s  t h a t  Churchmen  a re  now 
convinced of their er ror in per secuting those who refused to 
conform; that the next Parliament would be disposed to treat 
P ro t e s t an t  D i s s en t e r s  w i th  gen t l ene s s ;  and  remind s  t hem 
tha t  the  he i r  to  the  th rone,  Mar y,  the  wi fe  o f  Wi l l i am o f 
Orange, had been bred in a country f amous for its toleration 
o f  re l i g iou s  d i f f e rence s .  They  a re,  the re fo re,  en t rea ted  to 
take sides with the Church in resisting the Crown.19

J a m e s  d i d  n o t  l o s e  c o u r a g e .  O n  A p r i l  2 7,  16 88 ,  h e 
i s sued  a  s econd Dec l a r a t ion .  Hi s  “conduc t ,” he  s ay s ,  “ha s 
been such in al l  t imes as ought to have per suaded the world” 
tha t  he i s  “ f i r m and cons tant” to  h i s  re so lut ions ;  “yet  tha t 
easy people may not be abused by the malice of crafty, wicked 
men ,” he  th ink s  f i t  to  dec l a re  tha t  h i s  i n t en t ion s  a re  no t 
changed since he issued his Declaration for Liberty of Conscience 
a  ye a r  be fo re.  The  Indu lgence  o f  16 87  i s  t hen  rec i t ed  a t 
l ength ;  and the  Dec la ra t ion conc ludes  by  an appea l  to  the 
coun t r y  “ to  choo se  such  member s  o f  Pa r l i amen t ,  a s  may 
do  t h e i r  p a r t s  t o  f i n i s h” wha t  t h e  K ing  h ad  b egun ;  and 
announces  tha t  i t  i s  the  King’s  in tent ion “ to  ca l l  a  Par l i a- 
ment that shall meet in November next at farthest.”20

18 Th i s  imputa t ion  o f  b r ibe r y  in  Ha l i f ax ’s  Le t t e r  h i s  re f e rence 
to “money spr inkled amongst the Dissenting minister s ,” .   .   .  “men 
who have mor tgaged themselves  to severe credi tor s ,  that  expect  a 
r igorous observation of the contract” (ibid., 3) were hotly'resented; and 
the author  of  Animadve r s i ons  on  a  l a t e  Pape r  en t i tu l ed  a  Le t t e r  t o  a 
Di s s en t e r  (25)  cha l lenged proof  tha t  any money had been "g iven, 
promised, or propounded to any of the persons that did f ir st address” 
the King,  or that  the addresses  had been draf ted by per sons other 
than those who s igned them—i.e.  by Roman Cathol ic pr ies t s .  For 
subsequent discussion arising out of these gifts, see pp. 520–523,524–527.

19 A Letter to a Dissenter, 1, 2, 5, 8.
20 Wilkins, iv. 616.
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I t  wa s  o rd e red  t h a t  t h e  Dec l a r a t i on  s hou l d  b e  re a d  a t 
time of divine service in al l churches and chapels in and near 
London  on  Sunday,  May  20 ,  and  Sunday,  May  27 ;  and  in 
a l l  t h e  r e s t  o f  Eng l a nd  on  Sund ay,  Jun e  3,  a nd  Sund ay, 
June 10, under penalty of prosecution before the ecclesiastical 
c ou r t s .  The  b i s hop s  we re  d i re c t e d  t o  t a ke  me a s u re s  f o r 
s ecur ing  tha t  the  o rde r  shou ld  be  obeyed  by  the i r  c l e rgy. 
Some of them complied; but eighteen refused, and according 
to  Bur net ’s  e s t imate  i t  was  read  in  on ly  seven churches  in 
London and in about two hundred all over England.21 Seven of 
the bishops met at Lambeth—Sancroft, Archbishop of Canter- 
bur y,  L loyd ,  B i shop o f  S t .  Asaph ,  Ken o f  Ba th  and  Wel l s , 
Tur ner  of  Ely,  Lake of  Chiches ter,  White  of  Peterborough, 
Trelawney of Exeter—and agreed upon a petition to the King, 
in  which  they  s a id  tha t  the i r  “ave r sene s s  .   .   .  to  the  d i s - 
tr ibuting and publishing in all their churches” the Declaration 
for Liber ty of Conscience proceeded “neither from any want 
o f  du t y  and  obed i ence” t o  t h e  K ing  .   .   .  “no r  ye t  f rom 
any  want  o f  t ender ne s s  to  Di s s en te r s ,” bu t ,  “among many 
o t h e r  c on s i d e r a t i on s ,  f rom  t h i s  e s p e c i a l l y ;  b e c au s e  t h a t 
Declaration is founded upon such a dispensing Power, as hath 
been  o f t en  dec l a red  i l l eg a l  i n  Pa r l i amen t” ;  .   .   .  and  tha t 
i t  was a  matter  of  so g reat  moment and consequence to the 
whole nation, both in Church and State, that they could not 
make themselves parties to it.22

When the bishops presented the petition the King answered 
them roughly and angr i ly, and told them that i f  they did not 
hear from him that he had changed his mind he should expect 
h i s  command  to  be  obeyed .  Ea r l y  in  June  they  were  s en t 
to the Tower under a  war rant  charg ing them with “making 
and publ i sh ing a  sedi t ious  l ibe l  aga ins t  h i s  Majes ty  and hi s 
gove r nment .” On June  29  they  were  pu t  on  the i r  t r i a l  i n 
Westmins ter  Hal l .  Two of  the judges  to ld the jur y that  the 
pet i t ion was l ibe l lous ;  two that  i t  was  nei ther  l ibe l lous  nor 
sedi t ious .  The jur y retur ned a verdict  of  Not Gui l ty.  West- 
minster Hall  rang with shouts of tr iumph; the news travel led 
swift ly to Hounslow Heath, and was received by the soldier s 
with rapturous cheers which startled the King, who was spending 
the  day  in  the  tent  o f  Lord Fever sham.  In  London,  and in

21 Burnet, iii. 229.
22 Wilkins, iv. 617.
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all the cities and towns of the kingdom, there were illuminations 
and bonfires and displays of popular delight and enthusiasm.23

The bishops now held a g reat posit ion in the country, and 
t h ey  u s ed  t h e i r  powe r  w i s e l y  a nd  g ene rou s l y.  A  s ch eme 
was drawn up under the direction of Sancroft for reconcil ing 
the moderate Nonconformists to the Church. It was proposed 
that  Disc ip l ine should be enforced more s t r ic t ly ;  that  there 
should be a fresh revision of the Liturgy; and that, i f  Convo- 
ca t ion  and  Pa r l i ament  a l lowed ,  some o f  the  “ce remonie s” 
shou ld  be  omi t ted .  In  Ju ly  Sancro f t  s en t  “Ar t i c l e s” to  the 
clergy of his province, in one of which he recommended them 
to show “a very tender regard to our brethren, the Protestant 
Dissenters.”24

V

Bu t  be fo re  t he s e  “Ar t i c l e s ” we re  i s s ued ,  t he  l e ade r s  o f 
the g reat par ties in the State had taken a step which in a few 
months rescued the nation from the per ils which threatened it. 
On Sunday  a f t e r noon,  June  10 ,  whi le  the  b i shops  were  in 
the Tower, the Lord Mayor of London received an announce- 
ment from James that a son had been born to him that morning, 
and the Lord Mayor was told to celebrate the great event with 
bonf i re s  and  publ i c  re jo i c ing s .  A  proc l amat ion  was  i s sued 
appointing a public thanksg iving, which was to be celebrated 
i n  t he  chu rche s  o f  London  and  Wes tm in s t e r  on  June  17, 
and  in  a l l  o the r  p l a ce s  on  Ju l y  1.  Bu t  no  man  tha t  c a red 
for  the  Prote s t ant i sm of  Eng land,  or  for  the  cause  o f  c iv i l 
f re edom,  wa s  d i s po s ed  to  re j o i c e  o r  t o  g ive  t h ank s .  T i l l 
now, men of a l l  par t ies  that  had regarded with host i l i ty and 
a l a r m  the  uncon s t i t u t i ona l  a c t s  o f  t h e  K ing ,  h ad  l ooked 
forward with hope to the access ion of Mary, the wife of the 
Pr ince of Orange. Now that a Pr ince of Wales was bom—or 
dec lared to have been bom, for  many regarded the bi r th a s 
an imposture25—that hope perished.

On June 30—the day on which the bishops were acquitted, 
and within three weeks after the bir th of the child—Admiral 
Herbert, who had been depr ived of his command for refusing to

23 Howell, State Trials, xii. 183–434. Burnet, iii. 233–237.
24 Wilkins, iv. 619.
25 Burnet, iii. 244–257, 318–323.
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vote for the repeal of the Test Act,26 sailed for Holland with a 
formal invitation to William to avert by force of arms the per ils 
which threatened “the relig ion, the liberties, and the properties 
of the nation.” The address was signed by “the seven patr iots” 
— t h e  E a r l  o f  S h r ew s bu r y,  t h e  E a r l  o f  D evo n s h i r e ,  t h e 
Ea r l  o f  Danby,  t h e  Lo rd  Lumley,  t h e  B i shop  o f  London , 
Edward Russel l ,  and Henry Sydney. The Ear l  of  Devonshire 
represented the Whigs  and the Dis senter s ;  Lord Danby the 
Tor ie s  and  the  Church ;  Compton ,  the  B i shop  o f  London, 
the High Churchmen;  Russe l l  and Sydney bore  names  tha t 
recalled the two great political martyrs of the last reign.27

Jame s ,  a s  s oon  a s  he  he a rd  o f  Wi l l i am ’s  p rep a r a t i on  t o 
invade the kingdom, attempted to recover the conf idence of 
the  Church and the  na t ion .  He inv i ted  the  counse l  o f  the 
bishops, and told them that he was ready to do whatever they 
shou ld  th ink  nece s s a r y  fo r  the  s e cu r i t y  o f  the  P ro t e s t an t 
re l ig ion and of  the people ’s  r ights  without derogat ing f rom 
h i s  own p re roga t ive.  Compton ’s  su spen s ion  wa s  removed . 
A Churchman was  nomina ted  to  succeed  the  Lord  Mayor, 
who was a Baptist .  The city char ter was sent back with g reat 
ce remony to  the  Gui ldha l l .  A proc l amat ion was  i s sued for 
res tor ing to the cor porat ions throughout the kingdom their 
anc i en t  Cha r t e r s ,  L i be r t i e s ,  R igh t s ,  and  F r anch i s e s .  The 
Ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  Commi s s i on  wa s  d i s s o l ved .  The  B i s hop  o f 
Winches te r,  the  v i s i to r  o f  Magda len  Col lege,  Oxford ,  was 
ordered to redress the wrongs of the President and Fellows who 
had been i l legal ly dispossessed. Popish just ices of  the peace, 
mayor s ,  and  recorder s ,  were  removed ,  and  Pro te s t an t s  ap- 
pointed in their places. “So that in the space of about twelve 
days, that formidable fabr ic was in effect, or in a great measure, 
demolished, which the Romish cabal had been near four years 
in erecting.”28

26 Burnet, iii. 100–101.
27 The address is descr ibed by Sir James Mackintosh (History of the 

Revolut ion ,  413) as “a cold, creeping, ir resolute address .” .   .   .  “Not 
one great pr inciple or generous inspiration escapes them in that docu- 
ment.” Wil l iam i s  to ld that  “one of  the chief  causes  “upon which 
his enter ing of the kingdom in a hostile manner must be founded on 
his  par t,  although many other reasons are to be g iven on thei r  par t, 
is the birth of a child, which, they say, “not one in a thousand believes 
to be the Queen’s.” (Ibid., 691.) See Dalrymple, Memoirs , i. 5, 19–23, 
and letters in the Appendix.

28 Echard, 1114. Burnet, iii. 315–317.
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I t  wa s  t oo  l a t e .  On  Oc tobe r  19  t h e  P r i n c e  o f  Or ange 
se t  sa i l  f rom Helvoet s luys  wi th a  power fu l  f lee t  and near ly 
four hundred transpor ts f i l led with Dutch troops. He car r ied 
a t  hi s  mast-head the Engl i sh f l ag ,  inscr ibed with the words 
“The  P r o t e s t an t  Re l i g i on  and  L i b e r t i e s  o f  Eng l and ,” and  the 
mot to  o f  the  House  o f  Nas s au  “ J e  ma in t i end ray .” A s t rong 
north-west wind, which in a few hours rose to a f ierce storm, 
drove him back to por t .  A violent  ga le  prevented him from 
putt ing to sea again for near ly a for tnight.  On November 1, 
the  ga le  had sunk,  and wi th an ea s t  wind—“the Protes tant 
wind”29—he se t  sa i l  for  the Engl i sh coas t .  Lord Dar tmouth 
with the Engl i sh f leet  was  ly ing of f  Harwich,  watching for 
the  Dutch  sh ip s ;  bu t  the  sea  was  heavy  and  the  wind  un- 
f avourable,  and before he could get  under  sa i l  Wil l i am had 
s l ipped past  him and was of f  Dover.  The Engl i sh c l i f f s  were 
lined with great crowds of people, who watched his progress with 
the eager hope that now at last the dangers which threatened 
their  re l ig ion and their  f reedom were over.  On the night of 
the four th the pi lot was directed to sai l  shor t of Dar tmouth, 
tha t  the  f l ee t  might  enter  the  g rea t  harbour  o f  Torbay the 
nex t  mor n ing .  When the  mor n ing  came i t  wa s  d i s covered 
that through a f alse reckoning Dar tmouth had been passed in 
the  da rkne s s ;  and ,  a s  the  wind  was  s t i l l  b lowing  f rom the 
east ,  there seemed nothing to be done but to make for Ply- 
mouth. The f idelity of the Governor of Plymouth to William 
was doubtful, and the er ror of the pilot was regarded as a grave 
mi s for tune.  Admira l  Rus se l l  to ld  Bi shop Bur net ,  who had 
jo ined  the  Pr ince,  to  “go to  h i s  p rayer s ,  fo r  a l l  was  lo s t .” 
But  the  wind changed to  the  south ,  and in  four  hour s  the 
f l e e t  wa s  i n  To rb ay.  Wi l l i am  l a nd ed  on  Eng l i s h  s o i l  on 
November 5.30

For ten days  hardly any per son of  di s t inct ion joined him, 
and  he  began  to  th ink  o f  re tu r n ing  to  Hol l and .  But  then 
the country gentlemen of the west, with their armed followers, 
f locked to hi s  s tandard.  The whole  countr y broke out  into 
in su r rec t ion .  The  gove r nor  o f  P lymouth  dec l a red  fo r  the 
Pr ince of Orange. Br istol,  Oxford, Norwich, Hull,  York—all 
the midland and nor ther n towns—were in the hands  of  h i s 
f r iends .  The ar my of  James was broken up by the deser t ion

29 Burnet, iii. 316. Dalrymple, Memoirs, i. 5.
30 Burnet, iii. 327, 324–330. 
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o f  the  o f f i ce r s .  Church i l l ,  Gra f ton ,  K i rke,  and  Tre l awney 
c a r r i ed  ove r  t he i r  reg imen t s  t o  Wi l l i am .  Lo rd  Combur y, 
Clarendon’s  son and the King’s  nephew, a l so  deser ted him, 
and t r ied ,  but  unsucces s fu l ly,  to  induce three  reg iment s  o f 
which he was in command to follow his example. The King’s 
daughter, the Pr incess Ann, and her husband, Pr ince George of 
Denmark, went over to William before the end of November.31

O n  D e c e m b e r  18  W i l l i a m  e n t e r e d  L o n d o n ,  a n d  wa s 
re ce ived  w i th  g re a t  popu l a r  en thu s i a sm .  Jame s  f l ed  f rom 
Eng l and  on  Decembe r  23,  and  by  h i s  f l i gh t  re l i eved  t he 
nation from the gravest diff iculties in the way of a satisfactory 
settlement of its future government.

31 Burnet, iii. 331–332. Dalrymple, Memoirs, i. 6, 196–203.
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CHAPTER I

THE TOLERATION ACT AND THE COMPRE- 
HENSION BILL

William summons a Convention—He receives a Nonconformist 
Deputation—Stands  for Comprehension and Toleration— 
He accepts the Crown—Oath of Alleg iance modified—The 
Non-Jurors—Futile Attempts to repeal or amend the Test 
Act—Toleration Act: Its Provisions—Comprehension Bill: 
Its  Proposals—The Bi ll  postponed—Royal Commission to 
revi se  the  Praye r-Book—Convocation  ho sti le—Compre- 
hension abandoned.

I

SOON after  Wil l iam ar r ived in London he summoned the 
peer s  to  meet  h im at  S t .  James ’s  on December  21,  1688. 

He a l so summoned a l l  gent lemen who had sat  in any of  the 
Parl iaments of Charles II . ,  the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of 
London, and a deputation from the Common Council, to meet 
h im on the  26th .  The two a s sembl ie s  ag reed in  reques t ing 
him to undertake at once the responsibilities and duties of the 
executive government, and to issue wr its for a “Convention” 
of the Estates  of  the Realm for the set t lement of  the af f a ir s 
of the kingdom.1

O n  J a n u a r y  2  ( 16 88 – 9 )  a b o u t  n i n e t y  N o n c o n f o r m i s t 
ministers introduced by the Earl of Devonshire, Lord Wharton, 
and Lord Wiltshire,  waited on Wil l iam, and assured him “of 
their g rateful  sense of his  hazardous and heroical  expedit ion 
which the favour of Heaven had made so surpr isingly prosper- 
ous.” John Howe, who spoke in their name, said that—

“They es teemed i t  no common fe l ic i ty  that  the wor thy pat r iot s 
o f  t h e  n o b i l i t y  a n d  g e n t r y  o f  t h i s  k i n g d o m  h a d  u n a n i m o u s l y 
concu r red  w i th  h i s  h i ghne s s ’ d e s i gn .   .   .   .  They  p romi s ed  the i r

1 Mackintosh, 556, 568–569.
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utmost endeavours in their several stations, to promote the excellent 
and most desirable ends for which his  highness had declared. They 
added  the i r  con t inued  f e r ven t  p r aye r s  t o  the  A lmigh ty,  f o r  the 
preservat ion of  hi s  h ighness ’ per son,  and the succes s  of  h i s  future 
ende avou r s  f o r  t h e  d e f en c e  a nd  p rop ag a t i on  o f  t h e  P ro t e s t a n t 
i n t e re s t  t h roughou t  t h e  Ch r i s t i a n  wo r l d ;  t h a t  t h ey  s hou l d  a l l 
most wil l ingly have chosen that t ime for the season of paying their 
duty to his highness, when the lord-bishop and the clergy of London 
attended his highness for the same purpose (which some of them did, 
a n d  w h i c h  h i s  l o rd s h i p  wa s  p l e a s e d  c o n d e s c e n d i n g l y  t o  m a ke 
men t ion  o f  t o  h i s  h i ghne s s ) ,  h ad  the i r  no t i c e  o f  t h a t  i n t ended 
applicat ion been so ear ly as  to make their more general  at tendance 
pos s ib le  a t  tha t  t ime.  There fore,  though they  d id  now appear  in 
a  d i s t inc t  company,  i t  was  not  on a  d i s t inc t  account ,  but  on tha t 
only which was common to them, and to all Protestants.”2

William in a gracious reply told them that his g reat purpose 
wa s  to  “de f end  and  suppor t” the  P ro te s t an t  re l i g ion ,  and 
to  “g ive  i t  s t reng th  and  reputa t ion  throughout  the  wor ld , 
suf f ic ient  to preserve i t  f rom the insul t s  and oppres s ions  of 
i t s  most  implacable enemies”;  that  he would a im to do thi s 
f i r s t  o f  a l l  i n  t he s e  k ingdoms  o f  Eng l and ,  S co t l and ,  and 
I re l and ;  and  tha t  he  would  “use  h i s  u tmos t  endeavour s  so 
to set t le  and cement a l l  d i f ferent  per suas ions  of  Protes tant s 
in  such a  bond o f  love  and communi ty,  a s  may cont r ibute 
t o  t h e  l a s t i ng  s e cu r i t y  and  engagemen t  o f  s p i r i t u a l s  and 
temporals to all sincere professors of that holy religion.”3

These  br ie f  s en tences  conta in  Wi l l i am’s  re l ig ious  po l i cy. 
He was the i r reconci lable enemy of  Romanism everywhere. 
Hi s  ch ie f  rea son  fo r  accep t ing  the  Eng l i sh  c rown was  the 
hope that  he might be able to use the power of  England to 
check the  po l icy  o f  the  French King ,  and so  to  check the 
g rowing pol i t ica l  s t rength of  Cathol ic i sm on the cont inent 
of Europe. He wished to make the English Church suff iciently 
comprehensive to include the great body of the English Non- 
confor mis t s .  I f  there  were  any t r ue  Prote s t ant s  who might 
feel compelled to remain out of the national Establishment after 
the terms of conformity were relaxed, he wished them to enjoy 
complete toleration.

2 Ca lamy,  Memoi r s  o f  Howe ,  142–144 .  Compton,  the  Bi shop o f 
London, with a considerable number of the clergy and a few Noncon- 
formist minister s, had presented their congratulations to William on 
December 21, three days after his entrance into London. Mackintosh, 
554.

3 Gazette, Jan. 5, 1688–9.
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II

The  “Conven t i on” me t  on  Janu a r y  2 2 ,  a nd ,  a f t e r  l ong 
deba te s ,  re so lved on Februar y  12  tha t  “Wi l l i am and Mar y, 
Pr ince and Pr incess of Orange, be and be declared King and 
Queen  o f  Eng l and ,  F r ance  and  I re l and .” 4 Dur ing  h i s  l i f e, 
“ the  so l e  and  fu l l  exe rc i s e  o f  the  roya l  power” wa s  to  be 
ve s ted  in  Wi l l i am;  i t  wa s  to  pa s s  to  Mar y,  i f  she  su r v ived 
h im.  With the  o f fe r  o f  the  crown,  the  Convent ion made a 
“Dec l a r a t i on  o f  R igh t s ,” i n  wh i ch ,  among  o the r  a r t i c l e s 
def ining the constitutional liber ties of the kingdom, there are 
several suggested by the late religious troubles. It is declared—

“That the pretended Power of suspending of Laws [or the execution 
o f  l aws ]  by  Rega l  Author i t y,  w i thout  Consen t  o f  Pa r l i ament ,  i s 
i l l ega l ;  tha t  the pretended Power of  d i spens ing with Laws,  or  the 
Execut ion o f  Laws ,  by  Rega l  Author i ty,  a s  i t  ha th  been a s sumed 
and exerc i sed of  l a te,  i s  i l l ega l ;  that  the Commiss ion for  erect ing 
the la te  Cour t  of  Commiss ioner s  for  ecc les ia s t ica l  Causes ,  and a l l 
other Commiss ions and Cour ts  of  l ike Nature,  are i l legal  and per- 
n i c i o u s ;  .   .   .  [ a n d ]  t h a t  t h e  S u b j e c t s ,  w h i c h  a r e  P ro t e s t a n t s , 
may have Ar ms for  the i r  Defence,  su i table  to the i r  condi t ions ,  a s 
allowed by law.”5

On Februar y  13  the  two House s  went  to  Whi teha l l ,  and 
Lord Halifax, as Speaker of the House of Lords, made the offer 
of  the crown to Wil l iam and Mary.  The Clerk of  the Lords 
read the Declara t ion of  Right s .  Wi l l i am accepted the of fer 
i n  h i s  own  name  and  Mar y ’s ;  and  t he  s ame  d ay  t he  new 
King and Queen were proclaimed.6

III

To remove a l l  doubt s  concer ning the lega l i ty  o f  the pro- 
ceedings  of  the Convent ion,  an Act  was  pas sed declar ing i t 
to be to a l l  intents  a  legal  Par l iament;  and the Act required 
the member s  of  both Houses  to take the usua l  oaths  to the 
new Sovereign.7 The form of the Oath of Allegiance occasioned

4 The crown of Scotland was offered to William and Mary by the 
Scottish estates a few weeks later.

5 C. J. (Feb. 12, 1688–9), x. 28–29. L. J., xiv. 125–126.
6 Mackintosh, 627–628.
7 1 W. and M., cap. 1.
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long di scus s ions ,  and i t  was  reduced to the s imples t  ter ms. 
Those who took i t  were s imply required to swear that  they 
would “bear true a l leg iance to their  Majest ies  King Wil l iam 
and Queen Mary”; the words “r ightful and lawful sovereigns” 
were omitted. 8 But Sancroft ,  and several  of  the bishops,  and 
the Earls  of Clarendon, Lichf ield, and Exeter,  and several  of 
the members of the House of Commons, refused to swear.

The re  wa s  no t h i n g ,  howeve r,  t o  e n f o rc e  t h e  o a t h s  on 
the clergy general ly; or even on the bishops, so long as they 
d id  not  a t tempt  to  t ake  the i r  sea t s  in  the  House  o f  Lords ; 
nor  d id  the  Act  impose  the  oa th s  on  the  c iv i l  o r  mi l i t a r y 
servants  of  the Crown. Whether previous s ta tutes  enjoining 
the oaths in their  old for m were s t i l l  in force,  was regarded 
a s  doub t f u l .  An  Ac t  wa s  t h e re f o re  p a s s e d  f o r  Ab r o g a t i n g 
t h e  Oa th s  o f  Sup r ema cy  and  A l l e g i an c e,  and  appo i n t i n g  o t h e r 
Oaths.  I t  required a l l  holder s  of  eccles ias t ica l  of f ice,  as  wel l 
as other per sons holding off ice under the Crown, to take the 
new Oaths of Supremacy and Allegiance.9

Bu t  t o  many  o f  t h e  b i s hop s ,  a nd  t o  l a r g e  numbe r s  o f 
the  c l e rgy,  James  was  “ the  Lord ’s  ano in ted .” He was  King 
by  d iv ine  r igh t ;  and  fo r  more  than  a  genera t ion  they  had 
been teaching that  no cr imes committed by a  lawful  pr ince 
aga ins t  the  na t ion could  jus t i fy  re s i s t ance  to  h i s  author i ty. 
Dur ing the debates on the settlement of the kingdom, Sancroft 
had proposed that  James should be recogni sed as  King,  and 
tha t  the  Pr ince  o f  Orange  shou ld  be  inv i t ed  to  gover n  a s 
Regent.  He could not revoke the oath of  a l leg iance that  he 
had  swor n  to  Jame s ;  and  Jame s  wa s  s t i l l  h i s  sove re i gn  by 
right divine.10

The Act  requi red  the  oa ths  to  be  t aken be fore  Augus t  i , 
1689. Sancroft, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Ken, Bishop of 
Bath and Wells ,  Turner,  Bishop of Ely,  Frampton, Bishop of 
Glouces te r,  L loyd,  Bi shop of  Norwich,  and White,  Bi shop 
of Peterborough, resolutely refused to submit; under the Act 
they were suspended for  s ix  months ,  and a t  the end of  the

8 1 W. and M., cap. 1, § 6.
9  Ibid., cap. 8, § 3.
10 D’Oyley, Sancroft, i .  413 foll . ;  and par ticularly, 420–421. In the 

debates in the Convention, Sir Robert Howard had met the theory of 
"  d iv ine r ight” in  a  ver y f rank and fear le s s  s ty le.  “I  have heard ,” 
he sa id,  “that  the King has  hi s  crown by divine r ight ;  but we the 
peop le  have  a  d iv ine  r i gh t  too.” Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i amen t a r y  H i s t o r y , 
v. 46.
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s i x  mon th s ,  Feb r u a r y  169 0–1,  we re  i p s o  f a c t o  d ep r ived . 11 
E jec t ion ,  however,  d id  not  fo l low a t  once.  Sancro f t ’s  suc- 
ce s sor,  Ti l lo t son ,  was  not  nomina ted  t i l l  Apr i l  23,  and  he 
did not gain possession of Lambeth till June 23, 1691.12

About  four  hundred  o f  the  in f e r io r  c l e rgy  fo l lowed  the 
example  o f  the  s ix  non- jur ing  b i shops  and  fo r f e i t ed  the i r 
l iv ing s . 13 The  Non- ju r o r s  c l a imed to  be  the  t r ue  he i r s  and 
representatives of the English Church. They ordained several 
bi shops and maintained a separate wor ship.  They contended 
that the State has no ecclesiastical author ity over the Church, 
and that, therefore, the bishops deposed by Will iam were the 
only  t r ue and lawful  b i shops  o f  the i r  severa l  d ioceses ;  tha t 
the i r  succe s sor s  were  gu i l ty  o f  rebe l l ion aga in s t  the i r  t r ue 
Sovereign and of creating a schism in the Church; and that all 
per sons remaining in communion with them shared their s in. 
In  1718 the  sec t  was  sp l i t  in to  two par t ie s—each of  which 
continued to consecrate i t s  bi shops.  The las t  of  the bi shops 
i s  s a id  to have d ied in I re land in 1805;  and in 1815 a  non- 
jur ing c lergyman i s  sa id  to have been l iv ing in the west  of 
England.14

IV

W h i l e  t h e  O a t h s  B i l l  wa s  b e f o re  Pa r l i a m e n t ,  Wi l l i a m 
made a speech to both Houses (March 16) in which he expressed 
the hope, that while they provided for the exclusion of Papists, 
they would “leave room for the admiss ion of a l l  Protestants” 
that were “willing and able” to serve the Crown; and he let it 
be known that  i f  Par l iament would consent to the repeal  of

11 1 W. and M., cap. 8, § 7.
12 D’Oyley,  San c r o f t ,  i .  462–470 .  Three  o ther  b i shops  had  a l so 

refused to take the oaths—Thomas of Worcester, Lake of Chichester, 
and Car twr ight of  Chester.  Thomas died in June,  Lake in August , 
1689 ,  and  Car twr igh t  wi th in  the  yea r.  Ket t l ewe l l ,  Li f e ,  199–204 . 
Lathbur y,  His to r y  o f  the  Non- ju ro r s ,  45.  Of the seven bi shops  who 
had refused to read the Declarat ion of Indulgence, f ive refused the 
oaths: Lloyd of St. Asaph, and Trelawney of Br istol, who had refused 
to read the Declaration, consented to take them.

13 Lathbury, ibid . , 84. And see the list in Kettlewell, Life , Appendix, 
xii.–xxxv.

14 L a thbu r y,  97–9 9 ;  29 0–291 ;  362–364 ;  412 .  Ma son ,  Vind i c i æ , 
t r an s l a t ed  by  L indsay,  Pre f .  l xxx i i i– iv ;  Ket t l ewe l l ,  Li f e ,  345–349 . 
D’Oyley (Sancrof t ,  i i .  34–35, note) states that the non-jur ing bishops 
had died out at an earlier date, 1779.
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the Test Act which disqualif ied Nonconformists for al l  places 
of public trust, he was willing that the clergy in actual posses- 
s ion of  benef ices  should be exempted f rom the necess i ty  of 
t ak ing  the  oa th  o f  a l l eg i ance. 15 To meet  the  wi she s  o f  the 
King, a committee of the Lords drew up a clause for inser tion 
in the Bil l ,  abolishing the Sacramental Test as a quali f ication 
for any off ice, employment, or place of trust ;  but the clause 
was  re jec ted by a  l a rge  major i ty.  A second c lause  was  pro- 
posed by which it was provided that it should be suff icient if 
a person duly appointed should, within a year before or a year 
a f ter  h i s  admis s ion to  of f ice,  rece ive  the Sacrament ,  e i ther 
according to the usages of the Church of England or according 
to  the  u s age s  o f  any  o the r  P ro t e s t an t  cong rega t ion .  Th i s 
too was rejected by a heavy majority.16

Dur ing the debates on the Oaths of Alleg iance and Supre- 
macy in the House of  Commons,  i t  was  proposed to repea l 
the Corporation Act, which made the receiving of the Sacrament 
according to the r ites of the English Church a necessary qualif i- 
cat ion for holding any municipal  of f ice.  A Bi l l  was brought 
in for that purpose, and passed its  second reading. But when 
it was about to be committed, it was moved that the committee 
should be instructed to make no alteration in the law touching 
the Sacrament .  Thi s  was  met ,  not  by a  d i rect  negat ive,  but 
by a motion for adjournment, which was car r ied by a nar row 
majority—116 to 114; and the Bill was then dropped.17

Bu t  though  the  Te s t  Ac t  and  the  Cor pora t ion  Ac t  were 
to remain unrepealed for near ly a century and a hal f  longer, 
Parliament was quite ready to g ive to the Nonconformists very 
substant ia l  re l ie f .  .Owing par t ly  to the mutual  jea lous ies  of 
s ta te smen and of  the two g reat  pol i t ica l  par t ie s ,  i t  was  not 
poss ible as  yet to admit any per sons that refused to take the 
Sacrament according to the r i tes of the English Church into 
municipal corporations or into the service of the Crown; but 
the time had come for a toleration of their worship.

Before  the  non- jur ing b i shops  wi thdrew f rom the  House 

15 L .  J .  (Ma rch  16 ,  16 88–9 ) ,  x iv.  150 .  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i am en t a r y 
History, v. 184.

16 L. J. (March 15, 21, 1688–9), xiv. 148, 156–157. Ibid. (March 23, 
1688–9) ,  x iv.  158–159.  Roger s ,  Pro t e s t s,  i .  72–74.  Cobbet t ,  Par l i a - 
mentary History, v. 196–198.

17 Grey,  Deba t e s  (Feb.  25,  1688–9) ,  ix .  110–111.  C.  J.  (Apr i l  1, 
1689), x. 74.
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of  Lords ,  they moved for  the  in t roduct ion of  two Bi l l s  for 
the relief of their dissenting brethren—a Bill for the compre- 
hension of the more moderate Nonconformists in the national 
Establ i shment, and a Bil l  for tolerat ing the wor ship of those 
who might be unable to conform.

V

The Tolera t ion Bi l l  was  brought  into the House of  Lords 
on February 28, 1688–9, by the Earl of Nottingham, the Tory 
Secretary of State. 18 It passed both Houses without diff iculty, 
and received the royal assent on May 24.

The  Ac t  i s  en t i t l ed  An Ac t  f o r  e xemp t i n g  t h e i r  Ma j e s t i e s ’ 
P r o t e s t a n t  Sub j e c t s ,  Di s s e n t i n g  f r om  t h e  Chu r c h  o f  En g l a nd , 
f r om the  Penal t i e s  o f  Cer ta in Laws. 19 After  reci t ing a ser ies  of 
per secut ing s ta tute s  beg inning wi th the Act  o f  Uni for mity 
passed in the f i r s t  year of  El izabeth,  i t  i s  enacted that  none 
of them—

“Shall be construed to extend to any per son or per sons dissenting 
f rom the Church of  England,  tha t  sha l l  t ake the oaths  ment ioned 
i n  .   .   .  a n  Ac t  f o r  remov ing  and  p reven t i ng  a l l  que s t i on s  a nd 
disputes concerning the assembling and sitting of the present Parlia- 
men t ,  and  sha l l  make  and  sub s c r i be  the  Dec l a r a t ion  men t ioned 
in a statute made in the thir t ieth year of the reign of King Charles 
the Second,  ent i t led ,  an Ac t  t o  p r even t  Pap i s t s  f r om s i t t ing  in  e i the r 
House of Parliament .”20

The  oa th s  were  the  Oath  o f  A l l eg i ance  and  the  Oath  o f 
Supremacy, and were in the following words:—

“1.  I  do  s ince re ly  Promi se  and  Swear,  Tha t  I  wi l l  be  f a i th fu l , 
and  bea r  t r ue  A l l eg i ance,  to  The i r  Ma je s t i e s  K ing  Wi l l i am and 
Queen Mary. So help me God.

“2 .  I  do  swe a r.  Th a t  I  do  f rom  my  Hea r t  a bho r,  d e t e s t  a nd 
a b j u re ,  a s  imp iou s  a nd  h e re t i c a l ,  t h a t  d amnab l e  Doc t r i n e  a nd

18 William had appointed both Whigs and Tor ies to off ices of State; 
the modern method of creating a Cabinet of one political par ty—the 
pa r t y  command ing  a  ma jo r i t y  i n  the  House  o f  Commons—was 
adopted on the suggestion of the Earl of Sunderland a few years later.

19 1 W. and M., cap. 18. L. J. (Feb. 28, 1688–9, and May 24, 1689), 
xiv. 134, 217. Cobbett, Parliamentary History, v. 263–266.

20 1 W. and M., cap. 18, § 2. The number ing of the sections differs 
considerably in the various editions of the Statutes.
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Posi t ion,  That  Pr inces  excommunicated or  depr ived by the Pope, 
or any Author ity of the See of Rome, may be Deposed or Murthered 
by their Subjects, or any other, whatsoever.

“And  I  do  Dec l a re,  Tha t  no  Fo re i gn  P r ince,  Pe r son ,  P re l a t e, 
State,  or Potentate,  hath or ought to have any Jur i sdict ion, Power, 
Super ior i ty,  Pre-eminence or Author ity,  Eccles ias t ica l  or Spir i tual , 
within this Realm: So help me God.”21

T h e  D e c l a r a t i o n  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  Tr a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n ,  t h e 
Sacr i f ice of  the Mass ,  and the Invocat ion of  the Virg in and 
the Saints are superstitious and idolatrous.22

Ano the r  c l a u s e  e xemp t s  s u ch  p e r s on s ’ f rom  “ th e  p a i n s , 
p e n a l t i e s ,  a nd  f o r f e i t u re s ” t o  wh i ch ,  und e r  t h e  Ac t s  o f 
E l i zabeth and Char le s  I I .  for  the  suppres s ion o f  “ sed i t ious 
Convent ic les ,” they are l iable  for  being present  a t  Noncon- 
formist worship.23

In subsequent c lauses  Nonconfor mist  minis te r s  are re l ieved 
f rom cer ta in  pa ins  and pena l t ie s .  Per sons  “ in  ho ly  Order s , 
or pretended holy Orders, or pretending to holy Orders,” who 
take the oaths  and subscr ibe the Declara t ion,  and who a l so 
declare their “approbation of and subscr ibe” the Thir ty-nine 
A r t i c l e s — w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  T h i r t y - f o u r t h  t h e 
Trad i t i on s  o f  th e  Chur c h ) ,  the  th i r ty- f i f th  (Of the  Homi l i e s ) , 
and the thir ty-sixth (Of Consecrat ion of Bishops and Ministers) , 
and the  words  o f  the  twent ie th  a r t i c le  a f f i r ming tha t  “ the 
Church hath power to decree Rites and Ceremonies and au- 
thor i ty  in  Controver s ie s  o f  Fa i th”—are exempted f rom the 
pains  and penal t ies  of  the Five Mile Act ,  and from the f ine 
of £100 infl icted by the Act of Uniformity of Charles II.  on 
any per son consecrating and administer ing the Lord’s Supper 
who  ha s  no t  been  ep i s copa l l y  o rda ined . 24 Noncon fo r mi s t 
ministers are exempted by the Act from serving on jur ies, and 
from the obligation to fill parochial offices.25

Bap t i s t s  a re  exempted  f rom the  ob l i g a t i on  to  sub s c r i b e 
the ar t ic le on Inf ant Baptism.26 Quakers  are a l lowed to make 
a  so lemn dec la ra t ion ins tead o f  t ak ing the  oa ths .  They are 
exempted from signing the Articles, but are required to profess 
t he i r  f a i t h  i n  the  Tr in i t y  and  in  the  i n sp i r a t i on  o f  Ho ly

21 W. and M., cap. i, §§ 6, 7.
22 30 Car. II., stat. 2, cap. 1, § 3.
23 1 W. and M., cap. 18, § 3.
24 1 W. and M., cap. 18, $ 8.
25 Ibid., § 11.
26 Ibid., § 10.
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S c r i p t u re . 27 Un i t a r i a n s  a r e  l e f t  w i t hou t  p ro t e c t i on :  i t  i s 
exp re s s l y  dec l a red  th a t  “ne i the r  t h i s  Ac t ,  no r  any  c l au s e 
here in  conta ined ,  sha l l  be  cons t r ued  to  g ive,  in  any  ca se, 
benefit or advantage to any person that shall deny the doctr ine 
of the Blessed Tr inity:”28 eight year s later (1697), an Act was 
passed which made the denial of the doctr ine of the Tr inity a 
penal offence, punishable, on a second conviction, with three 
ye a r s ’ impr i sonmen t . 29 Roman  Ca t h o l i c s  a re  a l s o  exc luded 
from the benefits of the Act.30

Previous leg i s la t ion making at tendance on publ ic  wor ship 
compul sor y  i s  conf i r med.  Ever y  per son in  the  k ingdom i s 
stil l left under a legal compulsion to be present at the worship 
of the English Church on Sunday, unless he is present at some 
cong rega t ion  o r  a s s embly  fo r  re l i g iou s  wor sh ip  pe r mi t t ed 
by the Act.31

For a Nonconformist congregation to secure the protection 
of  the Act ,  the p lace in which i t  wor ships  must  be c e r t i f i ed 
to the bishop, the archdeacon, or the just ices of the quar ter 
se s s ions ;  and dur ing re l ig ious  wor ship the  doo r s  mus t  no t  b e 
“ l o c k ed ,  ba r r ed ,  o r  bo l t ed”—a provi s ion in tended to  prevent 
the holding of seditious meetings under pretence of celebrating 
Nonconfor mist  wor ship. 32 Any per son dis turb ing  the wor ship 
of a dissenting congregation meeting in a cer tif ied building is 
made liable to a fine of twenty pounds.33

The Act is  a cur ious example of the character ist ic methods 
of English leg islation. The Act of Uniformity is not repealed; 
the preamble of the Act is left on the Statute-Book, declar ing 
that  “a g reat  number of  people in diver s  par t s  of  the rea lm, 
fol lowing their own sensuality and l iving without knowledge 
and due fear  of  God,  do wi l fu l ly  and schi smat ica l ly  abs ta in 
and refuse to come to their par ish churches”; but the persons 
guilty of this gr ievous offence are exempted from the penalties 
which the Act  imposes  on them; i f  they take the neces sar y 
oaths and make the necessary declaration, they may continue 
to follow “their own sensuality and live without knowledge and 
due fear of God.” The Conventicle Acts,  which inf l ict heavy 
f ines  on per sons  present  a t  Convent ic le s ,  a re  not  repea led ;

27 1 W. and M., cap. 18, § 13.
28 Ibid., § 17.
29 9 and 10 W. III., cap. 35. (Cap. 32 in some editions.)
30 1 W. and M., cap. 18, § 17. 
31 Ibid., § 16. 
32 Ibid., § 19, 5.
33 Ibid., § 18.
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but it i s  declared that per sons may be present at conventicles 
w i thou t  be ing  f i ned .  The  F ive  Mi l e  Ac t  i s  no t  repea l ed ; 
but  Nonconfor mis t  c lergymen may res ide within f ive mi le s 
o f  the i r  for mer  par i sh ,  or  wi th in f ive  mi le s  o f  a  munic ipa l 
corporation, without being liable to any punishment.

Notwi th s t and ing  i t s  g ro s s  imper f ec t ion s ,  the  To le r a t ion 
Ac t  s e cu red  f reedom o f  wor sh ip  to  the  g re a t  ma jo r i t y  o f 
Di s sen te r s ,  and  i s  the  founda t ion  o f  our  p re sen t  l ibe r t i e s . 
It legalised Nonconformity.

VI

The Comprehens ion Bi l l—descr ibed a s  An Ac t  f o r  un i t ing 
th e i r  Ma j e s t i e s ’ P ro t e s t an t  Sub j e c t s—was in t roduced in to  the 
House of  Lords  by the Ear l  o f  Nott ingham and read a  f i r s t 
time on March n, 1688–9.34

I t  wa s  a  ve r y  bo l d  mea su re.  Cand id a t e s  f o r  o rd i n a t i on 
in the English Church, instead of being required to s ign the 
Ar ticles and to declare that the Book of Common Prayer and 
of  order ing of  bi shops and deacons conta ined in i t  nothing 
contra r y  to  the  Word of  God,  were  to  make the  fo l lowing 
declarat ion—“I do approve of the doctr ine and wor ship and 
gover nment  o f  the  Church  o f  Eng land  by  l aw e s t abl i shed , 
as containing al l  things necessary to salvation: and I promise 
in the exercise of my ministry, to preach and practise according 
thereunto ”;  and as  the Bi l l  pas sed through the House,  the 
clause declar ing approval of the doctr ine, worship, and govern- 
ment of the Church, was softened down to an engagement to 
“ submi t  to  the  pre sen t  cons t i tu t ion  “o f  the  Church . 35 The 
revised Declaration was in the following terms:—

“I ,  A B,  do  submi t  to  the  pre sen t  Cons t i tu t ion  o f  the  Church 
o f  Eng l and .  I  a cknowledge  th a t  t he  Doc t r ine  o f  i t  con t a in s  a l l 
th ing s  nece s s a r y  to  Sa lva t ion ,  and  I  wi l l  con fo r m myse l f  to  the 
worship and the government thereof as established by Law, and

34 L. J. (March 11 and 14,1688–9, Apr il 4 and 5,1689), xiv. 145–146, 
147–148, 167, 168–169.

35 “Had the Bill become law, the only people in the kingdom who 
would have been under the necessity of signing the Articles would have 
been the dissenting preachers.” Macaulay, Hist., iiL 94.
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I  so lemnly promise  in  the exerc i se  o f  my Mini s t r y  to  Preach and 
practise according thereunto.”36

A mini s ter  who had rece ived Presbyter ian ordinat ion was 
not to be required to be re-ordained in order to be admitted 
to  a  l iv ing  in  the  Eng l i sh  Church ;  i t  wa s  to  be  su f f i c i en t 
that he submitted to the imposition of the hands of a bishop, 
who was to address him in these words,—“Take thou author ity 
to Preach the word of  God,  and admini s ter  the sacraments , 
and to per for m a l l  other  Mini s ter ia l  Off ices  in the Church 
of England.” This clause, however, was struck out.37

By  the  Ac t  o f  Uni fo r mi ty  ever y  c l e rgyman pre sen ted  to 
any benef ice was required, within two months after he was in 
actual possession of it, to declare “openly and publicly, before 
the cong regat ion,” hi s  “unfe igned as sent  and consent  to a l l 
and everything contained in the Book of Common Prayer .  .  . 
and the form or manner of making, ordaining, and consecrating 
b i shops ,  p r i e s t s ,  and  deacons” :  th i s  dec l a r a t ion  wa s  to  be 
unnecessary.38

E x c e p t  i n  t h e  R oya l  C h a p e l s ,  a n d  i n  c a t h e d r a l s  a n d 
col leg iate churches ,  the sur pl ice was to be unnecessar y.  No 
communicant was to be compelled to kneel when receiving the 
Lord’s supper. No minister was to be compelled to make the 
s i gn  o f  t h e  c ro s s  when  b ap t i z i ng  a  ch i l d .  I f  t h e  p a ren t s 
wished i t ,  godf ather s  and godmother s  were to be di spensed 
with.39

The Bill closed with a petition to their Majesties to appoint 
a  commiss ion to revi se  the Li turgy and the Canons ,  and to 
consider by what al terat ions in the ecclesiast ical  cour ts their 
jur i sdict ion might be made more ef fect ive,  especia l ly in the 
removal of scandalous ministers.40

On the  l a s t  c l au se  o f  the  B i l l  the re  wa s  a  v igorous  d i s - 
cu s s i on .  The  B i l l  p rov i d ed  t h a t  t h e  Commi s s i on  s hou l d 
consis t  of thir ty bishops and pr iests ;  the Whig lords insi s ted

36 A copy of the Bi l l ,  preserved among the records of the House 
of Lords, was published for the first time in the appendix to the Report 
o f  Her  Majes ty’s  Commiss ione r s  appo inted to  cons ide r  the  subs c r ip t ions, 
de c l a ra t i ons,  and oa th s  r equ i r ed  t o  be  made  and taken by  the  c l e r gy  o f 
the  Uni t ed  Chur c h  o f  Eng land and I r e l and .  Par l .  Pape r ,  1865 (3441) . 
For the Declaration see Appendix, 47–48, 53.

37 Ibid., 48–49.
38 Ibid., 47.
39 Ibid., 49–50.
40 Ibid., 450.
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tha t  some o f  the  Commis s ione r s  shou ld  be  l aymen .  On a 
d iv i s ion the  number s  for  and aga in s t  the  amendment  were 
equal, and the amendment was therefore lost.41

VII

In  the  House  o f  Commons  the  f r i end s  o f  the  Noncon- 
formists were in a major ity, and had they been united in favour 
of the Bil l ,  they could eas i ly have car r ied i t .  But,  according 
to Bishop Burnet, some of those who—

“Seemed mos t  f avourable  to  the  d i s s en te r s  .   .   .  s e t  i t  up  fo r  a 
maxim, that  i t  was  f i t  to keep up a  s t rong f act ion both in church 
and s ta te ;  and they thought i t  was  not  ag reeable to that ,  to suf fer 
so g reat a body as the presbyter ians to be made more easy, or more 
i n c l i n a b l e  t o  un i t e  t o  t h e  c hu rch :  t h ey  a l s o  t hough t  t h a t  t h e 
t o l e r a t i o n  w o u l d  b e  b e s t  m a i n t a i n e d ,  w h e n  g r e a t  n u m b e r s  s h o u l d 
n e ed  i t ,  and  b e  c on c e r n ed  t o  p r e s e r ve  i t :  so  th i s  good  de s ign  be ing 
zealously opposed, and but faintly promoted, it fell to the ground.”42 

I t  wa s  sugge s t ed  tha t  on  such  que s t ion s  a s  tho se  wh ich 
were ra i sed by the Bi l l  i t  was  proper  to a sk the opinion of 
Convoc a t i on ;  bu t  a s  Pa r l i amen t  h a d  no t  b e en  r e gu l a r l y 
ca l led ,  Convocat ion was  not  s i t t ing.  The House,  there fore, 
ag reed to postpone the fur ther considerat ion of  the Bi l l  t i l l 
the fol lowing year,  and to advise the King to summon Con- 
vocation.43

VIII

But the Royal  Commiss ion for the revis ion of the Prayer- 
Book and the  Canons ,  and  for  cons ider ing  what  mea sure s 
were necessary for the reformation of the ecclesiastical courts, 
was appointed. It  included some of the most eminent of the 
bi shops and theolog ians  of  the Engl i sh Church—among the 
rest, Compton, Bishop of London, and Burnet, the new Bishop 
of Salisbury, Stillingfleet, Tillotson, Bever idge, Patr ick, Kidder, 
and Tenison. The Commiss ion sat  e ighteen t imes,  and there

41 L .  J .  (Ap r i l  5,  16 89 ) ,  x iv.  16 8–169 .  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i am en t a r y 
History, v. 213–214, and notes. Rogers, Protests, i. 74–79.

42 Burnet, iv. 20–21, and 17–19.
43 B u r n e t ,  i v.  58 ,  5 9 .  Re re s by,  Memo i r s,  34 4 ,  345.  N i cho l l s , 

Apparatus ad Def. Eccl. Anglic., 93. Birch, Tillotson, 344–345.
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were also meetings of var ious committees.  Bumet, Til lotson, 
and Teni son were never  absent .  Les sons  f rom the canonica l 
Scr iptures were subst i tuted for Lessons from the Apocrypha. 
The legendary sa ints ’ days  were to be omitted.  The damna- 
to r y  c l au se s  o f  the  Athana s i an  Creed  were  exp l a ined ,  and 
the use of that Creed was to be made less frequent. Forty-two 
new Col lect s  were drawn up.  The Beat i tudes  were inser ted 
a f t e r  the  Ten Commandment s  in  the  Communion Ser v ice, 
wi th  the  pet i t ion,  “Lord have mercy upon us  and make us 
par taker s  of  thi s  bles s ing.” In the of f ice for Bapt i sm parents 
a re  pe r mi t t ed  to  unde r t ake  the  du ty  o f  i n s t r uc t i ng  the i r 
children; godfather s and godmother s are not to be necessary; 
and the s ign of  the cros s  i s  to  be omit ted a t  the opt ion of 
the minister.  Addit ions were made to the Catechism and the 
Conf irmation Service. The Absolution in the Service for the 
Visi tat ion of the Sick was so modif ied as to lessen the Non- 
conformist objections to it.44

Bu t  t h e  l a bou r s  o f  t h e  Commi s s i on  c ame  t o  no t h i n g . 
Convoca t ion  met  a t  the  end o f  November,  and  the  Lower 
House showed itself ir reconcilably opposed to any concession 
to the Nonconformists. The Comprehension Bill was dropped. 
It was the opinion of Calamy that if it had become law, two- 
thirds of the Nonconformists would have conformed.45

44 For  de ta i l s  o f  the  proposed  a l t e r a t ions ,  s ee  Par l .  Pape r,  1854 
(283) ;  and Calamy,  Abr idgment ,  i .  451–455.  “The a l tera t ions  cover 
ninety pages, and amount to 598 in number.” Stoughton, Religion in 
England, v. 105.

45 Nicho l l s ,  App.  a d  De f.  E c c l .  Ang l . ,  93–95,  97–10 0 .  Ca l amy, 
Abridgment, i. 448.
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CHAPTER II

RELATIONS BETWEEN THE PRESBYTERIANS 
AND THE INDEPENDENTS

Merchants’ Lecture at Pinners’ Hall—The “United Brethren” 
in London—“Heads of  Agreement”—Principle s  of  Church 
Pol ity  embodi e d  in  them—Union  of  the  Churche s  e l se - 
where—Peace  di sturbed by  the  Censure  of  Davi s ,  and by 
Controver sy  over  Cri sp ’s  Se rmons—Dr.  Wi ll iams  e jected 
from the Lectureship at Pinners’ Hall,  and a Presbyterian 
Lecture sh ip  set  up  at  Salte r s ’ Hall—Pre sbyte rians  dri ft 
into Independency—Differences in Organisation and Doc- 
trine between Presbyterians and Congrbgationausts.

DURING the troubles  which fol lowed the pass ing of  the 
Ac t  o f  Un i f o r m i t y  more  t h an  one  a t t emp t  h ad  been 

made  t o  b r i ng  abou t  a  good  unde r s t and ing  b e tween  t h e 
P re s by t e r i a n s  a nd  t h e  I ndependen t s .  I n  1672 ,  wh i l e  t h e 
“ I n d u l g e n c e ” o f  C h a r l e s  I I .  wa s  i n  f o r c e ,  s o m e  o f  t h e 
merchants and tradesmen of London had established a weekly 
Lecture—the Merchants’ Lecture—to be delivered on Tuesday 
mor n ings  in  P inner s ’ Ha l l ,  Broad  S t ree t .  The  Lec ture  was 
for the defence of the Protestant rel ig ion against Romanism, 
Soc in ian i sm,  and In f ide l i ty.  Four  o f  the  or ig ina l  Lecturer s 
were Presbyterians; two were Independents.1

In 1690, within two years after the passing of the Toleration 
Act, a ser ious attempt was made to draw the two denominations 
together and to suppress their dist inctive names. On the side 
o f  the  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  the  mos t  eminent  min i s te r s  who 
took par t in this project were Matthew Mead, of Stepney, and 
I saac Chauncey,  pas tor  of  the Church in Mark Lane,  which 
had for mer ly  been under  the  pa s tora te  o f  John Owen.  In- 
c re a s e  Ma the r,  the  eminen t  Cong rega t iona l i s t  o f  Bo s ton , 
Ma s s a chu se t t s ,  who  happened  to  be  in  Eng l and ,  wa s  a l so 
extremely active in promoting the union. On the side of the

1 See Note A, p. 484.
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Presbyter ians were Baxter,  Bates,  Annesley, Sylvester,  Daniel 
Will iams, and John Howe, who at this t ime was more closely 
associated with the Presbyter ians than with the Independents. 
Eighty or  n inety mini s ter s  entered into the Union.  I t  does 
not appear that their action was either author ised or approved 
by their Churches; and no layman took par t in their delibera- 
t ions .  The Union was  for med by the mini s ter s ,  and by the 
ministers alone.

The Document which def ines the foundation of the Union 
is entitled Heads of Agreement assented to by the United Ministers 
in  and  abou t  London ,  f o rme r ly  c a l l ed  P r e sby t e r i an  and  Cong r e - 
g a t i o n a l . 2  A l t h o u g h  t h e  C h u rc h e s  h a d  n o t  b e e n  i nv i t e d 
to express any judgment on the proposals ,  the scheme is  not 
intended merely to promote brotherly intercourse among the 
minister s; i t  is  “for the preservation of order” in the congre- 
gat ions  that  cannot confor m; and “the genera l  concur rence 
of the people,” as well of the ministers in London and in other 
par ts of the kingdom, is  refer red to as a proof that the work 
had been under taken at  a t ime when the “Divine inf luence” 
would “overcome all impediments to peace.”3

There are no longer to be any Presbyter ians or any Congre- 
gat ional i s t s ,  and the controver s ies  which had extended over 
more than a  hundred year s  are  to cease ;  for,  a s  the Pref ace 
declares,—

“It’s incumbent on us, to forbear condemning and disputing those 
d i f f e rent  sent iment s  and prac t ice s  we have  expre s s ly  a l lowed for ; 
to reduce all distinguishing Names to that of UNITED BRETHREN; 
to admit  no unchar i table jea lous ies ,  or  censor ious speeches ;  much 
l e s s  a ny  d e b a t e s  w h e t h e r  Pa r t y  s e e m s  m o s t  f avo u r e d  by  t h i s 
Agreement.”4

1.  The  Ag reement  recogn i s e s  the  fundamenta l  p r inc ip l e 
of  Cong regat ional i sm—that per sonal  f a i th in the Lord Jesus 
Christ is an indispensable qualification for church membership.

“None shal l  be admitted as Member s,  in order to Communion in 
all the special Ordinances of the Gospel, but such persons as are 

2 The Heads  o f  Ag r e emen t  were  publ i shed in  a  quar to  pamphle t 
in 1691.  The pamphlet  was  repr inted in fu l l  in  the Congrega t i ona l 
Magaz in e  f o r  Feb r ua r y,  1843.  And  s ee  Ca l amy,  Memo i r  o f  Howe , 
180 fol.; and Abridgment, i. 476–483.

3 Heads of Agreement, i.-ii.
4 Ibid., iii.–iv.
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knowing  and  sound  in  the  f u ndamen t a l  d o c t r i n e s  o f  t h e  Ch r i s t i a n 
r e l i g i o n ,  w i t h o u t  S c a n d a l  i n  t h e i r  L i ve s ;  a n d  t o  a  Ju d g m e n t 
regulated by the Word of God, are per sons of vis ible Godliness and 
Honesty; credibly professing cordial subjection to Jesus Christ.”5

2.  I t  recognises  another fundamental  pr inciple of  Cong re- 
gationalism—that every society of Chr ist ian men and women 
meet ing regular ly  for  wor ship,  communion,  and ins t ruct ion 
in Christian truth and duty, is a Church.

“Par t i cu l a r  Soc ie t i e s  o f  Vi s ib le  Sa in t s ,  who under  Chr i s t  the i r 
Head,  a re  s ta ted ly  jo ined together  for  ordinar y Communion with 
o n e  o t h e r ,  i n  a l l  t h e  O r d i n a n c e s  o f  C h r i s t ,  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r 
and  a re  t o  b e  owned  by  e a ch  o the r,  a s  I n s t i t u t ed  Chu rche s  o f 
Ch r i s t ,  t hough  d i f f e r i n g  i n  a p p r e h e n s i o n s  a nd  p r a c t i c e  i n  s ome 
lesser things.”6

3.  I t  r e cogn i s e s  t h e  I nd ependenc e  o f  eve r y  i nd iv i du a l 
Church—its r ight to choose its own off icer s, and the “autho- 
rity” it has “received from Christ for exercising government.”7

4. It  recognises,  though in terms suggested by Presbyter ian 
t r ad i t i on s ,  the  re spon s ib i l i t i e s  and  r i gh t s  o f  the  o rd ina r y 
members of the Church.

“ I n  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  C h u r c h  p o w e r ,  i t  b e l o n g s  t o  t h e 
Pas to r s  and other  Elde r s  o f  ever y par t icu la r  Church ( i f  such there 
b e )  t o  r u l e  a n d  g o v e r n ;  a n d  t o  t h e  B ro t h e r h o o d  t o  C o n s e n t , 
according to the Rule of the Gospel.”8

Al l  the  ear ly  Independent s  in s i s ted  on the  author i ty  tha t 
belongs to the pastor and e lder s ;  but i t  i s  doubtful  whether 
any of them, except Francis Johnson, would have been willing 
to accept the terms in which the Agreement  def ines the power 
and duty of the people.  Some express ions,  indeed, might be 
quoted f rom John Robinson which approach ver y near ly  to 
the same theory of the place of the commonalty in the Church, 
but they are inconsistent with the general spir it of his wr itings. 
It  i s  true that the author ity to g ive consent to the proposals 
o f  church r u le r s  impl ie s  the  au thor i ty  to  wi thho ld  i t ;  but 
the language points  to that  theory of  Presbyter ian-Indepen- 
dency which was suggested by the troubles of the Church at 
Amsterdam at the beginning of the seventeenth century.

5 Heads of Agreement, 2–3.
6 Ibid., 2.
7 Ibid., 4.
8 Ibid., 4.
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5.  The re  i s  a l s o  a  P re sby t e r i an  e l emen t  i n  some  o f  t he 
articles of the Agreement in relation to the ministry.

( a ) I n  t h e  c a l l i n g  a n d  c h o o s i n g  o f  a  p a s t o r  i t  i s  a g r e e d 
t h a t  “ o r d i n a r i l y ” a  C h u r c h  s h o u l d  n o t  a c t  o n  i t s  ow n  r e - 
sponsibility.

“ In  so  g rea t  and weighty  a  mat te r,  a s  the  ca l l ing  and choos ing 
a  Pas to r,  we judge i t  ordinar i ly  requi s i te.  That  ever y such Church 
con su l t  and  adv i s e  w i th  the  Pa s t o r s  o f  ne i ghbour ing  cong rega - 
tions.”9

Such consul ta t ion would be regarded as  wise and expedient 
by the  most  ear nes t  Independent s ;  but  to  dec la re  i t  “ord i- 
narily requisite” is a concession to Presbyterianism.

(b )  The concur rence of  the pas tor s  o f  ne ighbour ing con- 
g rega t ion s  i s  a l so  dec l a red  to  be  “ord ina r i l y  requ i s i t e” in 
the ordination of a minister after he has accepted the cal l  of 
a Church. This, too, is contrary to the severer pr inciples and 
traditions of Independency.10

( c )  And  i t  i s  d e c l a re d  t o  b e  “ exped i en t ” t h a t  b e f o re  a 
p a s to r - e l e c t  i s  o rd a ined ,  he  shou ld  s a t i s f y  t he  p a s to r s  o f 
neighbour ing Churches that  he has the qual i f icat ions which 
are necessary for the work of the pastorate.

“I t  i s  expedient ,  that  they who enter  on the work of  Preaching 
the  Gospe l  be  not  on ly  qua l i f i ed  fo r  Communion o f  Sa in t s ,  bu t 
a l so  th a t ,  excep t  i n  c a s e s  e x t ra o rd i n a r y,  t hey  g ive  p roo f  o f  the i r 
Gif t s  and Fitnes s  for  the sa id  work,  unto the pas to r s  o f  Churches of 
known abi l i t ie s  to  d i scer n and judge of  the i r  qua l i f ica t ions ;  That 
t h ey  m ay  b e  s e n t  f o r t h  w i t h  S o l e m n  A p p r o b a t i o n  a n d  P r ay e r ; 
which we judge  needfu l ,  t ha t  no  doub t  may  r ema in  c on c e r n ing  th e i r 
b e ing  c a l l e d  t o  th e  wo rk ,  and for  the  prevent ing  ( a s  much a s  in  u s 
lieth) ignorant and rash intruders.”11

In other words,  no man was to be ordained to the pastorate 
wi thou t  the  s anc t ion  o f  an  in fo r ma l  s ynod  o r  counc i l .  I t 
has been the general custom of Independent Churches to invite 
the concur rence of neighbour ing pastor s in the ordination of 
their ministers, and the pastors who take par t in an ordination 
have clear ly the r ight—though of la te year s  i t  has  not often 
been for mal ly  and publ ic ly  exerc i sed—to sa t i s fy  themselves 
t h a t  t h e  m in i s t e r  t h ey  o rd a i n  h a s  “ g i f t s  a nd  f i t n e s s ” f o r 
pastoral work; but the terms of this section disclose a distrust

9 Ibid., 6.
10 Ibid., 6–7.
11 Ibid., 7–8.
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o f  t h e  i nd iv i du a l  Chu rch  t h a t  wou l d  h ave  p rovoked  t h e 
antagonism of the earlier representatives of Independency.

6.  The quest ion whether there should be “Rul ing Elder s , 
who l abour  not  in  word  and  do c t r in e ,” i s  l e f t  open.  On th i s 
point  the  opin ion of  ear ly  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  was  d iv ided; 
but the general judgment of English Congregational Churches 
from the time of Henry Jacob had recognised only two classes 
of church officers—pastors and deacons.12

7.  W h i l e  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  d e c l a r e s  “ t h a t  n o n e  o f  o u r 
par t icular Churches shal l  be subordinate  to one another,  each 
be ing  endued  wi th  e qua l i t y  o f  p owe r  f rom Je su s  Chr i s t ”— 
which i s  the genuine Cong regat iona l  and Independent  idea 
and is expressed in a genuine Congregational and Independent 
for m—and whi le  i t  fur ther  dec la re s  tha t  “none of  the  sa id 
par t icu lar  Churches ,  the i r  of f icer  or  of f icer s ,  sha l l  exerc i se 
any power ,  or have any super io r i ty,  over any other Church or 
their  of f icer s ,” i t  i s  ag reed that  occas ional  synods should be 
h e l d— c o n s i s t i n g  o f  m i n i s t e r s  o n ly—and  t h a t  t h e  j udgmen t 
of these synods should have great moral weight.

“ 1 .  We  a g r e e ,  T h a t  i n  o rd e r  t o  c o n c o rd ,  a n d  i n  a ny  o t h e r 
we igh ty  and  d i f f i cu l t  c a s e s ,  i t  i s  need fu l ,  and  a cco rd ing  to  the 
mind of Chr ist ,  that the Minister s of several Churches be consulted 
and advised with about such matters.

“ 2 .  T h a t  s u c h  M e e t i n g s  m ay  c o n s i s t  o f  s m a l l e r  o r  g r e a t e r 
numbers, as the matter shall require.

“3.  That  par t icular  churches ,  thei r  respect ive Elder s ,  and Mem- 
ber s,  ought to have a reverential  regard to their judgment so g iven, 
and  n o t  d i s s e n t  t h e r e f r om ,  w i t h o u t  a p p a r e n t  g r o und s  f r om  t h e  w o rd 
of God.”13

8. In matters of faith it is declared to be sufficient—

“That  a  Church acknowledge  the  Scr ip ture s  to  be  the  word o f 
God ,  the  pe r f ec t  and  on ly  Rule  o f  Fa i th  and  Prac t i ce ;  and  own 
e i the r  the  Doct r ina l  pa r t  o f  those  commonly  ca l l ed  the  Ar t i c l e s 
of the Church of England, or the Confession, or Catechisms, Shorter 
or  Larger,  compi led by the Assembly at  Westminster,  or  the Con- 
fession agreed on at the Savoy, to be agreeable to the said Rule.”14

On  t h e  who l e ,  t h e  Hea d s  o f  A g r e em e n t  a r e  s t rong l y  i n 
f avour of  the Cong regat ional  Pol i ty ;  but the Cong regat ion-

12 Heads of Agreement, 12–13.
13 Ibid., 11, 13.
14 Ibid., 14–15.
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alists  who accepted them could hardly have had that glowing 
vision of a society of saints,  one with Chr ist ,  f i l led with His 
Spir it, the organ of His will, which had kindled the imagination 
of  their  ecc les ia s t ica l  ances tor s .  I t  i s  s t i l l  more cer ta in that 
the Presbyter ians who accepted it must have long sur rendered, 
if any of them had ever held, the theory of the divine r ight oi 
Presbytery.15

II

The Heads  o f  Agreement  were accepted as  a  bas i s  o f  union 
by  P re s by t e r i an s  and  Independen t s  i n  many  p a r t s  o f  t h e 
kingdom. Some good men welcomed the reconciliation of the 
two great Nonconformist bodies with a passion of thankfulness. 
John F lave l  “d id  f requent ly  ble s s  the  Lord  for  tha t  Mercy, 
both  in  publ i c  and pr iva te,  and  even mel ted  in to  Tear s  o f 
Joy  a t  the  ment ion ing  o f  i t .” He s a id  tha t  “he  cou ld  now 
take up the words of old Simeon, ‘Lord, now let tes t  Thou Thy 
s e r van t  d e p a r t  i n  p e a c e.’” 16 “Mee t ing s  o f  Min i s t e r s ,” wh ich 
inc luded both Presbyter ians  and Independent s ,  were  e s tab- 
l i s hed  in  many  coun t i e s .  They  were  he ld ,  i n  some  c a s e s , 
annual ly,  and in other s  ha l f-year ly,  for  the cons iderat ion of 
matter s of common interest,  and their “advice” was supposed 
to have been the means of “preserving love, peace, and order 
among their churches.”

In London the peace  was  soon d i s turbed.  At  the  ins t iga- 
t i on  o f  s ome  coun t r y  m in i s t e r s ,  t h e  “Un i t e d  B re t h ren” 
in London published a censure on the doctr inal teaching and 
the minister ial ir regular ities of Mr. Davis, the Congregational 
minis ter  of  Rothwel l 17 in Nor thamptonshire.  Mr.  Davis  had 
been a schoolmaster in London, and a member of the Church 
of which Thomas Cole, a vigorous Independent, was the pastor. 
He became pastor of the Church at Rothwell in 1691 without 
having rece ived any regular  educat ion for  the mini s t r y.  He 
was a man of vehement zeal and an effective popular preacher. 
He went about the midland counties preaching the Gospel with 
g reat  succes s ,  somet imes  t rave l l ing e ighty mi les  f rom home

15 Cf. Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 293–294.
16 John F lave l ,  Remain s,  xv i i . -xv i i i . ,  and c f .  i b i d . ,  104–105.  He 

was chosen to be Moderator of the General Meeting held at Topsham, 
presided over its proceedings in the morning, and died at night.

17 Sometimes given as Rowell.
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in hi s  evangel i s t ic  work.  Many of  hi s  conver t s  l ived too f ar 
f rom Rothwel l  to be able  to a t tend the ser v ices  there with 
a ny  re gu l a r i t y.  He  t h e re f o re  s u gg e s t e d  t h a t  t h ey  s hou l d 
hold rel ig ious meetings among themselves for rel ig ious con- 
ve r s a t i on  and  wo r sh i p.  When  he  cou l d ,  h e  v i s i t e d  t h em 
h imse l f ;  somet imes  he  sen t  them “ l ay” preacher s  f rom the 
Rothwell Church. The grave and learned ministers of London 
heard with dismay that in Northamptonshire, with Mr. Davis’s 
approval, a swarm of tailors, weavers, dyers, shoe-makers, and 
f a r mer s  were  p reach ing  the  Gospe l .  Th i s  wa s  no t  a l l .  He 
seems to have been betrayed into vehement denunciat ion of 
minister s and Churches that did not share his own passionate 
earnestness.

He  wa s  cha rged  w i th  t e a ch ing  some  pe r i l ou s  e r ro r s  on 
the subject of f a i th,  and just i f icat ion, and the imputat ion of 
the r ighteousness of Chr ist; with maintaining, for example,— 
“that a l l  bel iever s at  a l l  t imes stand before God without s in; 
yea, when they are sinning against God, they are without spot 
b e f o re  God ;  a nd  when  t h ey  h ave  s i nned  and  p r ayed  f o r 
pardon, it is for the discovery thereof to their conscience, and 
not for  what i s  proper ly forg iveness .”18 There appear s  to be 
no doubt  tha t  in  h i s  eager nes s  to  g lor i fy  the  d iv ine  g race 
Mr.  Dav i s  had  pa s sed  beyond the  l imi t s  o f  Ca lv in i sm in to 
the  pa radoxes  o f  Ant inomian  here s i e s ;  a l though there  was 
no charge against his personal character.

The  London  m in i s t e r s  c en su red  h im  he av i l y ;  c en su red 
h i s  i r regu l a r  p rac t i ce s ,  h i s  “a r rogancy  and  in so lence,” and 
hi s  “abominable  a s ser t ions” concer ning Chr i s t i an doctr ine. 
They dec lared that  he had never  been recognised as  one of 
the “United Brethren,” and solemnly disowned him.

To  many  Independen t s  t h i s  a s sumpt ion  o f  au tho r i t y  on 
the par t  of  the London minis ter s  was intolerable ;  and many 
of them had strong sympathy with Mr. Davis in the f aith and 
prac t i ce s  fo r  which  he  was  condemned.  They  in s i s t ed  l e s s 
s trenuously than the Presbyter ians on the univer sal  necess i ty 
of  a  regular  educat ion for  the Chr i s t i an mini s t r y ;  and they 
held a more rigid form of Calvinism.19

18 Calamy, Abridgment, i. 513.
19 D av i s ,  R . ,  Tr u t h  a n d  I n n o c e n c y  v i n d i c a t e d  ( 16 9 2 ) .  C a l a my, 

Abr i d gmen t ,  i .  512–514 ;  His t o r i c a l  A c c oun t ,  i .  372–374 ;  Memo i r  o f 
Howe ,  182. Toulmin, Histor i cal  View ,  188–192. Skeats, Free Churches , 
177–178. Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 295–296.
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Div i s ions  o f  a  s t i l l  g raver  k ind were  crea ted by the  con- 
t rover sy  on the works  o f  Dr.  Tobia s  Cr i sp.  Dr.  Cr i sp,  who 
had begun life as an Arminian, ended as a very high Calvinist. 
He was Rector of Br inkworth in Wiltshire, and died in 1642. 
In the three volumes  of  h i s  ser mons  which were publ i shed 
after his death, there were opinions which provoked the alarm 
and condemnation of the more moderate Calvinist ic divines; 
and it is even said that some of the members of the Westminster 
As sembly  were  anx ious  to  have  the  books  publ i c l y  bur n t . 
Soon after the accession of William III., Cr isp’s sermons were 
republished by his son, with some additions from his f ather’s 
unpublished manuscr ipts, and several eminent minister s—John 
Howe among them—signed a pref atory notice declar ing that 
the  manuscr ip t s  were  genuine.  The republ ica t ion provoked 
g reat excitement. Cr isp’s theology was f iercely denounced as 
destructive of the foundations of Chr istian r ighteousness. The 
minister s who had attested the genuineness of his manuscr ipts 
were supposed to have expressed their approval of his opinions.

Dr.  Dan ie l  Wi l l i ams  a t t a cked  the  he re s i e s  in  one  o f  h i s 
Merchants’ Lectures at Pinners’ Hall, and in a treatise entitled 
Gosp e l  Tru t h  s t a t e d  a nd  v i n d i c a t e d .” 20 Ba t e s ,  Howe,  A l sop, 
Shower,  and  twe lve  o the r  Nonconfor mi s t  min i s t e r s  wro te 
t e s t imon i a l s  app rov ing  o f  Dr.  Wi l l i ams ’s  book ,  and  the s e 
appea red  in  the  f i r s t  ed i t i on  ( 1692 ) .  In  a  s e cond  ed i t i on 
testimonials appeared from a still larger number of theologians. 
But  th i s  a t tempt to s t rengthen Dr.  Wil l i ams’s  pos i t ion,  and 
to  suppre s s  the  op in ions  o f  Dr.  Cr i sp  by  the  au thor i ty  o f 
g reat  names,  increased the impor tance and the bi t ter ness  of 
t h e  con t rove r s y.  Mo s t  o f  t h e  I ndependen t s  we re  a g a i n s t 
Dr.  Wil l i ams:  they thought that  in hi s  a s saul t  on Dr.  Cr i sp 
he had compromised the f reedom of the divine g race.  Most 
o f  t h e  P re s by t e r i an s  we re  on  h i s  s i d e.  Dr.  Wi l l i am s  wa s 
d r iven  f rom the  Lec tu re sh ip  a t  P inne r s ’ Ha l l ,  and  a  new 
Presbyter ian Lectureship was  se t  up a t  Sa l ter s ’ Hal l  (1694) : 
Bates ,  Howe,  and Al sop went  wi th h im. 21 In  the f ie rcenes s 

20 Gospe l  Tru th  s t a t ed  and  v ind i c a t ed ,  whe r e in  s ome  o f  Dr.  Cr i s p ’s 
opinions are considered. Discourses, iii. 1–273.

21 Calamy,  His to r i ca l  Ac count ,  i .  351–352;  Abr idgment ,  i .  537;  Me- 
moir of Howe, 194. Wilson, Dissenting Churches, ii. 4. The Salters’ Hall 
Lectureship was maintained for about a hundred years. Toulmin (His- 
tor ical View, 211), wr iting in 1814, says; “A few years since, the Lecture 
at Salters’ Hall, for want of support and attendance, was given up”
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of the conflict some of the opponents of Dr. Williams attempted 
to  r u in  h i s  mora l  reputa t ion ;  and  when the  cha rge  which 
was brought against  him was shown to be whol ly f a l se,  they 
accused him of Socinianism.

The controversy raged for seven year s, and then the leading 
Cong rega t iona l i s t s  and the  lead ing Pre sbyter i ans  uni ted  in 
a formal condemnation of Antinomian heresies.22

III

The  Head s  o f  A g r e em en t  h ad  made  i t  a pp a ren t  t h a t  t h e 
Presbyter ians had no earnest desire to set up the Presbyter ian 
po l i t y.  Many—pe rh ap s  mo s t  o f  t h em—wou l d  h ave  b e en 
g lad to see  a  nat iona l  Presbyter ian Es tabl i shment ;  but  they 
d id not  care  to  crea te  a  voluntar y  Presbyter ian Church.  In 
pract ice they became Independents .  Each minis ter,  with hi s 
cong rega t ion,  s tood apar t ;  there  were  re l a t ions  o f  f r iend ly 
sympathy between mini s ter s  and cong regat ions  in  the same 
town and in the same country; but the Presbyter ian minister 
and his people were just as free as the Congregational minister 
and h i s  people  f rom the  contro l  o f  any exter na l  author i ty. 
They were Independents—but not Congregationalists.

I t  i s  o f  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l i s m  t h a t  t h e 
Church—an organised Society of per sons profess ing per sonal 
f a i th in the Lord Jesus Chr is t—should receive member s into 
i t s  f e l lowsh ip,  shou ld  exerc i se  d i sc ip l ine,  shou ld  e lec t  and 
depose  i t s  min i s te r s  and other  church o f f i cer s .  But  among 
the Presbyter ians  such a  Socie ty  was  ver y rare ly  organi sed; 
and when i t  was  organ i sed ,  i t s  power s  were  ex t remely  re- 
s t r i c t ed .  The  Rev.  Jo seph  Hunte r,  who i s  ju s t l y  rega rded 
as a high histor ical  author ity by the modem English Presby- 
ter ians—commonly cal led Unitar ians—puts this  very clear ly. 
He says:—

“In the  for mat ion of  the  Independent  Cong regat ions  there  was 
usual ly more of  specia l ty and solemnity than appear s  to have been 
the  ca se  a t  the  e s t ab l i shment  o f  tho se  which  were  Pre sby te r i an ,

22 For ful ler detai l s  of the controver sy, see also Calamy, Histor i ca l 
A c c o un t ,  i .  321–324 ,  394–397.  409–410 ;  Ab r i d gmen t ,  i .  515–516 ; 
Memoir  o f  Howe ,  184–185; Wilson, Dissent ing Churches ,  i i .  198–204; 
and Skeats, Free Churches, 178–183, with the authorities, 183, note.
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and  an  h i s to r i c a l  reg i s t e r  wa s  kep t  o f  a l l  ma t t e r s  i n t e re s t i ng  to 
the congregation, such as the election of pastor s and the disowning 
o r  admi s s i on  o f  membe r s ;  s o  t h a t  i t  wa s  known ,  w i th  a s  much 
prec i s ion a s  i t  now i s  by the Quaker s ,  who were member s  o f  the 
body.  There  was  l i t t l e  i f  any th ing  o f  th i s  a t  the  or ig ina l  s e t t ing 
out  o f  the  Pre sby te r i an s .  The min i s te r s  rece ived  a l l  comer s  who 
were disposed to leave the Church and place themselves under their 
pa s to r sh ip ;  and  though  a t  f i r s t  i t  appea r s  to  have  been  the  ca s e 
that some kind of permission was obtained from the minister before 
a  per son not  be fore  known was  rece ived  to  the  Lord ’s  t able,  ye t 
even this soon fell into disuse, and the pr inciple of open communion, 
a s  i t  wa s  c a l l e d ,  b e c ame  ve r y  g ene r a l l y,  i f  no t  un ive r s a l l y,  t h e 
pr inc ip le  o f  the  Presbyter i an cong rega t ions ,  which was  in  e f fec t , 
tha t  any  pe r son  migh t  jo in  in  the  Sac r ament s ,  a s  we l l  a s  in  the 
wo r sh i p,  w i t hou t  any  o s t en s i b l e  f o r m  o f  a dm i s s i on ,  j u s t  a s  h e 
might in the National Church.”23

2 .  The  e l ec t ion  o f  the  min i s t e r  in  Pre sby te r i an  cong re- 
ga t ions  was  somet imes  ves ted in the t r us tees ,  somet imes  in 
the cong regat ion;  and the cong regat ion was  taken to mean 
e i ther  (a )  a l l  per sons  that  cus tomar i ly  a t tended the chape l ; 
o r  ( 6 )  t ho s e  who  h ad  b e en  a c cu s t omed  t o  s ub s c r i b e ;  o r 
(c), when the letting of pews was introduced, persons holding 
sea t s . 24 Among the t r ue Cong regat iona l i s t s  the  Church and 
the Church alone had authority to elect the minister.

3.  The controver s ie s  over  Mr.  Davi s  of  Roth wel l  and on 
the opinions of  Dr.  Cr i sp revealed a di f ference of  doctr ina l 
tendency between the two denominations. The Presbyter ians 
were s t i l l  Calvini s t s ,  but Calvini s t s  of  a  moderate type;  and 
they were g reat ly a lar med by the more extravagant opinions 
which claimed the shelter of the recognised Calvinistic theology. 
The  Independen t s  we re  Ca lv in i s t s  o f  a  s t r i c t e r  and  more 
re so lu te  k ind ;  they  were  no t  Ant inomian s ,  bu t  they  were 
d i spo sed  to  fo rg ive  the  exce s se s  o f  Ca lv in i sm,  whi l e  they 
regarded any movement towards Arminianism with the deepest 
app rehen s ion .  Dr.  Cr i sp  migh t  have  exagge r a t ed  some  o f 
the character i s t ic  doctr ines  of  the Calvini s t ic  theology:  but

23 Joseph Hunter, Life of Oliver Heywood, 416.
24 “ I t  m i gh t  h ave  b e en  p re s uppo s ed  t h a t  t h i s  un s e t t l e d  s t a t e 

of things would lead to dissensions, and so undoubtedly it sometimes 
has done; but, practically, the system of popular election, even with 
the addit ional  c ircumstance of  no clear  r ight vest ing in any par ty, 
has not been found to work ill, it often happening that the congregation 
find it for their interest to defer to the opinion of one or two pr incipal 
contributors.” Hunter, ibid., 422.
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they feared that  the Presbyter ians  were sur render ing them; 
and they thought that Dr. Cr isp’s er ror was the less per i lous. 
They believed that if Calvinism was sur rendered, the Churches 
wou ld  g r adua l l y  d r i f t  in to  Soc in i an i sm;  and  even t s  which 
happened within a quarter of a century confirmed their fears.

NOTE A 
The Merchants’ Lecture

The s ix or ig inal  Lecturer s  were Wil l iam Bates ,  Thomas Manton, 
Richa rd  Bax te r,  Wi l l i am Jenkyn ,  John  Owen,  and  John  Co l l in s . 
M a n t o n ,  O we n ,  J e n k y n ,  a n d  B a x t e r  we re  s u c c e e d e d  by  Jo h n 
Howe, Matthew Mead, Vincent Alsop, and Daniel Will iams. Among 
those who held the Lectureship a f ter  the seces s ion of  the Presby- 
ter ians (see p. 481) were Nathaniel Mather, Thomas Bradbury, John 
Hur r ion, Richard Winter ; and, in the present (nineteenth) century, 
the  Clay tons ,  George  and John Burder,  Henr y  Fos te r,  John Pye- 
Smith ,  Rober t  Vaughan,  Samuel  Mar t in ,  James  Sher man,  Thomas 
B i nney,  A l e x ande r  Ra l e i gh .  I n  1778  t h e  L e c t u re  wa s  removed 
f rom P inne r s ’ Ha l l  t o  Old  Broad  S t ree t  Chape l ;  i n  1844  to  the 
Poultr y Chapel,  and del ivered once a month; in 1869 to the Weigh 
House;  and in the fo l lowing year,  1870,  the weekly Lectures  were 
re sumed.  In 1873,  for  a  shor t  per iod whi le  the Weigh House was 
under repair s ,  the Lecture was g iven in the Dutch Church,  Aust in 
F r i a r s .  In  1883  i t  wa s  removed  to  F in sbur y  Chape l ,  Moor f i e ld s . 
I t  i s  now ag a in  de l ive red  a t  t h e  Du t ch  Church ,  Au s t i n  F r i a r s . 
(See Wilson, Dissenting Churches, ii. 249–256.)
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CHAPTER III

THE OCCASIONAL CONFORMITY ACT
Acce ssion of  Anne—Tory Reaction—Occasional  Conformity 

B i l l—Motive s  of  it s  Propo se r s—Di f f e re nce  of  Opinion 
among Dissenter s  as  to the Lawfulne ss  of  the Practice— 
E dw i n ’s  Case — D e f oe ’s  P rote st — A b ney ’s  Case — D e f oe ’s 
Challe nge  to  John Howe,  and Howe’s  Re ply—Dive rge nt 
Op in ion s  of  Mode rate  and  H igh  Churchme n—The  B i l l 
carri e d  by  the  Commons,  blocke d by  the  Lords—Second 
Attempt,  again foi led,  to carry it—Burnet on the Bi ll— 
Th ird  Attempt :  the  “Tack”—The  B i l l  droppe d—Sachev- 
e re l l ’s  Attack  on  Di s se nt—De foe ’s  “Shorte st  Way  with 
th e  D i s s e nte r s ” — Sac h eve re l l  i m peac h e d — Pop ular  E x - 
c iteme nt—Tori e s  i n  Powe r—A Deal  w ith  the  Whig s  at 
the Expense of Dissent—The Bill carried—Its Results.

WILLIAM III.  died on March 8, 1701–2. Dur ing the last 
f ew  ye a r s  o f  h i s  r e i g n  t h e  h a t r e d  w i t h  w h i c h  t h e 

High Church and Tory par ty regarded the Dissenters had been 
g rowing more bitter,  and the news of his  death was received 
with exultation and tr iumph among the enemies of the Tolera- 
t ion Act .  The meet ing-house at  Newcast le-under-Lyme was 
pa r t l y  wrecked  by  a  v io l en t  mob,  and  the re  were  f e a r s  o f 
similar outrages in other parts of the kingdom.1

Hi s  succe s sor,  Queen Anne,  ha ted  the  Whigs ,  and was  a 
zea lous defender of  the Church.  When the Minis ter s  of  the 
Three Denominations2 presented a loyal address congratulating 
her on her access ion,  she received them ung racious ly.  Most 
of the statesmen who had served William were dismissed from 
of f ice,  and the i r  p laces  f i l l ed  by Tor ie s .  In  the new House 
o f  Commons  wh ich  me t  in  Oc tobe r,  the  Tor i e s  “were  a t 
least double the number of the Whigs. They met ful l  of fury 
against the memory of the late King, and against al l  who had 
been employed by him.”3

1 Calamy, Abridgment, i. 620; Historical Account, i. 460, note.
2 See Note A, p. 496.
3 Burnet, v. 45.
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Wi th in  a  f ew  week s  a f t e r  t h e  open ing  o f  Pa r l i amen t  a 
Bi l l  was introduced into the House of  Commons to prevent 
what the Tor ies  denounced as  a  prof ane evas ion of  the Test 
and Corporation Acts. Under these Acts no person could hold 
any c iv i l ,  mi l i t a r y,  or  nava l  o f f ice  under  the  Crown,  or  be 
e l e c t ed  a  member  o f  any  mun ic ipa l  co r por a t ion ,  w i thou t 
rece iv ing  the  Lord ’s  Supper  a ccord ing  to  the  r i t e s  o f  the 
Engli sh Church. There were Dissenter s who qual i f ied them- 
selves for election as town councillors, aldermen, and mayors, 
by receiving the Lord’s Supper at church immediately before 
the i r  e l ec t ion ;  and  the  Tor ie s  dec l a red  tha t  mos t  o f  them 
never  went  to  church  aga in .  The  sy s tem not  on ly  a l lowed 
but encouraged profanity. It was said that—

“To make the celebrat ion of this  inst i tut ion, which was ordained 
and conf ined by our Lord Himsel f  to the ser ious  remembrance of 
His  death in the a s sembl ie s  and churches  of  Chr i s t i ans ,  to  be the 
i n s t r umen t  o f  s ome  p a r t i cu l a r  s o r t  o f  Chr i s t i an s  ( a s  we l l  a s  o f 
in f ide l s  and Athei s t s )  get t ing into c iv i l  o f f ices ,  and to be the bar 
against  other sor ts  of  Chr is t ians ,  i s  debas ing the most sacred thing 
in the world into a political tool and engine of State.” 4

But  the prof ani ty  of  th i s  pract ice,  by which i t  was  main- 
ta ined that  the most  sacred service of  the Chr is t ian Church 
suffered deg radat ion, was not the only reason which led the 
Tor ie s  to  in t roduce  the  Bi l l  For  P r even t ing  Oc ca s i ona l  Con- 
formity.  In a large number of cases the Corporations returned 
the Borough member s.  The Nonconformists  were al l  Whigs; 
i f  they were excluded from municipal corporations, the Cor- 
porations would send Tory members to the House of Commons.

T he  l aw fu l n e s s  o f  “Occ a s i on a l  Con f o r m i t y ” h a d  b e en 
acknowledged by the more moderate Dissenters ever since the 
passing of the Act of Uniformity. John Howe says:— 

“ I n  [ 16 ] 6 2  [ t h e  ve r y  ye a r  i n  w h i c h  t h a t  A c t  b e c a m e  l aw ] 
m o s t  o f  t h e  c o n s i d e r a b l e ,  e j e c t e d  L o n d o n - m i n i s t e r s  m e t ,  a n d 
ag reed to hold Occas ional  Communion  with the (how) re-establ i shed 
Church; not quitt ing their own Ministr y,  or decl ining the Exercise 
o f  i t ,  a s  they  cou ld  have  oppor tun i t y.  And  a s  f a r  a s  I  cou ld  by

4 Bishop Hoadly, Works, ii. 522, in Abbey and Overton, The English 
Church in the Eighteenth Century, i. 423.
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enqu i r y  l e a r n ,  I  c an  l i t t l e  doubt  th i s  to  have  been  the  J udgmen t 
of  the i r  Fe l low-suf ferer s ,  through the Nat ion,  in  g rea t  par t ,  ever 
since.”5

There  i s  no doubt  tha t  some Cong rega t iona l i s t s ,  and the 
major ity of those who were descr ibed as Presbyter ians, prac- 
t i s e d  “Occ a s i on a l  Con fo r m i t y.” The  Bap t i s t s  we re  mo re 
r ig id: at  an assembly of delegates from more than a hundred 
Churches, held soon after the passing of the Act of Toleration, 
i t  was recommended that member s of  Bapti s t  Churches who 
communic a t ed  w i th  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  shou ld ,  a f t e r 
admonition, be rejected.6

A few year s  be fore  the  dea th  o f  Wi l l i am I I I .  an  a t tempt 
was made to make the question a subject of public controversy. 
In 1697, Sir Humphry Edwin, an eminent Congregational i s t , 
was Lord Mayor of London, and he went in state to Pinner s’ 
Hall, which was being used as the meeting-house of a Congre- 
ga t iona l  Church.  Thi s  imprudent  ac t  provoked the  fur y  o f 
the High Churchmen,  and did ver y much to rekindle  thei r 
h a t red  o f  t h e  D i s s en t e r s . 7 Fo r  o the r  re a son s  i t  p rovoked 
the keen cr iticism of Daniel Defoe, who published an anonymous 
pamphle t  under  the  t i t l e  o f  An Enqu i r y  i n t o  t h e  Oc c a s i ona l 
Confo rmi ty  o f  Dis s en t e r s  in  ca s e s  o f  Pre f e rment :  With a  Pre fa c e 
t o  t h e  L o rd  Mayo r,  o c c a s i o n e d  by  h i s  c a r r y i n g  t h e  Swo rd  t o 
a  Conven t i c l e  ( 1697 ) .  De foe  d i d  no t  d i s cu s s  t h e  que s t i on 
whe the r  the  Di s s en te r s  were  r i gh t  in  s epa r a t ing  f rom the 
Church, but insisted that if a man’s conscience compelled him 
to become a Nonconformist,  he was violating his conscience 
if he conformed for the sake of qualifying himself for office.

I n  1701  S i r  Thoma s  Abney,  a  membe r  o f  John  Howe ’s 
Church, was Lord Mayor. Before hie election he had received

5 Some  Con s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a  P r e f a c e  t o  a n  Enqu i r y  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e 
Occasional Conformity of Dissenters, etc., 33.

6 The Conference was held September 3–12,1689. Fifty years later, 
at a meeting of the Baptist Board in 1742, it was unanimously decided 
that it  was absolutely unlawful for a member of a “Gospel Church” 
to communicate with the Establ i shed Church on any considerat ion 
whatever.  (See the deta i l s  of  Mr.  Baskervi l le ’s  case,  and the let ter 
of  the mini s ter s  and deput ies ,  in  Iv imey,  Engl i sh  Bapt i s t s ,  i i .  495; 
iii. 228–233.)

7 S e e  N i c h o l l s ,  A p p a r a t u s  a d  D e f e n .  E c c l .  A n g l . ,  10 8 – 10 9 , 
his Defence, 127—the English version, which is even more violent than 
the or ig inal .  Pinner s ’ Hal l  i s  “a nasty conventicle”; Edwin’s act ion 
is a “horrid crime.” And Calamy, Historical Account, i. 400–401.
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the Lord’s Supper from a clergyman of the Established Church; 
and Defoe republished his pamphlet with a preface in which he 
challenged John Howe to express his judgment on Sir Thomas 
Abney ’s  conduc t ,  and  on  “ the  p r ac t i c e  o f  a l t e r na t e  com- 
munion,”—to condemn or justify it. In reply to the argument 
that the Sacrament thus taken is a civil rather than a relig ious 
act ,  and impl ies  no re l ig ious confor mity,  he ins i s t s  that  the 
Sacrament,  however and whenever administered, i s  the same 
in i t s  na ture  and pur pose ;  and that  to  take i t  a s  a  c iv i l  ac t 
in one place and a relig ious act in another “is playing Bo-peep 
with God Almighty.” And as  for  the p lea  of  pat r iot i sm and 
publ i c  du ty,  he  s ay s—“They  a re  pa t r io t s  indeed  tha t  w i l l 
damn their souls to save their country.”8 

Howe in his reply declared that for a long time he had felt 
a strong and constant reluctance to perplex himself or disturb 
o ther s  by  t ak ing  pa r t  in  cont rover s i e s  about  “ the  c i rcum- 
s tant ia l s  of  our re l ig ion.” He di sc la ims a l l  respons ibi l i ty  for 
what Sir Thomas Abney had done, and refuses to pronounce 
any  judgment  upon i t ;  but  i t  i s  c l ea r  tha t  Howe’s  op in ion 
was in favour of occasional communion with the English Church. 
He  p ro te s t s  w i th  g rea t  wa r mth  aga in s t  the  in s inua t ion  o f 
Defoe ’s  t i t l e  tha t  “‘Pre fe r ment ’ was  the  i ndu c emen t  to  tha t 
worthy person, to act against his own conscience in that case, 
when i t  was  h i s  known judgment ,  te s t i f i ed  by  h i s  prac t ice 
several years before.”9

Moderate Churchmen regarded the practice of “Occasional 
Confor mi ty” wi th  hear ty  approva l ;  they  be l i eved ,  and be- 
lieved r ightly, that it softened the hostility of Dissenters to the 
Church, and made the posit ion of the Church more secure. 10 
High Churchmen denounced i t  with pas s ionate violence:  i t 
“ought to qualify its professors for a gaol instead of a church, 
br ing them to the scaf fo ld ins tead of  the a l tar,  and advance 
them to  Haman ’s  pun i shment  in s t e ad  o f  h i s  p re f e r men t” ;

8 Defoe, An Enquiry into the Occas ional Conformity of  Dissenters in 
c a s e s  o f  P r e f e r m e n t  ( 17 01 ) ,  Genu i n e  Wo r k s ,  i .  314–315.  Ca l amy, 
Historical Account, i. 464–465.

9 See Howe, Occasional Conformity, 1–3, 25–26, 34.
10 Burnet, v. 108–109. “I think the practice of occasional conform- 

ity, as used by the Dissenter s, is so f ar from deserving the tit le of a 
vile hypocr isy, that it is the duty of all moderate Dissenters, on their 
own pr inciples to do it.” Archbishop Tenison, in Abbey and Overton, 
English Church in the Eighteenth Century, i. 428.
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i t  wa s  “ a  p rod i g iou s  a c t  o f  t he  mos t  audac iou s  v i l l any” ; 
“Naaman’s cr ime, more odious and stinking than his leprosy.” 
The  “Occ a s i on a l  Con fo r m i s t s ” we re  “p i ou s  hypoc r i t e s ,” 
“ d o u b l e  a p o s t a t e s ,” “ m i s c r e a n t s ” ;  “ m e n  l i ke  E s a u ,  t h a t 
reprobate  of  God,” “ l ike Gehaz i ,  tha t  wi l l  imprudent ly  l ie, 
and not have so much shame as he had to disown it.”11

This  was the temper in which the Occas ional  Confor mity 
Bill was introduced into the House of Commons in November, 
1702 .  The  B i l l  i n  i t s  o r i g ina l  fo r m p rov ided  tha t  i f  a f t e r 
taking the Test  any member of a corporat ion, or any per son 
ho l d i ng  an  appo in tmen t  unde r  t h e  Crown ,  a t t ended  any 
Dis sent ing ser v ice a t  which f ive per sons  were present—ex- 
c luding member s  o f  the f ami ly,  i f  the  ser v ice  were he ld  in 
a  dwe l l ing-house,—he shou ld  cea se  to  ho ld  h i s  o f f i ce ;  he 
was  to be f ined a  hundred pounds for  hi s  of fence,  and f ive 
pounds for every day in which he continued to discharge his 
of f ic ia l  dut ies  a f ter  he had at tended the Dis sent ing service; 
he was to be incapable of holding any other off ice ti l l  he had 
conformed to the Church for a year, and his conformity was 
to be proved to the satisf action of the mag istrates at quar ter- 
se s s ions ;  i f  a f ter  he was  appointed to of f ice  a  second t ime, 
he repeated his offence, the penalties were to be doubled.

The only per sons on whom the Cor porat ion Act  imposed 
t h e  s a c r a m e n t a l  t e s t  we re  m ayo r s ,  a l d e r m e n ,  a n d  t ow n 
counc i l lo r s ;  bu t  the  Occa s iona l  Confor mi ty  B i l l  in f l i c t ed 
on the ordinary “freemen” of cities and boroughs the penalty 
o f  d i s f r anchi sement  for  the  c r ime o f  a t tend ing  a  Noncon- 
for mis t  se r v ice.  I t s  rea l  pur pose  was  not  mere ly  to  protect 
the Sacrament f rom prof anat ion, but to s trengthen the Tory 
interest in the House of Commons.

The Bil l  was car r ied in the House of Commons by a large 
ma jo r i t y.  In  the  o the r  House,  wh ich  con s i s t ed  l a r ge l y  o f 
peer s  and bi shops created by Wil l iam, i t  was  resolute ly and 
sk i l fu l l y  opposed .  To have  th rown out  the  B i l l  a l toge the r 
would have been to res i s t  a  s t rong popular  pas s ion;  amend- 
ments  were there fore  adopted,  to  which i t  was  known that 
t h e  Hou s e  o f  Common s  wou ld  ob j e c t .  One  o f  t h e  mo s t 
impor tant of these touched the honour of the Lower House. 
It had recently been a contention on the part of the Commons

11 Abbey  a nd  Ove r t on ,  Th e  En g l i s h  Chu r c h  i n  t h e  E i g h t e e n t h 
Century, ii. 378. Several of the phrases cited are Sacheverell’s.
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that  a s  the  Lords  had  no r ight  to  a l te r  the  prov i s ions  o f  a 
money Bill, they had no r ight to increase or diminish the f ines 
which a Bill sent up to them by the Commons attached to the 
v io l a t i on s  o f  t h e  l aw.  To  p rovoke  a  qua r re l  b e tween  the 
two Houses ,  in which there was  a  chance of  the Bi l l  be ing 
wrecked, some of the peers who were most hostile to it voted 
fo r  l ower ing  the  f i ne s .  The  p lo t  succeeded .  The re  wa s  a 
conference between the two Houses on the Lords’ amendment. 
A f te r  long  d i s cu s s ions  the  Lord s  adhered  to  mos t  o f  the i r 
amendment s ,  and  the  B i l l  wa s  lo s t .  For  the  de fea t  o f  th i s 
attack on their liberties the moderate Dissenters were indebted 
chiefly to the courage and per sistency of Archbishop Tenison 
and  B i shop  Bur ne t ;  unde r  the i r  l e ade r sh ip  a  ma jo r i t y  o f 
the bishops had voted against the Bill ;  and in the Conference 
with the Commons Burnet was one of the pr incipal and ablest 
defenders of the amendment.12

In  the  nex t  s e s s ion  (1703 )  the  B i l l  wa s  b rought  fo rward 
aga in ,  wi th  some o f  i t s  p rov i s ion s  so f t ened ; 13 i t  me t  wi th 
s t ronger  oppos i t ion than be fore  in  the  Commons ,  but  was 
car r ied by a heavy major ity. In the Lords the second reading 
was  lo s t  by  a  ma jor i ty  o f  twe lve. 14 Bur net ,  who was  aga in 
one of the leading opponents of the measure, gives the following 
account of the grounds on which he resisted it:—

“I  knew how the  a c t  o f  t e s t  wa s  c a r r i ed .  .   .   .  I  re l a t ed  t h a t 
in  the house,  and the many pract ices  o f  the papi s t s ,  o f  se t t ing us 
of  the church agains t  the di s senter s ,  and the di s senter s  aga ins t  us , 
by  tu r n s ,  a s  i t  m igh t  s e r ve  the i r  end s .  I  ven tu red  to  s ay,  tha t  a 
man might  l awfu l ly  communica te  wi th  a  church tha t  he  thought

12 Bur ne t ,  v.  49–54 .  The  amendment s  made  in  the  B i l l  by  the 
House of Lords are shown in tabular form by Cobbett, Parliamentary 
History, vi. 61–68; for the conferences between the two Houses, ibid., 
67–92. He has taken his f acts from a paper pr inted by order of the 
House of Lords in 1702: An Account of the Proceedings of the Lords Tem- 
po ra l  and  Sp i r i tua l  in  r e l a t i on  t o  th e  B i l l  i n t i tu l ed  an  Ac t  t o  p r even t 
Occasional Conformity. C. J. (Nov. 14, 16, 25, 28; Dec. 9, 10, 12, 1702; 
Feb.  5,  1702–3) ,  x iv.  34,  35–36,  46,  51,  76,  78,  80,  180–183.  L.  J. 
(Dec. 2,  3,  9,  17, 18, 1702; Jan. 8,  16; Feb. 24, 1702–3),  xvi i .  178, 
178–180, 184–185, I92-I93, 195, 230–231, 244, 306–315). The state- 
ments of the two Houses, g iven under the last reference in each case, 
are full and interesting.

13 Cobbett, Parliamentary History, vi. 156, note; 168–170.
14 C.  J.  (Nov.  30 ,  Dec.  7,  1703) ,  x iv.  241,  246 .  Second read ing 

carr ied by 210 votes to 132, third reading by 223 to 140. ,L. J. (Dec. 14, 
1703), xvii. 348.
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had a  wor sh ip  and a  doct r ine  uncor rupted,  and yet  communica te 
mo re  f r e quen t l y  w i t h  a  chu rch  t h a t  h e  t hough t  mo re  p e r f e c t . 
I  my s e l f  h a d  commun i c a t e d  w i t h  t h e  chu rche s  o f  Geneva  a nd 
Holland; and yet at  the same t ime communicated with the Church 
o f  Eng l and :  s o,  t hough  the  d i s s en t e r s  we re  i n  a  m i s t ake,  a s  t o 
their opinion which was the more perfect church, yet allowing them 
a toleration in that error, this practice might be justified.”15

In  the fo l lowing se s s ion (1704)  a  th i rd  a t tempt  was  made 
to  c a r r y  the  mea su re ;  and ,  to  fo rce  the  Lo rd s  to  p a s s  i t , 
the Tor ies and the High Churchmen proposed to “tack” it to 
the Land Tax Bil l .  This policy provoked g reat anger, and the 
“Tacker s ,” a s  the  Tor ie s  were  ca l l ed ,  were  de fea ted  by 251 
to 134.  In the Lords the Bi l l  was thrown out on the second 
reading by a majority of 34.16

The  e l ec t ion s  o f  1705  gave  the  Whig s  a  ma jor i ty  in  the 
House of  Commons,  and the “Occas iona l  Confor mity” Bi l l 
was laid aside for several years.

II

But  the  hos t i l i ty  wi th  which the  c le rgy  and l a rge  mas se s 
of  the people regarded the Dissenter s  did not diminish;  and 
the trial of Dr. Sacheverell raised it to a white heat.

Sacheverell is described by Bishop Burnet as—

“A bo ld ,  in so len t  man ,  wi th  a  ve r y  sma l l  mea sure  o f  re l i g ion , 
v i r tue,  l ea r n ing ,  or  good sense ;  but  he  re so lved to  force  h imse l f 
i n t o  popu l a r i t y  a nd  p re f e r men t ,  by  t h e  mo s t  p e t u l a n t  r a i l i n g s 
a t  d i s s en te r s  and  low-churchmen,  in  s eve r a l  s e r mons  and  l ibe l s , 
wrote without either chasteness of s tyle or l ivel iness of express ion: 
all was one unpractised strain of indecent and scurrilous language.”17

In a sermon preached at Oxford in 1702, he had denounced 
those Churchmen who had favoured the toleration of Dissenters 
as  “apostates  and renegadoes to their  oaths and profess ions,” 
and declared it  to be “as unaccountable and amazing a Con- 
t r ad i c t ion  to  our  Rea son ,” a s  “ the  g rea te s t  Reproach  and

15 Burnet, v. 108.
16 C.  J.  (Nov.  23,  Dec.  5,  14 ,  1704) ,  x iv.  433,  443,  459.  Second 

reading car r ied by 192 votes to 138; report, with amendments, by 145 
to  118 ;  th i rd  read ing  by  178  to  131.  For  the  p roposa l  to  “ t ack ,” 
see Cobbett, Parliamentary History , vi. 359–367. L. J. (Dec. 15, 1704), 
xvii. 600.

17 Burnet, v. 434.
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Scanda l  upon our  Church,” that  they should be “such f a l se 
Tra i tor s  to  the i r  Trus t s ,  and Of f ice s ,  a s  to  s t r ike  Sa i l  wi th 
a  Pa r t y  t h a t  i s  s u ch  an  open  and  avowed  Enemy  t o  ou r 
Commun ion ;  and  a g a i n s t  whom,  eve r y  man ,  t h a t  w i she s 
i t s  we l f a re,  ought  to  hang  out  the  Bloody  F l a g  and  Banne r 
o f  De f i ance.” 18 I t  wa s  i n  rep l y  t o  t he  f u r i ou s  a s s au l t s  o f 
Sacheverel l  and his  par ty that Defoe wrote The Shor te s t  Way 
w i t h  t h e  D i s s en t e r s.  Th i s  b i t t e r  s a t i re  wa s  so  succe s s fu l  an 
imitat ion of the spir i t  and style of the pass ionate enemies of 
Nonconformity,  that for a t ime some High Churchmen sup- 
po sed  tha t  i t  wa s  wr i t t en  by  one  o f  themse lve s .  “ I  jo in ,” 
wrote one of them, “with that author in all he says, and have 
such a value for the book, that,  next to the Holy Bible, and 
the sacred Comments,  I  take it  for the most valuable piece I 
have.  I  pray  God to  put  i t  in to  her  Maje s ty ’s  hear t  to  put 
what  i s  there proposed in execut ion.” 19 Defoe,  catching the 
true temper of Sacheverel l ,  and expressing it  with a violence 
hardly in excess of that which may be found in Sacheverel l ’s 
own wr it ings,  ins i s ted that the t ime had now come to make 
an end of Nonconformity.

“ I f  eve r  you  w i l l  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  b e s t  Ch r i s t i a n  Chu rch  i n  t h e 
Wor l d .  I f  eve r  you  w i l l  s u pp re s s  t h e  S p i r i t  o f  En t hu s i a sm .  I f 
ever  you wi l l  f ree  the  Nat ion f rom the v iperous  Brood tha t  have 
so long sucked the Blood of  the i r  Mother.  I f  you wi l l  leave your 
Pos ter i ty  f ree  f rom Fact ion and Rebe l l ion ,  th i s  i s  the  t ime.  Thi s 
i s  the t ime to pul l  up thi s  heret ica l  Weed of  Sedi t ion,  that  has  so 
long  d i s turbed the  Peace  o f  our  Church ,  and po i soned the  good 
c o r n .” .   .   .  “ I f  t h e  G a l l ow s  i n s t e a d  o f  t h e  C o u n t e r ,  a n d  t h e 
Gallies instead of the Fines,were the reward of going to a Conventicle, 
there would not  be so many suf ferer s :  the Spir i t  o f  Mar tyrdom i s 
over ; they that will go to Church to be chosen Sher iffs and Mayors, 
would go to for ty Churches  ra ther  than be Hanged.  I f  one severe 
law were made, and punctual ly executed, that  who ever was found 
at a Conventicle,  should be Banished the Nation, and the Preacher 
be  Hanged ,  we  shou ld  soon  see  an  end  o f  the  Ta le ;  they  wou ld 
all come to Church, and one Age would make us all one again.”20

The  g r ave,  modera te  Nonconfor mi s t s  were  shocked  tha t 
their cause should be defended with weapons l ike these; and

18 The Pol i t i ca l  Union ,  23;  c f .  Nature  and Mis c h ie f  o f  Pre judi c e  and 
Partiality, 33–34, 52.

19 Wilson, Defoe, ii. 56.
20 Defoe, Shortest Way, 17–18, 21.
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the High Churchmen, as  soon as  the wr i ter ’s  rea l  intent ion 
was  d i scovered,  were f ie rce ly  indignant .  The pamphlet  was 
burnt in New Palace Yard by order of the House of Commons. 
Defoe himsel f  was tr ied at  the Old Bai ley,  and sentenced to 
pay a heavy f ine, £200; to stand three times in the pilloiy, and 
to be impr i soned dur ing the Queen’s  p leasure.  Though the 
Nonconformist leader s fel t  the strongest repugnance to their 
champion, he was regarded with enthusiasm by the common 
people.  The p i l lor y  was  hung with gar lands  o f  f lower s  and 
surrounded by applauding crowds.21

Sachevere l l  had not  ye t  won hi s  promot ion,  and he con- 
t inued to  a t t ack the  Di s senter s .  Preaching be fore  the  Lord 
Mayor and Corporation of London on November 5, 1709, he 
declaimed on the Per i l s  to which the Church and the nation 
were exposed from False  Bre thren.  He asser ted the old High 
Church doct r ine  o f  non-re s i s t ance  a s  the  g rea t  secur i ty  o f 
the State,  and maintained that  the opposi te doctr ine was “a 
damnable position,” and that those who taught it were charge- 
able with “rebel l ion and high treason.” The Dissenter s  were 
d enounced  w i t h  mo re  vehemence  t h an  eve r.  They  we re 
“sanct i f ied hypocr i tes”;  they committed “the most  abomin- 
able  impie t ie s” ;  they  were  ready  “ to  renounce  the i r  c reed 
a n d  t o  r e a d  t h e  D e c a l og u e  b a c k wa rd s ” ;  t h ey  j u s t i f i e d 
“murder,  sacr i lege,  and rebel l ion by texts  of  Scr ipture,” and 
wres ted “the Word of  God to the i r  own and the i r  de luded 
people’s perdit ion”; they were “f i l thy dreamers and despiser s 
o f  d o m i n i o n ” ;  t h ey  we r e  “ m o n s t e r s  a n d  v i p e r s ” ;  “ u n - 
ha l lowed,  loa thsome,  and de te s t able,” “mi sc reant s  bega t  in 
rebe l l i on ,  bom in  s ed i t ion ,  and  nur s ed  in  f a c t ion .” For ty 
thousand copies of this sermon were printed and circulated.22

Sacheverel l  had preached a s imilar sermon at Derby before 
the judges;23 and the Commons resolved to impeach him before 
the  House  o f  Lords  fo r  a t t ack ing  the  means  by  which  the 
Revolution of 1688 had been brought about, and maintaining 
tha t  those  who de fended  to le r a t ion  were  “ f a l s e  b re thren ,” 
and that her Majesty’s minister s were imper i l l ing the Church

21 See Wilson, Defoe , ii . 67–68, with the passages g iven there from 
Tutch in ’s  Obse r va t o r  fo r  Sa tu rday,  Ju ly  10 ,  1703,  and  the  London 
Gazette, No. 3936, Thursday, July 29, to Monday, August 2, 1703.

22 Perils of False Brethren, 11–13, 14, 15, 19.
23 The  Commun i c a t i o n  o f  S i n :  A  S e r mon  p r e a c h e d  a t  t h e  A s s i s e s 

held at Derby, August 15, 1709.
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and  t h e  c on s t i t u t i on .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  a l l  t h e s e  g r ave 
offences might have been left unpunished; but in the sermon 
before the Lord Mayor there was  a  contemptuous re ference 
to the pr ime minister, the Earl of Godolphin, and this the earl 
could not forgive.24

The tr ial began on February 27 (1709–10), and on March 20, 
by a major i ty of  69 to 52,  the Lords found that  Sacheverel l 
was gui l ty of the ar t ic les of the impeachment.  On March 23 
they suspended him from a l l  c ler ica l  dut ies  for  three year s , 
and d i rec ted  tha t  h i s  two se r mons  shou ld  be  bur nt  by  the 
common hangman.  So l ight  a  sentence  was  ju s t ly  regarded 
by his friends as a triumph.25

The tr ia l  created immense popular  exci tement.  Thousands 
of persons accompanied him every morning from his lodg ings 
to Westminster Hall, with shouts of The Church and Sacheverell! 
Five Dissenting meeting-houses were attacked by the fur ious 
mob, and the pews brought out into the streets  and burned. 
Af ter  gut t ing Burges s ’s  Chape l  in  L incoln ’s  Inn F ie ld s ,  the 
mob bur n t  Burge s s  in  e f f i gy.  Anothe r  mee t ing-house  wa s 
wrecked, and Bishop Burnet’s  house and other s were threat- 
ened ;  bu t  t h e  s o l d i e r s  we re  o rde red  ou t  and  t h e  r i o t e r s 
dispersed.26 After the tr ial was over, Sacheverell made a tr ium- 
phal  prog ress  through the wester n counties  of  England,  and 
was received in town after town with the wildest enthusiasm. 
When his  suspension expired,  there were re joic ings a l l  over 
the kingdom; bonf ires  blazed,  and the bel l s  of  the churches 
were rung, as if for a great victory which had saved the country 
from ruin. He preached before the House of Commons, and 
the Queen appointed him to St .  Andrew’s ,  Holbom, one of 
the best livings in London. After this he lived a quiet life.

The House of Commons before which Sacheverell preached 

24 Burnet ,  v.  443,  note.  “In what moving and l ively colour s  does 
the holy Psalmist  paint out the craf ty ins iduousness  of such wilely 
Volpones.” Perils of False Brethren, 21.

25 For details of the tr ial and sentence, see L. J. (March 20,1709–10), 
xix.  15;  Cobbett ,  Par l iamenta ry His to r y ,  v i .  805–887;  Howel l ,  State 
Tr i a l s,  xv.  1–522 ;  Comp l e a t  H i s t o r y  o f  t h e  P r o c e e d i n g s  a g a i n s t  D r. 
Sacheverell, 31, 239–242, and passim; Burnet, v. 434–450.

26 Lu t t r e l l ,  S t a t e  A f f a i r s,  v i .  551 ;  C a l amy,  Hi s t o r i c a l  A c c o u n t , 
i i .  228 ;  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i amen t a r y  H i s t o r y ,  v i .  828 .  A t  C i rence s t e r 
people got up a cock-f ight; one of the cocks was named Sacheverell, 
and the  other  Burges s .  “Unfor tunate ly,  cock Burges s  k i l l ed  cock 
Sacheverell.” Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 336.
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in 1713 was not the House which had impeached him in the 
sp r ing  o f  1710 .  In  the  summer  o f  1710  a  new Pa r l i amen t 
was elected, and several causes contr ibuted to g ive the Tor ies 
a  l a r g e  ma jo r i t y.  I n  t h e  p rev i ou s  w in t e r  t h e re  h ad  b een 
ver y  severe  and  ver y  genera l  d i s t re s s ;  and  the  d i s t re s s  was 
a t t r ibuted  to  the  blunder s  and c r imes  o f  the  Gover nment . 
The conduct of the Whigs in continuing the war with France, 
after terms had been offered which might have been accepted 
with honour, had provoked great resentment. The Sacheverell 
tr ial had made them hated by all who claimed to be the special 
fr iends of the Church; and the clergy told the people that i f 
the Church was to be saved from destruction, it was necessary 
to expel the Whigs from power.

When  the  Queen  met  Pa r l i ament  a t  the  open ing  o f  the 
second session, early in December, 1711, she told them “that 
notwiths tanding the ar t s  of  those who del ight  in war,  both 
time and place are appointed for opening the treaty of a general 
peace.”27 The Whigs were alarmed; and the Earl  of Notting- 
ham, who had been one of the Tory leaders, offered to join them 
in address ing the Crown in f avour of  a  pol icy which would 
prolong the war, if they would assist him to car ry a Bill against 
Occa s iona l  Con fo r mi ty.  He  to ld  them tha t  i f  they  wou ld 
make thi s  concess ion,  i t  would soothe the fear s  with which 
the Whigs were regarded by the Church, and enable him to 
secure the support of many of the Tor ies against the proposed 
peace. The Whig leader s accepted his proposals  and deser ted 
the i r  f r i end s . 28 The  B i l l  wa s  b rought  in  on  December  15, 
1711,  and  p a s s ed  bo th  Hou se s  w i th in  a  week .  I t  en ac t ed 
that all persons in places of prof it and trust under the Crown, 
and  a l l  mayor s ,  a l de r men ,  and  member s  o f  town counc i l s 
who should  be  pre sent  a t  any  meet ing  for  d iv ine  wor sh ip, 
in which the Book of Common Prayer was not used, and where 
ten persons or more were present—exclusive of those belonging 
to the family, if the meeting were held in an inhabited house— 
should on conviction forfeit their off ice, and pay a penalty of 
£40,  which was  to be g iven to the in for mer.  Such per sons

27 L .  J .  (Dec.  7,  1711 ) ,  x i x .  335–336 .  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i amen t a r y 
Hi s tor y,  v i .  1035.  The phra se—“those  who de l ight  in  war”—was 
interpreted as a direct attack upon Marlborough. Burnet, vi. 78–79.

28 Ca l amy,  Hi s t o r i c a l  A c c o u n t ,  i i .  2 4 3.  S t a nhope,  4 9 8 .  L e cky, 
History, i. 117.
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were to continue incapable of  of f ice t i l l  they should depose 
that they had been to no conventicle for a whole year.29

I t  now became a  ques t ion with Dis sent ing mayor s ,  a ider- 
men,  town counci l lor s ,  and ju s t i ce s  o f  the  peace,  whether 
they should resign their offices and throw up their commissions, 
or cease to attend Dissenting worship. Their polit ical fr iends 
p re s sed  them s t rong ly  to  re t a in  the i r  pos i t ions ;  they  were 
told that  the success ion of  the House of  Hanover would be 
imper i l led i f  a l l  the Dis senter s  in England ret i red f rom the 
munic ipa l  cor porat ions  and f rom the bench;  and they were 
a s su red  tha t  on  the  dea th  o f  the  Queen  they  shou ld  have 
rel ief .  This argument and this promise seem to have decided 
the course of the major ity of the Dissenters who were affected 
by  the  Act .  For  severa l  yea r s  men l ike  S i r  Thomas  Abney, 
who was an alderman of London, ceased to attend Dissenting 
wor ship.  I saac Watt s  was  hi s  chapla in,  and preached to him 
and his family in their own house.30

NOTE A 
The Ministers of the Three Denominations

I n  t h e  e a r l y  ye a r s  o f  t h e  e i gh t e en t h  c en t u r y  t h e  D i s s e n t i n g 
Min i s t e r s—Pre sby t e r i an s ,  Independen t s ,  and  Bap t i s t s—l iv ing  in 
London and i t s  immedia te  ne ighbourhood had for med themse lves 
i n to  th ree  s epa r a t e  “Boa rd s” fo r  the  p romot ion  o f  t he  s epa r a t e 
in te re s t s  o f  the i r  s evera l  Denomina t ions .  On S ta te  occa s ions  the 
three Boards  had uni ted to present  an Addres s  to the throne;  and 
they  had  ac t ed  toge the r  in  re s i s t ing  the  a t t empt s  to  reve r s e  the 
p o l i c y  o f  t h e  To l e r a t i o n  A c t .  O n  Ju l y  n ,  17 2 7,  a  f ew  we e k s 
a f t e r  the  dea th  o f  George  I . ,  a  mee t ing  wa s  he ld  a t  the  George 
in  I ronmonger  Lane,  the  Rev.  Jo seph  Boyce  in  the  cha i r,  when 
i t  wa s  re so l ved  to  fo r m an  o rgan i s a t i on  tha t  shou ld  inc lude  a l l 
P re s by t e r i an ,  I ndependen t ,  and  Bap t i s t  m in i s t e r s  l iv i ng  w i th in 
ten mi le s  o f  the c i t ie s  o f  London and Westmins ter,  for  the main- 
tenance and extens ion of  c iv i l  and re l ig ious  l iber ty.  I t  was  ag reed 
“That  no per son be  a l lowed to  jo in  wi th  the  body o f  Prote s t an t 
Di s s en t ing  Min i s t e r s  in  any  publ i c  ac t  bu t  such  a s  a re  approved 
by one or other of the three.” The six Congregational Minister s on 
t h e  f i r s t  commi t t e e  we re  R idge l ey,  Wa t t s ,  B r adbu r y,  Hu r r i on , 
Lowman, and Asty.

29 10 Anne, cap. 2, §§ 1, 3, 4 (in some editions, cap. 6).
30 Calamy, Historical Account, ii. 245–246, and note.
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The  “Gener a l  Body  o f  P ro t e s t an t  D i s s en t ing  Min i s t e r s  o f  the 
Three  Denominat ions  re s id ing in  and about  the  c i t ie s  o f  London 
and Westminster” i s  s t i l l  in existence, and it  s t i l l  retains i t s  ancient 
privilege of addressing the Crown.

In  1836 the  ma jor i ty  o f  the  Pre sbyte r i an  member s  o f  the  body 
wi thdrew f rom i t ,  and  dec l a red  by  re so lu t ion  tha t  the  Union  o f 
t he  Min i s t e r s  o f  t he  Three  Denomina t i on s  wa s  d i s s o l ved .  Th i s 
was the result  of  the excitement of the controver sy in reference to 
Lady Hewley’s Char ity, and of the decision of the Court of Chancery, 
by  which the  Char i ty  was  kept  in  the  hands  o f  evange l ica l  Non- 
confor mi s t s . 31 On the  Cong rega t iona l  Board ,  which  cons i s t ed  o f 
95  membe r s ,  a nd  con s t i t u t ed  t h e  ma jo r i t y  o f  t h e  who l e  body, 
there  were no Unitar ians .  On the Bapt i s t  Board,  which cons i s ted 
o f  59  m in i s t e r s ,  t h e re  we re  a  f ew—f ive—Uni t a r i an s ;  bu t  t h e s e 
we re  no t  a c cu s t omed  t o  mee t  w i t h  t h e i r  B ap t i s t  b re t h ren  f o r 
bu s ine s s ,  and  the  Boa rd  had  re so l ved  a  f ew month s  be fo re  th a t 
the names of the Unitar ian minor ity should no longer be repor ted 
t o  t he  Gene r a l  Body  o f  t h e  Th ree  Denomina t i on s .  Bu t  on  the 
Pre sby te r i an  Board ,  which  cons i s t ed  o f  21  min i s t e r s ,  the re  were 
e ighteen Unitar ians ,  and only three mini s ter s  who were or thodox 
Presbyter ians . 32 The re la t ions  between the 23 Unitar ian Mini s ter s 
and their  175 brethren had been severe ly s t ra ined.  The Unitar ians 
complained that at  the meetings of  the United Minister s  there had 
been unjus t  and ungenerous  re ferences  to  the i r  pos i t ion;  that  the 
Baptist Board had recently determined to exclude minister s holding 
Un i t a r i a n  op i n i on s ;  t h a t  t h e  Un i t e d  M in i s t e r s  h a d  re f u s e d  t o 
redre s s  th i s  in ju s t i ce ;  and tha t ,  there fore,  the  min i s te r s  who had 
been excluded from the Baptis t  Board were al so excluded from the 
g e n e r a l  b o d y  o f  “ P ro t e s t a n t  D i s s e n t i n g  M i n i s t e r s ” ;  t h a t  t h e 
l a t e  s e c re t a r y  o f  t he  gene r a l  body,  a f t e r  d i s cha rg ing  the  du t i e s 
o f  h i s  o f f i ce  wi th  g rea t  e f f i c iency for  seven year s ,  had been “se t 
as ide, on the g round openly al leged, and even declared in pr int,  of 
his  rel ig ious views on points of doctr ine, and those of the body to 
which he belongs,  not being consonant to those of the major ity of 
the Three Denominations.”

The  t h re e  o r t hodox  P re s by t e r i a n s ,  Mr.  B ro ad foo t ,  P re s i d en t 
of Cheshunt College, Mr. Young of Albion Chapel, Moorf ields, and 
Mr.  Red f o r t h ,  h e l d  a  mee t i n g ,  a nd  d e c l a re d  t h a t  “ t h ey  we re , 
proper ly speaking,  the only Presbyter ians of  the body, those with- 
drawing being so only in name, besides their being, in the decisions 
in  the  ca se  o f  Lady  Hewley ’s  Char i ty,  l ega l l y  ad judged to  be  no 
P re s by t e r i a n s .” Mr.  B ro ad f oo t ,  Mr.  Young ,  a nd  Mr.  Red f o r t h 
fur ther  dec l a red  tha t  they  cons idered  themse lve s  “a s  ca r r y ing  on 
wi th  them a l l  the  pr iv i leges  be long ing to  the  Pre sbyter i an  Body, 
a nd  a s  b e i n g  a nd  con s t i t u t i n g  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n  Denomin a t i on 
in  the  Genera l  Body o f  the  Di s sen t ing  Min i s t e r s  o f  London and 

31 See pp. 640 foll.
32 Congregational Magazine, May, 1836, 331.
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Westmins ter  and the i r  v ic in i ty,” and they c la imed the  Minutes  o f 
the Presbyterian Board.

The  s e cede r s  h ad  l a i d  the i r  c a s e  be fo re  Lo rd  Me lbour ne,  t he 
Pr ime Minister, and Lord Russel l ,  who was Secretary for the Home 
Depar tment ;  and  the  Genera l  Body,  hav ing  recogni sed  the  c l a im 
of the three or thodox Presbyter ians,  a l so sent a deputat ion to wait 
on  the  two  s t a t e smen  to  ma in t a in  th a t  the i r  p r iv i l ege s  h ad  no t 
been impaired by the secession.33

33 For  a  deta i led account  o f  the  h i s tor y  and proceedings  o f  the 
Body see a  paper by the Rev. Thomas James in the Congrega t iona l 
Year Book, 1867, 406–417.
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CHAPTER IV

THE DISSENTING ACADEMIES AND THE 
SCHISM BILL

Early Dissenting Academie s—Morton,  Gale,  Rowe,  Chauncey, 
E am e s — At tac ke d  by  Samue l  We sley  and  Sac h eve re l l — 
Schism Bi ll—Its  Provisions—The Queen’s  Death prevents 
It  Prom Becoming Law—George’s  Accession announced at 
Fetter Lane.

FLUSHED wi th  the i r  t r iumph in  pa s s ing  the  Occa s iona l 
Con fo r m i t y  Ac t ,  t h e  To r i e s  now  re s o l ved  t o  s t r i ke  a 

blow at the very roots of Nonconformity.

I

As the Dissenter s were excluded by the Act of Uniformity 
from the universities of Oxford and Cambr idge, a considerable 
number  o f  the  e jec ted mini s ter s  rece ived into the i r  houses 
the sons  of  the Dis sent ing gentr y and nobi l i ty  who wished 
their sons to receive a l iberal  education; and they al so made 
special provision for the theolog ical education of those young 
men who, even in the darkest times of Nonconformity, wished 
to become Nonconfor mist  minis ter s .  Some of  the men who 
became pastors of Nonconformist Churches after the Revolu- 
tion had studied in Scotland, or at Utrecht, or at other con- 
t inen t a l  un ive r s i t i e s ;  bu t  mos t  o f  them had  been  s tuden t s 
in these private “Academies.”

Richa rd  F r ank l and ,  who  unde r  Cromwe l l  h ad  been  ap- 
pointed to a tutor ship in the Univer sity of Durham, between 
1662 and 1698,  when he died,  had educated more than 300 
s tudent s ,  most  o f  them for  the  Chr i s t i an mini s t r y. 1 Among 
the  mos t  eminent  Cong rega t iona l  s cho la r s  who conducted

1 Calamy, Abr idgment, ii. 287, and 284–288; Continuation, 452–453. 
Palmer, Memorial, ii. 179, note.
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“Academies” were Charles Morton, Theophilus Gale, Thomas 
Rowe, Isaac Chauncey, Dr. Ridgley, and John Eames.

Morton had been a Fellow of Wadham College, Oxford, and 
was  a  d i s t ingui shed mathemat ic ian.  He was  e jected in 1662 
from the rectory of Blisland in Cornwall, which his father had 
held before him. Soon af ter  the Fire of  London he came to 
Newington Green, and became the tutor of some of the most 
distinguished Congregational ministers of the next generation. 
He was g reat ly wor r ied by per secut ions in the eccles ias t ica l 
cour ts, and in 1685 went over to New England, where he was 
invi ted to become Vice-pres ident  of  Harvard.  Three of  h i s 
friends took charge of the students he left behind him.2

Theophi lus  Gale,  author of  The Cour t  o f  the  Gent i l e s ,  was 
a Fellow of Magdalen. He is descr ibed by Wood as “a learned 
and industr ious per son”; “wel l  read in,  and conver sant with 
the wr i t ings  of  the f a ther s ,  and the o ld phi losopher s” ;  “an 
e x a c t  p h i l o l og i s t ,  a n d  p h i l o s o p h e r ” ;  a n d  “ a l s o  a  g o o d 
me t a phy s i c i a n  a nd  s c hoo l  d iv i n e .” He  wa s  e j e c t e d  f rom 
Winchester Cathedral  in 1662, and went to France for three 
year s with two of the sons of Lord Whar ton, who was a f irm 
fr iend of the Nonconformists .  On his  return to England, he 
se t t l ed  a t  Newington Green near  to  Mor ton,  and rece ived 
theo log ica l  s tudent s  in to  h i s  house.  He d ied  in  1678 ,  and 
left the greater part of his library to Harvard.3

He  wa s  succeeded  by  Thomas  Rowe,  who had  p robably 
been one of Gale’s pupils. His f ather was pastor of a Congre- 
gational Church which met for a t ime in Westminster Abbey. 
Among Rowe’s  s tudents  were I saac Watt s ;  Danie l  Neal ,  the 
author  of  the His to r y  o f  the  Pur i tans ;  John Evans ,  author  of 
a book on the Chr is t ian Temper ,  which once had g reat popu- 
lar i ty ;  Jeremiah Hunt,  who af terwards  s tudied at  Edinburgh 
and Leyden,  and who became pas tor  of  the Cong regat iona l 
church at Pinners’ Hall; Samuel Say, the successor of Calamy; 
Jo s i ah  Hor t ,  who  became  Archb i shop  o f  Tuam;  and  John 
Hughes ,  who was the wr i ter  of  severa l  paper s  in the Toi l e r, 
Spectator, and Guardian.4

2 Calamy, Abr idgment ,  i i .  144–145; Continuat ion ,  177–197. Palmer, 
Memorial, i. 347–348.

3 Wood, Ath. Oxon  (Bliss),  i i i .  1149–1151. Palmer, Memor ial ,  243- 
J44. Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iii. 161–168.

4 Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iii. 168–172.
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I s a a c  Chauncey  wa s  son  o f  Cha r l e s  Chauncey,  who  wa s 
dr iven from England by Archbishop Laud and became President 
of  Harvard.  I saac was  one of  the ear ly  s tudents  a t  Harvard, 
but probably finished his studies either at Oxford or Cambridge. 
He was  e jected in 1662,  and became pas tor  of  the Cong re- 
ga t iona l  Church  a t  Andover.  In  1687  he  became pa s tor  o f 
the Church, then meeting in Mark Lane, which had formerly 
been  under  the  pa s to r a t e  f i r s t  o f  John  Owen and  then  o f 
Dav id  C l a rk son .  I s a a c  Wa t t s  s ucceeded  h im in  1701,  and 
Chauncey, who was a man of considerable learning, then became 
tutor of  the Academy, in Tenter Al ley,  Moorf ie lds ,  London, 
created by the Cong regat ional  Fund Board. 5 Chauncey died 
i n  1712 ,  a nd  wa s  s u c c e ed ed  i n  t h e  t h eo l og i c a l  c h a i r  by 
Dr.  Ridg ley ; 6 John  Eames ,  a  Fe l low o f  the  Roya l  Soc ie ty 
and di s t ingui shed for  h i s  sc ient i f ic  knowledge,  hold ing the 
c h a i r  o f  P h i l o s o p hy  a n d  L a n g u a g e s .  E a m e s  s u c c e e d e d 
Dr. Ridgley, and held the chair t i l l  1744.7 This Academy was 
represented t i l l  1850 by Homer ton College, one of the three 
co l l ege s  tha t  were  un i ted  to  for m New Col lege,  London8. 
There were a l so Congregat ional  “Academies” at  Br idgwater, 
Taun ton ,  Tewke sbur y,  Co ly ton ,  Ca r mar then ,  Br idgnor th , 
and other towns in different parts of the country.9

II

Be fore  the  Revolut ion ,  the  men who had conducted  the

5 Calamy, Cont inuat ion ,  877–878. Palmer,  Memor ia l ,  i i i .  380–381. 
Wi l son ,  Dis s en t in g  Chu r c h e s ,  i .  289–291.  For  the  Cong rega t iona l 
Fund Board, see Note A, p. 506.

6 Ridg l ey ’s  name  i s  somet imes  g iven  a s  Ri s l ey.  Ca l amy,  Con- 
tinuation, 98–101. Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iii. 72–81.

7 Eames,  though dis t inguished as  a  scholar,  was disabled for the 
ministry by a defect in the organs of speech, and by a pronunciation 
that  was  “har sh,  uncouth,  and di sag reeable.** He once at tempted 
to  preach ,  but  b roke  down,  and  never  repea ted  the  exper iment . 
Wilson, ibid., ii, 73–74, note.

8 The “Fund Academy” was  uni ted in 1744 with the “Academy 
of  the King’s  Head Society.” Congrega t iona l  Col l ege  Calendar ,  1885, 
43–46.

9 Ib id . ,  30–38;  and for  an account  of  thei r  character  and work, 
39–42,  wi th the pas sages  there  g iven f rom Doddr idge’s  Diary  and 
Correspondence, ii. 461–475, and cf. Orton, Memoirs of Doddridge, 86–122, 
On Academies in general, see Bogue and Bennet, History of Dissenters 
(Seminar ies) ,  i i .  1–91; i i i .  264–313; iv. 258–297; Toulmin, Histor i ca l 
View, 215–261; and Gordon, Early Nonconformity and Education.
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“Academie s” were  sub j ec t  to  ince s s an t  pe r s ecu t ion .  They 
and their students were dr iven from place to place, and their 
po s i t i on  wa s  ex t reme l y  p re c a r i ou s . 10 Sou th ,  i n  a  s e r mon 
delivered in 1685, appealed to his hearers to—

“employ  the  u tmos t  o f  your  power  and  in te re s t  bo th  wi th  the 
King  and  Par l i ament ,  to  suppre s s ,  u t te r ly  to  suppre s s  and  ex t in- 
gui sh ,  those  pr iva te,  bl ind,  convent ic l ing school s  or  academies  of 
g r ammar  and  ph i lo sophy,  s e t  up  and  t aught  s ec re t l y  by  f ana t i c s , 
he re  and  the re  a l l  the  k ingdom over.   .   .   .  For  th i s  i s  the  d i rec t 
and cer tain way to br ing up and perpetuate a race of mortal enemies 
bo th  to  church  and  s t a te.  To der ive,  p ropaga te,  and  immor ta l i s e 
the pr inciples  and pract ices  of  f o r ty-one  to poster i ty,  i s  schism and 
sedi t ion for  ever,  f ac t ion and rebel l ion in  sa cu la  s c e cu lo rum;  which 
I am sure no honest English heart will ever say Amen to.”11

Af te r  the  pa s s ing  o f  the  Tolera t ion Act  the  “Academies” 
he l d  a  s e cu re r  po s i t i on .  An  a t t emp t  i ndeed  wa s  made  to 
suppre s s  them by rev iv ing  aga in s t  those  o f  the  tu tor s  who 
were university graduates an oath which was taken by Masters 
of Ar ts of Oxford and Cambr idge, and which was interpreted 
as  p ledg ing them not to lecture except  in their  own or the 
sister university; but the attempt was not very successful.12

I n  17 03  S a mu e l  We s l ey — t h e  f a t h e r  o f  Jo h n  We s l ey — 
who had been educa ted by Char le s  Mor ton,  but  had s ince

10 For an attempt to suppress Frankland (see p. 499), cf . Thoresby, 
Let te r s ,  i .  172–173;  and for a  s imi lar  at tack on Doddr idge,  see the 
pre sentment ,  wi th  Doddr idge ’s  rep ly  and appea l ,  in  Waddington, 
(1700–1800), i i i .  295–298; and Doddr idge, Cor respondence and Diary , 
iii. 127–140.

11 South, Sermons, ii. 298.
12 Towards the end of the thir teenth century there was an attempt 

made a t  Nor thampton to e s tabl i sh  a  univer s i ty  in  tha t  town;  and 
about  the  same t ime there  was  a  s imi la r  a t tempt  a t  S tamford.  To 
defeat these enter pr ises ,  Oxford imposed on her g raduates an oath 
not to lecture in any other place—“as in a  univer s i ty”—except at 
Cambr idge. The Cambr idge oath omitted the words,  “as  in a uni- 
ver s i ty,” and required her g raduates  to swear not to lecture in any 
other place except at  Oxford.  (See Ful ler,  Univer s i ty  o f  Cambr idge , 
24–29 ;  Huber,  Eng l i sh  Un ive r s i t i e s ,  i .  97,  415–417 ;  and  Rashda l l , 
Universities of Europe in the Middle Ages, ii. (2), 395–398, with references 
in notes.) There was an ingenious controversy about the meaning of 
the oaths.  The Nonconformist clergy sat i s f ied themselves that they 
were free to teach in their  pr ivate academies .  The Nonconfor mist 
case is  s tated with g reat fulness by Mor ton, and less elaborately by 
Cradock, in Calamy, Continuation, 177–197, 732–735.
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conformed, attacked the Academies with considerable vigour.13 
He compla ined that  by these  pr iva te  ins t i tut ions  men were 
be ing  drawn away f rom the  Church,  and were  be ing  made 
Di s s en te r s ;  th a t  they  “endange red  the  succe s s  o f  the  two 
univer s i t ie s  ” ;  and tha t  those  who taught  in  them vio la ted 
t h e  p l e d g e s  t h ey  h a d  g i ve n  a t  g r a d u a t i o n .  H e  d e c l a r e s 
tha t  the re  mus t  have  been  “ some thous and s” educa t ed  by 
the Nonconformist clergy, and among them many of the sons 
o f  t h e  nob i l i t y  a nd  g en t r y  who,  bu t  f o r  t h e s e  “ s u ck i ng 
Academies,” would have gone to Oxford and Cambridge.

I n  h i s  f amou s  s e r mon  b e f o re  t h e  Lo rd  Mayo r  i n  17 09 
Sacheve re l l  dec l a red  tha t  the s e  “Academie s” were  a  pe r i l 
to the nation, and that “Atheism, Deism, Tr itheism, Socinian- 
ism, with all the hellish pr inciples of Fanaticism, Regicide, and 
Anarchy, were taught in them.” 14

The  Tor i e s  be l i eved  tha t  i f  they  cou ld  de s t roy  the  Di s - 
sent ing “Academies ,” they would put an end to Dissent ;  the 
Dissenting congregations of the next generation would have no 
educated mini s ter s ;  the sons  of  the weal thy merchants  who 
were now the chief suppor t of the Dissenting interest  would 
be sent  to Oxford and Cambr idge,  and would become loyal 
Churchmen; only the poor and the ignorant would continue 
to attend the conventicles; and Nonconformists would become 
too weak and too contempt ible  to  t rouble  the  Church any 
longer.

On May 12, 1714, Sir Wil l iam Windham, at the inst igation 
of Lord Bolingbroke, who had received his education from an 
ejected minis ter,  introduced into the House of  Commons A 
Bil l  to  prevent  the g rowth o f  Schism, and fo r  the fur ther  Secur i ty 
o f  the  Chur c h  o f  Eng land a s  by  law e s tabl i shed.  The Bi l l  pro- 
vided that no person should keep any public or pr ivate school 
or  seminar y,  to  teach or  ins t r uct  youth a s  tutor  or  school- 
ma s t e r,  un le s s  he  sub sc r ibed  the  dec l a r a t ion :  “ I ,  A  B,  do

13 A L e t t e r  f r om  a  Coun t r y  D i v i n e,  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  Edu c a t i o n  o f 
D i s s en t e r s  i n  t h e i r  p r i va t e  A c ad em i e s  i n  s e ve ra l  p a r t s  o f  t h e  n a t i on . 
Humbly offered to the consideration of the Grand Committee of Parl iament 
f o r  Re l i g i on .  I t  i s  s a id  tha t  the  le t te r  had  been wr i t ten  to  Clave l 
several years earlier, in or about 1690; and that Clavel now published 
it without Wesley’s consent (Dict. Nat. Biog., lx. 315). See also Calamy, 
His t o r i c a l  Ac c oun t ,  i .  458–459 ,  and  no t e ;  and  Re l i qu iæ  Hea r n i anæ , 
i. 35–37.

14 P e r i l s  o f  Fa l s e  B r e t h r e n ,  15 ;  a nd  c f .  Na t u r e  a n d  M i s c h i e f  o f 
Prejudice, 54–57.
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declare that  I  wi l l  confor m to the l i turgy of  the Church of 
Eng l and ,  a s  i t  i s  now by  l aw e s t ab l i shed ,” and  ob t a ined  a 
l icence to teach f rom the archbishop or bi shop.  No l icence 
was to be g ranted unless the applicant produced a cer t i f icate 
tha t  he  had rece ived the Sacrament  according to  the usage 
of the Church of England, at some par ish church within the 
prev ious  twe lve  months .  To teach wi thout  these  qua l i f i ca- 
t ions was to incur a penalty of three months’ impr isonment. 
I f ,  af ter obtaining his  l icence, the tutor or schoolmaster was 
present at any other relig ious worship than that of the Church 
of England, he was to be impr isoned for three months, and be 
for ever incapable of resuming the employment of teaching.

I t  wa s  fu r ther  p rov ided ,  “ tha t  i f  any  per son ,  l i cen sed  a s 
aforesaid, shal l  teach any other catechism than the catechism 
set for th in the Book of Common Prayer, the licence of such 
per son shal l  from thencefor th be void, and such per son shal l 
be l iable to the penal t ies  of  thi s  Act .” This  cr ime, however, 
was  not  beyond the reach of  mercy.  I f  the  l icence was  los t 
for  teaching an unauthor i sed catechism, the of fender might 
become capable of recover ing i t ,  on making oath in a cour t 
of just ice that for twelve months he had not been present at 
any  D i s s en t i ng  s e r v i c e,  and  th a t  du r ing  the  s ame  twe l ve 
months he had received the Sacrament three t imes according 
to the usage of the Church of England.

Th i s  a t ro c i ou s  B i l l  wa s  a imed  no t  a t  t h e  “Ac adem i e s ” 
mere ly.  I t  was  in tended to  prevent  Di s senter s  f rom hav ing 
their  chi ldren taught by Dissenter s  e i ther in pr ivate schools 
or in their own houses.  They peti t ioned the House of Lords 
to be allowed to be heard by counsel against the measure, but 
the i r  pe t i t ion was  re fused . 15 I t  was  moved by Lord Hal i f ax 
tha t  they  should  be  a l lowed to  have  school s  for  the i r  own 
chi ldren,  f rom which the chi ldren of  parents  who were not 
Di s sen te r s  shou ld  be  exc luded ;  bu t  the  mot ion  was  lo s t . 16

15 The pe t i t ion  was  re jec ted  by  72  to  6 6 .  Pe t i t ions  aga in s t  the 
Bill were also submitted by foreign Protestants living in England, who 
pleaded their immunity for the past 160 years; by many schoolmasters 
and schoolmistresses; and by others who taught navigation, surveying, 
gaug ing,  and mensura t ion.  The commit tee  to  which the Bi l l  was 
refer red were instructed to receive a clause in f avour of the foreign 
Protestants. L. J. (June 4, 7, 9, 1714), xix. 704, 709, 710–711.

16 Lo s t  by  62  vo t e s  t o  48 .  Fo r  Ha l i f ax ' s  s peech ,  s e e  Cobbe t t , 
Parliamentary History, vi. 1354–1355.
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Three amendments were car r ied: (i) The bishop’s l icence was 
to be dispensed with in the case of  any tutor “employed by 
any nobleman or noblewoman to teach his or her own children, 
g r andch i l d ren ,  o r  g re a t -g r andch i l d ren  on ly  i n  h i s  o r  he r 
f ami ly ” ;  but  though the l icence was  to be di spensed with, 
the other qual i f icat ions def ined by the Act were declared to 
be  nece s s a r y.  I t  i s  p robable  tha t  under  the  she l t e r  o f  th i s 
clause Dissenting tutors in noble families might have remained 
undi s turbed.  Where the b i shop’s  l i cence was  neces sa r y  and 
had not been obtained, it would be easy to obtain a conviction; 
in  other  ca ses  convic t ion would be more d i f f icu l t .  (2 )  The 
Act was not to extend to “any person who as a tutor or school- 
mas ter  sha l l  in s t r uct  youth in  reading,  wr i t ing ,  a r i thmet ic, 
o r  any  pa r t  o f  ma themat i c a l  l e a r n ing  on ly,  so  f a r  a s  such 
mathematical learning relates to navigation or any mechanical 
Art only,” and provided that the teaching was only in English. 
(3) The infl iction of the penalties was taken out of the hands 
o f  the  ord inar y  mag i s t ra te s  and commit ted to  the  super ior 
cour t s .  The Act  was  to  extend to  I re l and,  and was  to  take 
effect from Sunday, August 1, 1714.17

But on that  Sunday morning Thomas Bradbury,  the pastor 
o f  the  Independen t  Church  in  Fe t t e r  Lane,  and  the  g rea t 
“pol i t ica l  dis senter” of that  t ime, was walking across  Smith- 
f i e ld  and met  Bi shop Bur net ,  who was  dr iv ing  wes twards . 
The bishop observed that  Bradbury was looking very g rave, 
a nd  a s ked  h im  t h e  re a s on .  “ I  am  t h i nk i n g ,” h e  re p l i e d , 
“whether  I  sha l l  have the cons tancy and re so lut ion of  tha t 
noble company of mar tyr s  whose ashes are deposi ted in this 
p l a ce ;  fo r  I  mos t  a s su red ly  expec t  to  s ee  s imi l a r  t ime s  o f 
violence and per secution, and that I  shal l  be cal led to suffer 
in  a  l ike  cause.” The b i shop then to ld  h im tha t  he  was  on 
his way to the palace, and that the Queen was dying; and he 
promised to  send a  mes senger  to  Fet ter  Lane i f  the  Queen 
d i e d  t h a t  mo r n i n g .  Wh i l e  B r a dbu r v  wa s  p re a ch i n g ,  t h e 
me s s enge r  c ame  i n ,  and  g ave  t he  s i gn a l  wh i ch  h ad  been 
ar ranged with the bishop; the man leant over the front of the 
gal lery and dropped a handkerchief ,  and Bradbury knew that

17 C. J. (May 12, 27; June 1, 23, 1714), xvii. 631, 644, 660, 697–698. 
L. J., vid. note 15 (and June 11, 14, 15, 1714), xix. 713–714, 715, 716; 
and for Protest, ibid., 716–717. Rogers, Protests, i. 218–221. Cobbett, 
Parliamentary History, vi. 1349–1358.
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the Queen was dead. He f inished his sermon, and said nothing 
of the great event which had just happened; but in his closing 
prayer  he invoked the bles s ing of  God on “George ,  King of 
G re a t  B r i t a i n  and  I re l a nd .” The  cong reg a t i on  t h en  s ang 
the  89 th  P s a lm.  I t  wa s  no t  un f i t t ing  tha t  the  f i r s t  publ i c 
announcement of the accession of the House of Hanover should 
be in a Nonconformist meeting-house.18

NOTE A 
The Congregational Fund Board

Thi s  Board  was  founded in  1695,  and was  or ig ina l ly  suppor ted 
bo th  by  the  P re sby te r i an s  and  Independen t s ,—the  Pre sby te r i an s 
con t r ibu t ing  £2 ,0 0 0  a  yea r,  and  the  Independen t s  £1,70 0 .  The 
Board contr ibuted towards the education of s tudents in the pr ivate 
“ A c a d e m i e s ,” a n d  a l s o  t owa rd s  t h e  s u p p o r t  o f  m i n i s t e r s  w h o 
re c e ived  a n  i n a d equ a t e  i n come  f rom  t h e i r  c ong re g a t i on s .  Bu t 
Thomas  Goodwin,  son of  the  f amous  Pres ident  o f  Magda len,  was 
for mal ly appointed as  Tutor to the Board as  ear ly as  1696 or 1697, 
and was directed to “take none under his  tui t ion but such as  sha l l 
b e  a p p rove d  by  t h e  B o a rd .” C h a u n c ey  wa s  a p p o i n t e d  by  t h e 
Board f rom 1699,  and succeeded Goodwin in the pr incipa l  charge 
o f  the  s tudent s  suppor ted  by  the  Board  in  London.  The  pre sen t 
i n come  o f  t he  Boa rd  exceed s  “£2 ,0 0 0  a  ye a r ;  t h e  g re a t e r  p a r t 
o f  which i s  d i s t r ibuted  in  the  re l i e f  o f  poor  min i s te r s ;  £120 per 
a nnum a re  g iven  t o  t h e  poo r  membe r s  o f  twe l ve  con t r i bu t i ng 
churche s ;  and  the  rema inder  toward s  the  suppor t  o f  s tuden t s  in 
Wes t e r n ,  B recon ,  and  New Co l l ege s .” Unde r  the  w i l l  o f  a  Mr. 
Trotman a considerable amount of  proper ty was vested in trustees , 
most  of  them ejected Independent mini s ter s ,  to be used for  Non- 
con fo r mi s t  pu r po se s .  The  t r u s t e e s  g r an t ed  sma l l  exh ib i t i on s  to 
young men who were s tudying for the Dissenting ministr y.  Among 
the men who were so assisted were Stephen Lott, Benjamin Chandler, 
bo th  o f  whom wen t  to  Ox fo rd ;  S amue l  Wes l ey  and  I s a a c  Wat t s 
a l s o  r e c e i ve d  a s s i s t a n c e  f ro m  t h e  F u n d  B o a r d .  S e e  C a l e n d a r 
o f  t h e  Cong r e g a t i ona l  Co l l e g e s  o f  Eng l and  and  Wa l e s ,  1885,  43–44 ; 
and Waddington, iii. (1700–1800), 261–263.

18 Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iii. 513–514.
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CHAPTER V

ENGLISH CONGREGATIONALISM AT THE DEATH 
OF QUEEN ANNE

Decline  of  Nonconformity during Anne ’s  Reign—Number of 
Chapels  l icensed—Trust Deeds—Comparative  Strength of 
Pre sbyterians  and Cong regational i sts—Social  Position— 
Worship—Doctrine—Church Government—Relig ious Life 
—Leading Ministers.

AT the dea th  o f  Queen Anne in  1714,  ra ther  more  than 
f i f ty  year s  had pa s sed  s ince  the  Nonconfor ming c le rgy 

were ejected from the English Church by the Act of Uniformity; 
and twenty-f ive since the passing of the Toleration Act. Non- 
conformity had not been crushed by per secution; but at  the 
end of a quarter of a century of comparative ease and freedom, 
it  was showing a want of spir i tual energy that f i l led its  most 
devout leaders with the gravest anxiety.

I

I n  t h e  t e n  o r  twe l ve  ye a r s  immed i a t e l y  f o l l ow ing  t h e 
Toleration Act, there had been universal and vigorous activity. 
Between 1688 and 1700, the Dissenters took out 2,418 licences 
f o r  p l a c e s  o f  D i s s en t i ng  wo r sh i p. 1 Many  o f  t h e  l i c en s ed 
buildings were very small ;  and as many were mere temporary 
p remi se s ,  the  s ame cong rega t ion  mus t ,  in  many in s t ance s , 
have taken out l icences for several  di f ferent bui ldings in the 
cour se  of  a  few year s ,  or  even of  a  few months .  The 2 ,418 
l i c ence s  do  no t ,  t he re fo re,  rep re s en t  s ep a r a t e  D i s s en t i ng 
c o n g re g a t i o n s .  I t  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  d u r i n g  t h e  r e i g n  o f

1 Pa r l i a m e n t a r y  Pa p e r ,  1853  ( 15 6 ) ;  q u o t e d  b y  S ke a t s ,  F r e e 
Churches, 197. Cf . ibid,., 157, for the f igures of the two years, 1688— 
1690.
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William III. the Nonconformists erected about 1,000 or 1,200 
per manent  meet ing-houses .  As  many of  these  were of  con- 
s iderable  s i ze,  the  f i r s t  genera t ion o f  “ to le ra ted” Noncon- 
formists  must have had a considerable amount of wealth and 
mus t  have  spent  i t  generous ly. 2 To f ac i l i t a te  the  r a i s ing  o f 
the necessary funds, the pews in some cases were sold before the 
meet ing-house was erected;  but  when thi s  was  done,  i t  was 
somet imes  p rov ided  tha t  the  p roper ty  in  a  pew shou ld  be 
forfeited if for six successive months the pew was not occupied 
by the propr ietor or some member of his f amily.3 In London 
seve ra l  Nonconfor mi s t  cong rega t ion s  ren ted  o r  purcha sed 
the disused halls of some of the City Companies.4

T h e  t r u s t  d e e d s  o f  I n d e p e n d e n t  m e e t i n g - h o u s e s  bu i l t 
wi thin thi s  per iod did not  conta in any provi s ions  a s  to the 
doctr ines to be preached in them; and even when in the next 
generat ion Tr ini tar ians  seceded f rom a cong regat ion which 
had become Ar ian, they inser ted no doctr inal  c lauses in the 
deeds of their new buildings. The buildings were vested “for 
the wor ship of  God according to the customs of  the people 
ca l l ed  Independent s ,” or  for  “ the  use  o f  a  cong rega t ion o f 
Protestant Dissenters called Independents.”

The Pre sbyter i an  t r us t  deeds  were  drawn up in  the  s ame 
way.  The meet ing-house  was  ve s ted  for  the  u se  o f  a  Pre s- 
byter ian congregation; but the doctr ines to be taught by the 
mini s ter  were not  def ined.  In some cases  a  cong regat ion i s 
described as “Presbyterian or Congregational.”

Two or three year s  af ter the death of Queen Anne, Daniel 
Nea l  made  out  a  l i s t  o f  1,107  Di s sen t ing  cong rega t ions  in 
Eng l a nd ,  b e s i d e s  4 3  i n  Wa l e s .  O f  t h e  Eng l i s h  8 6 0  we re 
e i ther  Presbyter ian or  Independent ,  and 247 were Bapt i s t . 5 
The Presbyter ian congregations were still much more numerous 
than the Independent,  and a l so larger ;  i t  i s  probable that  of 
860 congregations descr ibed as belong ing to one or other of 
the  two denomina t ions ,  about  50 0  were  Pre sby te r i an ,  and

2 Some of the or ig inal meeting-houses were built of wood; one of 
these,  e rec ted in  Grave l  Lane,  Houndsdi tch,  for  the  Presbyter ian 
cong regat ion of  which Samuel  Pomfret  was pas tor,  i s  sa id to have 
held 1,500 persons. Wilson, Dissenting Churches, i. 397.

3 See Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 445.
4 Wilson, Dissenting Churches, ii. 1, 63, 447, 514, 525, 557, 560.
5 In Bogue and Bennett ,  Histo ry o f  Dis sente r s ,  i i .  97–99;  Skeats , 

Free Churches, 280; Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 457.
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abou t  36 0  Independen t .  I f  the  l i s t  i s  comp le t e—which  i s 
doubt fu l—it  shows  tha t  in  the  number  o f  Di s sen t ing  con- 
g rega t ions  there  had  been no increa se  dur ing  the  re ign o f 
Queen Anne.6

II

In  the soc ia l  rank of  the i r  adherent s  the  Dis sent ing con- 
gregations had suffered severe loss dur ing the f ive-and-twenty 
year s  s ince  the  pa s s ing  o f  the  Tolera t ion Act .  The e jec ted 
minis ter s  reta ined the loya l  a f fect ion and suppor t  of  a  con- 
s iderable  number  of  the nobi l i ty  and gentr y.  In  the houses 
of their g reat fr iends they held secret Nonconformist services 
when Nonconfor mity was  i l lega l ;  and in these  same houses 
they found she l ter  f rom the pena l t ie s  they had incur red by 
v io l a t ing  the  l aw.  But  the  ch i ld ren  o f  the se  d i s t ingu i shed 
per sons—notwiths tanding the powerful  inf luence a t t r ibuted 
by men l ike Samuel  Wesley to the Dis sent ing “Academies”7 
— d r i f t e d  b a c k  t o  t h e  E s t a b l i s h m e n t :  i n  t h e  t ow n s  t h e 
cong regat ions  o f  the  second genera t ion of  Nonconfor mis t s 
consisted of merchants, manufacturer s, and tradesmen; and in 
the country, of farmers, with here and there a country squire.

In their services, which were held only in the morning and 
afternoon, the Nonconformists of this per iod maintained the 
t r a d i t i on s  o f  a n  e a r l i e r  t ime.  The  s e r mon s  o f  t h e  e l d e r 
minister s  were st i l l  cumbrous both in their general  s tructure 
and  in  the i r  s t y l e,  and  they  were  u sua l l y  o f  g rea t  l eng th . 
There was also a long extemporaneous prayer.

The pr inc ipa l  change  was  e f f ec ted  by  the  publ i ca t ion  in 
1707 of Watts ’s  Hymns. The edit ion was exhausted in twelve

6 The  P re sby t e r i an s  “we re  ne a r l y  doub l e” t he  Independen t s . 
Bogue and Bennett, op. cit., ii. 99. It is not easy to form a very trust- 
wor thy judgment  on the  ques t ion o f  increa se  or  decrea se ;  par t ly 
because i t  i s  d i f f icul t—perhaps imposs ible—to di scover how many 
congregations are represented by the licences taken out between 1688 
and 1700;  par t ly  because Neal ’s  l i s t  may not  have been complete. 
(Skeats, l.c., 281–282.) It was not very easy in those days for a pr ivate 
per son to obtain accurate returns from al l  par ts  of England. Bogue 
and Bennett were of opinion that the number of Dissenters was greater 
after 1688 than before, and greater stil l at the death of Queen Anne. 
Ibid., ii. 93.

7 See pp. 502–503; and cf. the speech of Compton, Bishop of London, 
in the debate on the Schism Bill .  Cobbett, Parl iamentary History ,  vi. 
1354.
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months ,  and a  second ed i t ion ,  wi th  150  add i t iona l  hymns , 
wa s  pub l i s h ed  i n  1709 .  I t  wa s  no t  un t i l  1718 ,  when  t h e 
seventh edition was issued, that Watts had been able to f inish 
hi s  ver s ion of  the Psa lms ,  “ imita ted in the language of  the 
New Tes t ament .” Many  thousands  o f  cop ie s  o f  the  ea r l i e r 
edi t ions of  the Hymns were sold,  and they must  have come 
into very general use even before the death of Queen Anne.8

Till now the Nonconformist congregations had been content 
wi th  s ing ing  ver s ions  o f  the  P sa lms .  Pa t r i ck ’s  ve r s ion  was 
commonly used by the Independents at the beg inning of the 
e igh teen th  cen tu r y. 9 “The  sound  o f  the  go spe l  p roceeded 
from the pulpit, but the praises of the Jew ascended from the 
hea re r s :  the  wor sh ipper s  s eemed to  loca l i s e  themse lve s  in 
Judea—to re t race  some two or  three  thousand year s  in  the 
world’s  h i s tor y—and withdraw from the ‘ l ight  that  l ightens 
t h e  Gen t i l e s  ’t o  j o i n  t h e i r  ‘ f a t h e r s  who  we re  unde r  t h e 
c l o u d .’” 1 0 A t  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  L o rd ’s  S u p p e r ,  w h i c h  wa s 
celebrated every month or every six weeks, they had nothing 
more appropr iate to s ing than a ba ld ver s ion of  the 23rd or 
t h e  118 t h  P s a l m .  Wa t t s  r e d e e m e d  t h e  P s a l m o d y  o f  t h e 
Cong regat iona l i s t s  f rom Juda i sm,  and made i t  Chr i s t i an .  I t 
was a revolution the greatness of which cannot be measured.11

The doc t r ina l  fa i th  o f  the Independents  dur ing thi s  per iod 
was  a l so  a lmos t  unchanged ;  or  i f  changes  had  begun,  they 
were not yet very apparent. In the two controver sies relating 
to  Dav i s  o f  Rothwe l l  and  to  Dr.  Cr i sp,  the  Independent s 
had  shown tha t  they  were  no t  on ly  Ca lv in i s t i c,  bu t  were 
d i sposed  to  regard  wi th  sympathy  the  mos t  ex t reme for ms 
of Calvinism.

I n  c h u r c h  g o v e r n m e n t  t h e  f o r m s  o f  t h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l 
pol i ty  were r ig id ly  mainta ined;  but  the idea l  o f  the myst ic

8 Hymns and Spi r i tua l  Songs  (1707) .  The Psa lms o f  David imi ta t ed 
in  th e  Language  o f  t h e  New Te s t amen t ,  and  app l i ed  t o  th e  Chr i s t i an 
State and Worship (1718).

9 J. Patrick, A Century of Select Psalms turned into Meter (1679).
10 Milner, Life of Isaac Watts, 369.
11 But the change was not univer sal ly approved. Thomas Bradbury 

h a d  a  s t r o n g  o b j e c t i o n  t o  w h a t  h e  c a l l e d  “ Wa t t s ' s  w h i m s .” 
Wil son,  Dissen t ing  Chur c he s ,  i i i .  527–528.  “The poetr y of  Watt s ," 
Wilson adds, “was received but slowly into most of our congregations. 
I t  i s  only of late year s  that i t  has acquired so general  a patronage; 
and even in the present day there are many who prefer the rhyming 
of Brady and Tate, or the bald version of the Scotch.”
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element of Congregationalism which had created the enthusi- 
a sm  o f  t h e  B rown i s t s  h ad  a lmo s t  d i s appe a red .  The  Con- 
g rega t iona l i s t s  unde r  K ing  Wi l l i am I I I .  and  Queen  Anne 
believed that the apostolic Churches were Congregational and 
Independen t ;  t h ey  a l s o  be l i eved  th a t  t h i s  f o r m o f  po l i t y 
wa s  f avourab l e  to  the  deve lopment  o f  a  s e r iou s  and  lo f t y 
re l ig ious  l i fe ;  but  the age was  unfr iendly to myst ic i sm, and 
the or ig ina l  Cong regat iona l  idea ,  which made a  soc ie ty  o f 
sa ints  the very organ of the wil l  of  Chr is t ,  had lost  i t s  hold 
both on imagination and faith.

In many Cong regat ional  Churches ,  too,  a  g reater  measure 
of formal author ity was, in practice, and probably in theory, 
at tr ibuted to the pastor and those who shared with him the 
government of the Church, than would have been al lowed by 
the  e a r l i e r  Cong rega t iona l i s t s .  I t  wa s  the  theo r y  o f  John 
Owen that  in a  t rue Cong regat ional  Church the pas tor  and 
elder s—not the pastor and deacons—governed with the con- 
s en t  o f  the  Church . 12The  p roposa l s  o f  the  church  o f f i ce r s 
required conf i r mat ion by the Church;  but  that  the Church 
should  ac t  for  i t se l f ,  aga ins t  the  dec i s ion or  consent  o f  i t s 
o f f i ce r s ,  was  ha rd ly  contempla ted  a s  pos s ib le.  Such ac t ion 
wou ld  be  revo lu t i ona r y.  I t  p r a c t i c a l l y  c ame  to  t h i s ,  t h a t 
the Church had the power to veto the proposals of its off icers, 
but  had not  the power to  in i t i a te  ac t ion of  i t s  own. 13 Thi s 
scheme was a milder form of the theory which Francis Johnson 
had set  up in the Church at  Amsterdam at  the beg inning of

12 “The rule and government of the Church, or the execution of the 
author ity of Chr ist therein, is in the hand of the elder s.” “The f ir st 
off icer or elder of the Church is  the pastor.” Owen, True Nature o f 
a Gospel Church, Works, xx. 472, 398.

13 Owen insisted that in “every Church consisting in any consider- 
able number of members there should be more elders than one”; and 
he adds, “When God first appointed rule in the church under the Old 
Testament, He assigned unto every ten persons or f amilies a distinct 
ruler." He says,  “Some there are who beg in to maintain that there 
is no need of any more but one pastor , bishop or elder in a par ticular 
church, which hath its  rules in itsel f .   .   .   .  This i s  a novel opinion, 
contradictory to the sense and pract ice of  the church in a l l  ages .” 
Work s ,  xx .  483,  481.  S ince  Henr y  Ja cob ' s  t ime  i t  h ad  been  the 
common practice of Congregational Churches to have only one elder— 
i . e.  the  pa s tor.  And th i s  i s  s t i l l  the  prac t ice  in  recent  t imes ;  but 
deacons have discharged the two offices of the diaconate and the elder- 
ship. Owen maintains that when there is  only one elder, the polity 
of the Church is almost certain to become either “prelatical or popular,” 
Ibid., 482.
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the seventeenth centur y. 14 I t  seems to have been commonly 
accepted by Engli sh Congregational i s t s  f rom the t ime of the 
R evo l u t i on .  Robe r t  B rowne,  Hen r y  B a r rowe,  a nd  John 
Robinson had also insisted on the real author ity of the pastor 
and e lder s ;  but  they  d id  not  a t tempt  to  de f ine  the  prec i se 
l imi t s  o f  that  author i ty ;  nor  i s  i t  probable  that  they would 
have approved the  re s t r ic t ions  which were  imposed on the 
cons t i tu t iona l  dut ie s  and  r igh t s  o f  the  commona l ty  o f  the 
Church by the theory of  John Owen, and by what seems to 
have been the practice of Congregational Churches at the end 
o f  the  seventeenth  centur y  and dur ing  a  g rea t  pa r t  o f  the 
eighteenth.

Most  of  the Cong regat ional  Churches  of  thi s  per iod were 
smal l  Churches ;  even the most  f amous of  them were smal l , 
when compared with the Churches of  our own t imes.  Caryl 
died in 1673, and the Church of which he was pastor numbered 
o n l y  136  c o m mu n i c a n t s .  Jo h n  O we n ,  w h o  h a d  a  s m a l l 
cong rega t ion  in  the  ne ighbourhood,  was  inv i ted  to  be  h i s 
successor.  Owen brought with him thir ty-f ive member s,  and 
the united Church numbered 171. Nineteen year s later, when 
Watts became pastor of the Church, it had greatly declined.15

Nor were the Churches strong in the energy of their religious 
faith, the fervour of their devotion, and their loyalty to Chr ist 
in conduct. Burnet, in his Pastoral Care ,  which was published 
s oon  a f t e r  t h e  Re s t o r a t i on ,  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  D i s s en t e r s  h ad 
largely lost their reputation for str ictness in relig ion. He was 
no t  an  un f r i end ly  c r i t i c  o f  the  Noncon fo r mi s t s ,  and  th i s 
account of them is supported by other evidence.16

Their  condit ion under Char les  I I .  and James II .  had been

14 See Dexter, 281–282.
15 When Caryl 's Church and Owen's united, there were among the 

member s Lord Charles Fleetwood, Sir John Har topp, Colonel Des- 
borough, Colonel Berry, and other distinguished officers of Cromwell's 
ar my; a l so Lady Abney, Lady Har topp, Lady Vere Wilkinson, Lady 
Tompson, Mrs. Bendish, Cromwell ' s  g rand-daughter. The pastor s of 
th i s  Church  were  Car y l  ( 16 60–1673 ) ;  Owen (1673–1683 ) ;  Dav id 
Clarkson, who for a year was Owen's  col league (1682–1687);  I saac 
Loeffs (from some uncer tain date to 1689); Isaac Chauncey, who for 
two years was the colleague of Loeffs (1687–1702). (Wilson, Dissenting 
Chu r c h e s,  i .  254 .  Pa lmer,  Memo r i a l ,  i .  146 . )  The  dec l i ne  o f  the 
Church is said to have taken place under Chauncey's pastorate. Some 
of  the Presbyter ian Churches were much larger.  Pomfret ' s  Church 
in Gravel Lane, Houndsditch, numbered at one time 800 communicants.

16 Pastoral Care, 201.
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ext remely  unf avourable.  A s teady,  unre len t ing  per secut ion 
would have been less injur ious to the vigour of their spir itual 
cha r a c t e r ;  i t  wou ld  have  d r iven  f rom the  Noncon fo r mi s t 
Churches  a l l  those  per sons  whose  Nonconfor mi ty  was  the 
resul t  of  educat ion or of  inte l lectual  preference,  but had no 
deep roots in the spir itual l i fe;  i t  would have discipl ined the 
res t  to a  robust  and courageous  p ie ty.  But  the per secut ion, 
though at  t imes cruel ly  severe,  was  inter mit tent .  When the 
convent ic le s  were f ie rce ly  repres sed,  those  Nonconfor mis t s 
who had no g rea t  re l ig ious  zea l  consu l ted  the i r  s a fe ty  and 
s t ayed a t  home,  and the i r  zea l  became s t i l l  l e s s  fe r vent .  In 
the intervals of the storm they returned to the Nonconformist 
cong regat ions ,  and by the i r  pre sence lowered the re l ig ious 
temperature of their brethren.

Even  t h e  l e ad e r s  o f  t h e  Cong reg a t i on a l  Chu rche s ,  t h e 
men whose intense f aith and lofty courage had made so pro- 
f ound  an  impre s s i on  on  the  con s c i ence  and  he a r t  o f  t he 
nation under the Commonwealth and the Protectorate,  were 
tempted to a policy of moderation and compromise. From the 
Re s to r a t i on  to  the  Revo lu t ion  the  Cour t  wa s  con s t an t l y 
encouraging them to expect that the persecuting laws would be 
relaxed. The true policy of the Nonconformists  was a policy 
of frank and open resistance to the laws which oppressed them; 
but  they were war ned that  i f  they acted too v igorous ly,  a l l 
chance of  obta in ing g rea ter  l iber ty  would be los t .  In these 
c i rcumstances  of  d i f f icul ty the leader s  showed an admirable 
r e s o l u t e n e s s  a s  we l l  a s  a n  a dm i r a b l e  s a g a c i t y ;  bu t  l a r g e 
numbers of their adherents, who might have stood firm if there 
had  been  no  hope  tha t  the  pe r secu t ion  would  be  re l axed , 
tempor ised: and the effect of their tempor ising on their per- 
sonal character was disastrous—their moral f ibre was enfeebled, 
and the f ires of their relig ious zeal were almost extinguished. 
It  i s  probable that there were large number s of such per sons 
in the Churches which were formed after the pass ing of the 
To l e r a t i on  Ac t .  They  f a i l e d  t o  ma in t a i n ,  e i t h e r  i n  t h e i r 
re l ig ious  ea r nes tne s s  or  in  the i r  per sona l  hab i t s ,  the  g rea t 
traditions of Congregationalism.

When the t ime of peace came, most of the g reat Noncon- 
f o r m i s t  l e a d e r s  h a d  p a s s e d  away.  B r i d g e  d i e d  i n  16 7 0 ; 
Caryl in 1673; John Rowe in 1677; Theophilus Gale in 1678; 
T h o m a s  G o o d w i n  i n  16 8 0 ;  Jo h n  O we n  i n  16 83 .  T h e i r
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succe s so r s  were  men o f  another  type.  Some o f  them were 
men of  g reat  lear ning,  and some who were not lear ned had 
cons iderable inte l lectua l  v igour ;  but  they had not the g reat 
qualit ies of the race that had passed away. The most eminent 
of them were Isaac Watts ,  who became pastor of the Church 
in  Mark  Lane  in  1702 ,  and remained i t s  pa s tor  t i l l  1748 ; 17 
John Nesbi t t ,  o f  Hare Cour t  (1690–1727) ;  Matthew Clarke, 
of Miles’s Lane (1692–1726); Thomas Reynolds, of the Weigh 
House  (1695–1727 ) ;  Thomas  Rowe,  o f  Haberda she r s ’ Ha l l 
(1678–1705), who also had an Academy; Daniel Neal, of Silver 
S t ree t  ( 1706–1743 ) ;  and  Thomas  Bradbur y,  o f  Fe t t e r  Lane 
(1707–1728) ,  who a f t e rward s  removed to  Carey  S t ree t  and 
died in 1759.18

17 He had been for a short time morning preacher dur ing Dr. Chaun- 
cey ' s  pas tora te.  In 1704 the Church removed to Pinner s ’ Hal l ,  on 
account of the decayed condition of its own building; and from 1708 
it met in a new meeting-house erected in Duke’s Alley, Bury Street, 
St. Mary Axe.

18 The dates are taken from the lists in Wilson, Dissenting Churches.
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CHAPTER VI

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY UNDER GEORGE I. AND 
GEORGE II.

(1714–1760)

Nonconformist  De putation to  George  I .  on  h i s  Acce s sion— 
Manife sto of the Pretender—Riot and Insurrection—Re- 
dre s s  of  Dis senting  Grievance s—Act for  “Strengthening 
the  Prote stant  Inte re st”—Acce ssion of  George  I I .—Bi ll 
of  I ndemnity—It s  Unsat i s factory  Characte r—Appoint - 
ment of Dissenting Deputie s—Walpole and Nonconformist 
Claims—The  “Reg ium Donum”—Its  Hi story  and  Ef f ect s 
—An Indemnity to Dissenters for Loyalty to the Throne.

I

NEARLY a hundred of the Dissenting ministers of London, 
wi th  Dr.  Wi l l i ams  a t  the i r  head ,  p re sented  an  addre s s 

to George I. on his accession (1714). They wore black Genevan 
cloaks; and as the dark procession moved towards the King, a 
nobleman touched Bradbury on the arm and said,  “Pray, s ir, 
w h a t  i s  t h i s ?  A  F u n e r a l ? ” — “ N o,  my  l o r d ,” a n s we r e d 
Bradbury promptly, “it is a Resurrection.”1

On Augu s t  29  the  P re t ende r  s en t  ou t  a  man i f e s to  f rom 
Plombiferes, asser ting his claim to the throne of Great Br itain, 
and explaining that t i l l  the death of Queen Anne he had not 
p re s s ed  h i s  r i gh t s  because  he  knew her  “good in ten t ions” 
to him, “and this was the reason we then sate sti l l ,  expecting 
the good effects thereof , which were unfor tunately prevented 
by  he r  d ep lo r ab l e  d e a th .” 2 The  man i f e s t o  con f i r med  the

1 According to another ver s ion of the story, Bradbury answered: 
“Yes, my lord; it is the funeral of the Schism Bill, and the resur rec- 
t i on  o f  L ibe r t y.” Wi l son ,  Di s s e n t i n g  Chu r c h e s ,  i i i .  514 .  Fo r  t he 
address, see Caiamy, Historical Account, ii. 299–300.

2 Cobbett, Parliamentary History, vii. 21–22.
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susp ic ions  o f  the  countr y  tha t  the  Tor ie s  who were  in  the 
confidence of Anne had been plotting on behalf of the Stuarts. 
Bolingbroke and Ormond fled to France. The Earl of Oxford 
was impeached of high treason and committed to the Tower.

I n  t h e  m id l and  and  s ou the r n  coun t i e s  o f  Eng l and ,  t h e 
High Church and Tory par ty demonstrated their hatred of the 
House of Hanover by outrages on the Dissenter s .  Dissenting 
meet ing-houses  a t  Oxford,  Bi r mingham, Br i s to l ,  Norwich, 
Reading, Wrexham, and other towns,  were gutted or burnt. 
In  S ta f fordsh i re  the  out rage s  were  except iona l ly  numerous 
and violent.3

The High Churchmen said that i f  the good old Church of 
England was to f al l ,  i t  mattered not whether it was destroyed 
by a  Cathol ic  l ike  King James  I I . ,  or  a  Lutheran l ike  King 
George. In the nor th of England, and in Scotland, there was 
open rebellion; but early in November the royal army reached 
the main body of the Engli sh rebels  near Preston, and com- 
pel led them to lay down their  ar ms;  the rebel  leader s  were 
s en t  to  the  Tower.  The  in sur rec t ion  in  Sco t l and  was  sup- 
pressed a few months later, and the Pretender, who had landed 
i n  S co t l and  l a t e  i n  Decembe r,  s a i l ed  f o r  F r ance  e a r l y  i n 
February (1715–6).

Dur ing  the s e  t roubl e s  the  Di s s en t e r s  h ad  in  many  way s 
given solid proofs of their loyalty; under the House of Hanover 
they expected with confidence a large extension of their religious 
l iber t ie s . 4 The rebel l ion delayed any at tempt to as ser t  their

3 Cobbett, Parl iamentary History ,  vii .  108, note. Calamy, Histor i cal 
Ac count ,  i i .  313–314.  Lecky,  Histo ry ,  i .  263,  note  1.  These outrages 
occasioned the passing of the Riot Act in 1715, which contained the 
following clause: “That if any persons unlawfully, r iotously, and tumul- 
tuously assembled together, to the Disturbance of the public Peace, shall 
unlawfully, and with Force, demolish or pull down, or begin to demolish 
or pull  down, any Church or Chapel,  or any Building for rel ig ious 
Worship certified and registered” (according to the Statute 1 William III. 
cap.  18 ,  the  Act  o f  Tolera t ion)  .   .   .  the  same “sha l l  be  ad judged 
felony without Benefit of Clergy.” The Hundred in which such damage 
is done is made liable for damages, as in cases of robbery. 1 Geo. I. 
stat. 2, cap. 5, §§ 4, 6. These clauses were repeated (7 and 8 George IV. 
cap. 30, §§ 2, 8), and other enactments were made-for the protection 
of Nonconformist places of worship. The Act of George IV. has been 
amended  and  exp l a ined  by  sub sequen t  l eg i s l a t ion .  See  S tephen , 
History of Criminal Law, ii. 271, 291–293.

4 See  the  var ious  addres se s  to  the  Crown in  Ca lamy,  His to r i c a l 
Account, ii. 299–300, 366–368, 460–462, 490–492, 496–500; and ibid., 
329–330.
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c l a ims ;  bu t  when  the  dange r  had  pa s s ed  by,  two  hundred 
members of the House of Commons met at the Rose Tavern, 
Temp l e  B a r  (Ma rch  2 0 ,  1716–7 ) ,  t o  c on s i d e r  whe t h e r  a 
Bil l  for the redress of Dissenting g r ievances should be intro- 
duced into Parliament. Fear s were expressed that the measure 
wou ld  encoun t e r  s t renuou s  oppo s i t i on  i n  the  Lo rd s ,  and 
the  meet ing was  ad jour ned;  but  a t  a  second meet ing ,  he ld 
a few days later, assurances were received that the diff iculties 
which had been anticipated had disappeared. The Dissenter s, 
in  ever y par t  of  the countr y,  met  and demanded the repea l 
of the Occasional Conformity Act and the Schism Act, which 
had been passed in the preceding reign, and of the Corporation 
Act and the Test Act, which had been passed under Charles II.5

O n  D e c e m b e r  13 ,  1 7 1 8 ,  L o r d  S t a n h o p e ,  p r i n c i p a l 
Secretary of State, introduced a Bil l  into the House of Lords 
f o r  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  i n t e r e s t . 6 The  B i l l  repe a l ed 
the Act against Occasional Conformity, the Act for the Pre • 
vention of Schism, and cer tain clauses in the Corporation and 
Tes t  Act s .  I t  was  opposed by Wake,  Archbi shop of  Canter- 
bu r y,  who  rega rded  the s e  Ac t s  a s  the  “ma in  bu lwa rk  and 
suppor te r s  o f  the  E s t ab l i shed  Church” ; 7 by  Dav ie s ,  Arch- 
bishop of York; and by Smalr idge, Bishop of Br istol. Hoadly, 
Bishop of Bangor, Wil l i s ,  Bishop of Gloucester,  and Gibson, 
Bishop of Lincoln,  spoke on the other s ide.  Kennet,  Bishop 
of Peterborough, also made a vigorous speech in favour of the 
Bill. He said that—

“The  D i s s e n t e r s ,  t hough  t h e  mo s t  z e a l ou s  p romo t e r s  o f  t h e 
Revolu t ion ,  have  h i ther to  been no ga iner s  by  i t ;  fo r  they  might 
h ave  en joyed  t o l e r a t i on  unde r  K ing  Jame s ,  i f  t h ey  wou ld  h ave 
compl ied  wi th  h i s  mea sure s ;  whi l e  the  Es t abl i shment  ha s  ga ined 
a l l  i t s  p re s en t  honour s  and  emo lumen t s .  To  exc lude  D i s s en t e r s 
f rom serving that  Gover nment of  which they are the f i r mest  sup- 
porters is the grossest political absurdity.”8

In the course of the debate it became necessary to sur render 
the  c l ause s  repea l ing  cer t a in  par t s  o f  the  Cor pora t ion and 
Tes t  Act s . 9 The th i rd  read ing was  car r ied  by a  major i ty  o f

5 Tindal, ii. 524–525, and note.
6 L. J., xxi. 24.
7 Cobbett, Parliamentary History, vii. 570.
8 See Timberland, Debates, iii. 105; Tindal, ii. 580, note.
9 L. J. (Dec. 19, 1718), xxi. 29–30.
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55 to  33.  In  the  Commons ,  the  amended  B i l l  pa s s ed  by  a 
major ity of 221 to 170. In both Houses unsuccessful attempts 
were made in Committee to exclude from the benef it  of the 
Act  per sons  denying the doctr ine of  the Tr ini ty. 10 The Bi l l 
received the royal assent on February 18, 1718–9.11

II

George  I I .  came to  the  throne  in  1727,  and  in  the  s ame 
year the f irst Annual Bill of Indemnity was passed for relieving 
Dissenter s from the penalties attached to the violation of the 
Corporation and Test Acts.12 This measure of relief was nar row 
in  a im and ine f fec t ive  in  re su l t .  As  Mr.  Lecky has  pointed 
out, it had no reference to conscientious scruples: its declared 
in tent ion was  to  re l i eve  those  who “ through ignorance  o f 
the  l aw,  absence,  or  unavoidable  acc ident ,” had omit ted to 
qual i fy ;  and only by a l ibera l  but i l leg i t imate inter pretat ion 
could i t  be extended to re l ieve those  who had de l ibera te ly 
absta ined from conscient ious motives .  The Act appl ied only 
to those who were already in office; it did not help a candidate. 
In cases  where previous confor mity was required,  object ion 
might be taken to a Dissenting candidate for off ice; and such 
objection, if raised, rendered invalid any votes that were g iven 
to him.13 The King himsel f  was  known to be in f avour of  a 
more generous pol icy,  and he gave ear ly proof of  hi s  deter- 
mination to protect the Nonconformists .  In 1733 an eccles i- 
a s t i c a l  p ro secut ion  was  commenced  aga in s t  Doddr idge  fo r 
keeping an Academy in Nor thampton. It  was stopped by the 
intervention of the Crown. The King said, “Dur ing my reign 
there shall be no persecution for conscience’ sake.”14

10 L.J.  (Dec. 23, 1718), xxi. 35. C. J.  (Jan. 9, 1718–9), xix. 49–50; 
motion lost by 136 to 234.

11 See references g iven above, and a l so L.  J.  (Dec. 22,  23,  1718), 
xx i .  32–33,  34 .  C.  J.  (Dec.  24 ,  1718 ;  Jan .  7,  10 ,  1718–9) ,  47–48 , 
50. The cr it ical divisions were 243 to 202, for committing the Bil l ; 
221 to 170, for rejecting amendments; 215 to 157 for the third reading. 
See also Cobbett, Parliamentary History, vii. 567–581, 584–589.

12 1 Geo. II. stat. 1, cap. 5, § 2.
13 Lecky, History,  i .  323–324, and note  2. He states that this power 

of objection excluded many Dissenting candidates from municipal office. 
The Acts were passed annually till the Test Act was repealed in 1828.

14 Or ton,  Memoi r s  o f  Doddr idge ,  251–252;  Doddr idge,  Cor re spond- 
ence and Diary, iii. 139–140.
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In November, 1732, two meetings were held in Silver Street 
Chapel ,  London,  to  cons ider  the expediency of  a t tempt ing 
to get the Test and Corporation Acts repealed. At the second 
of these meetings i t  was resolved that every cong regat ion of 
the  three  denominat ions  o f  Prote s t an t  Di s senter s—Presby- 
ter ians,  Independents ,  and Baptis t s—in and within ten miles 
of  London should be recommended to appoint two deputies 
to be members of a society for the protection of the r ights of 
Dis senter s .  This  was  the f i r s t  a t tempt of  Nonconfor mity to 
combine  fo r  pur po se s  o f  s e l f -de f ence :  i t  ma rk s  a  d i s t inc t 
stage in the struggle for civil and religious liberty.15

I n  t h e  g ene r a l  e l e c t i on  o f  1734  t h e  D i s s en t e r s  e xe r t ed 
their  whole s t rength to keep the Whigs  in power,  and they 
appealed to Sir  Rober t Walpole to br ing in a Bi l l  to rel ieve 
them o f  the i r  rema in ing  d i s ab i l i t i e s .  But  Wa lpo le  had  re- 
cently incur red g reat unpopular ity by a scheme for chang ing 
the mode of levying the duties  on tobacco; he was afraid of 
provoking the cry of “the Church in danger,” and he declined 
to accede to their request. The Dissenting Deputies, however, 
were resolved to test  the mind of Parl iament,  and in March, 
1735–6, Mr. Plumer, member for Hertfordshire, brought forward 
a  mea sure  fo r  repea l ing  the  Tes t .  Walpo le,  who cou ld  not 
a f fo rd  to  lo s e  the  suppor t  o f  the  Di s s en te r s ,  bu t  d re aded 
the  wra th  o f  the  c l e i gy,  “oppo sed  the  mot ion  wi th  g re a t 
caut ion and da int ines s  o f  expres s ion.” The mot ion was  los t 
by 251 to 123.16

The  Depu t i e s  a g a i n  app ro a ched  Wa lpo l e  t o  p re s s  t h e i r 
c l a ims .  But  they  chose  an  un lucky  moment ,  when he  had 
suffered an ignominious defeat in the House of Lords over a 
Bi l l  to rel ieve the Quaker s of the ruinous expense to which 
they were then put by actions for levying tithe or church-rate. 
The  b i s hop s  h ad  p roved  t oo  s t rong  f o r  h im ,  and  he  wa s 
unwi l l ing  to  r un the  r i sk  o f  a  second humi l i a t ion .  When, 
therefore, a deputation with Dr. Chandler at their head waited 
on him, reminding him of his pledges, and begg ing for their 

15 A Sket c h o f  the  His to ry and Proceed ings  o f  the  Deput ie s  appointed 
to  p ro t e c t  the  Civ i l  Right s  o f  the  Pro t e s tan t  Dis s en te r s ,  1–2.  See a l so 
Stoughton, Relig ion in England, vi. 7–8, and Skeats, Free Churches , 
378–379. See Note A, p. 523.

16 C.  J.  (March  12 ,  1735–6 ) ,  xx i i .  629 .  Cobbe t t ,  Pa r l i amen t a r y 
History, ix. 1046–1059. Coxe, Walpole, i. 476.
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fulf i lment, he assured them of his personal sympathy, but told 
them that  the t ime for act ion had not yet  come. “You have 
so  repea ted ly  re tur ned th i s  answer,” s a id  Chandler,  “ tha t  I 
trust you will g ive me leave to ask when the time will come?” 
“ I f  you  requ i re  a  s p e c i f i c  an swe r,” s a i d  Wa lpo l e,  “ I  w i l l 
give it you in a word—never!” 17

T h e  D e p u t i e s  we r e  n o t  d i s c o u r a g e d ,  a n d  i n  M a r c h , 
1739,  a  Bi l l  for  repeal  was again submitted to the House of 
Commons; it was lost by 188 to 89.18 No fur ther attempt was 
made to repeal the Acts till 1787.

I t  wa s  i n c o nve n i e n t  t o  t h e  g r e a t  W h i g  s t a t e s m e n  f o r 
the Dissenter s to press their claims, and some of the London 
mini s ter s  were openly charged with be ing more anxious  to 
avoid offending eminent poli t icians than to protect the civi l 
r ights of their Dissenting brethren. Sir Rober t Walpole, who 
had d i scovered tha t  go ld  could purchase  h im a  major i ty  in 
the House of Commons, resolved to try whether gold would 
not  purchase  the ignominious  submis s ion of  the Dis senter s 
to  per secu t ing  l aws .  In  1723,  on  the  sugge s t ion  o f  Dan ie l 
Burgess,19 who for some time had been secretary to the Pr incess 
o f  Wa l e s ,  i t  wa s  p ropo s ed  th a t  t he  K ing  shou ld  make  an 
annual grant out of the royal purse for the relief of Dissenters. 
Walpole  regarded the proposa l  wi th g rea t  sa t i s f ac t ion.  F ive 
hund red  pound s  a  ye a r  wa s  en t r u s t ed  to  n ine  D i s s en t i ng 
minis ter s ,  with author i ty to dis tr ibute i t  at  their  discret ion, 
and without g iving any account of it, among the poor widows 
o f  D i s s en t i ng  m in i s t e r s .  The  sum wa s  s ho r t l y  a f t e rwa rd s 
r a i s ed  to  £1,0 0 0 ,  and  the  d i s t r ibu tor s  were  au thor i s ed  to 
make grants to poor ministers as well as to ministers’ widows.20

I t  wa s  a l l e ged  th a t  a s  t h i s  g r an t  wa s  dependen t  on  the 
wi l l  o f  the  Crown,  and  might  have  been  wi thhe ld  on  the 
advice of the Government, the ministers who had the distr ibu- 
tion of it discouraged all Dissenting movements for the exten-

17 Coxe,  Walpo l e,  i .  6 08 .  Doddr idge,  Cor r e s p ond en c e  and  Dia r y, 
in. 365–366.

18 C. J. (March 30, 1739), xxiii. 310.
19 Not the eminent  Independent  mini s ter  o f  New Cour t ,  Carey 

Street, but, perhaps, his son. Calamy, Continuation, 875.
20 Ca l amy,  His t o r i c a l  A c c oun t ,  i i .  465–46 8 .  The  g r an t  wa s  sub- 

sequently increased to £1,700, if not to £2,000; but there were “large 
f ee s  and  o ther  deduc t ions .” London  Magaz ine  (Nov. ,  1774) ,  x l i i i . 
547. Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iii. 352–353.
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sion of re l ig ious l iber ty;  and that as  the ir responsible “Lord 
A lmoner s” o f  the  roya l  bounty,  they  were  ab l e  to  exe r t  a 
wide and most disastrous influence on the Dissenting ministry, 
and through them on the political action of Dissenters generally. 
The charge was made in a pamphlet publi shed in 1734, only 
ten year s af ter the g rant was f ir s t  made.21 In the very month 
that the f ir st attempt to repeal the Corporation and Test Acts 
was defeated (Apr il, 1736), an eminent member of the “Three 
Denominations” was so impressed with the mischievous effect 
o f  t he  g r an t ,  and  w i th  wha t  i s  d e s c r i b ed  a s  “ the  ho s t i l e 
operat ions of  the minis ter s  who mainta ined thi s  connect ion 
wi th  the  Exchequer,  aga in s t  the  Bi l l  fo r  the  repea l  o f  the 
Te s t  Ac t ,  and  aga in s t  eve r y  mea su re  no t  ag reeab l e  to  the 
Trea su r y  bench ,” th a t  he  moved  the  fo l l owing  re so lu t ion 
at a general meeting of the body:22—

“That  the  rece iv ing  o f  money f rom per sons  in  power  by 
dissenting minister s ,  and distr ibuting it  pr ivately in char it ies 
without account is disapproved by this assembly.

“That  the  names  o f  those  mini s ter s  might  be  ment ioned, 
who rece ived  the  money  f rom the  gen t l emen in  power.” 23 
The re so lu t ions  were  quashed.  The g rant ,  and the  method 
of  i t ,  cont inued.  But  in  1762,  Dr.  Chandler,  the  ver y  man 
who had moved the  re so lu t ions ,  was  appointed d i s t r ibutor 
wi th  ext raord inar y  power s .  The prev ious  d i s t r ibutor s  were 
displaced, and Dr. Chandler had unlimited author ity to dispose 
o f  the  money and to  choose  h i s  co l l eagues .  He a s soc i a ted 
with himself six ministers and nine laymen, and an account of 

21 A Nar ra t i ve  o f  the  Pro c e ed ing s  o f  the  Pro t e s t an t  Di s s en t e r s  o f  the 
Three Denominations re lat ing to the Repeals of  the Corporat ion and Test 
A c t s  f r om  1731  t o  t h e  p r e s en t  t ime  ( 1734 ) .  The  pamph le t  i s  f ree ly 
nsed in an ar ticle in the Congregational Magazine for March, 1837. See 
note 22, infra, and Note B, p. 524.

22 F rom  an  a r t i c l e  i n  a  s e r i e s  pub l i s h ed  i n  Ba l dw i n ’s  L o n d o n 
Magazine  for  June,  September,  and November,  1774,  and Januar y, 
1775  (x l i i i .  277–282 ,  431–433,  545–550 ;  x l iv.  5–8 ) .  The  wr i t e r ’s 
main object is to show the inconsistency of those who, while objecting 
to the interference of the magistrate in matters of relig ion, asked for 
toleration acts, with tests enforced by law, to shelter themselves, and 
who, openly or covertly, opposed the repeal of the Test and Corpora- 
tion Acts. The third of these ar ticles was repr inted in 1792 under the 
tit le of An Address to Protestant Dissenters on the Or igin and Inf luence 
o f  the Regium Donum.  The g reater par t  of i t  was g iven in the Con- 
gregational Magazine for March, 1837.

23 London Magazine (Nov., 1774), xliii. 547.
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the way in which the money had been di s t r ibuted was  l a id 
before a meeting of the sixteen distributors every year.

When Bute withdrew from off ice,  “the old set”—the men 
whom Chand le r  had  succeeded—st r ugg l ed  ha rd  to  rega in 
power and the pur se. They prevai led, and were reinstated by 
Rockingham; and Chandler had the mor ti f icat ion of hear ing 
his business methods disparaged, and of being told by a noble 
l o rd  t h a t  “ t h e  money  wa s  no t  d e s i gned  t o  p a s s  t h rough 
lay hands.”24

It was believed that the Regium Donum was a most effective 
instrument in the hands of success ive Governments.  A noble 
duke  i s  r e po r t e d  t o  h ave  s a i d  t h a t  “ i t  d i d  no t  c o s t  t h e 
administration half  so much to manage them [the Dissenter s] 
a s  to purchase a  pa l t r y borough.” The wr i ter  in The London 
Magazine  g ives var ious instances in which, as  he al leges,  the 
men who managed the  fund had  been found e i ther  out  o f 
sympathy with the i r  brethren,  or  even in ac t ive  oppos i t ion 
to  them.  The  g r an t ,  he  i n s i s t s ,  h a s  g iven  “ the  A lmone r s 
an influence and power both in city and country that is danger- 
ou s ,  and  may  be  f a t a l  to  the  c au se  a t  l a rge.” I t  ha s  been , 
he says, “an A chan’s wedge” in their camp. He quotes a fr iend 
who,  on  hea r ing  a  compla in t  o f  some re l i g iou s  d i s ab i l i t y, 
rep l ied  tha t  “ i t  was  we l l  known they  rece ived a  handsome 
sum of money from Government to s i lence their  complaints 
a s  we l l  a s  the i r  app l ica t ions—there fore,  they should  e i ther 
nobly  th row up  the  g r an t ,  o r  rema in  in  s i l ence.” And  he 
drove  home the  adv ice  o f  the  f r i end  wi th  the  t aunt  o f  an 
enemy—Shebbeare,  who had at tacked the Dissenter s  on this 
very score:—

“No sooner  ( s ay s  he )  wa s  h i s  p re sen t  ma je s ty  en throned ,  than 
their  teacher s ,  e i ther because the annual  sum which by his  g rand- 
f a the r  had  been  g iven  among  them,  wa s  d im in i s h e d  o r  no  l o n g e r 
pa id ,  began to fee l  their  consciences  again g row tender.  God, l ike 
the  Diana  o f  the  Ephes i an s ,  was  now once  more  to  be  se r ved  in 
thei r  own way (by rebel l ious  pract ices )  because by that  cra f t  they 
had their wealth.”

Even if it were not a case of cor ruption, there was abundant 
room  f o r  s u s p i c i on .  S e c re c y  p rovoked  d i s t r u s t .  Fo r  t h e 
names of the distr ibutor s were not known before Lord Bute’s

24 London Magazine (Nov., 1774), xliii. 548–549.



 GEORGE I. AND GEORGE II 523

admin i s t r a t i on ;  and  th i s  s e c recy  agg r ava t ed  the  in ju r iou s 
influence of the grant.25

III

One of the most cur ious illustrations of the political position 
of the Dissenter s at this time was afforded by the rebellion of 
1745.  Among High Churchmen there s t i l l  l ingered a  s t rong 
a f f e c t ion  fo r  the  S tua r t s ,  and  they  rega rded  the  K ing s  o f 
the House of Hanover as  the natural  enemies of  the Engl i sh 
Church.  The Dissenter s  rose with pas s ionate loya l ty agains t 
the Pretender.  They pressed in crowds into the reg iments of 
volunteer s .  Large number s  of  them took commiss ions under 
the Crown.  But  in  f ight ing for  the King they had v io la ted 
the  Tes t  Ac t .  When the  rebe l l ion  was  subdued ,  they  were 
g raciously included in the Act of Indemnity and in the royal 
pardon g ranted to the rebel s  who had endeavoured to dr ive 
George II. from his throne.26

NOTE A 
The Dissenting Deputies

I n  1732  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s ,  I ndependen t s ,  a nd  Bap t i s t s  l i v i ng 
i n  and  ne a r  London  he l d  a  mee t i ng  i n  S i l ve r  S t re e t  Chape l  t o 
consu l t  on  the  mea sure s  to  be  t aken  to  s ecure  the  repea l  o f  the 
Co r po r a t i on  and  Te s t  Ac t s ;  a nd  on  Janua r y  14 ,  1735–6 ,  i t  wa s 
re so l ved  to  con s t i t u t e  a  pe r manen t  A s soc i a t i on  to  wh i ch  eve r y 
cong regat ion within ten mi les  of  London belong ing to one of  the 
th ree  denomina t ion s  shou ld  be  inv i t ed  to  s end  two “Deput i e s .” 
The deput ie s  were to  be chosen annua l ly,  and were “to take care 
of the civil affairs of the Dissenters.”

Throughout  the  re s t  o f  the  e igh teen th  cen tur y  and  t i l l  recen t 
t ime s  t h e  “D i s s e n t i n g  Depu t i e s ” we re  t h e  v i go rou s  l e a d e r s  o f 
eve r y  movement  to  ex t end  re l i g iou s  f re edom,  and  they  showed 
s ingu la r  courage  and energy  in  de fending Di s senter s  whose  lega l 
rights were violated.

I f ,  du r ing  the  l a s t  th i r t y  o r  fo r ty  yea r s ,  they  have  he ld  a  l e s s 
conspicuous posit ion, i t  has only been because their work has been

25 See Note B, p. 526.
26 See Skeats ,  Free Churches ,  422–424, and notes ,  with the extract 

from Fox’s speech in support of the repeal of the Test Act, 1790.
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taken up by other organisat ions having a nat ional  character.  Then- 
op in ions ,  however,  s t i l l  command l a rge  and  ju s t  de fe rence  f rom 
s t a t e smen  i n  re f e ren c e  t o  a l l  que s t i on s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  c iv i l  a nd 
religious rights of Nonconformists.

In  1836  the  depu t i e s  appo in ted  by  tho se  Pre sby te r i an  cong re- 
gations which had become Unitar ian fol lowed the example of their 
min i s t e r s  and  s eceded  f rom the  Genera l  Body  o f  Deput i e s .  The 
Independent deputies were delegated from 53 congregations, which 
were  a l l  o r thodox :  the  Bap t i s t  depu t i e s  f rom 36  cong rega t ion s , 
32  o f  which were  or thodox;  the  Presbyter i ans  f rom 13 cong rega- 
t i on s ,  3  o f  wh i ch  we re  o r t hodox .  The  s e c ed ing  P re s by t e r i an s , 
there fore,  repre sented  10—or,  a t  mos t ,  13—cong rega t ions  out  o f 
102. For the secession and its causes, see pp. 497–498, and 640 foll.

NOTE B 
The Regium Donum

In the re ign of  Char les  I I .  a  pens ion of  £50 a  year  was  g ranted 
by the King to a  cons iderable  number of  the e jected Presbyter ian 
clergy, and £100 to some of the leading men among them. Richard 
Bax t e r  s en t  b ack  the  money,  and  dec l a red  th a t  he  wou ld  neve r 
t o u c h  i t .  Jo h n  O we n  a l s o  r e c e i ve d  a  t h o u s a n d  g u i n e a s  f ro m 
Charles to distr ibute among the Dissenters who had suffered severely 
and had been reduced to poverty by the laws against Nonconformity. 
Towards the end of the reign of Queen Anne, Dr. Daniel  Wil l iams 
refused a thousand pounds which was of fered him as  coming from 
the Queen for distribution among the Dissenters.

I n  1723—on  the  s ugge s t i on  o f  Dan i e l  Bu rge s s ,  a nd  w i t h  t h e 
c o n c u r r e n c e  o f  S i r  R o b e r t  Wa l p o l e ,  t h e  a n nu a l  g r a n t  k n ow n 
a s  the  Eng l i sh  Reg ium Donum wa s  f i r s t  made.  In  1837,  on  the 
motion of  Mr.  Char les  Hir id ley,  a  Retur n was made to the House 
of Commons “of the names of the Committee by whom the Parl ia- 
m e n t a r y  G r a n t s  t o  P ro t e s t a n t  D i s s e n t i n g  M i n i s t e r s  h ave  b e e n 
d i s t r ibu ted ,  and  the  mode  in  which  they  a re  appor t ioned/ ’ The 
following statements are made in the Return:27—

“I t  appea r s  .   .   .  tha t  when  in  the  yea r  1723  h i s  Ma je s ty  K ing 
George I . ,  out  of  hi s  roya l  compass ion to the di s t res sed condit ion 
o f  many o f  the  Di s sen t ing  c l e rgy  and  the i r  f ami l i e s ,  d i rec ted  an 
annua l  a l l owance  to  be  pa id  ou t  o f  the  roya l  t re a su r y  fo r  the i r 
re l ie f ,  the money was i s sued ever y ha l f  year,  under the customary 
order,  to  a  gent l eman appoin ted  to  the  o f f i ce  o f  rece iver  by  h i s 
Ma j e s t y ’s  Gove r nmen t .  A f t e r  t h e  money  h ad  been  ob t a i ned  by 
that gentleman, the entire sum was divided in equal por tions among 
nine Protes tant  Dis sent ing Minis ter s  of  g reat  respectabi l i ty,  of  the 
Presbyter ian and Independent  denominat ions ,  re s id ing in  London 

27 Parl. Papers, 1837 (127)
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and the  ne ighbourhood ,  fo r  the  pur pose  o f  be ing  d i s t r ibu ted  in 
the manner best  f i t ted in their  judgment to answer the benevolent 
intentions of the royal donor.

“These  n ine  Di s sen t ing  min i s t e r s  were  in  th i s  way  cons t i tu ted 
t h e  f i r s t  ‘Commi t t e e ’ ( by  wh i ch ,  i t  i s  p re s umed ,  i s  mean t  t h e 
boa rd  o f  t r u s t ee s )  fo r  the  appropr i a t ion  o f  the  roya l  g r an t ,  e a c h 
t r u s t e e  b e i n g  h e l d  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f 
the money which was placed at his disposal.”

The  Retur n  goe s  on  to  s ay  tha t  th i s  p l an  wa s  gene r a l l y  a c t ed 
on in a f ter  t imes .  Each t r us tee  d i s t r ibuted hi s  share  of  the g rant , 
at his earliest convenience, in small sums among such poor Protestant 
D i s s en t i ng  m in i s t e r s  a s  he  deemed  to  be  p rope r  ob j e c t s  o f  t he 
royal charity.

“The  cour s e  thu s  pu r sued ,  w i th  ve r y  r a re  excep t ion s ,  du r ing 
the  who le  pe r iod  tha t  the  fund  to  be  d i s t r i bu ted  wa s  s t r i c t l y  a 
char i t able  g ran t  f rom the  King ’s  per sona l  bounty,  was  un i for mly 
fo l lowed af ter  the year  1804,  when,  on the set t lement of  the c ivi l 
l ist by a compact entered into between the King and the Parliament, 
in reference to the hereditary revenues of the Crown, the grant was 
d i r e c t e d  t o  b e  m a d e  i n  f u t u r e  b y  a n  a n n u a l  v o t e  o f  t h e  H o u s e  o f 
Commons.

“ In  t h e  ye a r  18 06 ,  a f t e r  t h e  Roya l  boun ty  h ad  t hu s  a s s umed 
the for m of  a  Par l iamentar y g rant ,  the board of  t rus tees  cons i s ted 
of  e ight  Dis sent ing mini s ter s ,  h ighly  e s teemed in the i r  re spect ive 
denominat ions ,  three of  them being Presbyter ians ,  three Indepen- 
dents ,  and two Bapt i s t s .  But  in 1810 another  Bapt i s t  mini s ter  was 
added, to make the number equal from each of the denominations; 
and this proportion has been maintained to the present time.

“The  p l a n  un i f o r m l y  ob s e r ved  i n  t h e  a ppo r t i onmen t  o f  t h e 
Pa r l i ament a r y  g r an t s  ha s  been  a s  fo l lows :—The  money  .   .   .  h a s 
been divided among them in nine equal por tions to be distr ibuted, 
according to the best  of  their  judgment and discret ion, among the 
mos t  de se r v ing  ob jec t s  in  tha t  c l a s s  o f  nece s s i tou s  pe r sons  con- 
t empla ted  by  the  g r an t—namely,  the  poor  Pro te s t an t  Di s s en t ing 
ministers of England and Wales.

“ N o  t r u s t e e ,  h owe ve r ,  h a s  m a d e  i t  a  r u l e  t o  c o n f i n e  h i s 
exh ib i t ion s  to  the  min i s t e r s  o f  h i s  pa r t i cu l a r  denomina t ion ;  the 
general practice of the whole board has been, when acting collectively 
or  indiv idua l ly,  to  admini s ter  re l ie f ,  on appl ica t ion,  to  poor  Pro- 
te s t ant  Di s sent ing mini s te r s  o f  good charac ter,  wi thout  re fe rence 
to the religious class or party to which they belonged.”

The  t r u s t ee s  made  i t  a  r u l e  tha t  no t  more  than  £5 shou ld  be 
g r an t ed  a t  one  t ime,  un l e s s  i n  ve r y  excep t i ona l  i n s t ance s ,  and 
then only on the approva l  o f  the whole  board;  and the g rant  was 
never repeated to the same person within f ifteen or eighteen months. 
An  annu a l  mee t i n g  wa s  h e l d ,  a t  wh i ch  t h e  t r u s t e e s  c ompa red 
the i r  l i s t s  to  p reven t  more  than  one  o f  them mak ing  a  g r an t  to 
the same case.

The  Re tu r n  wa s  made  by  t h e  n i n e  d i s t r i bu to r s  o f  t h e  g r an t
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and i t  con t a in s  the  names  o f  the  d i s t r i bu to r s  fo r  the  p reced ing 
t h i r t y  ye a r s .  A t  t h a t  t i m e  t h e  g r a n t  a m o u n t e d  t o  £ 1 , 0 0 0  a 
year.

The g rant  was  condemned in  a  Reso lut ion pa s sed a t  a  meet ing 
of  the mini s ter s  o f  the Three Denominat ions  he ld on Januar y 28, 
1834 ,  and  i t  h ad  p rev iou s l y  been  condemned  by  the  Di s s en t ing 
Deputies .  In 1836 Mr. Agl ionby moved for a Return to the House 
o f  Commons  “o f  the  names  o f  the  Di s sen t ing  Min i s te r s  who re- 
ce ived  g r an t s  ou t  o f  the  sum annua l l y  vo ted  to  poor  min i s t e r s .” 
Th i s  Re tu r n  a ppe a r s  t o  h ave  b e en  re f u s e d .  I n  Ma rch ,  1837,  a 
powerful  ar t ic le  agains t  i t  appeared in the Congrega t iona l  Magazine 
under the title Historical Notes on the Regium Donum.

For  some year s  the subject  provoked war m controver sy.  Dr.  Pye 
Smith, one of the distr ibutors, who was a member of the Anti-State 
Church Association—now the Liberation Society—was the pr incipal 
defender of the Grant. He maintained—

T h a t  G e o r g e  I .  a n d  G e o r g e  I I .  h a d  p a i d  t h e  m o n ey  o u t  o f 
the heredi tar y revenues  of  the Crown, der ived f rom the rents  and 
prof its of the royal demesnes, which had always been at the personal 
d i sposa l  o f  the  Kings  o f  Eng land ,  and which had  been expended 
par tly, indeed, in defraying the charges of the executive government, 
but  pa r t ly  in  ma in ta in ing  the  roya l  e s t abl i shment s ,  and  pa r t ly  in 
charitable gifts, permanent or occasional.

Tha t  on  the  acce s s ion  o f  George  I I I .  i t  wa s  thought  adv i s able 
to  sub s t i t u t e  f o r  the s e  he red i t a r y  revenue s  a  f i xed  annua l  sum, 
equ iva l en t  to  them in  amount ,  which  ob t a ined  the  name o f  the 
Civi l  L i s t ,  and the charges  which had hi ther to been def rayed out 
of  the heredi tar y  revenues  of  the Crown were then t rans fer red to 
the new fund.

T h a t  a  r e a d j u s t m e n t  o f  t h e  C i v i l  L i s t  wa s  m a d e  i n  18 0 4 , 
under which cer ta in payments  which had previous ly been charged 
on the Civi l  Lis t  were to be provided for by an annual vote of the 
House  o f  Commons .  Among  the s e  p aymen t s  we re  c e r t a i n  roya l 
char i t ies ,  inc luding the bounty to poor French refugee c lergy and 
laity, and to the Dissenting ministers of England and Wales.

T h a t  a l t h o u g h  b y  t h i s  c h a n g e  t h e  R e g i u m  D o n u m  b e c a m e 
a  Par l i amentar y  g rant ,  i t  s t i l l  remained one of  the  roya l  char i t ie s 
which were  per manent ly  charged on the roya l  e s ta te s .  Par l i ament 
took the revenues f rom the es tates  and became the royal  Almoner. 
And  Pa r l i amen t  made  an  exce l l en t  b a r g a in  w i th  t he  Crown  on 
beha l f  o f  the  na t ion :  for  a f te r  de f r ay ing  a l l  the  charge s  inc luded 
in  the  annua l  vote s ,  the  revenue f rom the  roya l  e s t a te s  y ie lded a 
considerable balance that was appropriated to the public service.

Th a t ,  t h e re f o re ,  t h e  Re g i um  Donum  i s  no t  d e r ive d  f rom  t h e 
compulsory taxation of the people, and is not open to the objections 
urged against  i t  by those who object  to levy taxes  for  the suppor t 
of religion.28

28 S e e  B r i e f  S t a t em en t  o f  t h e  R e g i um  Donum  a n d  Pa r l i am en t a r y 
Grant to poor Dissenting ministers by the Trustees, 5–7.
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Thi s  ingen iou s  a rgument  d id  no t  s a t i s f y  the  opponen t s  o f  the 
g r an t ;  bu t  though  the  Noncon for mi s t  f ee l ing  aga in s t  i t  g rew in 
strength every year,  the House of Commons showed for some t ime 
no  d i s po s i t i on  t o  d i s con t i nue  i t .  I n  1845  Mr.  Cha r l e s  H ind l ey 
moved  tha t  the  g ran t  shou ld  cea se,  bu t  he  ob ta ined  the  suppor t 
o f  on ly  th ree  member s .  In  1847  ano the r  re tu r n  wa s  l a i d  be fo re 
Pa r l i ament ,  showing  (1 )  the  names  o f  the  pe r son s  by  whom the 
g rant  was di s t r ibuted;  (2)  the propor t ion of  the g rant  a l located to 
each sec t  or  Body of  Di s senter s ;  (3 )  the  regula t ions  under  which 
g rants  were made to individual  minister s ;  (4)  the sa lar ies  or a l low- 
ance s  made  to  the  pe r son s  by  whom the  g r an t  wa s  d i s t r i bu t ed . 
I t  wa s  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  s e r v i c e s  o f  t h e  Tr u s t e e s  we re  e n t i r e l y 
g ratuitous, and that the whole cost of administration did not exceed 
£25 a year. Parl. Papers, 1847 (611).

The opposit ion was renewed with g reat vigour in 1848 and 1849, 
wi thout  succes s .  The ques t ion was  r a i sed  aga in  in  1850 ,  and Mr. 
Br igh t  spoke  aga in s t  the  g ran t ,  which ,  however,  was  ma in ta ined 
o n  a  d i v i s i o n .  Pa r l .  D e b a t e s ,  ( H a n s a r d :  T. S. ) ,  c x i i i .  12 8 – 131. 
But  in  1851 the  Chance l lor  o f  the  Exchequer  announced tha t ,  in 
deference to the general  protest  of the Dissenter s ,  the Government 
wou ld  no t  p l ace  the  g r an t  on  the  vo te s ,  and  f rom tha t  yea r  the 
Eng l i s h  Re g i um  Donum  c e a s e d .  The  g r a n t  a pp e a r s  f o r  t h e  l a s t 
t i m e  i n  t h e  E s t i m a t e s  f o r  1851.  Pa r i .  Pa p e r s ,  1851  ( 211 ) ,  185 2 
(238).29

The  I r i s h  Re g i um Donum ,  wh ich  ha s  a  cu r iou s  h i s to r y  ( s ee  an 
ar ticle repr inted in The Congregational Magazine,  July, 1835, 451–457), 
was a sum distr ibuted among the Presbyter ian minister s  of  Ireland. 
I n  1836  i t  amoun t ed  t o  £25, 579 .  I t  c e a s ed ,  w i th  p rov i s i on  f o r 
ex i s t i ng  in t e re s t s ,  on  the  pa s s ing  o f  the  Ac t  d i s e s t ab l i sh ing  the 
Irish Church in 1869.

29 See, in addition to the references g iven above, Calamy, Histor ical 
Ac count ,  i i .  466–468,  and the author i t ie s  quoted in the note s ;  and 
Thomas Rees, Sketch of the History of the Regium Donum and Parliamen- 
t a r y  G ra n t  t o  P o o r  D i s s e n t i n g  M in i s t e r s  o f  En g l a n d  a n d  Wa l e s :  a 
Vindication (1834).
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CHAPTER VII

THE SALTER’S HALL CONTROVERSY
Arianism at  Exeter—Earl ie r  Arians  in  England—Biddle  and 

Firmin—Sherlock and his Teaching—Anti-trinitarian Leg is- 
lation—Trinitarian Controver sy  in  the  Eighte enth Cen- 
tury—Emlyn—Whiston  and  Clarke—Conf l ict  at  Exete r 
—Mini ste r s  of  Devon  inte rve ne—Me eting  of  the  Thre e 
Denominations  at  Salter s  Hall—Trinitarian Declaration 
proposed—Sece ssion of  Non-subscrib ing Mini ste r s—Both 
Partie s  send Advice to Exeter—Peirce and Hallet ejected 
—Importance of the Controversy as  Evidence of growing 
D iv i s i on  i n  D oc t r i ne  b etwe e n  P re sbyte r i an s  and  C on - 
g regational i st s—Inconsi ste ncy  of  the  Non- sub scri b e r s , 
who afterwards conform.

IN 1717 the  Di s senter s  o f  Exeter  began to  fea r  tha t  some 
o f  t h e i r  m i n i s t e r s  h a d  s u r re nd e re d  t h e i r  b e l i e f  i n  t h e 

doc t r ine  o f  the  Tr in i ty,  and  had  become Ar i an .  The  con- 
t rove r s y  c re a t ed  by  the i r  a l a r m  ex t ended  f rom Exe t e r  t o 
London, and had impor tant result s  on the relat ions between 
the Presbyter ian and Cong regat iona l  Churches ,  and on the 
subsequent fortunes of Congregationalism.

I

The denia l  o f  the  doct r ine  o f  the  Tr in i ty  had long been 
regarded in  Eng land wi th  g rea t  hor ror.  I t  was  a  c r ime for 
which nothing shor t  of  death was an adequate penal ty.  This 
was the offence for which Bar tholomew Legatt  was burnt at 
Smi th f i e l d ,  and  Edwa rd  Wigh tman  a t  L i ch f i e l d  i n  1612 . 1 
But  the  f l ames  had not  des t royed the  heresy.  I t  reappeared 
among the innumerable forms of rel ig ious speculation which 
a lar med the g rave and sober theolog ians of  the Westminster 
Assembly,  when the repres s ion of  the bi shops  ceased a t  the

1 Fuller, v. 418–425; and see p. 211.
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outbreak o f  the  Civ i l  War.  John Bidd le,  who i s  commonly 
descr ibed as the f ir s t  of English Unitar ians,2 was master of a 
Grammar School  in  the c i ty  o f  Glouces ter  in  1644;  and he 
was impr isoned under the Long Parliament, under Cromwell, 
and under Charles II., for denying the doctr ine of the Tr inity. 
In 1648 the Assembly of  Divines  procured f rom Par l i ament 
an ordinance that  a l l  per sons denying the Tr ini ty should be 
put  to  dea th ;  but  be fore  any  sen tence  on Bidd le  cou ld  be 
executed, the power of the Assembly and of that  Par l iament 
h ad  b e en  b roken . 3 Thoma s  F i r m in ,  a  we a l t hy  me rch an t , 
who under the teaching of Thomas Goodwin, of Coleman Street, 
had renounced Calvinism, was per suaded by Biddle, who was 
one  o f  h i s  f r i ends ,  tha t  the  doc t r ine  o f  the  Tr in i ty  i s  not 
sustained by Holy Scr ipture. Like Biddle,  he bel ieved in the 
miraculous conception of our Lord Jesus Chr ist, and regarded 
th i s  a s  the jus t i f ica t ion of  His  t i t le  “Son of  God”;  but  our 
Lord  wa s  no t  d i v i n e ;  He  wa s  God ’s  “Mes senge r,  Min i s t e r, 
and  Cre a tu re.” B idd l e  t augh t  t h a t  t h e  Ho ly  Sp i r i t  i s  t h e 
chief  of  “al l  the minis ter ing spir i t s”;  but Fir min denied the 
per sonality of the Spir it ,  and believed that He is “the power 
and inspirat ion of God.”4 About 1690 a ser ies  of anonymous 
pamphle t s  began  to  appea r,  in  which  the se  op in ions  were 
ma in ta ined ;  the i r  publ i ca t ion  ex tended over  severa l  yea r s ; 
and i t  was  commonly  be l ieved tha t  they were  publ i shed a t 
Firmin’s expense.5 The f ir st two of these tracts were answered 
by Sherlock, who maintained that a belief in the doctr ine of 
the Athanas ian Creed i s  e s sent ia l  to  sa lva t ion.  The contro- 
ve r sy  g r adua l l y  d rew in to  i t  many  f amous  names—Wal l i s , 
Jane, South, Burnet, Tillotson, and Bull.

By some of  the controver s ia l i s t s  who cla imed to represent 
“the Cathol ic  Fai th,” Sher lock was charged with Tr i thei sm; 
a n d  S h e r l o c k ’s  o p i n i o n s  h av i n g  b e e n  m a i n t a i n e d  by  a 

2 Toulmin, Biddle, iii.
3 For an account of Biddle's life and character, see Toulmin, op. cit.; 

Neal ,  iv.  122–123,  and notes ;  Wal lace,  Anti t r in i ta r ian Biography ,  i i i . 
173–206; and Hunt, Religious Thought in England, i. 245–247.

4 Fo r  F i r min ,  s e e  Hunt ,  i b i d . ,  i i .  201–202 .  See  a l so  Wa l l a ce, 
Antitr initar ian Biography , i i i . 372–389; and Firmin, Life (by Cornish). 
Tillotson, in a funeral sermon (1681) for a merchant named Gouge, does 
high honour to the benevolence of “that useful and worthy citizen, Mr. 
Thomas Firmin.” Firmin, Life ,  25. John Wesley believed that Firmin 
wa s  “ a  re a l l y  p i ou s  man .” Hun t ,  Re l i g i o u s  Th ou g h t  i n  En g l a n d , 
iii. 290. 

5 Firmin, Lifef 12–13, 53.
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preacher before the Univer s i ty  of  Oxford,  the Convocat ion 
of the Univer s i ty condemned them as “contrary to the doc- 
tr ine of the Catholic Church, and especial ly to the doctr ine 
o f  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  publ i c l y  re ce ived .” 6 Th i s  open 
s ch i sm among eminent  theo log i an s ,  and  the i r  inab i l i t y  to 
ag ree upon a def ini t ion of the doctr ine which Unitar ianism 
was  bo ld ly  a s s a i l ing ,  c rea ted  a l a r m.  In  1695  King  Wi l l i am 
i s sued  Di r e c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  P r e s e r v i n g  o f  Un i t y  i n  t h e  Chu r c h , 
o rde r i ng  t h a t  no  o th e r  doc t r i n e  conce r n i ng  t h e  Tr i n i t y 
shou ld  be  se t  fo r th  than what  was  conta ined in  Scr ip ture, 
and  i s  ag reeable  to  the  Three  Creeds  and the  Thi r ty-n ine 
A r t i c l e s ;  t h a t  n ew  t e r m s  s h o u l d  b e  avo i d e d ;  t h a t  t h e re 
shou ld  be  no  publ i c  cont rover s i e s  be tween preacher s ;  and 
tha t  the  s ame caut ion should  be  obser ved in  wr i t ing  a s  in 
preaching.7

But  though the  opponent s  o f  Uni ta r i an i sm were  d iv ided 
about  the def in i t ion of  the doctr ine which was  imper i l led , 
they were of one mind in the belief that Unitar ianism should 
be  suppre s sed .  Uni t a r i an s  were  a l ready  exc luded  f rom the 
benef its  of the Tolerat ion Act,  not only by their inabi l i ty to 
subscr ibe the doctr inal  ar t ic les ,  but by the express  words of 
the clause which provided that nothing in the Act should, or 
be construed to, extend to “any person that shall deny, in his 
preaching or wr iting, the doctr ine of the Blessed Tr inity, as it 
i s  dec l a red  in  the  a fo re s a id  a r t i c l e s  o f  re l i g ion .” 8 But  th i s 
was not enough. In 1697 an Act was passed, with the general 
consent of  Nonconfor mist s  as  wel l  as  of  Churchmen, which 
made the denial of the doctr ine of the Tr inity a penal offence, 
pun i shable,  on  a  second conv ic t ion ,  wi th  three  yea r s ’ im- 
prisonment.9

Ear ly  in the e ighteenth centur y the s t r uggle  began a f resh 
wi th  new comba t an t s .  Thomas  Emlyn  had  been  pa s to r  o f 
a  D i s s en t ing  Church  in  Lowes to f t .  He  had  re ad  She r lock 
and  Howe on the  Tr in i ty,  and  h i s  f a i th  became unse t t l ed . 
He  h ad  s u c c e eded  Dr.  Wi l l i am s  i n  t h e  p a s t o r a t e  o f  t h a t 
P re sby t e r i an  Church  in  Dubl in ,  and  the  min i s t e r s  o f  t he 
c i t y  s u spec t ed  h i s  he re s y  and  p re s s ed  h im to  re s i gn .  H i s 

6 Abbey and Over ton,  Engl i sh  Chur c h  in  the  Eigh t een th  Century , 
i. 487.

7 Wilkins, iv. 625–626.
8 1 W. and M., cap. 18, § 17.
9 W. III., cap. 35 (cap. 32 in some editions), $ 1.
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congregation wished him to retire for a time only; to this pro- 
posal the minister s offered strenuous resistance. As the result 
of the str ife, he published A Humble Inquiry into the Scr ipture . 
Ac coun t  o f  J e su s  Ch r i s t .  In  th i s  book he  acknowledged  the 
pre-ex i s tence  o f  the  “Word” who became incar na te  in  the 
Lord Jesus Chr is t ;  he a l so acknowledged that  Chr is t  i s  both 
Lord and God, and is  a true object of rel ig ious worship; but 
he insisted on the subordination of the Son to the Father, and 
ma in t a ined  tha t  Je su s  d i s c l a imed  a l l  t he  a t t r i bu t e s  wh i ch 
properly belong to God.10

For this  book he was prosecuted in Dublin in 1702, at  the 
ins tance o f  a  Bapt i s t  o f  the  name of  Ca leb Thomas ,  found 
guilty, and sentenced to pay a f ine of a thousand pounds, and 
to lie in gaol till the f ine was paid. The Chief Justice told him 
tha t  he  had  dece ived  the  p i l lo r y,  and  tha t  i f  he  had  been 
in  Spa in  or  Por tuga l ,  he  would  have  been bur nt . 11 B i shop 
Hoadly wrote some years after:—

“Somet imes  we of  the  Es tabl i shed Church can manage a  prose- 
cution (for I must not cal l  it  per secution) ourselves, without cal l ing 
in  any  o ther  he lp.  But  I  mus t  do  the  Di s s en t ing  Pro te s t an t s  the 
ju s t i ce  to  s ay,  tha t  they  have  shown themse lve s ,  upon  occa s ion , 
very ready to assist us in so pious and Chr istian a work, as br ing ing 
heretics to their r ight mind.  .   .   .  The Nonconformists  accused him 
[Em l yn ] ;  t h e  Con f o r m i s t s  c ondemned  h im ;  t h e  s e cu l a r  powe r 
was cal led in, and the cause ended in an impr isonment,  and a very 
g reat  f ine.  Two methods  of  convict ion about  which the Gospel  i s 
silent.”12

Emlyn was  in  pr i son  for  more  than  two year s .  Upon h i s 
re lea se  he  came over  to  Eng land and a s s i s ted  Whis ton and 
Clarke in renewing the Trinitarian controversy.13

Whis ton was Profes sor  of  Mathemat ics  a t  Cambr idge,  and 
had been a Boyle Lecturer. By the study of the early Fathers, 
he was led to the conclusion that before the Council of Nicaea 
the f aith of the Church was Ar ian. He was expelled from the

10 A Humble Inquiry, Works, i. 81–129.
11 A True Narrative, ibid., i. 1–80.
12 H o a d l y,  i n  “ S i r  R i c h a rd  S t e e l e ’s ” D e d i c a t i o n  p r e f i xe d  t o 

Cerri, Account of the State of the Roman Catholic Religion throughout the World, ix.–x., 
xi.–xii.; in Skeats, Free Churches, 300–301, note.

13 Calamy, Histo r i ca l  Account ,  L 107–108,  note ;  Wil son,  Dissent ing 
Churches, iii. 409–411; and ibid., 398–412.
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un ive r s i t y,  a nd  c en su red  by  Convoc a t i on ;  a  p ro s e cu t i on 
commenced aga ins t  h im in the sp i r i tua l  cour t s  broke down 
through some technica l  in for ma l i ty.  He became a  Genera l 
Baptist.14

S amue l  C l a rke  wa s  rec to r  o f  S t .  James ’s ,  P i ccad i l l y.  Hi s 
Boy le  Lec tu re  won h im a  g rea t  repu ta t ion ,  and  ha s  g iven 
him a permanent place among the g reatest theolog ians of the 
E n g l i s h  C h u rc h .  I n  1712  h e  p u b l i s h e d  a  t r e a t i s e  c a l l e d 
Sc r i p t u r e  Do c t r i n e  o f  t h e  Tr i n i t y,  in  which  he  ma in t a ined  a 
position which, without being Ar ian, leant towards Ar ianism. 
The Lower House of  Convocat ion charged him with heresy. 
He  o f f e red  an  exp l ana t ion  which  the  b i shop s  a ccep ted  a s 
s a t i s f a c t o r y,  a n d  e s c a p e d  f u r t h e r  t ro u b l e .  B u t  h i s  b o o k 
p rovo ke d  a n  a n i m a t e d  c o n t rove r s y.  I t  wa s  a t t a c ke d  by 
Waterland, and defended by Whitby.15

II

The  con t rove r s y  wh i ch  wa s  b e i ng  ma in t a i n ed  by  t h e s e 
d i s t i ngu i shed  t heo log i an s  o f  t h e  E s t ab l i s h ed  Church  wa s 
watched with keen interest  by the Dissenter s ,  and especia l ly 
by  the  Pre sby te r i an s ,  who,  l a rge ly  under  the  in f luence  o f 
Richa rd  Bax te r,  h ad  been  inc l ined  to  wha t  in  the s e  day s 
wo u l d  b e  d e s c r i b e d  a s  a  l i b e r a l  t h e o l og y.  O f  t h e  f o u r 
Di s s en t ing  min i s t e r s  who were  p reach ing  in  Exe te r  when 
t h e  t ro u b l e s  i n  t h a t  c i t y  b e g a n — H a l l e t ,  J a m e s  Pe i r c e , 
Wither s ,  and Lav ington—Lavington a lone was  unsuspected 
of Arianism.

Withers appears to have been a man of no great distinction. 
Hal let ,  who was the son of  an ejected minis ter,  became the 
pastor of a congregation in Exeter in 1689, and he had charge 
o f  a n  “ A c a d e my.” Pe i r c e  h a d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  l e a r n i n g  a n d 
g reat  inte l lectua l  force;  and hi s  inf luence among Dis senter s

14 Whiston himsel f  “repudiated the imputat ion of Ar ianism,” and 
ca l l ed  h imse l f  “a  Euseb ian .” Abbey and Over ton ,  Eng l i sh  Chur c h 
i n  t h e  E i g h t e e n t h  Cen t u r y ,  i .  4 91,  and  4 9 0–494 .  See  a l s o  Hun t , 
Religious Thought in England, iii. 13–20.

15 For Samuel Clarke,  and the controver sy in which he engaged, 
see Abbey and Over ton,  op.  c i t . ,  i .  494–509.  For Whitby and hi s 
Disqu i s i t t on e s  Mode s tæ  i n  Bu l l i  De f en s i on em F id e i  N i c enæ  ( s econd 
edition, 1720), see the note in Abbey and Overton, ibid., 496.
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in ever y par t  of  the kingdom was  immense.  His  Vindi ca t i on 
o f  the Dissente r s  was regarded as one of the ablest  s tatements 
of  their  case agains t  the Establ i shed Church.16 He had been 
mini s ter  a t  Cambr idge,  where he came to know Whis ton; 17 
from Cambr idge he went to Newbury; and he removed from 
Newbury to Exeter in 1713.

The Exeter Dissenter s  were Presbyter ians,  and their  af f a ir s 
were in the hands of  a  committee of  thir teen manager s .  To 
a l l ay  the  anxie t ie s  which were  d i s turb ing the  peace  o f  the 
cong rega t ions ,  the  manager s  made  repea ted  appea l s  to  the 
minister s to preach on the divinity of our Lord Jesus Chr ist . 
Pe i rce  preached a  se r mon on the  sub jec t  in  1717,  but  s a id 
nothing to quiet the alarm; and when he was asked to preach 
on the  sub jec t  aga in ,  he  re sented  the  reques t  a s  an  in su l t , 
and the conference between him and the managers conf irmed 
the impression that he no longer held the orthodox faith.

At  the  meet ing  o f  the  As sembly  o f  Devon and Cor nwa l l 
in  1718  i t  wa s  re so lved  tha t  e ach  o f  the  min i s t e r s  p re sen t 
should declare his belief in the doctr ine of the Tr inity, either 
in the words of the f ir st ar ticle of the Church of England, or 
in the words of  the answer s  to the f i f th and s ixth quest ions 
o f  t h e  Wes tm in s t e r  A s s embly ’s  Sho r t e r  Ca t e ch i sm ,  o r,  i f 
they  p re fe r red  i t ,  in  word s  o f  the i r  own.  Ha l l e t  made  h i s 
confess ion in words se lected from Holy Scr ipture;  Peirce in 
words  of  h i s  own that  were supposed to be cons i s tent  with 
A r i a n i sm .  Ac co rd i ng  t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l  r e co rd ,  i t  wa s  “ t h e 
genera l  s ense  o f  the  As sembly  tha t  there  i s  but  one  l iv ing 
and  t r ue  God ,  and  tha t  Fa the r,  Son ,  and  Ho ly  Ghos t  a re 
one  God”;  which Pe i rce  s a id  was  “ the  sense  o f  about  two 
to one” in the meeting.18

The  exc i t ement  in  Exe te r  con t inued  to  inc rea s e.  I t  wa s 
repor ted  tha t  Mr.  Ha l le t ’s  s tudent s  were  becoming Ar ians . 
Member s of the Church of England, forgett ing that Whiston 
and Clarke were the leader s  of  the movement against  Tr ini- 
tar ianism, said to Dissenter s whom they met in the streets— 
“You denied your Church f ir st, and now you are denying your

16 V i n d i c i a  F r a t r u m  D i s s i d e n t i u m  a d v e r s u s  V.  C .  N i c h o l s i i 
Defensionem Ecc lesiæ Anglicana (1710). English version, with additions 
(1717).

17 Peirce, Western Inquisition, 6–7.
18 Plain and Faithful Narrative, 15.
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Sav iou r.” The  Exe t e r  d e r gy  i n  t h e i r  pu l p i t s  ch a i n ed  t h e 
D i s s en t e r s  w i th  deny ing  the  Lord  tha t  bough t  them,  and 
making the pres s  sweat  with their  bla sphemies . 19 The judge 
at  the Exeter  Ass izes ,  in charg ing the g rand jur y,  spent  the 
greater part of his time in attacking the men who were reviving 
and propagating the Arian heresy.

The  manage r s  con t i nued  t o  a ppe a l  t o  t h e  m in i s t e r s  t o 
remove the suspic ions  which res ted upon them; but  ins tead 
of  making any approach to a  dec lara t ion of  the Tr in i ta r ian 
faith, Peirce directed the derk to omit the Doxologies which it 
had been customary to sing at the end of the Psalms, and which 
ascr ibed glory to Father, Son, and Holy Ghost as one God.20 
Ha l l e t ,  h av ing  been  accu s tomed  in  h i s  p r aye r s  to  a s c r i be 
glory to Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, now omitted the word 
all; and having once used it inadvertently, he recalled it.

On the advice of f ive eminent London minis ter s—Calamy, 
Jeremiah Smith,  W. Tong, Benjamin Robinson, and Thomas 
Reyno ld s—seven  min i s t e r s  o f  t he  coun ty  o f  Devon  we re 
reque s t ed  to  a t t empt  a  s e t t l emen t  o f  the  d i f f i cu l t y.  They 
s aw  Pe i rc e ,  Ha l l e t ,  a nd  Wi the r s ,  bu t  w i t hou t  p roduc ing 
any impres s ion on them, and then ag reed to  the  fo l lowing 
resolutions:—

“(1) That there are some er rors in doctr ine, which are a suff icient 
g round for  the  peop le  to  wi thdraw f rom the i r  min i s t e r s  ho ld ing 
such errors.

“ (2 )  That  the  deny ing  the  t r ue  and proper  d iv in i ty  o f  the  Son 
of  God—viz . ,  tha t  He i s  one God with the Father,  i s  an er ror  of 
that  nature,  contrar y to the Holy Scr iptures ,  and common f a i th of 
the Reformed Churches.

“ ( 3 )  Th a t  when  s o  d ang e rou s  a n  e r ro r  i s  i n du s t r i ou s l y  p ro - 
pagated,  to the over throwing of the f a i th of  many, we think i t  the 
ind i spen s ab l e  du ty  o f  min i s t e r s  (who  a re  s e t  fo r  the  de f ence  o f 
t h e  Go s p e l )  e a r n e s t l y  t o  w i t h s t a nd  i t ,  a nd  t o  g ive  r e a s on ab l e 
s a t i s f ac t ion  to  the i r  peop le  o f  the i r  soundnes s  in  the  f a i th .  And 
we likewise recommend to the people, as their duty, to hold fast the 
t r uth in  love,  avoid ing anger,  c l amour,  and ev i l - speaking,  and to 
behave  themse lve s  w i th  a l l  s i nce r i t y  and  meekne s s  a s  becometh 
Christians.”21

The reso lut ions ,  a f ter  being approved by the f ive London 
min i s t e r s ,  were  sen t  to  the  manager s  wi th  the  adv ice  tha t

19 Plain and Faithful Narrative, 7. Peirce, Western Inquiaition, 39–40.
20 Ibid., 8.
21 Plain and Faithful Narrative, 27–28.
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they  shou ld  “proceed wi th  wi sdom and de l ibera t ion .” The 
manager s ,  the day af ter  the resolut ions were in their  hands, 
made a  f ina l  appea l  to the four mini s ter s .  About Lavington 
the re  wa s  no  doubt .  He  made  a  s t a t ement  tha t  they  con- 
s idered  s a t i s f ac tor y.  Wither s ,  a f te r  some hes i t a t ion ,  s igned 
the f irst of the Thirty-nine Articles.22 Hallet and Peirce refused 
to make any s ta tement of  their  be l ie f ,  and in the cour se of 
the next week—about the middle of March, 1718–9—they were 
informed by the managers, who were the legal holder s of the 
meet ing-houses ,  tha t  they were  no longer  mini s te r s  o f  the 
Pre sbyter i an  cong rega t ions  in  Exeter,  and tha t  they  would 
not be suffered again to enter either of the pulpits.

Mr.  Pe i rce  compla ined  tha t  he  and  h i s  co l l e ague  shou ld 
have been di smis sed on the so le  author i ty of  the manager s , 
and insi s ted that according to the const i tut ion of the Exeter 
Churches  the people  were to meet  ever y year  to g ive thei r 
judgment  on any ques t ions  in  which they were  in tere s ted . 
It was replied that dur ing the six years of Mr. Peirce’s ministry 
no such meeting had ever been held, and that until they were 
di smis sed both he and Mr.  Hal le t  had appeared to be qui te 
wi l l ing  tha t  the  manager s  shou ld  keep  the  conduct  o f  the 
a f f a i r s  of  the Churches  in their  own hands .  The reply does 
not seem adequate. The consti tution of the Churches recog- 
n i sed  the  author i ty  o f  the  peop le.  When noth ing  o f  g rave 
importance was being done, the managers might feel at liber ty 
to act without consulting them.; but on such a question as the 
d i smi s s a l  o f  two o f  the  min i s te r s ,  i t  was  the  c lea r  duty  o f 
the managers to call a meeting.

III

The controver sy was not conf ined to the West of England. 
A few gent lemen in London sugges ted to the committee of 
the Three Denominations that they should offer advice to the 
Exeter  cong regat ions  in their  t roubles .  The committee di s- 
cussed the proposal at several meetings, and then determined 
to invite the judgment of the General Body on their proposals. 
A meeting was held at Salter s’ Hall  on February 19 (1718–9), 

22 Wes t e r n  I nqu i s i t i o n ,  16 0 .  Pe i rce,  Cas e  o f  t h e  Min i s t e r s  e j e c t e d 
at Exon, 12–13, 15.
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and  the  p ape r  s ubmi t t ed  by  the  commi t t e e  wa s  c a re fu l l y 
d i s cu s sed .  At  an  ad jour ned  mee t ing  he ld  on  Febr ua r y  24 , 
i t  was moved that the “advice” should be accompanied with 
a  dec l a ra t ion o f  the  f a i th  o f  the  As sembly  in  the  doct r ine 
of the Tr inity. When the divis ion was taken, after an excited 
deba t e,  f e e l i ng  r an  h i gh .  Some  pe r son  “ve r y  ind i s c ree t l y 
ca l led out,  ‘You that  are against  Per secut ion come upsta ir s ! ’ 
Which was pretty evenly bal lanced by one of the other s ide 
cal l ing out, ‘You that are for the doctr ine of the Tr inity stay 
b e l ow ! ’” T h e  m o t i o n  wa s  l o s t  by  a  m a j o r i t y  o f  f o u r — 
57 to 53.23

Th i s  vo t e  k ind l ed  a  f i re  i n  t he  London  Churche s .  The 
people regarded it as a proof that many of the London ministers 
were dr ift ing from the Tr initar ian creed. At a third meeting, 
which  was  ca l l ed  on March 3,  i t  was  moved tha t ,  wi thout 
reference to the advice to be sent to the Exeter Churches, the 
min i s te r s  shou ld  dec l a re  the i r  f a i th  in  the  doct r ine  o f  the 
Tr i n i t y  a nd  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  d iv i n i t y  o f  ou r  Lo rd .  The 
modera tor,  Dr.  Joshua Oldf ie ld ,  r u led that  the mot ion was 
i r re levant  to  the  bus ines s  under  d i scus s ion ,  and re fused to 
put i t  to the vote.  Sixty of  the minis ter s  immediate ly with- 
drew, and held a second, or “subscribing,” assembly.

The  l a r g e  ma jo r i t y  o f  t h e  “non- sub s c r i b i ng” a s s embl y, 
over  which Dr.  Joshua Oldf ie ld  cont inued to pres ide,  were 
Presbyter ian,  but the as sembly included a few Independents 
and  Bap t i s t s .  John  Evan s ,  Ben j amin  Gro svenor,  Dr.  Ga l e, 
Dr.  Aver y,  Nathanie l  Lardner,  Wi l l i am Jacomb,  and Danie l 
Burgess were among the “non-subscribers.”

The “subscr ibing” as sembly had for i t s  moderator Thomas 
B r adbu r y,  who  h ad  l e d  t h e  m ino r i t y  a t  S a l t e r s ’ Ha l l .  I t 
included near ly a l l  the Congregat ional  minis ter s  of  London, 
and a major ity of those who were actual pastors of Churches; 
the  mos t  d i s t ingu i shed  o f  them were  Wi l l i am Tong ,  Jabez 
Earle, and Daniel Mayo.

Dr.  Ca l amy,  I s a a c  Wat t s ,  Dan i e l  Nea l ,  and  Dr.  Mar r ya t 
kept out of the strife.24

23 An Accountof  the late Proceedings at Sal ters’ Hal l (second edit ion: 
1719), 10. Calamy, Histor ical Account, ii., 411, note, g ives the numbers 
as 73 to 69.

24 Ca lamy,  His to r i c a l  Ac c oun t ,  i i .  413–417.  Skea t s ,  Free  Chur c he s , 
307.
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B o t h  a s s e m b l i e s  s e n t  a d v i c e  t o  E xe t e r .  T h e  “ n o n - 
sub s c r i b e r s ” i n fo r med  the  Exe t e r  Churche s  t h a t  i n  t he i r 
judgment there are doctr inal er ror s of such impor tance as to 
oblige a congregation to withdraw from its minister ; that the 
people  themse lves  a re  the  so le  judges  o f  what  those  er ror s 
a re ;  that  the Bible  i s  the ru le  of  f a i th ;  that  no man should 
be condemned for refus ing to s ign human creeds,  or for in- 
ferences drawn from his opinion by other s but disclaimed by 
h im s e l f ;  a nd  t h a t  s t r i f e  s hou l d  b e  avo i d ed .  A t  t h e  s ame 
t ime  they  dec l a red  tha t  “We do  u t t e r l y  d i sown the  Ar i an 
doct r ine,  and s incere ly  be l ieve the doct r ine  of  the  Ble s sed 
Tr i n i t y.” W h a t  t h e y  o b j e c t e d  t o  wa s  t h a t  i n  p l a c e  o f 
S c r i p t u re  “ a  humane  compo s i t i on” s hou l d  b e  o f f e red  t o 
them as a test of orthodoxy.25

The  “ s ub s c r i b e r s ” r e cogn i s e d  t h e  du t i e s  a nd  r i g h t s  o f 
the  peop le  in  a lmos t  the  s ame words  a s  those  u sed  by  the 
non-subscr iber s ;  they gave i t  as  their  judgment that  in such 
t rouble s  a s  those  which had a r i sen a t  Exeter  ne ighbour ing 
mini s te r s  should  be  inv i ted to  in ter vene and to  o f fe r  the i r 
coun s e l ;  t h a t  a  m in i s t e r  may  p rope r l y  be  c a l l ed  upon  to 
declare his  f a i th when his  f a i th i s  suspended; that  when the 
differences between a minister and his people are very g rave, 
they should separate from each other ;  and that the denial  of 
the doctr ine of the Tr inity is an error contrary to the Scr iptures 
a nd  t o  t h e  f a i t h  o f  t h e  Re f o r med  Chu rch e s .  They  a l s o 
dec lared thei r  own f a i th in the Tr ini ty  in the words  of  the 
f i r s t  ar t ic le of  the Church of England and of the Catechism 
of the Westminster Assembly.

The  “non - s ub s c r i b e r s ,” on  t h e  o t h e r  h and ,  wh i l e  d i s - 
c l a iming a l l  sympathy wi th  the  Ar ian  here sy,  se t  out  the i r 
reasons  for  not  subscr ib ing a t  the Sa l ter s ’ Hal l  Conference. 
They  s ay  tha t  the i r  o r thodoxy  wa s  no t  su spec ted ;  tha t  to 
have subscr ibed would have been to take sides with one of the 
pa r t i e s  a t  Exe te r ;  tha t  no  dec l a r a t ion  in  o ther  words  than 
those of Scr ipture could serve the cause of peace and truth; 
tha t  the  subscr ip t ion proposed was  beyond tha t  which was 
required by the Tolerat ion Act,  and that i t  at tr ibuted undue 
i m p o r t a n c e  t o  t h e  A s s e m b l y ’s  C a t e c h i s m ;  t h a t  t o  h ave

25 An Authent i c k  Ac count ,  5–11.  Reply to  the  Subs c r ib ing  Mini s t e r s ’ 
Reasons, 5.
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submi t t e d  t o  t h e  p ropo s a l  wou l d  h ave  b e en  con t r a r y  t o 
the pr inciples of Protestantism, and a sur render of Chr ist ian 
l i be r t y ;  and ,  f i n a l l y,  th a t  i f  such  demands  were  comp l i ed 
with, no one could tell where they would stop.

Nei ther  paper  reached  Exe te r  t i l l  the  manager s  had  d i s - 
missed Hallet and Peirce.26

T h e  c o n t rove r s y  h a d  g r ave  c o n s e q u e n c e s .  I t  wa s  t h e 
open sign of the g reat doctr inal rupture between the Presby- 
t e r i an s  and  t h e  Cong reg a t i on a l i s t s .  The  non- sub s c r i b e r s 
declared that they were only asser ting their Chr istian liber ty; 
but they were reminded that in order to obtain the protection 
of the Government for themselves, they had been quite willing 
to comply wi th the Tolera t ion Act ,  and that  o f  the th i r ty- 
nine ar ticles of the Church of England they had already signed 
thir ty-f ive and a half ;  but that now, in the name of Chr istian 
l iber ty, they refused to s ign the f ir st  of these ar t icles for the 
sake of defending a truth that l ies  at  the very foundation of 
t he  Chr i s t i an  f a i t h .  E i gh t een  o r  twen ty  o f  t ho s e  z e a lou s 
defender s of Chr ist ian l iber ty who were unwil l ing to declare 
their  f a i th in one g reat  ar t ic le  of  the Chr i s t ian creed,  sub- 
sequent ly  entered the Engl i sh Church,  s igned the whole of 
the thir ty-nine ar t ic les ,  and declared their “unfeigned assent 
and consent  to a l l  and ever ything conta ined and prescr ibed 
in and by the book intituled ‘The Book of Common Prayer.’” 
Others of them openly professed their adherence to the Ar ian 
theology.27

26 The literature of the controversy at the two centres, Exeter and 
London, i s  too voluminous for references in detai l .  The fol lowing 
pamphlets g ive the main substance of the discussion: A True Account 
o f  what was t ransac ted in the assembly of  the United Minis te rs  o f  Devon 
and  Cor nwa l l ,  me t  a t  Exon ,  May  5  and 6 ,  1719.  James  Pe i rce,  The 
case of the ministers ejected at Exon, (1719); and The Western Inquisition, 
(1720) .  An Authent i c  Ac count  o f  s eve ra l  Things  done  and ag r e ed  upon 
by the Dissent ing Minis te r s  la te ly assembled at  Sal te r s ’ Hal l (1719).  An 
Ac coun t  o f  the  l a t e  P ro c e ed ing s  o f  the  Di s s en t ing  Min i s t e r s  a t  Sa l t e r s ’ 
Hal l  (1719) .  A Reply to  the  subs c r ib ing mini s t e r s ’ r easons,  e t c .  (1719) . 
A Plain and Faithful Nar rative of the Differences among the Dissenters at 
Exeter, etc. (1719). A summary of it may be found in Galamy, Histor ical 
Account ,  i i .  418–420, notes ;  Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters , 
i i i .  230, note ;  and Skeats ,  Free Churches ,  310, note .  See also Calamy, 
op. c i t .

t
 i i .  262–264, 403–418, 425–430, 435–437, 488–499, and notes ; 

Wilson, Dissenting Churches, iii. 515–522; Bogue and Bennett, op. cit.
9 

i i i .  217–225; Skeats, op. c i t . ,  302–311; Waddington, i i i .  (1700–1800), 
87–196; and Stoughton, Religion in England, v. 417–420.

27 See Note A, p. 539.
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NOTE A 
The Non-subscribers and Nonconformity

The wr i te r  o f  what  i s  known a s  the  “Pa lmer/ ’ or  the  “London 
Manu s c r i p t ,” i n  Dr.  Wi l l i ams ’s  L i b r a r y,  s upp l i e s  a  con s i de r ab l e 
amount of  infor mat ion on the a f f a i r s  of  th i s  per iod;  he says—“As 
to those minis ter s  who appeared against  what  they ca l led ‘ imposi- 
t ion ’ in  the  Sa l t e r s ’ Ha l l  con t rove r sy—tha t  i s ,  ag a in s t  dec l a r ing 
their faith as to one article of Chr istianity only (though never offered 
as a term of communion or of exercising the minister ial off ice),—and 
strenuously defended the r ight of pr ivate judgment, it might reason- 
ably  have been expected tha t  the  cause  o f  Nonconfor mi ty  would 
have  rece ived  f rom them cons iderable  encouragement ;  e spec i a l l y 
tha t  they  themse lve s ,  by  the i r  own example  and  prac t i ce,  would 
have kept s teady to i t ;  but i t  proved the rever se,  for of  those non- 
subsc r ib ing  gent lemen and such a s  had  imbibed the i r  p r inc ip le s , 
t h e re  h ave  been  a t  l e a s t  twen ty  pe r son s  who  c a l l ed  t hemse l ve s 
d i s s en t ing  min i s t e r s  con fo r med  to  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  s ince 
1718 ;  and ,  i f  t he  l a i t y  h ad  t r ave l l ed  the  s ame  ro ad  i n  an  equa l 
p ropo r t i on ,  t h a t  i n t e re s t  wou ld  h ave  re c e ived  a  g re a t e r  s hock . 
And here i t  i s  wor thy of remark, that  those gent lemen, who could 
not digest an ar t ic le of f ai th, are on a sudden so enlightened, as to 
be convinced that  i t  i s  their  duty to s ign thir ty-nine,  whi le  those 
min i s te r s  tha t  cou ld  hones t ly  subsc r ibe  an  a r t i c l e  have  to  a  man 
kept steady to the dissenting interest.”

Calamy, refer r ing to the conformity of the non-subscr iber s ,  says, 
“Thi s  was ,  by many,  apprehended to have an odd a spect ,  and not 
to be very consistent “; he g ives a l i s t  of the conforming minister s. 
Historical Account, ii. 503–504, 506.
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—Doddridge—Watts  and  Trinitariani sm—Allege d  Decay 
of  the  “Di s se nting  Inte re st”—Strickland  Gough ’s  Pam- 
ph let — H i s  E x p lanat i on  of  th e  D e cay — D oddr i dg e  and 
Watt s  d i spute  the  Fact s—Re ply  to  h i s  Pamphlet—Pro- 
po sed  Remedie s—Abraham Taylor  on Spiritual  Decl ine— 
Watts  on  the  Decay  of  Practical  Re l ig ion—Revival  of 
S p i r itual  L i f e—The  K ing ’s  Head  Soc i ety—Its  Academy— 
F und  B oard  Acade my  i n  We st e rn  E ng land — N orth e rn 
Education Society—Academy at  Heckmondwhike—Sunday 
Evening  Se rvice s—Cong regational  Churche s  touche d by 
the Methodist Revival.

I

NO trustworthy f igures are known to be in existence il lus- 
t ra t ing the exter na l  g rowth or  decay of  Dis sent  in  the 

countr y genera l ly  dur ing the re ign of  George I .  But in the 
Pa lmer  MS. ,  i n  Dr.  Wi l l i ams ’s  L ib r a r y, 1 i t  i s  s a i d  th a t  i n

1 This document—to which reference has already been made (p. 539) 
—is dated Feb. 24,  1731–2; i t  was deposi ted in the Librar y by the 
Rev. Samuel Palmer, Feb. 13, 1800. The wr iter was a Nonconformist, 
“who came f rom Nor thampton to re s ide  in  London.” The author 
entitles his sketch, A View of the Dissenting Interest in London of the 
Presbyter ian and Independent Denominations from the year 1695 to 
the 25th of December, 1731; with a postscr ipt of the present state of the 
Baptists. He deals with all the Churches of those orders in the City 
of London and the Bills of Mortality, and g ives a detailed account of 
each with i t s  mini s ter s .  I t  i s  not  a lways  pos s ible  to reconci le  the 
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1731—three years after the accession of George II.—the number 
of  Presbyter ian and Independent meet ing-houses  in London 
wa s  58 , 2 an  inc rea s e  o f  on ly  one  s ince  1695 ;  29  o f  them, 
however, had been enlarged or rebuilt ,  so as to accommodate 
a d d i t i o n a l  p e r s o n s .  O f  t h e  c o n g r e g a t i o n s  14  a r e  s a i d 
to have increased; 15 to have decl ined; and 20 had remained 
nea r ly  a s  they  were,  f ive-and- th i r ty  yea r s  be fo re ;  12  con- 
g rega t ions  had  become ext inc t ;  and  10  new cong rega t ions 
had been for med. The wr i ter  concludes that  the number of 
Dissenter s  in London had not diminished, but had, perhaps, 
increased.  The increase,  however,  had not  cor responded to 
the increase of  the populat ion,  which he es t imates  a t  about 
one-sixth.

An account  o f  the  Di s s en t ing  cong rega t ion s  in  Eng l and 
and Wales ,  drawn up in 1772 by Jos iah Thompson, a Bapti s t 
m in i s t e r,  p robab l y  s hows  w i th  app rox ima t e  a c cu r a cy  t he 
number that  exi s ted a t  the death of  George I I .  in  1760.  In 
England there were 1,092 cong regat ions,  of  which 390 were 
Bapti s t  and 702 Presbyter ian and Independent.  The numer i- 
ca l  super io r i ty  o f  the  Pre sby te r i an s  had ,  however,  by  th i s 
t ime been lo s t ;  i t  i s  p robable  tha t  cons iderably  more  than 
h a l f  o f  t h e  702  cong reg a t i on s—pe rhap s  38 0—were  Inde - 
pendent, and that most of the Independent congregations were 
l a r g e r  t h a n  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n .  B u t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o n t r a s t 
between the two denominations remained. Hereditary wealth 
and education were stil l with the Presbyter ians; Independents, 
generally, belonged to an inferior social rank.3

II

From the t ime of  the Sa l ter s ’ Hal l  Controver sy i t  became 
apparent  that  the Presbyter ian mini s ter s ,  and many of  their 
Churches, were dr ifting fast into Ar ianism; and from Ar ianism 
they  went  on to  what  was  ca l l ed  Soc in ian i sm.  In  London, 
in Lancashire, in Cheshire, and throughout the West of England, 
minis ter  a f ter  minis ter  and Church af ter  Church were swept 
away  by  t h e  c u r r e n t .  H e re  a n d  t h e re  a  C o n g re g a t i o n a l

l ists  that he g ives with his stat ist ics;  but in cases of discrepancy his 
definite statements have been accepted.

2 In 1695 there were 57, but the number of congregat ions  was 60: 
six congregations met in three meeting-houses.

3 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iii. 329–330.
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minis ter  of  a  Cong regat ional  Church went with the s t ream. 
James  Fo s t e r—one  o f  the  mos t  f amous  p reache r s  o f  tho se 
days—had rece ived a  l a rge  par t  o f  the  theology of  Soc inus 
before he accepted in 1744 the pastorate of the histor ic Con- 
g re g a t i o n a l  C h u rc h  t h a t  m e t  i n  P i n n e r s ’ H a l l . 4 H e  wa s 
succeeded in  1753 by  Ca leb  F leming ,  an  avowed Soc in ian ; 
at Fleming’s death, in 1778, the Church ceased to exist.5

But the great major ity both of the Congregational minister s 
and of the Congregational Churches held fast to the Tr initar ian 
f a i t h .  The  p r inc ip a l  c au s e  o f  t he  d i f f e rence  be tween  the 
for tunes  of  the two denominat ions  l ie s  in their  pol i ty.  The 
P re sby t e r i an s  t r u s t ed  t he  managemen t  o f  t h e i r  a f f a i r s  t o 
per sons for  whose re l ig ious l i fe  there was no guarantee—to 
trustees, subscr ibers, or seat-holders; among the Independents 
the Church, consist ing of those who had declared their f aith 
in  the  Lord  Je su s  Chr i s t ,  and  who had  been rece ived  in to 
communion on g iv ing  ev idence  tha t  the i r  f a i th  was  a  rea l 
spir itual force and not a mere tradition, elected and, in extreme 
c a s e s ,  d i sm i s s e d  t h e  p a s t o r .  Evange l i c a l  do c t r i n e  i n  t h e 
p reach ing  o f  the  min i s t e r  wa s  s ecured  by  the  p re sence  o f 
evangelical life in the people.

I n  many  way s  t h e  d ep a r t u re  o f  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s  f rom 
t h e  evange l i c a l  f a i t h  con t r i bu t ed  t o  t h e  s t r eng th  o f  t h e 
Independents .  Somet imes ,  when an Ar ian was  appointed to 
a  Presbyter ian pulpi t ,  those of  the people  who held f a s t  to 
the  c reed  o f  the i r  f a ther s  jo ined the  Independent  cong re- 
g a t ion  tha t  wa s  nea re s t  t o  them.  Somet ime s  the  s e cede r s 
founded a new Independent Church. In some cases,  where a 
P re sby te r i an  cong rega t ion  had  become a lmos t  ex t inc t ,  an 
Independent  Church was  a l lowed to  take  pos se s s ion of  the 
meeting-house.

W h e n  a  P r e s by t e r i a n  p u l p i t  b e c a m e  v a c a n t ,  a n d  t h e 
major ity of the subscr ibers or of the trustees were evangelical; 
they were obliged, in order to obtain an evangelical minister, 
to send to one of  the Independent  Academies ;  and with an

4 “Let modest Foster, if he will, excel 
 Ten Metropolitans in preaching well.”

  Pope, Epilogue to the Satires, Dialogue I.
See Wilson, Dissenting Churches,  i i . 270–283, and the verses quoted 

by Stoughton, vi. 86–87, note.
5 Wilson, Dissenting Churches, ii. 283–289.
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Independent  min i s te r,  the  cong rega t ion g radua l ly  came to 
accept the Independent polity.

The  fo l lowing  f i gure s  t aken  f rom the  Pa lmer  MS. 6 show 
the doctr inal  posi t ion of the London minister s  belong ing to 
the principal Dissenting denominations in 1730:—

Presbyterians 44
⎧
⎨
⎩

Calvinist 19
Arminian 13
Baxterian7 12

Independents 33
⎧
⎨
⎩

Calvinist 27
Doubtful 1
Antinomian 3
Not described8 2

Baptists 27

⎧
⎨

⎩

Seventh Day 
 Calvinist 1
 Arminian 1
Particular
 Calvinist 7
 Antinomian 9
General
 Arminian 6
 Socinian9 3

Bu t  t hough  mo s t  o f  t h e  I ndependen t s  h e l d  f a s t  t o  t h e 
Ca lv in i s t i c  f a i th ,  they  were  no t  who l ly  un touched  by  the 
r a t i o n a l i s i n g  s p i r i t  o f  t h e i r  t i m e.  T h o m a s  B r a d bu r y,  o f 
Fet ter  Lane,  was  a s  robus t ,  a s  fear le s s ,  a s  uncompromis ing , 
i n  h i s  t h eo l ogy  a s  i n  h i s  po l i t i c s .  I n  Ph i l i p  Dodd r i d g e , 
on the other  hand,  there  i s  an i l lu s t ra t ion of  the in f luence 
p roduced  by  the  a tmosphe re  o f  t he  age  on  the  dogma t i c 
a t t i t u d e  o f  a  m a n  w h o s e  r e l i g i o u s  l i f e  wa s  d e e p  a n d 
e a r n e s t ,  a nd  who s e  c re ed  i n  i t s  s ub s t a n c e  wa s  i d en t i c a l 
with that of the g reat Independents of the Commonwealth.10

6 See above, p. 540, note 1.
7 In  the  technica l  l anguage o f  our  own t ime,  the  “Baxter i ans” 

would be descr ibed as forming the Broad Church section of the Pres- 
byterian denomination.

8 “Do not deserve any particular remark,” Palmer MS., f . 92. Skeats, 
Fr e e  Chu r c h e s ,  335,  no t e ,  de s c r ibe s  them a s  “d i so rde r l y.” Skea t s , 
i t  should be noticed, treats the l ist as i f  i t  refer red to Churches ;  but 
it refers to ministers.

9 One of these was Foster—afterwards minister of the Congregational 
Church in Pinners’ Hall.

10 Whether i t  can be accurate ly sa id that  Doddr idge’s  creed was 
in i ts  substance  identical  with that of the g reat Independents of the 
Commonwealth may be disputed. On one or two points there were
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The men of the Commonwealth, in building up their massive 
theolog ica l  sy s tems ,  were  supremely  concer ned to  d i scover 
wha t  God  h ad  reve a l e d  t o  t h e  human  r a c e  by  p rophe t s , 
b y  a p o s t l e s ,  a n d  b y  t h e  L o r d  J e s u s  C h r i s t .  F o r  t h e i r 
own apprehen s ion  o f  wha t  God  had  revea l ed ,  they  re l i ed 
o n  t h e  i l l u m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  H o l y  S p i r i t .  T h e n ,  w i t h  a 
f e a r l e s s  f a i t h  and  a  p e r f e c t  d i s re g a rd  o f  how the i r  wo rk 
might  look to those who did not  share their  own vi s ion of 
t he  t r u th ,  t hey  p roceeded  to  s e t  ou t  the i r  d i s cove r i e s  i n 
for mal  propos i t ions ;  to bui ld on these propos i t ions  conclu- 
sion upon conclusion, binding tier to tier with the clamps of 
an  i ron  log i c.  They  though t  o f  no th ing  excep t  how they 
m igh t  g ive  t he  mos t  comp l e t e  and  s y s t ema t i c  exp re s s i on 
to  wha t  they  be l i eved  tha t  they  had  been  t augh t  o f  God . 
Doddr idge,  devout ,  gent le  soul ,  was  not les s  f a i thful  to the 
truth which he bel ieved he had found in the revelat ion that 
h a d  c o m e  f ro m  h e ave n ;  bu t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e s i s t  t h e 
impre s s ion  tha t  in  cons t r uc t ing  h i s  theo logy  he  wi she s  to 
g ive  a s  f ew chance s  a s  po s s ib l e  to  ho s t i l e  c r i t i c i sm.  I f  he 
can ,  he  wi l l  so f ten the  edge o f  a  propos i t ion which might 
b e  c en su red  a s  h a r s h  and  s t em .  I f  h e  c an ,  h e  w i l l  make 
h i s  f a i t h  appea r  re a sonab l e.  F rom such  anx i e t i e s  a s  t he s e 
the g reat  Independents  of  the preceding centur y were f ree, 
and thi s  f reedom g ives  to their  work a  boldness  and vigour 
which are rarely found in the work of their successors.

I s a ac  Wat t s  i s ,  pe rhaps ,  s t i l l  more  open to  th i s  c r i t i c i sm 
than Philip Doddr idge; and his active and inquisitive intellect 
led  h im to some theolog ica l  pecul i a r i t ie s  which have been 
forgot ten in the immense and endur ing ser v ice that  he has 
rende red  to  Eng l i sh- speak ing  Evange l i c a l  Churche s  in  a l l 
p a r t s  o f  t he  wor ld .  He  though t ,  f o r  examp le,  t h a t  i f  t he 
ch i ldren o f  be l iever s  d ie  in  in f ancy,  the  covenant  o f  g race

ser ious  d ivergences .  He be l ieved that  “Chr i s t  had before  His  in- 
car nat ion a  c r ea t ed  or  de r i ved  na ture”—not a  d iv ine per sona l i ty— 
that was subjected to humiliation when He came in the flesh. (Lectures, 
383, coll., x: second edition, 1776.) This is logically destructive of the 
august and glor ious truth that it was the Eternal Son who became man. 
He was also inclined to a Sabellian conception of the Tr inity. But his 
pos i t ion in re la t ion to the Tr in i ty  vac i l l a ted.  Cf .  i b id . ,  Def in i t i on 
lxxvii i .  (391), and Proposi t ions ,  cxxvi. ,  cxxvii i .  (382 fol l . ,  392 fol l .) , 
and his Confession of Faith in Waddington, iii. (1700–1800), 280–287; 
esp. §§ 15, 17, 18.
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wi th  the i r  pa rent s  secure s  the i r  e te r na l  s a lva t ion ;  but  tha t 
other children dying in infancy cease to exist at death.11

Wat t s ’s  opin ion on the g rea t  controver sy  wi th the Ar ians 
underwent a g reat  change af ter  the publ icat ion in 1722 of  a 
treatise which he entitled The Chr istian Doctr ine of the Tr inity12 
At that  t ime he was within the s tr ict  l ines  of  or thodoxy. In 
1724  he  publ i shed  The  Ar i an  inv i t ed  t o  t h e  Or thodox  Fa i th ; 
o r  a  p l a i n  and  e a s y  me thod  t o  l e ad  su c h  a s  d eny  t h e  De i t y  o f 
Chr i s t  in to  the  b e l i e f  o f  tha t  g r ea t  Ar t i c l e.  A second par t  was 
publ i shed in  1725. 13 Wat t s  now mainta ined tha t  the  human 
soul of our Lord, a glor ious spir it, g reater than all the angels, 
wa s  the  f i r s t  c re a t ion  o f  God .  The  E te r na l  Word—which 
accord ing to  Wat t s  i s  a  d iv ine  Power,  r a ther  than a  d iv ine 
Per son—was  in t imate ly  a s soc ia ted wi th  the  sou l  o f  Chr i s t , 
and through Chr i s t  c rea ted a l l  th ings . 14 The Eter na l  Sp i r i t 
was  a l so  rega rded  by  h im a s  a  d iv ine  Power—not  a  d iv ine 
Person. Personality he attributed to the Father alone.

But whatever  per i l s  may fo l low, sooner or  la ter,  f rom the 
abandonment  o f  tha t  concept ion  o f  the  Tr in i ty  which  ha s 
been held through a long success ion of centur ies by the vast 
major ity of those who bear the Chr ist ian name,15 Watts ,  l ike 
Dodd r i dg e,  wa s  unha r med .  To  bo th  o f  t h em Ch r i s t  wa s 
a lways divine—the object of  fervent love, unmeasured trust , 
and most reverentia l  wor ship; His death was the propit iat ion 
fo r  human s in ;  He  was  the  Lord  and  Judge  a s  we l l  a s  the 
Sav iour  o f  mank ind .  To  them the  Ho ly  Sp i r i t  wa s  a lway s 
the Giver and Defender of the supernatural  l i fe;  the Teacher 
and the Comforter of the Church. Their theology, if it had no 
t ou ch  o f  A r i a n i sm  i n  i t ,  wa s  p e r h ap s  n e a re r  t h e  h e re s y 
which lies at the opposite pole of theolog ical speculation, the 
heresy of Sabellius.16

11 Dr. Ridgley, another eminent Independent theolog ian belonging 
to the early part of the eighteenth century, supposed that if the children 
of unbelievers die in infancy, they live for ever, but in a state of perfect 
unconsciousness.

12 Works, vi. 109–206.
13 Ibid., vi. 207–270, 271–390.
14 Cf., e.g., ibid., 319, 328, 341, 370.
15 The di f ference between the creed of the East  and of the West 

on this great mystery is inconsiderable, compared with the differences 
between those who accept and those who reject the Nicene creed.

16 Sabel l ius ,  so f ar  a s  h i s  specula t ions  are  known to us ,  “di s t in- 
guished between the unity of the divine essence and the plurality of its
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III

The  decay  o f  wha t  wa s  c a l l ed  “ the  Di s s en t ing  In te re s t ,” 
wh i ch  had  c re a t ed  g re a t  anx i e t y  among  Di s s en t e r s  o f  a l l 
descr iptions in the days of Queen Anne, was not ar rested under 
George I .  Weal thy Dis sent ing f ami l ie s  cont inued to for sake 
the Meeting-house. The sons of eminent Nonconformists who 
had su f fe red for  the i r  Nonconfor mity  became Churchmen. 
Many congregations in some parts of the kingdom were wasting 
away; here and there the Dissenting congregation had become 
extinct. At least f i f ty Dissenting minister s became clergymen 
between the accession of George I. (1714) and the year 1731.17

In  1730  the re  wa s  publ i shed  An Enqu i r y  i n t o  t h e  Cau s e s 
of  the Decay of the Dissent ing Interes t  in a Letter  to a Dissent ing 
M i n i s t e r.  The  p amph l e t  wa s  a nonymou s ,  bu t  Dodd r i d g e 
thought it of suff icient impor tance to call for a ser ious reply. 
He took i t  for  g ranted that  i t  was  wr i t ten by “a gent leman 
of  the la i ty  ” ;  i t  was  rea l ly  wr i t ten by Str ick land Gough,  a 
student who had recently left one of the Dissenting Academies. 
But  Doddr idge  and some other  wr i te r s  ev ident ly  regarded 
i t  a s  expre s s ing  the  v iews  o f  a  cons iderable  sec t ion o f  the 
wealthier and better educated members of Dissenting congre- 
g a t i on s ;  a nd  i t  i s  t h i s  r e p re s e n t a t i ve  c h a r a c t e r ,  a nd  t h e 
ser ious discussion which it occasioned, that g ive the pamphlet 
i t s  va lue.  What  the  Di s s en te r s  who c l a imed to  ho ld  “ f ree 
pr incip les” were saying in pr ivate  conver sa t ion i s  here pre- 
s e r ve d  i n  p r i n t .  T h e  a d h e re n t s  i n  17 30  o f  w h a t  wo u l d 
now be  de sc r ibed  a s  a  “ l i be r a l  theo logy” and  o f  “modem 
thought ,” have g iven in  th i s  pamphlet  the i r  account  o f  the

manifes tat ions .” Father, Son, and Spir it ,  as he conceived them, were 
not Persons but manifestations, “following one another in order, like 
dramatic par ts.  God as Father is the Creator and Lawgiver ; through 
the incarnation the same God fulfils the office of Redeemer, up to the 
t ime of  the Ascens ion;  and,  la s t ly,  a s  Holy Ghost  regenerates  and 
sanctif ies.  .  .  . The Sabellians are said to have compared the tr iplicity 
of God to the Sun, the l ight of the Sun, and its  heat.   .   .   .  For the 
proper human soul of Chr ist Sabellianism substituted God Himself , in 
one mode of manifestation, streaming through a human body.” G. P. 
Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine (second edition), 103.

17 This i s  the est imate of an anonymous wr iter,  who says that he 
does not make the statement without foundation, and whose wish was 
to diminish rather than to exaggerate the number. Some Observations 
on the Present State of the Dissenting Interest, 10.
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causes which had led to the g radual decay of Dissent dur ing 
the previous  f i f teen or  twenty year s ,  and their  methods for 
restoring its health and vigour.

The  wr i t e r  f ind s  two cau se s  o f  the  decay.  He  a t t r ibu te s 
to the Dis senter s—(1)  “Ignorance of  their  own pr incip les ;” 
and (2 )  “An i l l  conduct  and management  o f  the i r  own in- 
t e re s t s .” He  doe s  no t  th ink  tha t  the  dec l in ing  s t reng th  o f 
Di s s en t  i s  owing  to  “ the  lo s s  o f  a  pur i t an i c a l  sp i r i t ” ;  fo r 
“ the  sp i r i t  o f  the  good o ld  Pur i t an s  wa s  no th ing  e l s e  bu t 
a  sp i r i t  o f  l i b e r ty ,” and tha t  sp i r i t ,  in s tead o f  be ing los t ,  i s 
“ r a the r  c a r r i ed  f a r the r  and  improved .” 18 Th i s  concep t ion 
of  the “good old Pur i tan spir i t” prepares  us  for hi s  account 
of  “the fundamenta l  pr incip le  of  the Dis senter s ,” which,  a s 
he apprehends it ,  i s  “a l iber ty  for every man to form his own 
s en t iment s ,  and  to  pur sue  them by  a l l  l awfu l  and  regu l a r 
methods;  to disc la im the impos i t ions  of  men, and to wor ship 
God according to the dictates of his  own conscience.” 19 The 
divine obligation of any form of church government is denied. 
No for m i s  imposed on the Church in the New Testament ; 
nor  does  the  wr i te r  appear  to  be l ieve  tha t  there  a re  to  be 
found in the contents of the Chr ist ian Revelat ion, or in the 
ends for which Churches have been divinely const i tuted,  or 
in  the  re l a t ion  o f  the  Lord  Je su s  Chr i s t  to  tho se  who a re 
gathered together in His  name, or in the g reat  promises  He 
ha s  g iven  to  them,  any  l aws  wh ich  shou ld  de t e r mine  the 
member ship of the Church or i t s  pol i ty.  Every Church must 
judge for itself what form of organisation is best, and also how 
i t  should conduct  i t s  wor ship.  He ins i s t s  on the obl iga t ion 
resting on every man to worship God “according to the dictates 
of  his  own conscience,” and maintains that  as  the Scr iptures 
are “a suff icient rule of the conduct of men,” every man must 
d i scover,  i f  he can,  what  the Scr iptures  teach,  and obey i t ; 
but as to church government and Chr istian worship, he thinks 
that the Scriptures teach little or nothing.20

On these g rounds he i s  s t rongly host i le  to the Unifor mity 
impo s ed  by  t h e  E s t a b l i s hmen t .  He  a r gue s  t h a t  i f  l i b e r t y 
i s  to  be  ma in t a ined ,  Churche s  mus t  be  “no t  na t iona l  bu t 
pr iva te.” 21 He p l ace s  the  emphas i s  o f  h i s  a rgument  aga in s t 
t h e  E n g l i s h  C h u rc h  o n  i t s  i n f r i n g e m e n t  o f  l i b e r t y.  H e

18 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 4.
19 Ibid., 6.
20 Ibid., 6–7.
21 Ibid., 7.
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object s  to the enforced subscr ipt ion to Calv ini s t ic  ar t ic le s , 
to  the  enforced rec i t a t ion of  the  Athanas i an Creed,  to  the 
enforced use of r ites and ceremonies which to many good men 
seem object ionable.  “The genera l  ru le in the Scr iptures  for 
re l i g iou s  wor sh ip  i s ,  tha t  a l l  t h i n g s  b e  d on e  d e c en t ly  and  i n 
o rde r.  But what an indecent noise i s  made by the responses? 
the most confused and har sh one can hear! What super stit ion 
in bowing to the a l tar,  and the cross  in bapt i sm? But above 
all ,”—he asks—“what tender parent can be will ing to g ive up 
his own natural r ight over his child, and have it dedicated in 
b ap t i sm  by  o the r s ? ” 22 He  wonde r s ,  “who  cou ld  be  g r ave 
to hear Mr. Addison, or Mr. Pope, chanting out the Psalms of 
Sterahold and Hopkins, when Dr. Watts’s ,  which have al l  the 
charms of poetry in them, cannot be sung in a church without 
public authority.”23

He  i s  r a t he r  h a rd  on  “ tho s e  g en t l emen  who  have  been 
strong and powerful advocates for Liber ty”—non-subscr iber s 
a t  S a l t e r s ’ Ha l l  f o r  ex amp le,—but  h ave  gone  ove r  to  the 
Church ,  and  wi she s  th a t  they  “wou ld  r a the r  have  sough t 
some civi l  than ecc les ia s t ica l  prefer ments .”24 He thinks  that 
i f  the  g rea tne s s  o f  the  Di s s en t ing  conten t ion  fo r  f reedom 
against author ity were made clear to Dissenters, fewer of them 
would  confor m.  The g rea t  sp i r i tua l  idea s  which  had  been 
the inspira t ion and g lor y of  Pur i tani sm and Nonconfoimity 
are wholly forgotten. Nothing is  left  except the duty rest ing 
on every man to obey “the dictates of his own conscience.”

U n h a p p i l y  f o r  h i s  g r e a t  a r g u m e n t ,  t h a t  i f  D i s s e n t e r s 
were  t aught  tha t  F reedom i s  the  fundamenta l  p r inc ip le  o f 
Dissent, they would not become Churchmen, he himself became 
a  c l e rgyman  wi th in  a  f ew month s  a f t e r  h i s  p amph le t  wa s 
publ i shed;  and in the pamphlet  i t se l f  he acknowledges  that 
most of those who had conformed to the Church held those 
“ f r e e  p r i n c i p l e s ” wh i ch  h e  re g a rd ed  a s  t h e  r e a l  roo t  o f 
Di s s en t  and  the  on ly  s ecure  gua r an tee  o f  i t s  s t reng th  and 
pe r manence.  Hi s  exp l ana t ion  o f  the  awkward  f ac t  tha t  so 
m a ny  m e n  w h o  h e l d  “ f r e e  p r i n c i p l e s ” h a d  e n t e r e d  t h e 
Es tabl i shment  i s  f r ank and intere s t ing :  “ i t  ha s  a lways  a rose

22 Ibid., 32.
23 Causes of  the Decay of the Dissent ing Interes t,  23. Mr. Gough did 

not understand that baptism in the English Church is something very 
different from “dedication.”

24 Ibid., 18.
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f rom the i r  not  be ing able  to  l ive  by  them ” ;  which means 
that the ministers who held the pr inciples which in the wr iter’s 
judgment are the very life and glory of the Dissenting Interest, 
could not hold together Dissenting congregations.25

A s  t o  “ t h e  i l l  c o n d u c t  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  t h e i r  ow n 
interes t s ,” hi s  pr incipa l  charge against  the Dissenter s  i s  that 
the mini s ter s  have not  suf f ic ient  l iber ty in their  preaching, 
and that the people “will not be well instructed by those who 
have  the  courage  to  t e ach  them even  d i s ag reeabl e  t r u th s , 
r a ther  than f l a t te red  in to  what  may pos s ibly  be  f a l se,  and , 
i f  i t  be true, i s  but of the least  impor tance in rel ig ion;” and 
he thinks that they ought not to “be jealous of heresy in their 
younger  preacher s .” 26 That  many cong rega t ions  in  tha t  age 
would  have  been  d i sposed  to  re sen t  any  se r ious  depar ture 
f rom the f o rms  in which i t  had been customary to s ta te  the 
g reat  t ruths  that  had been the substance of  the Pur i tan and 
Nonconformist faith, is no doubt true; but at a time when the 
mini s ter s ,  a s  was  ver y soon shown, were for saking the sub- 
s t ance—not  the  mere  fo r m—of  the  t r u th s  tha t  the  peop le 
regarded as of the very substance of the Chr istian creed—when 
they were surrender ing their faith in the Tr inity, in the divinity 
of our Lord, and in the Protestant doctr ine of Justi f ication— 
Mr. Gough’s suggest ion was a rather severe demand on their 
forbearance.  However,  a s  the  re su l t  o f  the  re fusa l  o f  many 
of the Dissenter s to provide salar ies for minister s who in the 
belief of the people had ceased to preach the Chr istian Gospel, 
and some of whom were preaching what the people believed 
to be deadly er ror—fatal to the higher life of all who received 
it—“the best” of the Dissenting minister s ,  i t  i s  a l leged, were 
obl iged  to  en te r  the  Church  o f  Eng l and ;  and  mos t  o f  the 
minister s who were generously maintained were men “whose 
b i r t h s  a n d  h o p e s ” we re  “ l ow ” — m e n  w h o,  a c c o rd i n g  t o 
Mr. Gough’s char i table suggest ion, were not gentlemen, and 
who flattered people, and fell in with their prejudices in order 
to obtain their support.27

He  a l s o  t h ink s  t h a t  i n  choo s i ng  t he i r  m in i s t e r s  p eop l e 
a re  t oo  much  a t t r a c t ed  by  “ some  oddne s s  t h a t  h i t s  t he i r 
pecu l i a r  humour,” and tha t  they  a re  too ignorant  to  know

25 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 32.
26 Ibid., 31.
27 Ibid., 32, 37.
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wherein “oratory, strength of speech, and the ar t of persuasion 
c o n s i s t ” ;  t h ey  a r e  g r ave l y  a t  f a u l t  i n  m a t t e r s  o f  t a s t e ; 
and they ought  to  consu l t  the  “genera l  c red i t” o f  the  Dis- 
senter s  ra ther  than the i r  own pre ferences .  Young mini s te r s 
who study “good sense and politeness” should be encouraged. 
It was because of the absence of these qualit ies in Dissenting 
minister s that “people of wit and politeness g rew ashamed of 
them, and chose a more graceful way of religion.”28

He speaks  wi th  admira t ion o f  the  spec ia l  encouragement 
g iven  to  Fos te r, 29 fo r  whom a  Sunday  even ing  l ec ture  had 
recen t l y  been  e s t ab l i shed  a t  the  Old  Jewr y,  and  who wa s 
defending “or ig inal  Chr is t ianity,” “in the pol i tes t  and f inest 
manne r,” be fo re  “ a  c rowded  aud i to r y  ” ;  and  he  s ay s  th a t 
“ the re  a re  many  o the r s  tha t  wou ld  sh ine  ou t ,  i f  they  had 
the same advantages from the world.”30 

A s  a  ma t t e r  o f  cou r s e,  he  th ink s  th a t  more  impor t ance 
should be a t tached to  wor sh ip  in  publ ic  re l ig ious  ser v ices . 
For  wor sh ip  “ in f in i t e l y  becomes  u s ,  a s  we  a re  dependen t 
c rea tu re s ,  and  s t and  a t  an  in f in i t e  d i s t ance  f rom God our 
Make r.  ’T i s  bo th  a  s o l emn  and  p l e a s an t  emp loymen t ;  i t 
tends to ennoble our natures, preserve us from vice, and beget 
in  us  a l l  those  a f fec t ions  o f  love,  f ea r,  and joy,  tha t  re su l t 
from our relation to the most amiable, powerful, and indulgent 
Being.  Nothing,” he adds ,  “creates  a  g reater  p leasure to me 
than rational worship.”31

But he recommends—and this  i s  a l so a matter  of  cour se— 
“the  prac t i ce  o f  the  Church ,  o f  d iver s i fy ing  the  wor sh ip.” 
He compla in s  tha t  the  p raye r s  o f  Di s s en t ing  min i s t e r s  a re 
gene r a l l y  too  shor t ,  and  tha t  the i r  s e r mons  a re  too  long ; 
and he sugges t s  tha t  i t  would  be  wel l  i f  they used “note s” 
in their prayers as well as in their sermons.32

28 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 34–35.
29 This lecture “he [Foster]  car r ied on t i l l  near ly the t ime of his 

death, with a degree of popular ity which is said to have been unex- 
ampled  among Pro te s t an t  Di s s en te r s .  *  Here  ( s ay s  Dr.  F l eming ) 
was a confluence of persons of every rank, station and quality—wits, 
f ree-thinker s ,  number s  of  c lergy;  who,  whi l s t  they g ra t i f ied thei r 
cur iosity, had their prepossessions shaken, and their prejudices loosened. 
And of  the usefulness  and success  of  these lectures  he had a large 
number  o f  wr i t ten te s t imonia l s  f rom unknown,  a s  wel l  a s  known 
persons.’” Wilson, Dissenting Churchss9 ii. 274. And see above, p. 542.

30 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 36–37.
31 Ibid., 39–40.
32 Ibid., 40–41.
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He  t h i nk s  i t  d e s i r a b l e  t h a t  g re a t  c a re  s hou l d  b e  t a ken 
in  admi t t ing  young men to  the  Academie s  to  be  educa ted 
for the minis tr y.  “They should be creditable and promis ing, 
chosen either out of the f amilies of Gentlemen, or else upon 
the  account  o f  a  ve r y  ex t r aord ina r y  gen iu s .” 33 And he  ha s 
v iews of  hi s  own with regard to the kind of  educat ion that 
the Academies should provide for minister ia l  s tudents .  They 
shou ld  be  “pe r f e c t l y  t augh t  La t in  and  Greek” be fo re  the 
commencement  o f  the i r  theo log ica l  cour se ;  and “ the  t ime 
usually wasted in old systems of log ic and metaphysics (should 
be )  spen t  in  s tudy ing  and  unde r s t and ing  the  c l a s s i c s ,  the 
Be l l e s  Le t t r e s,  o ra tor y,  and  par t i cu l a r ly  the  a r t  o f  speak ing 
n a t u r a l l y,  j u s t l y,  a n d  g e n t e e l l y.” “ I t  m ay  s e e m  o d d  a n d 
whimsica l ,” he adds ,  “ to propose  a  danc ing-mas ter  for  one 
t u t o r  a t  a n  Ac ad emy ;  bu t  i f  s ome th i n g  e qu iva l e n t  t o  i t 
wa s  con t r ived ,  t o  g ive  them a  g r a ce fu lne s s  and  gen t i l i t y 
o f  addre s s ,  and  p r ime  o f f  a l l  c lums ine s s  and  awkwardne s s 
tha t  i s  d i s ag reeable  to  peop le  o f  f a sh ion ,  and  which  g ive s 
l e a r n i n g  t h e  a i r  o f  p e d a n t r y,  i t  wo u l d  d o  t h e m  a  m o s t 
eminent service.”34

Of his  two f inal  recommendations one i s  perfect ly dis t inct 
—there  should be fewer  cong regat ions ,  and l a rger  sa l a r ie s . 
The  o the r  i s  r a the r  ob s cu re ;  bu t  he  appea r s  to  w i sh  tha t 
i n  the  l a r ge r  towns  “ the  gene rou s  peop l e”—by wh ich  he 
means people l ike himself ,  holding “free pr inciples”—should 
fo r m one  cong rega t ion ,  and  the  “b igo ted”—by which  he 
means  people  hold ing the theolog ica l  pos i t ion of  the g rea t 
founder s of Pur itanism and Nonconformity—should wor ship 
in another. When the two sections are in one relig ious society, 
i t  “lays the minister under too g reat restraints to please botn 
parties.”35

T h e s e  a r e  t h e  r e m e d i e s  p ro p o s e d  f o r  t h e  d e c ay  o f  a n 
“Interest” which had been created by the glor ious f a i th,  the 
invincible courage, and the pass ionate enthusiasm of mar tyr s 
and  s a in t s .  Inc identa l l y  the  wr i t e r  expre s se s  h i s  judgment 
that “the credit of the interest can only ar ise from the learning 
and pie ty  of  those engaged in i t ,” and in a few l ines of  cold 
commonp l a ce s  he  a r gue s  t h a t  f o r  t he  m in i s t r y  ne i the r  i s 
suf f ic ient a lone, and that “they must both join to make him

33 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 42.
34 Ibid., 43.
35 Ibid., 44
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pe r f e c t ” ;  bu t  a f t e r  t h i s  c e remon iou s  r e cogn i t i on  o f  t h e 
neces s i ty  of  re l ig ious  l i fe  in the mini s ter,  i f  a  Church i s  to 
be strong, the subject is finally dismissed.36

The  impre s s ion  p roduced  by  th i s  pamph le t  i s  a  dec i s ive 
proof that whether the Dissenters were increasing or diminish- 
ing  in  number,  the  “Di s sent ing  In te re s t” was  in  danger  o f 
lo s ing  a l l  the  noble s t  e l ement s  o f  i t s  l i f e  and  v igour.  The 
p amph l e t  a ppe a red  w i thou t  t h e  n ame  o f  t h e  au tho r ;  t h e 
author’s  name, when known, gave i t  no author i ty.  I t  would 
never have received the ser ious attention of men like Doddr idge, 
Watts ,  and Abraham Taylor, i f  the spir i t  and views expressed 
in  the pamphlet  had not  been shared by a  l a rge  number  of 
persons belonging to Dissenting congregations.

That  there was a  genera l  f a l l ing-of f  in the number  of  Dis- 
senters was denied. Doddr idge, speaking for the congregations 
in those par ts of England that he knew best—the Midlands— 
says:—

“I  know th a t  i n  many  o f  t h em ,  t h e  numbe r  o f  D i s s en t e r s  i s 
g reat ly  increased within these twenty year s ;  and the interes t  con- 
tinues so to flour ish, that I am conf ident some of our honest people, 
who converse only with their own neighbourhood, will be surpr ised 
to hear of an Enquiry into the causes of its decay.”37

Wa t t s  i n  t h e  P re f a c e  t o  An  Humb l e  A t t emp t  t owa rd s  t h e 
Rev i va l  o f  P ra c t i c a l  Re l i g i on  among  Ch r i s t i an s  ( 1731 )  s ay s— 
“So f ar  a s  I  have searched into that  mat ter,”—the decay of 
the Dissenting Interest—“I have been informed, that whatso- 
ever decrease may have appeared in some places ,  there have 
been sensible advances in others.”38

The author of an anonymous pamphlet published in 1731— 
Some  Ob s e r va t i o n s  u p on  t h e  P r e s e n t  S t a t e  o f  t h e  D i s s e n t i n g 
In t e r e s t  and  the  Case  o f  tho s e  who  have  l a t e ly  de s e r t ed  i t—in- 
sis t s  that the “Decay” is  local ,  not general ;  and he attr ibutes 
ver y much of  the loca l  decay to the dec l ine of  the t rad ing 
prosper i ty,  and  the  consequent  decrea se  in  the  popu la t ion 
in  some o f  the  sou ther n  count i e s .  Di s s en t  re l i ed  fo r  ve r y 
much of  i t s  s t rength on “the middl ing and trading people”; 
and i t  was  in  the se  souther n  count ie s ,  “ in  which  Trade  i s

36 Causes of the Decay of the Dissenting Interest, 35.
37 Doddridge, Free Thoughts, 31.
38 Works, iv. 585.
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p rod ig iou s l y  sunk  f rom wha t  i t  wa s ,” tha t  the  Di s s en t ing 
congregations had suffered most severely.39

Nor  does  he  a t t ach ver y  much impor tance  to  the  lo s s  o f 
the f ifty ministers who had entered the English Church. Some 
of these,  he says ,  were in middle l i fe ;  but he descr ibes most 
of  them as  “young per sons,” who were dis t inguished by “an 
unsuitable gaiety and levity of conduct,” or by “an unseason- 
able  and imprudent  forwardnes s  in  d i scour s ing  upon some 
par t icular schemes concerning the Disputables in rel ig ion.”40 
He thinks that  those who had confor med were,  a f ter  a l l ,  an 
inconsiderable fract ion of the whole body of the Dissent ing 
minister s in the kingdom, and he al leges that the impress ion 
that their conformity had produced was owing chief ly to the 
f act that they l ived in or near London. “I shal l  not pretend,” 
he says,  “to inquire into the Reasons that might be ass igned 
for this circumstance, but shall mention one certain consequence 
of i t ,  namely,  that by this  means they have been more taken 
notice of, and made a much greater noise in the world.”41

Among  t h e  s ubo rd i n a t e  c au s e s  o f  t h e  “Dec ay,” wh i ch , 
a l though  he  th ink s  i t  h ad  been  exagge r a t ed ,  he  doe s  no t 
deny, this wr iter g ives a conspicuous place to the practice of 
those Dissenting parents who placed their children under High 
Church schoolmas te r s .  “For  my par t ,” he  exc l a ims ,  “ I  had 
a thousand times rather my boy could wr ite only an awkward 
hand, or know no more of  Lat in than his  mother,  than that 
for the sake of skill in them he should run the hazard of being 
po i s oned  and  co r r up t ed  i n  h i s  r e l i g i ou s  p r i n c i p l e s .” He 
reminds Dissenters of the attempt which had been made under 
Queen Anne  to  de s t roy  Di s sen t  by  suppre s s ing  Di s sen t ing 
Schools:—

“We though t  i t  a  ve r y  unna t u ra l  h a rd s h i p  l a i d  upon  u s  by  the 
Schism Act, which took away from us our Pr ivilege of educating our 
ch i l d ren ;  and  me th ink s ,  we  shou ld  no t  t ame ly  and  foo l i sh l y  do 
a lmos t  the  s ame th ing  tha t  Ac t  a imed a t ,  by  vo lunta r i l y  pu t t ing 
our  Chi ldren under  such sor t  o f  Tui t ion.  Though the  Contr iver s 
o f  tha t  Ac t  d id  i t  to  the i r  e t e r n a l  I n famy ;  ye t  in  th i s  they  ac t ed 
a  w i s e  and  c on s i s t en t  pa r t ,  t ak ing thereby the  l i k e l i e s t  s tep  to  sup- 
pre s s  our  In te re s t .  And sha l l  we,  who a re  sens ible  o f  the i r  View 
in i t ,  by taking much the same Steps ,  be contr ibut ing towards the

39 Some Observations, 21, 30–31.
40 Ibid., 6.
41 Ibid., 9–10.
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Accompl i shment of  i t ?  I  would not ,  there fore,  where there i s  any 
oppor tunity of avoiding it ,  send a chi ld to a Tory School,  so much 
as to learn his A.B.C.” 42

And  a s  mo s t  o f  t h e  F re e  S choo l s  h ad  f a l l e n  i n t o  To r y 
hands,  he advises  that  Dissenter s  should establ i sh schools  of 
their own.

He thinks that  in some cong regat ions the older  men have 
been too unwilling to consult the wishes of the younger people 
in matters of indifference, such as “an alteration in the common 
m e t h o d  o f  s i n g i n g  t h e  P s a l m s ” ;  t h a t  m i n i s t e r s  a n d 
“manage r s” have  some t ime s  p re sumed  too  much  on  the i r 
o f f i c i a l  au thor i t y ;  tha t  the  o lde r  min i s t e r s  have  no t  been 
cons idera te  and k ind ly  in  the i r  t rea tment  o f  the i r  younger 
brethren; and that students who have just left  the Academies 
s hou l d  h ave  re c e ived  mo re  g ene rou s  a t t e n t i on  f rom  t h e 
Churche s . 43 Too  much  encour agemen t  had  been  g iven  to 
“ s t ro l l i n g  S co t ch  m in i s t e r s ,” who  h ad  come  t o  Eng l a nd 
w i t h o u t  t r u s t wo r t hy  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  “ I t  i s  a  f o o l i s h 
humour in some of our Societies, to be engaged by the Noise 
and Wheedle of these People.  .   .   .  The Power of their Kirk- 
Se s s ions ,  Pre sbyte r ie s ,  e tc. ,  r uns  too much in  the i r  heads ; 
and the general f ire of their Tempers is too great, to f it them 
to deal with English constitutions, and to act upon Dissenting 
pr inciples.”44 Final ly, in defending the practice of Occasional 
Con fo r m i t y,  many  D i s s en t e r s ,  who  c l a imed  t he  va l u e  o f 
moderation, had argued as if there were “nothing of moment” 
in  the  d i f f e rence s  be tween the  Di s sen te r s  and  the  Eng l i sh 
Church, and a spurious moderation had sapped conviction.45

Bu t  he  a cknowledge s  t h a t  t h e  re a l  roo t  o f  t h e  ev i l  l ay 
deeper,  and tha t  there  had been a  rea l  dec l ine  of  re l ig ious 
e a r ne s tne s s .  In  a  s e r mon  p re ached  on  Janua r y  6 ,  1731–2 , 
a t  Ha re  Cour t ,  A lde r s g a t e  S t ree t ,  by  Abr aham Tay lo r,  o f 
Dept ford,  a t  a  monthly  meet ing of  mini s ter s  for  “spending 
some t ime in prayer,  on account of  the g reat  declensions in 
re l i g ion  v i s ib l e  a t  the  p re sen t  day,” 46 the  lo s s  o f  re l i g iou s 
earnestness i s  attr ibuted pr incipal ly to the g radual depar ture 
of  the Dis senter s  f rom the re l ig ious  f a i th of  their  f a ther s . 47

42 Some Observations, 29–30. 
43 Ibid., 32–36.
44 Ibid., 31–32.
45 Ibid., 36.
46 Taylor, Spiritual Declensions, iii. 
47 Ibid., 24.
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The preacher  i s  a  t r ue  he i r  o f  the  Pur i t an  and Ca lv in i s t i c 
tradit ion. He recal l s  the controver sy concerning Just i f icat ion 
which sprang up soon a f te r  the  Tolera t ion Act ,  and ins i s t s 
that  this  was the beg inning of the evi l .  He traces the revolt 
dur ing the early year s of Queen Anne against one Calvinistic 
doc t r ine  a f t e r  another ;  and  reminds  h i s  hea re r s ,  tha t  even 
“the satisfaction of Chr ist was made nothing of , under pretence 
that He died to set qs an example of patience, meekness and 
ch a r i t y.” “Th i s  wa s  no t  done  s o  much  f rom th e  pu l p i t ,” 
he  s ay s ,  “ fo r  i t  wou ld  no t  have  been  bo re  by  the  hone s t 
Chr i s t i an s ,  a s  in  o ther  ways” ;  but  in  the  pu lp i t  in s tead  o f 
preaching to the people—

“the  g rea t  doc t r ine s  o f  the  gospe l ,  and  acqua in t ing  those  who 
hea rd  the  word ,  on  wha t  f oo t ,  and  by  wha t  a i d ,  t hey  mus t  a c t 
in doing duty, a g reat deal of pains were taken to amuse them with 
mere moral babble, under the plausible name of practical preaching. 
They  we re  t o l d  a  g re a t  d e a l  o f  t h e  advan t a ge  o f  cu rb ing  t he i r 
passions, of the present benef its of sobermin dedness, of the reward- 
ab i l i ty  o f  s incer i ty,  l e t  a  man’s  op in ions  be  what  they  would .  As 
thi s  way of  preaching g rew in use,  Chr i s t  was ver y much lef t  out , 
and  some seemed to  t ake  p l ea su re,  in  be ing  abl e  to  sp in  ou t  an 
empty  harangue,  the  l ength  o f  an  hour,  wi thout  ment ion ing  Hi s 
name.”48

Then,  a  l i t t l e  l a te r,  a f te r  the  acces s ion o f  George  I . ,  the 
Deity of our Lord Jesus Chr ist was denied, and the Personality 
o f  the  Holy  Sp i r i t .  The  ev i l  was  made  wor se  by  the  “un- 
accountable and rash conduct” of  some who did not profess 
to have renounced the doctr ine of the Tr inity, but who insisted 
that i t  was “a matter of mere speculation,” and that “Chr ist ’s 
d iv in i ty  was  not  a  mat ter  about  which good people  should 
differ, and that the denial of it  was not a fundamental er ror.” 
“Though g reat  forbearance was  p leaded for  with respect  to 
such as  t r ied to rend the crown from Chr i s t ’s  Head,  yet  no 
f a i r  quar te r  cou ld  be  g iven  to  those  who,  in  a  man ly  and 
Chr i s t i an way,  dec lared and defended the i r  f a i th ,  a s  to  His 
supreme d ign i ty  and  honour.” 49 And f rom th i s  po in t  some 
men had drifted into mere natural religion.

Ab r aham Tay lo r,  wh i l e  d ep lo r i ng  w i th  g re a t  s o l emn i t y 
the relig ious contrast between the Dissenters of 1732 and those 
of an earlier generation, does not set out in detail the differences

48 Taylor, Spiritual Declensions, iii. 26.
49 Ibid., 27, 28.
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in  the i r  cha r a c t e r  and  hab i t s  o f  l i f e ;  excep t  t h a t  he  s ay s 
that  when the declens ion began, even those “who professed 
godl iness ,  contented themselves  with praying once a day”; 50 
that prayers in the family wholly ceased, or were offered only 
once a week; and that—

“the professor s of rel ig ion g rew greatly remiss, as to attending on 
the public worship of God; i t  then g rew f ashionable to attend only 
once a day,  and,  on the leas t  pretence in the world,  not to at tend 
a t  a l l ,  and that  for  severa l  weeks  together ;  and,  a t  the same t ime, 
pride and luxury greatly increased.’’51

Wa t t s  i s  more  s pec i f i c . 52 He  i s  s a t i s f i ed  th a t  “ the  g re a t 
and genera l  reason” of  the dec l ine of  Dis sent  i s  “ the decay 
of  vi ta l  re l ig ion in the hear t s  of  men, and the l i t t le  success 
which  the  min i s t r a t ions  o f  the  Gospe l  have  had  o f  l a te  in 
t he  conve r s i on  o f  s i nne r s .” 53 Nor  i s  i t  among  D i s s en t e r s 
alone that relig ion has declined; it has declined in the whole 
kingdom. After  g iv ing much ear nes t  and evangel ica l  advice 
both to ministers and congregations, and insisting that Dissent 
is wor thless unless Dissenter s are distinguished for the vigour 
of  the i r  re l ig ious  l i fe,  he rec i te s  some of  the par t icu lar s  in 
which the Dissenter s of the preceding age had dif fered from 
most of their fel low countrymen, ( i )  They were conspicuous 
for  their  habi tua l  reverence for  the name of  God.  (2)  They 
obser ved the  Lord ’s  Day wi th  except iona l  s t r i c tne s s .  They 
were  not  s a t i s f i ed  wi th  a t tending wor sh ip  once  a  day ;  and 
they  spen t  a  g rea t  pa r t  o f  the  re s t  o f  the  day  in  re l i g ious 
thought ,  re l i g ious  read ing ,  and  prayer.  (3 )  They  were  ac- 
customed to speak freely to each other on “themes of vir tue 
and pract ical  godl iness .” (4) They were unl ike many of their 
ne ighbour s  “ in keeping more regular  hour s  for  the var ious 
duties to God and man, in abstaining from vain company and 
much wine, in preserving better order in families, in maintaining 
the  da i l y  wor sh ip  o f  God there,  by  read ing  the  Word and 
prayer  with an uninter rupted constancy,  and in t ra in ing up

50 Taylor, Spiritual Declensions, iii. 29.
51 Ibid.,  29, 30. See also another sermon on the same subject, and 

on the same lines, in A Defence of some Important Doctr ines of the Gospel. 
Lime Street Lectures, ii. 373–411.

52 An  Humb l e  A t t emp t  t owa rd s  t h e  R e v i va l  o f  P r a c t i c a l  R e l i g i o n 
among Christians. Works, iv. v.

53 Works, iv. 585.
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their  chi ldren and their  ser vants  to the knowledge and fear 
of God, and in the faith of Jesus Chr ist, with utmost solicitude 
and holy  watchfu lnes s .  (5 )  They were  remarkable  for  the i r 
f r uga l i ty  and  indus t r y ;  bankruptcy  occa s ioned by  ex t r ava- 
gance or indolence would have led to immediate excommunica- 
t ion;  and among Dis senter s  the exc luded man “would have 
b o r n e  a  l o n g  a n d  h e av y  l o a d  o f  i n f a my.” ( 6 )  “ I t  wa s  a 
constant  and known mark of  a  PrQtestant  Dissenter that  he 
avo id  those  amusement s” which  border  so  nea r  upon v ice 
and irreligion that sometimes it is hard to separate them.54

(1)  The avoidance of  prof ane language i s ,  he trust s ,  s t i l l  a 
habi t  o f  Dis senter s ;  but  in  a l l  the other  par t icu lar s  that  he 
enumerates  he evident ly  fear s  that  they have dec l ined f rom 
the nobler life of their fathers. (2) He implies—what Abraham 
Taylor def initely asser ts—that many of them are satisf ied with 
a t t e n d i n g  wo r s h i p  o n l y  o n c e  o n  S u n d ay,  a n d  t h a t  t h ey 
spend the  re s t  o f  the  day  in  unneces s a r y  bus ine s s ,  in  long 
d inne r s ,  i n  conve r s a t ion  tha t  ha s  no th ing  to  do  wi th  the 
g re a t  memo r i e s  o f  t h e  d ay  o r  i t s  g re a t  hop e s ,  a nd  t h a t 
pr ivate re l ig ious thought and wor ship on Sunday are gener- 
a l ly  neglected. 55 (3)  He evident ly  thinks  that  Dis senter s  are 
“ a s  s hy ” a s  t h e i r  n e i g h b o u r s  i n  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  r e l i g i o n ; 
that  “ loose and prof ane ta lk,  and the most  notor ious cr ime 
of scandal ,” have taken the place of that devout conver sat ion 
which a t  once expres sed and sus ta ined the re l ig ious  l i fe  o f 
their f ather s. 56 (4) He asks whether they have not abandoned 
the regular and disciplined life which was once common among 
them;  whether  they do not  tur n day  in to  n ight ,  and n ight 
in to  day.  He sugges t s  tha t  par t ly  a s  the  re su l t  o f  th i s  want 
o f  o rde r,  f am i l y  p r aye r  i s  i r regu l a r,  even  whe re  i t  i s  no t 
a l together neglected.  Dissenter s ,  so Dr.  Watts  feared,  might 
be found indulg ing in “public dr inking” ti l l  eleven or twelve 
o’c lock at  night ,  and were somet imes g reat ly  the wor se for 
the i r  dr ink ing .  He a l so  fea r s  tha t  the  re l ig ious  t r a in ing o f 
c h i l d r e n  a n d  s e r va n t s  h a s  b e c o m e  u n c o m m o n . 5 7 ( 5 )  H e 
charges Dissenter s  with thinking as  l ight ly of  bankruptcy as 
the i r  ne ighbour s .  They neg lec t  the i r  bus ines s ,  and a re  too 
eager for pleasure.  Their houses are too large; their servants 
t oo  nume rou s ;  t h e i r  s t y l e  o f  l i v i n g  t oo  e x t r ava g an t .  I n

54 Works, v. 48–38.
55 Ibid., v. 549.
56 Ibid., v. 51–52.
57 Ibid., v. 52–54.
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their haste to be r ich they make heavy ventures which their 
own capital will not cover, and the people who trust them are 
r u ined .  The  sobe r,  mode s t ,  th r i f t y  hab i t s  o f  the i r  f a the r s 
are f a s t  d i sappear ing. 58 (6)  Fina l ly,  i t  i s  no longer a  charac- 
ter i s t ic  of  Dissenter s  that  they absta in from the amusements 
which were once supposed to be whol ly inconsi s tent with a 
d evou t  l i f e .  S ome  D i s s e n t e r s  s t i l l  a b s t a i n ed  f rom  t h em ; 
but  some Churchmen a l so  abs ta ined f rom them. There  was 
a  t ime  when  eve r y  man  tha t  rega rded  wi th  con sc i en t iou s 
disapproval the government and worship of the Church would 
have regarded with equal disapproval “many of our midnight 
assemblies ,  midnight bal l s ,  lewd and prof ane comedies,  mas- 
q u e r a d e s ,  p u b l i c  g a m i n g - t a b l e s ,  a n d  d e e p  p l ay.” 5 9  T h e 
refusal to conform to cer tain practices of the Church and the 
refusa l  to confor m to cer ta in pract ices  of  the “world” went 
together. In Watts’s time they went together no longer.

IV

T h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l i s t s  h a d  n o t  d e p a r t e d  a s  f a r  f ro m 
the doctr ine and the practice of the earlier Nonconformists as 
the Presbyter ians,  and at the very t ime of the publicat ion of 
t h e  Enqu i r y  i n t o  t h e  Cau s e s  o f  t h e  De c ay  o f  t h e  D i s s e n t i n g 
Inte re s t ,  they were at tempting to recover something of  their 
o ld  se r iousnes s  and ear nes tnes s .  A few devout  l aymen met 
every week at the house of a fr iend who l ived in Sweeting’s 
Al ley,  near  the Exchange.  They were loya l  to  the theology 
o f  John Owen and the  other  l eader s  o f  Cong rega t iona l i sm 
under  the  Commonwea l th  and Char le s  I I .  They wi shed to 
rev ive  the  deep  and  f e r ven t  re l i g iou s  l i f e  and  the  au s t e re 
mo r a l i t y  wh i ch  h ad  b e en  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h a t  t h eo l ogy. 
They according ly  for med themse lves  in to a  soc ie ty ;  and a s 
the house in which they met had the sign of the King’s Head, 
they ca l led the i r  new soc ie ty  “The King’s  Head Socie ty.”60 
I t  i s  sa id that  they establ i shed the Lime Street  Lecture.  The 
lectures,  which were published in two volumes, were ranked 
among the ablest defences of Calvinism. Among the Lecturers

58 Works, v. 55.
59 Ibid., v. 55.
60 They afterwards met at a tavern in the Poultry, which also had 

the sign of the King’s Head. Waddington, iii. (1700–1800), 263–364.
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were  Thomas  Br adbur y,  Abr aham Tay lo r,  and  the  f amous 
Ca lv in i s t i c  Bapt i s t ,  John Gi l l . 61 They a l so  made a  new and 
very impor tant at tempt for the increase of  the ef f ic iency of 
the Cong regat iona l  mini s t r y.  I t  was  the i r  be l ie f  that  young 
men rece ived the a s s i s tance of  the “Fund Board,” and were 
admitted into the Academies, who gave no satisfactory evidence 
of  their  per sonal  re l ig ious f a i th;  they a l so bel ieved that  the 
rule of the Board which prevented the g ranting ass i s tance to 
young men who had not  rece ived a  f a i r  c l a s s ica l  educat ion 
exc luded  f rom the  min i s t r y  many  young  men o f  v igorous 
intel lectual  power and ardent re l ig ious l i fe.  They, therefore, 
re so lved  to  found an  Academy o f  the i r  own.  At  the  Fund 
Academy the course extended over four year s: it was resolved 
that  a t  the King’s  Head Academy the cour se  should extend 
over  s ix ;  th i s  was  to  meet  the ca se  o f  young men who had 
not  received a  good g rammar-school  educat ion.  I t  was  a l so 
re so lved  tha t  no  s tuden t  shou ld  be  rece ived  abou t  whose 
fidelity to the Puritan creed, or whose personal religious earnest- 
ne s s ,  t he re  wa s  any  doub t .  S amue l  Pa r son s  and  Abr aham 
Tay lo r  we re  t h e  f i r s t  t u t o r s .  The  s t uden t s  bo a rded  w i t h 
Par sons in Clerkenwell  t i l l  1735, when they were transfer red 
in to  Tay lor ’s  charge  a t  Dept ford .  In  1744  the  King ’s  Head 
Academy and the Fund Academy were united.62

The spread of Ar ianism both in the nor th and in the west 
of England created g reat anxiety among those who held f as t 
to the theology of Pur i tanism. They thought that  the surest 
way to check its further progress was to set up new Academies 
with or thodox tutor s ;  and in 1751 the Cong regat ional  Fund 
Board resolved to send students to the Rev. John Lavington, 
of Ottery St. Mary, in Devonshire.

61 The Lecture is said to have been indebted to the munif icence of 
Mr. Coward. For a reference to one of the lectures delivered on this 
foundation, see above, p. 556, note 51. Wilson, Dissenting Churches, i. 212.

62 Dr.  Zephaniah Mar r yat t  was  the f i r s t  Pres ident  of  the uni ted 
Academy (1743–1754); and, to meet his convenience, the King’s Head 
Academy was  removed f rom Stepney to  P la s te rer s ’ Ha l l  in  Addle 
Street. Dr. JohnConder succeeded him, 1754–1781, and the Academy 
was removed to Mile End. In 1769 an “ancient mansion” at Homer- 
ton became the home of the College. Dr. Daniel Fisher was President 
from 1781 to 1803; the Rev. James Knight, from 1803 to 1805; and 
Dr.  Pye-Smi th ,  f rom 1806  to  1850 .  Wi lk in ,  Dis s en t i n g  Chu r c h e s, 
i i . 530–531. Congregational College Calendar, 1885, 45–46. For Taylor’s 
troubles with his students, see Waddington, iii. (1700–1800), 266–268.
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T h e  f o r t u n e s  o f  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  we re  c h a n g e a b l e  a n d 
cheque red .  A f t e r  Mr.  Lav ing ton ’s  de a th  ( 1764 ) ,  t he  Rev. 
James Rooker, of Br idport, became Tutor. Mr. Rooker retired 
in 1779 on the g round of  i l l -hea l th;  and then the Academy 
was  removed  to  Taunton ,  and  the  Rev.  James  Reader  wa s 
appointed Tutor.  Mr.  Reader  died in 1794,  and at  the dose 
o f  17 95,  t h e  R ev.  J a m e s  S m a l l  s u c c e e d e d  h i m ,  a n d  t h e 
Ac ademy  wa s  removed  t o  Axmin s t e r.  I n  1798  Mr.  Sma l l 
had only one student;  and the Fund Board, while express ing 
their  complete sat i s f act ion with him as  a  Tutor,  deter mined 
that  the Academy should be discontinued. This  decis ion led 
to a proposal that the Academy should be car r ied on with the 
a s s i s t ance  o f  the  Fund Board  and the  King ’s  Head Sot ie ty, 
under the management of a committee in which the Churches 
of  the wester n count ies  should be large ly represented.  This 
p roposa l  wa s  accep ted ,  and  Mr.  Sma l l  cont inued  to  ac t  a s 
Theo log ica l  Tutor  t i l l  1828 ,  when he  re s igned on account 
o f  b roken  s t r e ng t h .  The  Ac ad emy  wa s  t h en  removed  t o 
Exeter.  Dr. Payne was appointed Theolog ical  Tutor,  and the 
educational cour se was made much more l iberal .  In 1845 the 
Academy,  now c a l l e d  t h e  We s t e r n  Co l l e g e,  wa s  a g a i n  i n 
d i f f i cu l t ie s .  There  were  only  three  s tudent s .  I t s  suppor ter s 
in Exeter and the neighbourhood were discouraged, and the 
Fund Board expres sed an in tent ion of  wi thdrawing i t s  a id . 
To prevent the closing of the College, the ministers of Devon- 
por t  and P lymouth proposed tha t  i t  shou ld  be  removed to 
Plymouth;  and the ins t i tut ion was  car r ied on in temporar y 
premises in that town ti l l  1852, when the present college was 
bui l t .  Dr.  Richard Al l iot t  was  Pres ident  f rom 1849 to 1857, 
and the Rev. John Charl ton from 1857 to his  death in 1875. 
He was succeeded by the Rev. Charles Chapman.63

I n  1756  a  s o c i e t y  wa s  f o r m e d  i n  L o n d o n  c a l l e d  “ T h e 
Northern Education Society,” for the purpose of dispelling the 
“cloud of Socinian darkness” then spreading over the northern 
counties of England, and to the end that many congregations 
“might  be bles sed with godly preacher s ,  sound in the f a i th 
and exemplary in their l ives.” The congregations in the large 
towns of the nor th had at  this  t ime deser ted the Tr initar ian 
faith, with the exception of White Row Meeting—New Queen

63 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters,  iv. 273–276; and Con- 
gregational College Calendar, 1885, 66–68.
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Street—Leeds, under the pastorate of Mr. Edwards,  who had 
been one of Wesley’s preachers, and Nether Chapel, Sheff ield, 
o f  w h i c h  t h e  R ev.  I .  P ye ,  m a t e r n a l  g r a n d f a t h e r  o f  t h e 
Rev. Dr.  Pye-Smith,  was minis ter.  The Nor thern Educat ion 
Soc ie ty  s e t  up  the i r  Academy a t  Heckmondwike,  and  the 
Rev. James Scott was appointed Tutor.64

Ano the r  i nd i c a t i on  o f  t h e  r i s e  o f  a  new sp i r i t  wa s  t he 
holding of  a  re l ig ious  service on Sunday evening in a  large 
number  o f  countr y  towns .  The ser v ice  was  a l together  o f  a 
d i f f e ren t  k i nd  f rom the  “Lec tu re” wh i ch  wa s  s ome t ime s 
delivered in London and some of the larger towns before the 
Reviva l  began.  The “Lecture” was  more e laborate  than the 
ser mons which had been del ivered ear l ier  in the day:  i t  was 
usually a defence of the Being of God, or an argument for the 
t r uth of  the Chr i s t i an re l ig ion,  or  an a t tack on Romish or 
Socinian heresies. The new service was general ly an evangel- 
i s t i c  s e r v i ce.  I t  wa s  found  tha t  l a r ge  number s  o f  pe r son s 
would come to the meeting-house in the evening who would 
no t  come in  the  mor n ing  o r  a f t e r noon ;  and  the  min i s t e r 
usual ly preached to them on one or other of the g reat truths 
by which the leaders of the Revival had achieved their tr iumphs. 
Where the traditions of Pur itanism were strong, it was objected 
that the evening service prevented that quiet instruction and 
c a t ech i s ing  o f  ch i l d ren  and  s e r van t s  to  wh ich  Pur i t an i sm 
attached the highest impor tance. The morning and afternoon 
services, each of them two hours long, had left only the evening 
f ree ;  and now the  even ing  was  lo s t .  But  the  a t t r ac t ivenes s 
of the evening service to persons who would not attend worship 
e i ther  in the mor ning or  a f ter noon,  and i t s  f reer  and more 
popular  character,  swept  away a l l  oppos i t ion.  In the cour se 
of  a  few year s  the pract ice became common, and ul t imately 
the service in the afternoon was given up in its favour.

The  Cong re g a t i on a l  Chu rch e s  we re  b e g i nn i n g  t o  f e e l 
someth ing  o f  the  war mth  tha t  wa s  r ad i a t ed  f rom the  new 
re l ig ious  movement  o f  which  Wes ley  and Whi te f i e ld  were 
l e ade r s ;  bu t  fo r  some  yea r s  they  rega rded  tha t  movement 
with per p lexi ty  and doubt—some of  them regarded i t  wi th 
pos i t ive  hos t i l i ty ;  and i t  was  not  t i l l  a f te r  the  acces s ion of 
Geo rge  I I I .  t h a t  t he  s p i r i t  and  power  o f  t he  Evange l i c a l

64 Bogue and Bennett, op. c i t., iv. 528; and Cong. Coll. Cal., 1885, 
73–74. See Note A, p. 562.
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Rev iva l  t ook  comp l e t e  po s s e s s i on  o f  t he  Cong reg a t i ona l 
Churches of England.

NOTE A 
The Heckmondwike Lecture

The  cu r i ou s  i n s t i t u t i on  c a l l e d  t h e  “Heekmondwike  Lec tu re” 
i s  the memor ia l  of  the Heekmondwike Academy. I t  was customary 
t o  h ave  a  “doub l e  Lec tu re” a t  t h e  c l o s i ng  o f  t h e  Academy  f o r 
the  summer  vaca t ion ,  and  the  mos t  eminent  min i s t e r s  who were 
acce s s ib l e  were  inv i ted  to  be  Lec ture r s .  When the  Academy was 
r emoved ,  t h e  “doub l e  L e c t u re ” wa s  s t i l l  c on t i nued .  I t  i s  now 
customary to have two sermons by two different minister s delivered 
to the same cong regat ion on a Tuesday evening in June; two more 
on  Wedne sd ay  mor n ing ;  a nd  a  f i f t h  on  Wedne sd ay  even ing .  A 
f a i r  ha s  g rown up in  connect ion wi th the  Lecture.  The Academy 
rema ined  a t  Heekmondwike  unde r  Mr.  Sco t t  t i l l  1783,  when  i t 
was  removed to  Nor thowram near  Ha l i f ax ,  and  the  Rev.  Samue l 
Wa lke r  b e c ame  Tu to r.  I n  1794  t he  London  commi t t e e  g ave  up 
the  management  o f  the  in s t i tu t ion ,  and i t  was  t r ans fe r red  to  the 
cha rge  o f  a  commit tee  repre sen t ing  the  ne ighbour ing  Churche s . 
The  l o c a l  commi t t e e  de t e r m ined  th a t  i t  s hou ld  be  removed  to 
Masborough, near Rotherham, and Dr.  Edward Wil l iams,  of  Car r ’s 
Lane,  Bir mingham, was  invi ted to f i l l  the Theolog ica l  Chair,  and 
t o  b e  m in i s t e r  o f  Ma s bo rough  Chape l .  Mr.  Jo s hu a  Wa l ke r ,  o f 
Cl i f ton,  erected a bui lding for the accommodat ion of  the s tudents 
nea r  the  Tutor ’s  house.  Dr.  Wi l l i ams  d i ed  in  1813  and  wa s  suc- 
ceeded by  Dr.  James  Bennet t ,  o f  Romsey,  Hant s .  The Pre s ident s 
who succeeded him were Rev.  Clement Per rot t  (1821–1834) ,  Rev. 
Dr.  S towe l l  ( 1834–1850 ) ,  and  the  Rev.  Dr.  Fa ld ing .  The  p re sen t 
building was opened in 1876. See p. 561, note 64.
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CHAPTER IX

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY UNDER GEORGE III.

(1760–1820)

Dissenters and the Shrievalty—The Clergy and the Obligation 
To subscribe—Declaration substitute d  for  the  Subscri p - 
t i on  requi re d  of  D i s se nt ing  Preache r s  and  Teache r s— 
At te m p t s  to  r e p eal  th e  C orp orat i on  and  Te st  Ac t s — 
Proposals for Relief of Unitarians—Burke on the Relation 
of  Church and State—Reaction against  Di s sent—Bishop 
H o r s l e y ’s  C har g e — L o r d  S i d m ou t h ’s  B i l l  to  r e s t r i c t 
Preacher s ’ L icence s—Nonconformist  Re si stance  Succe ss- 
ful—Prote stant Society for the Protection of  Relig ious 
L i b e rty — P r o g ram m e  o f  t h e  S o c i e ty — To l e rat i o n  e x - 
te nde d— Unitarians  p rotecte d  — Fre e dom secure d  for 
Missionaries in India. 

GEORGE III. succeeded his g randfather in October, 1760, 
and  d i ed  in  Janua r y,  1820 ,  a f t e r  re i gn ing  nea r l y  s i x ty 

years. Dur ing this long per iod no very considerable laws were 
passed for the extension of the relig ious l iber ties of Noncon- 
for mis t s ;  but  though the most  oppres s ive  s ta tutes  remained 
unrepealed, the worst of them gradually became obsolete. 

I

Ear ly  in the re ign a  lega l  deci s ion was  g iven in f avour of 
the Dissenter s which rel ieved them from most vexatious and 
iniquitous persecution by the City of London.

In 1742 a Dissenter—Mr. Rober t Grosvenor—who had been 
elected to the off ice of sher if f ,  was cited by the Corporation 
before the Cour t  of  King’s  Bench for refus ing to qual i fy by 
receiving the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper according to the 
r ites of the English Church. In 1748 the Corporation adopted 
a bye-law inflicting a f ine of more than £400 on every person 
that should decl ine to stand for the off ice after he had been
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nominated,  and a f ine of  £600 on every per son that  should 
refuse to serve af ter being elected. As the Test  Act required 
every person elected to the office to “qualify,” in order to serve, 
this extraordinary bye-law infl icted a heavy penalty on every 
Dissenter that the Corporation chose to nominate. And it was 
the intention of the Corporation to nominate Dissenter s who 
were unl ikely or unable to serve.  They nominated one who 
was  bl ind,  another  who was  bedr idden.  At  ever y vacancy a 
Dissenter was nominated; one after another refused to stand, 
o r,  when  e l ec t ed ,  re fu s ed  to  s e r ve ;  i n  s i x  yea r s  the  f i ne s 
amounted  to  £15,0 0 0 .  The  Cor pora t ion  wa s  bu i ld ing  the 
Mansion House, and the f ining of Dissenters seemed the easiest 
and  l ea s t  o f f en s ive  way  o f  r a i s ing  money  fo r  the  pur pose. 
But the Dissenter s resolved, at last, to resist. In the year 1754 
three Dis senter s  in success ion were e lected;  they refused to 
s e r ve,  and  they  were  f ined .  The  Di s s en t ing  Depu t i e s  en- 
couraged them to tes t  thei r  lega l  l i ab i l i ty.  The case  aga ins t 
one of them—Mr. Streatf ield—broke down immediately on a 
technical g round. The case against the other two—Mr. Sheafe 
and Mr.  Evans—was car r ied by appea l  f rom cour t  to  cour t 
until at last it reached the House of Lords. Before it could be 
t r i ed ,  Mr.  Shea fe  d ied ,  and  Mr.  Evans  was  l e f t  a lone.  On 
Februar y 3 and 4 ,  1767—thir teen year s  a f ter  the beg inning 
of the action—six out of seven Judges gave judgment in favour 
o f  the  Nonconfor mi s t .  Mans f i e ld ,  the  Lord  Chie f  Ju s t i ce, 
delivered the decision of the Lords, and with a noble eloquence 
denounced the Corporat ion and vindicated the pr inciples of 
religious liberty.1

II

In 1771 a movement was or ig inated for releasing the clergy 
from the obligation to subscr ibe the Thir ty-nine Articles. The 
leader of the movement was Archdeacon Blackbume, who, a 
f ew  ye a r s  b e f o re  ( 17 6 6 ) ,  h a d  p u b l i s h e d  C o n f e s s i o n a l ,  i n 
which he maintained that Protestant Churches cannot, without 
v io la t ing thei r  own pr incip les ,  impose creeds  a s  the tes t  of 
o r t hodoxy.  The  Con f e s s i o n a l  wa s  pub l i s h ed  anonymou s l y, 
bu t  c re a t ed  a  g rea t  s en s a t ion .  A t  a  mee t ing  he ld  a t  “The

1 Sket c h o f  the  His to ry and Proceed ings  o f  the  Deput ie s  appointed to 
Protect the Civil Rights of Protestant Dissenters, 25–39.
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Feathers Tavern,” July 17, 1771, a petition for the relief of the 
clergy from subscr iption was adopted, in which the petitioning 
c l e rgy  ma in t a ined  tha t  sub sc r ip t ion  p reven ted  them f rom 
exerci s ing the r ight of  searching the Scr iptures  and judg ing 
i t s  mean ing  fo r  themse lve s .  Theoph i lu s  L ind sey,  V ic a r  o f 
Cat ter ick ,  in  Yorksh i re,  went  up and down the countr y  to 
obtain signatures, but without much success.2 The clergy were 
ind i f f e ren t ;  the  Method i s t s  were  hos t i l e.  The  Counte s s  o f 
Huntingdon, who was becoming a person of considerable im- 
por tance in  connect ion with the Methodi s t  rev iva l ,  got  up 
counter-pet i t ions,  obtained a promise from Lord Nor th, the 
Fir st  Lord of the Treasury, to resis t  the proposed leg is lat ion, 
and  c anva s s ed  membe r s  o f  Pa r l i amen t  t o  vo t e  a g a in s t  i t s 
prayer.3 The petit ion was presented on February 6, 1772, and 
a motion founded on it was moved by Sir Will iam Meredith, 
which gave r i se to a debate of  eight hour s .  Burke,  who had 
promised Lady Hunt ingdon to  oppose  i t , 4 made a  v igorous 
speech.

“ [The  pe t i t ioner s ’” ]  he  s a id ,  “want  to  be  p re fe r red  c l e rgymen 
in  the  Church  o f  Eng l and  a s  by  l aw e s t ab l i shed ;  bu t  the i r  con- 
sciences wil l  not suffer them to conform to the doctr ines and prac- 
t ices  of  that  church;  that  i s ,  they want to be teacher s  in a  church 
to  which  they  do  not  be long ;  and  i t  i s  an  odd  so r t  o f  ha rd sh ip. 
They want to receive the emoluments appropr iated for teaching one 
se t  o f  doc t r ine s ,  whi l s t  they  a re  t e ach ing  another.  A  church ,  in 
any legal sense, is only a system of relig ious doctr ines and practices, 
f ixed and ascer tained by some law; by the difference of which laws, 
different churches (as different commonwealths) are made in var ious 
par t s  of  the world;  and the establ i shment i s  a  tax la id by the same 
sovereign author ity5 for payment of those who so teach and so prac- 
t i se.  For  no leg i s l a ture  was  ever  so  absurd a s  to  tax  i t s  people  to 
suppor t  men for  teaching and ac t ing  a s  they p lea se ;  but  by  some 
prescribed rule.

“The hardship amounts to this, that the people of England are not 
taxed two shil l ings in the pound to pay them for teaching , as divine 
t r u ths ,  the i r  own par t icu la r  f anc ie s .  Fo r  th e  S ta t e  ha s  s o  t axed  the 
p e op l e ;  and  by  way  o f  r e l i e v i n g  t h e s e  g en t l emen ,  i t  wou l d  b e  a  c r u e l

2 T.  Be l sham,  Memoi r s  o f  L ind s ey ,  48 ,  50–51.  The pe t i t ion was 
signed, not by ministers only, but by physicians, surgeons, and others. 
It is given in full in Parliamentary Debates (Debrett), vi. 168–171.

3 Life  and Times o f  Se l ina Countess  o f  Hunt ingdon, by a Member o f 
the Houses of Shirley and Hastings, ii. 286.

4 For his letter, ibid., ii. 286–287.
5 Tithes, therefore, in Burke’s view, were, for all practical purposes, 

taxes.
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hardship on the people to be compel led to pay,  f rom the sweat  of 
the i r  b row,  the  mos t  heavy  o f  a l l  t axe s  to  men ,  to  condemn a s 
heret ica l  the doctr ines  which they repute  to be or thodox,  and to 
reprobate as super st i t ious the practices which they use as pious and 
holy. .  .   .  If they do not l ike the establishment, there are a hundred 
d i f f e rent  modes  o f  d i s sen t  in  which  they  may teach .  But  even i f 
they  a re  so  un fo r tuna te l y  c i rcums t anced  tha t  o f  a l l  th a t  va r i e ty 
none will please them, they have free liber ty to assemble a congrega- 
t ion of their own; and i f  any per sons think their f ancies ( they may 
be br i l l i ant  imag inat ions)  wor th paying for,  they are  a t  l iber ty  to 
ma in t a i n  t h em a s  t h e i r  c l e r gy ;  no th ing  h inde r s  i t .  Bu t  i f  t h ey 
cannot get a hundred people together who will pay for their reading 
a l i turgy af ter  their  for m, with what f ace can they ins i s t  upon the 
nation’s conforming to their ideas, for no other visible purpose than 
the enabling them to receive with a good conscience the tenth par t 
of the produce of your lands?”6

The mot ion was  lo s t  by  a  ma jor i ty  o f  217  to  71. 7 I t  was 
brought  on aga in  in  1773 and 1774,  but  on both occas ions 
defeated. The whole movement was real ly intended to enable 
Unitar ians to remain in the English Church, and after the third 
defeat Lindsey and some other clergymen resigned their livings 
and became Unitarian ministers.

It was wittily said that if the petitioners had been successful, 
the Dis sent ing mini s ter s  would have been the only per sons 
in England under a  lega l  obl igat ion to s ign the Thir ty-nine 
Ar t i c l e s ;  and  dur ing  the  f i r s t  o f  the  th ree  deba te s  on  the 
que s t i on  i t  wa s  sugge s t ed  th a t  wh i l e  tho s e  who  he ld  the 
emo lumen t s  o f  the  Church  migh t  re a sonab ly  be  requ i red 
to profes s  the i r  be l ie f ,  i t  was  unreasonable  to enforce sub- 
scr ipt ion upon those who were nei ther  i t s  mini s ter s  nor i t s 
member s .  A Bi l l  was  there fore  brought  in to  the  House  o f 
Common s  on  Ap r i l  3,  1772 ,  by  S i r  Hen r y  Hogh ton  and 
Edmund Burke, substituting for the subscr iption to doctr inal 
ar ticles required from Dissenting ministers, tutors, and school- 
masters, a general Declaration of belief in the Holy Scr iptures 
a s  conta ining a  revela t ion of  the mind and wi l l  of  God and 
the ru le  of  f a i th  and pract ice.  The measure  pas sed through 
the Commons,  but was defeated in the Lords by 102 to 39. 8

6 Burke, vi. 96–97.
7 Parliamentary Debates (Debrett), vi. 160–162.
8 Second reading car r ied in the Commons by 70 to 9. C. J. (Apr il 

14, 1792), xxxiii. 696. The Bill thrown out in the Lords by 73 present 
and 29 proxies ,  102,  a s  aga ins t  23 present  and 6 proxies ,  39 .  L.  J 
(May 19, 1792), xxxiii. 419.
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In the Lords’ debate,  in reply to Drummond, Archbishop of 
York,  who had charged the Dissent ing minis ter s  with being 
men of “close ambition,” Lord Chatham said:—

“ T h i s  i s  j u d g i n g  u n c h a r i t a b l y ;  a n d  w h o eve r  b r i n g s  s u c h  a 
cha rge  wi thou t  ev idence,  de f ames .  The  d i s s en t ing  min i s t e r s  a re 
repre sented a s  men of  c lo se  ambi t ion:  they a re  so,  my lords ;  and 
their  ambit ion i s  to keep close to the col lege of  f i sher men, not of 
cardinal s ;  and to the doctr ines  of  inspired apost les ,  not to the de- 
crees of  interested and aspir ing bishops.  They contend for a scr ip- 
tura l  and sp i r i tua l  wor ship ;  we have a  Calv in i s t ic  creed,  a  Popi sh 
l i tu rgy,  and an  Ar min ian  c le rgy.  The Refor mat ion ha s  l a id  open 
the Scriptures to all; let not the bishops shut them again.”9

The Bi l l  was  defeated aga in by the Lords  in 1773;  severa l 
congregations of Dissenters petitioning against it on the ground 
tha t  the  re l axa t ion  o f  sub sc r ip t ion  would  encourage  Uni- 
t a r i a n i s m  a n d  Po p e r y.  W hy  i t  s h o u l d  h ave  e n c o u r a g e d 
Popery is not apparent.10

The Dis senter s  were  provoked by th i s  second defea t ,  and 
assaulted the bishops, and the other opponents of the measure, 
in a storm of pamphlets which showed that the timid submis- 
s ion with which the g r ievances of Nonconformists  had been 
endured was  g iv ing p lace to a  ver y d i f ferent  temper.  Wel l- 
known Dissenting leaders like Ebenezer Radcliffe, Kippis, Fur- 
neaux, Gibbons, Stennett, and Robert Robinson, led the attack. 
Joshua Toulmin, of Birmingham, was conspicuous in the fray. 
In 1779 the opposi t ion col lapsed.  The Bi l l ,  s l ight ly a l tered, 
passed through both Houses, strongly suppor ted in the Lords 
by  D r.  Sh i p l ey,  b i s hop  o f  S t .  A s a ph ,  a nd  t h e  f o l l ow ing 
Declaration was substituted for subscr iption to the Doctr inal 
Articles:—

“I,  A B, do solemnly declare,  in the presence of  Almighty God, 
that  I  am a  Chr i s t i an and a  Protes tant ,  and a s  such that  I  be l ieve 
tha t  the  Scr ip ture s  o f  the  Old and New Tes tament ,  a s  commonly 
received among Protestants  Churches,  do contain the revealed wil l 

9 Bogue and Bennet t ,  His to r y  o f  Di s s en t e r s ,  iv.  162–163.  Skeat s , 
Free Churches, 459–460.

10 Bill thrown out by 80 to 28, including proxies on both sides. The 
petitions from Dissenting ministers and others are duly recorded in the 
off icia l  Journals .  L. J.  (Apr i l  2, 1773), xxxii i .  601. See also Ivimey, 
Baptists, iv., 31–32. Bogue and Bennett, iv. 163–165.
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of God; and that I do receive the same as the rule of my doctr ine 
and practice.”11

III

The Di s sent ing  Deput ie s  now thought  tha t  the  t ime had 
come to at tempt the car r ying of a Bi l l  for the repeal  of  the 
Corporat ion and Test Acts .  The measure was la id before the 
House of Commons by Mr. Beaufor t on March 28, 1787. He 
was  seconded by S i r  Henr y  Hoghton.  Lord Nor th ,  now in 
opposi t ion,  descr ibed the Acts  a s  “the g reat  bulwark of  the 
constitution,” and asser ted that the people of England owed to 
them “those inest imable bless ings of freedom which we now 
happi ly  enjoy.” Pi t t ,  who was  Pr ime Mini s ter,  ins i s ted that 
some Dis senter s  were opposed to the ver y exi s tence of  the 
Es tabl i shment ,  and that  to repea l  the Acts  would a lar m the 
Church. Fox vindicated the Dissenter s .  The motion was lost 
by 178 to 100.12 

The Bill was brought forward again by Mr. Beaufoy in 1789, 
and in the course of an excellent speech he denounced the laws 
as degrading the sacrament to “a qualif ication for gauging beer- 
barrels and soap-boilers’ tubs, for wr iting Custom-house dockets 
and debentures ,  and for seiz ing smuggled tea.”13 Fox made a 
g reat speech on the same side. The motion wras lost by only 
20; the votes were 122 to 102.14

11 19 Geo. III .  cap.  44.  Par l iamenta ry Reg i s t e r ,  x i i .  171–172,  353– 
354 (March 17, April 28, 1779).

12 Par l iamentary Regis te r  (Commons),  xxi .  527–568; and introduc- 
tion, ibid., 522–527. C. J. (March 28, 1787), xlii. 613. Annual Register, 
1787,  xxix.  114–120.  The “te l ler s” are omitted from the f igures  as 
given in the Journals, while they are included in the Annual Register.

13 Cowper put the Dissenter s’ case excel lently, in his “Expostula- 
tion,” Poems, (1800), i. 126.

“Hast thou by statute shoved from its design 
The Saviour’s feast, His own bless’d bread and wine, 
And made the symbols of atoning grace 
An office-key, a pick-lock to a place, 
That infidels may prove their title good 
By an oath dipp’d in sacramental blood? 
A blot that will be still a blot, in spite 
Of all that grave apologists will write; 
And though a bishop toil to cleanse the stain. 
He wipes and scours the silver cup in vain.”

14 Parl iamentary Register  (Commons), xxvi. 93–128; especial ly, 104. 
C. J. (May 8, 1789), xliv. 340.
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In  the  s ame  yea r  Lo rd  S t anhope,  i n  the  House  o f  Lo rd s , 
moved for leave to br ing in a Bill repealing the Acts which in- 
flicted penalties on persons absenting themselves from Church, 
or  speaking in derogat ion of  the Book of  Common Prayer. 
The Act s  were  prac t ica l ly  obso le te.  But  the  Archbi shop of 
Canterbury and several other bishops resisted the motion, and 
it was lost.  Lord Stanhope, though defeated, said that he was 
determined to per severe; “and if  the r ight reverend bench of 
Bishops would not suf fer  him to load away their  rubbish by 
cartfuls, he would endeavour to car ry it away in wheelbar rows, 
and if that mode of removal was resisted, he would take it, i f 
poss ible,  away with a spade, a l i t t le at  a t ime.” And, indeed, 
he presented another Bill, dealing with vexatious prosecutions 
for the recovery of tithe, on that very day.15

In 1790 Fox himsel f  took charge of  the Bi l l  for the repeal 
of the Corporation and Test Acts, and brought it forward in one 
of his g reatest speeches. Burke opposed him, and quoted Dr. 
Pr ice and Dr. Pr iest ley in suppor t of the contention that the 
Dissenters were aiming at the destruction of the Establishment. 
He declared his intention, should the Bill go forward, of pro- 
posing to substitute for the Test a Declaration, to the effect that 
a relig ious establishment in England is not contrary to the law 
o f  God ,  the  l aw o f  Na tu re,  o r  the  t r ue  p r inc ip l e s  o f  the 
Chr istian religion; and that it is not noxious to the community; 
with a solemn pledge never to vote in the election of members 
of a corporation or members of Parliament with any hope that 
the per sons  e lec ted wi l l  promote any re l ig ious  opinions  or 
establishments to the prejudice of the Established Church, and 
never to use the power der ived from any off icia l  posi t ion to 
destroy or subvert the same.16

Wilberforce, al leg ing that the Establishment was in danger, 
s poke  a g a i n s t  t h e  B i l l .  P i t t  h ad  moved  f o r  a  c a l l  o f  t h e 
House ;  the nat ion was  ter r i f ied by the French Revolut ion. 
Pr ice and Pr iest ley, and many other Dissenter s ,  had declared 
their admiration of the pr inciples of the Revolution and their 
sympathy with i t s  leader s ;  the vote  was ,  there fore,  a  heavy 
one—the motion was defeated by 294 to 105.17

15 Parliamentary Register (Lords), xxvi. 232–245, 253–261.
16 Burke, vi. 126.
17 C.  J.  (March 2 ,  1790) ,  x lv.  203.  Par l i amen ta r y  Reg i s t e r  (Com- 

mons), xxvii. 139–196. Annual Register (1790), xxxii. 72–77.
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In May, 1792, Fox had the boldness to propose in the House 
of Commons to repeal those parts of the Act of 1697 which pro- 
scr ibed Unitar ian opinions, and made the denial of the doctr ine 
of the Trinity a penal offence, punishable on a second conviction 
wi th  three  yea r s ’ impr i sonment .  Burke  was  aga in  h i s  mos t 
fo r midable  opponent .  He rep l i ed  v igorous ly  to  those  who 
insisted that the State had no r ight to take any knowledge of 
the religious opinion of its subjects, and that the alliance of the 
Church and State was injur ious to both. Holding f ast  to the 
true conception of the English Church as i l lustrated through- 
out i t s  his tory s ince the Refor mation, and as  maintained by 
Whitg if t  in his controver sy with Car twr ight,  and by Hooker 
in his Ecclesiastical Polity,18 he said:—

“An al l iance between church and state in a Chr ist ian com- 
monwealth is, in my opinion, an idle and fanciful speculation. An 
alliance is between two things that are in their nature distinct and 
independent, such as between two sovereigns. But in a Chr istian 
commonwealth the church and the state are one and the same thing, 
being different integral parts of the same whole. For the church 
has been always divided into two parts, the clergy and the laity; of 
which the laity is as much an essential, integral part, and has as much 
its duties and pr ivileges, as the cler ical member; and in the rule, 
order, and government of the church has its share. Relig ion is 
so far, in my opinion, from being out of the province of the duty of 
a Chr istian magistrate, that it is, and it ought to be, not only his 
care, but the principal thing in his care; because it is one of the great 
bonds of human society; and its object the supreme good, the ulti- 
mate end and object of man himself.”19

He was  not  d i sposed to re s t r ic t  the f reedom a l ready pos- 
sessed by Catholics, Presbyter ians, Baptists, Independents, and 
Quaker s ,—“they are in posse s s ion,  a  g reat  t i t le  in a l l  human 
af f a i r s .” “Old re l ig ious f act ions are volcanoes burnt out ;  on 
the lava, and ashes, and squalid scor iae of old eruptions g row 
the peaceful olive, the cheer ing vine, and the sustaining com. 
.   .   .  But  when a  new f i re  bur s t s  out ,  a  f ace  o f  deso la t ions 
comes on, not to be rectif ied in ages.”20 This was the f irst time 
that Parliament had ever heard of any relig ious congregation, 
or  as sociat ion,  known by the name—Unitar ians—which the 
petitioners whose case was supported by Mr. Fox had assumed.

18 This was the theory of Coler idge too, and of Dr. Arnold.  See 
ante, p. 135. 

19 Burke, vi. 115.
20 Idem, vi. 117.
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Who were  they?  What  were  they?  As  a  theo log ica l  f ac t ion 
they were associated for the express  pur pose of  proselyt i sm; 
and their purpose in proselytising was to “collect a multitude 
suff icient by force and violence to over throw the Church.”21 
They were also a political faction, and their design was to sub- 
ver t  the  S ta te ;  th i s  was  proved by the i r  open and dec la red 
approva l  o f  the  F rench  Revo lu t ion .  “ I s  i t  no t  be t t e r,” he 
a sked,  “to take t r ea son  unprepared,  than that  t r ea son  should 
come by sur pr i se  upon us ,  and take us  unprepared?” 22 The 
new sect  was  a  per i l  both to Church and State ;  and he was 
aga in s t  re l ax ing  any  l aws  which might  re s t r a in  i t s  g rowth. 
The motion was defeated by a majority of 142 to 63.”23

IV

For  some yea r s  the  Di s s en te r s  made  no  e f fo r t  to  re l i eve 
themse lve s  o f  the i r  d i s ab i l i t i e s .  In  many  pa r t s  o f  Eng l and 
they were persecuted both by the magistrates and by the mob. 
Laws which had become obsolete, if they had not been virtually 
repealed by the Tolerat ion Act,  were revived; and Dissenter s 
were f ined and impr isoned for attending Dissenting services. 
But the nat ion was exci ted by the g reat  European war,  and 
f i l led with hor ror by the cr imes of  the French Revolut ion. 
Some Dissenter s held French pr inciples;  Dissenter s general ly 
were therefore regarded as  the enemies of  the Engl i sh Con- 
s t i tu t ion.  I t  was  no t ime to ag i ta te  for  the redres s  o f  the i r 
wrongs. They gave their whole strength to the evangelisation 
of the country, and suffered quietly.

From this quiescence they were roused by an attempt of the 
Government to impose upon them new legal disabil i t ies,  and 
d i sab i l i t ie s  which were spec i f ica l ly  in tended to fe t ter  the i r 
evange l i s t i c  work .  The  or ig ina l  au thor  o f  the  s cheme was 
Dr. Pretyman, the tutor of Pitt ,  whom Pitt had made Bishop 
o f  L inco ln . 24 Di s s en t ing  p reacher s ,  in  o rde r  to  ob ta in  the 
protection of the Toleration Act, had to obtain a licence from

21 Burke, vi. 118.
22 Idem, vi. 121.
23 Par l .  Reg i s t e r  (Commons) ,  xxxi i i .  17–40.  Annual  Reg i s t e r,  1792, 

xxxiv. (1), 367–371, with the notes on 368–370, containing the report 
of the revolutionary speeches at the dinner of the Unitarian Society.

24 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 41.
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a mag i s t ra te ;  and the object  o f  the scheme was  to  increase 
the difficulty of obtaining a licence.25

The  Church  had  been  a l a r med  by  the  r ap id  inc re a s e  o f 
Dissenter s  under the inspirat ion of  the Evangel ica l  Revival . 
New chape l s  were  bu i l t  i n  g re a t  towns ,  and  were  r ap id ly 
c rowded.  A whole  a r my of  i t inerant  preacher s  spread over 
the villages. In 1800 Horsley, Bishop of Rochester, in a charge 
to his clergy, endeavoured to influence the mind of the country 
against  thi s  g reat  re l ig ious movement by ident i fy ing i t  with 
the  Revo lu t ion  in  France.  The  b i shop  c l a ims  to  have  un- 
masked and defea ted the pol i t ica l  des igns  of  the Socinians ; 
and now the enemies of Church and State have become more 
caut ious .  But the same pol i t ica l  project s  that  they had pur- 
sued as open heretics they are pur suing now under the cloak 
of evangelical zeal.

“St i l l  the opera t ions  of  the enemy are  going on—st i l l  going on 
by s t ra tagem—the s t ra tagem s t i l l  a  pre tence o f  re for mat ion,—but 
the  re fo r mat ion  the  ve r y  reve r se  o f  wha t  wa s  be fo re  a t t empted . 
Ins tead of  d ives t ing re l ig ion of  i t s  myster ies ,  and reducing i t  to a 
mere philosophy in speculation, and to a mere morality in practice, 
the plan i s  now to af lect  a g reat  zeal  for or thodoxy, to make g reat 
p re tens ions  to  an  ex t r aord ina r y  mea sure  o f  the  Holy  Sp i r i t ’s  in- 
f luence.  .   .   .  In many par t s  of  the kingdom new conventic les  have 
been  opened  in  g rea t  number,  and  cong rega t ions  fo r med o f  one 
knows not what  denominat ion.  The pas tor  i s  of ten,  in appearance 
a t  l e a s t ,  an  i l l i t e r a t e  pea s an t  o r  mechan i c.   .   .   .  Sunday  s choo l s 
a re  opened in  connexion wi th  these  convent ic le s .  There  i s  much 
reason to suspect that the expenses of these schools and conventicles 
are defrayed by associations formed in different places.”26

The loca l  preacher,  though “in appearance” a  p loughman 
or a vi l lage car penter or blacksmith, was,  the bishop feared, 
a  po l i t i c a l  agen t  in  d i sgu i s e ;  and  the  conven t i c l e  and  the 
Sunday school were suppor ted by revolutionary associat ions, 
in order to diffuse through the country “sedition and atheism,” 
political discontent, and a hatred of the throne and the Church.27 
Francis Wollaston, vicar of Chis lehur st ,  published A Country 
Pa r s o n ’s  Add r e s s  t o  h i s  F l o c k ,  t o  c a u t i o n  t h em  a g a i n s t  b e i n g 
m i s l e d  by  t h e  Wo l f  i n  Sh e e p ’s  C l o t h i n g ,  o r  r e c e i v i n g  J a c o b i n 
Tea c he r s  o f  Sed i t i on ,  who in t rude  themse lve s  unde r  the  spe c i ou s

25 See Note A, p. 579.
26 The Charges of Samuel Horsley, 144–145.
27 Ibid., 146.



 GEORGE III. (1760–1820) 573

Pre t ence  o f  ins t ru c t ing  Youth and prea c h ing  Chr i s t ian i ty  (1799) . 
“ I t  were  to  be  wi shed,” he  s a id ,  “ tha t  the  l aw gave  to  the 
minis ter  of  a  par i sh the power of  proceeding,  in a summary 
way, against such as intrude unasked into the fold committed 
to his care.”28

In  the  yea r  1809  Lord  S idmouth moved in  the  House  o f 
Peers for “a return of the number of persons who had obtained 
l icences to become dissenting minister s ,  dur ing the last  f i f ty 
year s.” The returns showed that, since 1760,12,000 places had 
been reg i s tered for  Dis sent ing wor ship,  and that  ra ther  le s s 
than 3,700 per sons had been licensed as Dissenting minister s; 
but of these 1,068 had been licensed within the previous seven 
yea r s . 29 On May 9 ,  1811,  h i s  lo rd sh ip  brought  in  a  B i l l  to 
restr ict licences. His contention was that the law had recently 
received a novel interpretation; and that it was never intended 
that licences should be granted to “cobblers,tailors, pig-dr ivers, 
and chimney-sweeper s .” I f ,  indeed,  Dis senter s  thought  that 
persons of this kind were f it to teach them, it was not for him 
to object; but it was his belief that per sons who had no r ight 
to be regarded as Dissenting ministers took out licences in order 
to avoid election to par ish off ices, and in order to escape serv- 
ing in the milit ia. There were counties in England, he said— 
Devon  and  Buck inghamsh i re—where  the  mag i s t r a t e s  pe r - 
mi t ted  no per son to  qua l i fy,  un le s s  he  showed tha t  he  was 
in holy orders, and the preacher and teacher of a congregation. 
He had no wish to hur t the Dissenter s; he wished to increase 
thei r  re spectabi l i ty.  He there fore proposed that  in  order  to 
ent i t l e  any man to  obta in  a  qua l i f i ca t ion a s  a  preacher,  he 
should have the recommendat ion of  a t  leas t  s ix “substant ia l 
and reputable” householder s of the congregation to which he 
belonged, and a congregation will ing to l isten to his instruc- 
t ions .  The mag i s t ra te  would ,  o f  cour se,  have to  deter mine

28 F. Wollaston, Country Parson’s Address, 4.
29 The number of persons who had “taken the oaths and subscr ibed 

the declarations perscr ibed by 1 W. and M., cap. 18, and 19 George III., 
cap. 44, between the years 1760 and 1808,” was 3,672. The number of 
“places of worship reg istered or recorded conformably to the Act of 
1 W. and M., cap. 18,” was 12,161. The returns are g iven in Sketch 
o f  the  His to r y  and Pro ceed ings  o f  the  Deput i e s  appo in ted to  p ro t e c t  the 
Civi l  Rights of Protestant Dissenters, 86. It does not follow that there 
were more than 12,000 Dissenting congregations. The same congrega- 
tion might have met in several buddings; and temporary buildings used 
for Dissenting services required to be registered.
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whethe r  the  hou seho lde r s  we re  “ repu t ab l e.” To  mee t  the 
case of the Methodists and of other it inerant preacher s, Lord 
Sidmouth had another proposal :—“With regard to preacher s 
who are not stationary but itinerant, I propose that they shall 
be  requ i red  to  b r ing  a  t e s t imonia l  f rom s ix  househo lder s , 
s tat ing them to be of sober l i fe and character ;  together with 
their belief that they are qualif ied to perform the function of 
p re ache r s .” Th i s  c re a t ed  a  d i f f i cu l t y.  To  be  ab l e  to  judge 
whe the r  a  man  ha s  t he  nece s s a r y  qua l i f i c a t i on s ,  t he  “ s i x 
hou s eho lde r s ” mus t  f i r s t  he a r  h im p re a ch ;  bu t  t o  p re a ch 
without a l icence was i l legal ,  and the l icence was not to be 
obta ined  t i l l  the  “ s ix  househo lder s” had  dec l a red  tha t  the 
man was able to preach.30

The Dis sent ing Deputies  had endeavoured to induce Lord 
Sidmouth not to br ing the Bill forward. But there were some 
Nonconformists—Mr. Belsham, the eminent Unitar ian, among 
them—who a s sured h im tha t  the  Bi l l  was  rea sonable  in  i t s 
pr inc ip le  and modera te  in  i t s  provi s ions . 31 Indeed,  the Bi l l 
could obviously have no effect on the ministers of settled con- 
g regat ions.  But i t  s t ruck heavi ly at  those who in every par t 
of  England were’ preaching in cottages ,  in bams,  on vi l lage 
g reens;  the Methodist  local  preacher s ;  laymen in connection 
with Baptist and Independent Churches, who were endeavour- 
ing to kindle the new f ire in populations that were hosti le to 
them.

Under the leader ship of a Committee consis t ing of a large 
number of  the most  eminent Dissenter s  in the kingdom, a l l 
the  Evange l ica l  Nonconfor mis t s ,  inc luding the Methodi s t s , 
o f fe red a  pas s ionate  re s i s t ance to  the Bi l l .  The Uni ta r i ans , 
represented by Mr. Aspland, a l so took par t  in res i s t ing i t .  A 
large subscr iption was raised. Seven hundred hosti le petitions 
were la id on the table of  the House of  Lords .  Lord Er skine 
presented 250 f rom the Wes leyan Methodis t s .  Not le s s  than 
336 were obta ined within for ty-eight  hour s  f rom cong rega- 
t ions within a hundred and twenty miles  f rom London. The 
Whig leader s—Earl  Grey, Lord Holland, and the Marquis  of 
Lan sdowne—stood  by  the  Di s s en te r s .  E r sk ine  condemned 
the Bi l l  a s  a  v io la t ion of  the Tolerat ion Act .  Ear l  Stanhope 
said that if it were persisted in, the signatures to the petitions

30 Parl. Debates (Hansard: F.S.), xix. 1128–1140.
31 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 44.
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aga ins t  i t  would have to  be counted by mi l l ions  ins tead of 
thousands .  Lord S idmouth dung to  h i s  measure,  and urged 
the Lords to al low it to be read a second time. He inveighed 
against the Dissenting preacher s,  and said that i f  things went 
on in their  present cour se we should have a nominal  Estab- 
l i shed Church and a  sectar ian people.  But  the Gover nment 
refused to suppor t him; the Archbishop of Canterbury, while 
contending that the objects of the Bill were laudable, since it 
was intended, f irst to produce uniformity in explaining the Act 
o f  Tolera t ion ,  and ,  secondly,  to  increa se  the  re spec tab i l i ty 
of the Dissenting interest ,  by excluding from the Dissenting 
ministry per sons who were unf it for the off ice, admitted that 
the Dissenters were the best judges of their own concerns, and 
thought that it would be unwise and impolitic to press the Bill 
aga in s t  the i r  consent .  Lord  Er sk ine ’s  amendment ,  tha t  the 
Bill should be read “this day six months,” was car r ied without 
a division.32

V

By  the i r  succe s s  i n  de f e a t ing  Lord  S idmouth ’s  B i l l ,  t he 
Dissenters made a sudden discovery of their political strength, 
and within three days after their tr iumph they resolved to form 
The  P r o t e s t an t  So c i e t y  f o r  t h e  P r o t e c t i on  o f  Re l i g i ou s  L i b e r t y. 
Thomas Pellatt, and John Wilks—member for Boston, and son 
of Matthew Wilks, the zealous, sagacious, and eccentr ic minister 
of the Tabernacle, Moorf ields—were its honorary secretar ies.33 
The object of the Society was to “obtain the repeal of every 
penal law which prevented the complete enjoyment of relig ious 
l iber ty.” 34 Heated by the recent  conf l ic t ,  two hundred con- 
g regat ions made col lect ions on behal f  of  thi s  new and ven- 
turous  a s soc ia t ion.  The Taber nac le,  Moorf ie lds ,  sent  £293, 
and  the  Weigh House  £75.  Trad i t ions  which  have  not  ye t 
pas sed away at t r ibute to John Wilks  the most  extraordinar y 
power s as  a popular orator.  I t  i s  recorded that at  the annual 
meetings of the Society great audiences listened to speeches of

32 Pa r l .  D e b a t e s  ( H a n s a r d :  F. S . ) ,  2 33 – 255 .  A n n u a l  R e g i s t e r , 
1811,  47–50 .  Fo r  a n  a c coun t  o f  t h e  who l e  con t rove r s y,  a nd  a 
repr int of Sidmouth's Bill , see Sketch of the History and Proceedings of 
the Deputies, 83–112.

33 Evangelical Magazine, 1811, 278–285.
34 Ibid. (1812), 446.
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his, three hours in length, in which he related the work of the 
Society dur ing the preceding year,  and urged the c la ims of 
Dissenters to a large measure of relig ious liber ty. The Society 
proposed to secure the abolition of the Corporation and Tests 
Act s ,  the  amendment  o f  the  l aws  re l a t ing  to  Mar r i age  and 
Bur ial, and the opening of the Universities. There were many 
Dis senter s  who had not  yet  d i scovered the in jus t ice  o f  the 
Church Rates.35

The Society determined to secure such changes in the law 
as would put an end to the g ross violations of the Toleration 
Act of which many rural mag istrates had recently been guilty. 
For attending a prayer-meeting some per sons had been f ined 
£90 by mag i s t ra te s  in  Wales .  “In Berkshi re,  three  hundred 
pounds  were  expended  in  re s i s t ing  the  conv ic t ion  o f  Mr. 
William Kent, of Childrey, in a penalty of twenty pounds, for 
pray ing  a t  such a  meet ing .  A per secut ion o f  th i s  k ind was 
raised at Wickham Market, in Suffolk, which cost the Dissenters 
about five hundred pounds.”36

The f a i lure of  Lord Sidmouth’s  Bi l l  appear s  to have added 
fresh intensity to the hatred of Dissenter s;  and in some par ts 
of England attempts were made to crush Dissent by reviving 
the per secuting laws of Charles II. The Dissenter s, therefore, 
appealed to the Government to br ing in a Bi l l  for repeal ing 
three Acts  passed in that reign:—(1) The Act for preventing 
the  mi sch ie f  tha t  may  a r i s e  f rom per son s  re fu s ing  to  t ake 
lawful  oaths ; 37 (2 )  The Five Mi le  Act ;  (3 )  The Convent ic le 
A c t .  I n  Ju l y,  1812 ,  a  G ove r n m e n t  B i l l  wa s  l a i d  b e f o r e 
the  House  o f  Commons ,  by  Lord  Ca s t l e reagh ,  and  be fo re 
the House of  Lords  by Lord Liver pool ,  and pas sed without 
opposition.38

By the Dissenter s of that t ime the Act was descr ibed as the 
new Toleration Act.39 It not only def initely repealed the three 
per secuting Acts passed in the reign of Charles II . ,  but con- 
siderably extended the rel ief g ranted by the g reat measure of 
W i l l i a m  I I I .  B y  t h e  To l e r a t i o n  A c t ,  o n l y  p e r s o n s ,  i n

35 Wilks ,  in Congregat ional  Magazine  (1824),  327–328, and Skeats , 
Free Churches, 559.

36 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 48.
37 An Act directed against the members of the Society of Friends.
38 Par l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd :  F.S. ) ,  xx i i .  994–993,  1103–1110,  1191- 

1193, 1247–1248, 1230.
39 32 George III., cap. 133.
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add i t ion  to  member s  o f  a  f ami ly,  cou ld  meet  toge ther  fo r 
re l i g iou s  wor sh ip  in  an  unreg i s t e red  bu i ld ing :  by  the  Ac t 
o f  1 8 1 2 ,  t h e  n u m b e r  w a s  r a i s e d  t o  t w e n t y. 4 0  B y  t h e 
To l e r a t i on  Ac t ,  no  pe r son  wa s  a l l owed  t o  p re a ch  t i l l  h e 
had  t aken  the  oa th s ;  unde r  the  Ac t  o f  1812 ,  he  wa s  on ly 
l i a b l e  t o  t a ke  t h e m  o n  b e i n g  r e q u i r e d  i n  w r i t i n g  by  a 
j u s t i c e  o f  t h e  p e a c e ;  a n d  h e  c o u l d  n o t  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o 
t a ke  t hem more  t h an  once. 41 By  t he  To l e r a t i on  Ac t ,  t h e 
Dissenting preacher was obliged to attend the quar ter sessions 
to  t ake  the  oa th s ;  by  the  Act  o f  1812 ,  the  oa th s  might  be 
t aken  be fore  any  ju s t i ce  o f  the  peace ;  and  in  no  ca se  was 
any per son to be required to t ravel  more than f ive mi les  to 
take them.42 As the Tolerat ion Act had been recent ly inter- 
preted, only particular persons could insist on taking the oaths; 
by the Act of  1812 any Protestant might require a Just ice to 
administer the oaths and grant the certif icate.43 The Toleration 
Act inf l ic ted a  penal ty on per sons who entered a reg i s tered 
meeting-house and disturbed the congregation, but for whatever 
tumul t  they might  crea te  out s ide  no pena l ty  was  provided; 
the Act of 1812 inflicted a f ine of £40—twice the old f ine—on 
al l  per sons wilful ly and maliciously annoying a congregation; 
whe the r  the  annoyance  wa s  c re a t ed  ou t s i de  o r  in s ide  the 
building.44

Even a f ter  th i s  Act  was  pas sed the guarantees  of  re l ig ious 
l ibe r ty  were  incomple te.  “Lord  Romney in for med aga in s t 
the  Honourab l e  Cha r l e s  Noe l ,  fo r  ce l eb r a t ing  wor sh ip  a t 
Barham Court, in Kent, though by the forms and the ministry 
o f  t h e  E s t a b l i s h m e n t .  T h e  p l e a  o f  i g n o r a n c e  c o u l d  n o t 
p rocure  exempt ion  f rom the  f ine  o f  fo r ty  pounds  fo r  two 
offences.”45

In 1813 Mr. Will iam Smith brought in a Bil l  for the repeal 
o f  the  S t a tu te s  o f  Wi l l i am I I I .  and  George  I I I .  tha t  made 
i t  a  pena l  o f fence  to  deny the  doct r ine  o f  the  Tr in i ty  and 
exc luded a l l  Uni tar ians  f rom the benef i t s  o f  the Tolera t ion 
Act .  Mr.  Smith ’s  Bi l l  a l so  repea led two Act s  o f  the  Scotch 

40 52 George III., cap. 155, $ 2.
41 Ibid. § 5.
42 Ibid., §§ 6, 7.
43 Ibid., § 7. See Lord Sidmouth’s account of the practice of magis- 

trates in Devon and Buckinghamshire, ante, p. 573.
44 Ibid., § 12.
45 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 53.
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Parl iament which punished the denial  of the doctr ine of the 
Tr in i ty  wi th death .  What  Mr.  Fox had f a i led to  achieve in 
1792 was accomplished by Mr. William Smith in 1813 without 
any serious difficulty.46

VI

In the same year there was a g reat s truggle to obtain free- 
dom for  the  work  o f  Chr i s t i an  mi s s ionar ie s  in  Ind ia .  The 
Char ter of the East India Company was expir ing, and had to 
be renewed. The Company refused to al low Baptis t  miss ion- 
ar ies to go to India in English ships; the missionar ies had been 
dr iven to  take she l ter  a t  Serampore under  the  Dani sh f l ag , 
because the Company’s regulations were unfavourable to their 
sett lement on Br it i sh ter r i tory; two miss ionar ies sent out by 
the Baptist Missionary Society in Amer ican ships were ordered 
to  l e ave  the  coun t r y.  When  the  Di rec to r s  o f  the  London 
Missionary Society requested permission to send missionar ies 
to ter r itory under the government of the Company, permission 
was refused.

Wilberforce, in the House of Commons, and Andrew Fuller 
in  the countr y,  protes ted aga ins t  th i s  monst rous  pretens ion 
of an English trading company to exclude millions of the human 
race from a knowledge of the Chr istian Gospel. The Company 
mainta ined that  i t  was  imposs ible  to conver t  the nat ives  o f 
India to the Chr istian faith, and that the attempt to do it would 
lead to the loss  of  the countr y.  But Dissenter s  and Church- 
men united in insisting that there should be a clause in the new 
Charter compelling the Company to allow facilities to persons 
who desired to preach the Chr ist ian Gospel to the people of 
India and to es tabl i sh schools  for their  chi ldren.  The Com- 
pany met the demand with the most  resolute res i s tance,  but 
were beaten. The Government were compelled to yield to the 
demand for freedom.47

46 Pa r l .  D e b a t e s  (Han s a r d :  F. S. ) ,  x x v.  1147–1148 ;  x xv i ;  12 2 2 . 
53 Geo. III., cap. 160.

47 For  the  d i scus s ion of  the  sub jec t ,  see  Par l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd : 
F.S . ) ,  xxv. ,  xxvi . ;  and especia l ly  War ren Hast ings ’s  evidence,  xxv. 
422–424, 427–428, with the var ious petitions contained in the same 
volume, and the speeches of Wilberforce, xxvi. 831–872, 1051–1079. 
Also Ivimey, Baptists, iv. 134–157.
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NOTE A 
Form of a Preacher’s Licence

The fo l lowing i s  a  copy of  a  “ l icence”  found among the paper s 
of the late John Angell James:—

CERTIFICATE FOR DISSENTING MINISTERS

Southampton,  
to wit

I  d o  h e re by  c e r t i f y,  t h a t  a t  t h e  G e n e r a l  Q u a r t e r 
S e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  Pe a c e  o f  o u r  S ove re i g n  L o rd  t h e 
K i n g ,  h o l d e n  b y  a d j o u r n m e n t  a t  t h e  C a s t l e  o f 

Winches te r ,  in and for the said county, on Monday the e ighteenth day 
o f  Ju ly,  in  the f o r ty- th i rd  year  of  the Reign of  our  Sovere ign Lord 
George the Third and in the year of our Lord 1803,

JOHN JAMES

a Dissenting Teacher, did in open Court, between the Hours of Nine 
and Twelve of  the Clock in the Forenoon,  take and subscr ibe the 
Oaths of Alleg iance, Supremacy, and Abjuration, and did also make 
a nd  s ub s c r i b e  t h e  Dec l a r a t i on  a g a i n s t  Tr an s ub s t a n t i a t i on ,  a nd 
aga ins t  the Invocat ion and Adorat ion of  the Virg in Mary,  and the 
Sacrament of the Mass and al l  other Idolatry, and also did subscr ibe 
the Declaration mentioned in the Act passed in the nineteenth year 
of his present Majesty, George III.

Witness my hand this Eighteenth Day of July 1803.
PETER KERBY,

Clerk of the Peace.
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CHAPTER X

ENGLISH CONGREGATIONALISM UNDER 
GEORGE III. (1760–1820)

Growth of  Cong regational i sm—Measure s  to  strengthen the 
Established Church against the Increase of Dissent—Con- 
gregationalism and the Methodist Revival—The Effect of 
the Revival on the Doctrine and Polity of Congregational 
Churche s  and the  Characte r  of  the ir  Membe r s—Extem- 
poraneous  Preach ing—Praye r-Me etings—Lay Evange l i st s 
—Theolog ical  Academie s—Sunday Schools—London Mis- 
sionary Society—Home Missionary Organisations—Congre- 
gational Union.

I

IN 1772  the  cong rega t ion s  i n  Eng l and  be long ing  to  the 
“ T h r e e  D e n o m i n a t i o n s ” n u m b e r e d  1 , 0 9 2 ;  f i f t y  ye a r s 

later, towards the close of the long reign of George III., they 
numbered 1,583. In 1772 it  i s  probable that there were about 
380 Independent  cong regat ions ;  f i f ty  year s  l a ter  there were 
799. Within the same per iod the Baptists  had increased from 
390 to 532 congregations. The Presbyter ians alone had f al len 
o f f .  In  1772  they  had  p robab l y  abou t  320  cong rega t ion s ; 
f i f ty year s  later the number had sunk to 252. One-four th of 
their congregations had become extinct, or had gone over to 
the Independents; and most of those that remained were very 
smal l .  I t  has been est imated that of the Dissenter s belong ing 
to the “Three Denominations” towards the close of the reign 
of George III . ,  the Presbyter ians did not number more than 
one-twentieth.

The  Independen t s  h ad  no t  on ly  more  than  doubl ed  the 
number  o f  the i r  cong rega t ions ;  the  separa te  cong rega t ions 
were much larger. The Baptists  had g rown with almost equal 
rapidity.1

1 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iv. 327–334.
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In addit ion to the “Three Denominat ions” there were the 
new rel ig ious societies which had been created by the Evan- 
gel ica l  Revival ,—the Wesleyan Methodists ,  who in the ear ly 
par t  of this  century had already bui l t  their chapels  in nearly 
every town in the kingdom, and in hundreds of vi l lages; and 
the Calvinistic Methodists, as they were then called, consisting 
of congregations that had been formed by George Whitef ield 
and through the exer t ions of  Lady Huntingdon. These con- 
gregations were not very numerous, but the buildings in which 
they  me t  were  u sua l l y  ve r y  l a r ge  and  ve r y  c rowded .  The 
preachers maintained the traditions of Whitef ield’s fervour and 
free popular eloquence.

The g rowth of these different forms of Dissent alarmed the 
suppor ter s of the Established Church, and in 1811 the House 
of Lords obtained a return of the places of worship in towns 
c o n t a i n i n g  1, 0 0 0  i n h a b i t a n t s  a n d  u p wa rd s .  T h e  r e t u r n s 
were  obta ined  through the  b i shops ,  and a re  probably  ver y 
imper fec t  in  the i r  enumerat ion of  the  Dis sent ing meet ing- 
houses, for the bishops’ off icers who collected the returns were 
l ike ly  to  be  ignorant  o f  the  obscure r  meet ing-house s ;  bu t 
they showed that in the towns containing at least 1,000 people 
there were 3,457 p laces  of  wor ship not  connected with the 
Establishment, and only 2,547 churches. 2 Other parliamentary 
returns had shown that half of the parochial incumbents were 
non-resident, and that nearly 4,000 of the benefices were worth 
less than £150 a year.3

To s t rengthen the  Church aga ins t  the  g rowth of  Di s sent , 
the Government in 1809 proposed to vote £100,000 for increasing

2 These returns of the archbishops and bishops of the number of 
churches and chapels of the Church of England in every par ish of 1,000 
persons and upwards, also of the number of other places of worship not 
of the Establishment, vary, as given in different places, in an unaccount- 
a b l e  way.  A s  g iven  i n  ( a )  Pa r l .  Pa p e r s,  1812  ( 256 ) ;  ( b )  Annu a l 
Regi s t e r,  1811, l i i i .  268,  appendix ;  ( c )  Bennett ,  History o f  Dissente r s, 
261–262; they appear as follows:—

Belonging to the  
Establishment.

Not belonging to  
the Establishment

(a) 2,533 3,438
(b) 2,547 3,457
(c) 2,655 3,457

3 Livings of value under £150 per ann.,  3,996. Parl .  Papers ,  1810 
(272).

Res iden t  Incumbent s ,  4 , 421.  Non- re s iden t ,  5, 840 .  Pa r l  Pape r s , 
1812 (255).
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the revenues of Queen Anne’s Bounty, which was created to 
augment  smal l  l iv ings .  These votes  were made annua l ly  t i l l 
they amounted to £1,100,000. They did not, however, always 
pass  without cr i t icism. In the sess ion of 1810, when the Bil l 
came before the House of Lords, and was suppor ted by Lord 
Har rowby, on the score of the pover ty of the clergy and the 
inc rea s ing  number s  o f  Di s s en te r s ,  Ea r l  S t anhope  s a id  tha t 
Dissenter s would continue to increase while they found that 
the  advoca te s  o f  the  Es t abl i shment  supposed  tha t  the  be s t 
means of  mainta ining i t  was  to apply for  publ ic  money.  He 
went on to say—

“Whether  you vote  s ix  mi l l ions  or  s ix ty  mi l l ions ,  whether  you 
bui ld churches or no churches,  whether you calumniate Dissenter s 
or otherwise, the number of communicants of the Established Church 
will decrease, and that of Dissenter s increase, so long as the Church 
of  England i s  made the eng ine of  State pol icy,  and i t s  pre la tes  are 
translated and prefer red, not for their relig ious mer its,  but for their 
support to the minister of the day.”4

But  to  re l ieve  the  c le rgy was  not  enough;  the  Di s senter s 
were building new chapels in al l par ts of the kingdom, and it 
was necessary for the Church to keep pace with them. With 
this end in view an Act was passed in 1818, creating a Church 
Bui ld ing Commiss ion;  and i t  was  deter mined to supply the 
Commissioners with funds to car ry out their work. There were 
precedents of a kind for such a cour se. After the Great Fire, 
a rate had been levied by Parliament for restor ing and rebuild- 
ing the London churches that had been injured or destroyed, 
and a tax on coals  brought into the city was appropr iated to 
the rebui lding of  St .  Paul ’s .  A g rant  had a l so been made by 
Par l iament for the erect ion of  new churches in the reign of 
Queen Anne.  That  e f for t ,  indeed,  had been a  f a i lure :  only 
eleven new churches had been bui l t  instead of f i f ty.  But the 
Government decided that the time had come to make a fresh 
at tempt,  and the Chancel lor  of  the Exchequer brought in a 
Bil l  to appropr iate £1,000,000 to that purpose. In the House 
of Lords,  Lord Liverpool,  who introduced the Bil l ,  sa id that 
i ts  object was “to remove Dissent,” and urged that i t  was the 
duty of  Par l iament to enable the Church to counterba lance 
the  ac t iv i ty  o f  the  Di s sente r s . 5 Lord  Hol l and ,  a l though he

4 Parl. Debates (Hansard: F.S.), xvii. 709, 751–770.
5 Ibid., xviii. 710, 713.
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did not oppose the measure, took objection to the grounds on 
which  i t  had  been advoca ted .  The  Bi l l ,  he  s a id ,  had  been 
defended as a measure for placing Churchmen and Dissenter s 
on an equal  foot ing.  What i t  actua l ly  did was  to say to the 
Dissenters, “You, gentlemen, who pay for yourselves, who pay 
for your own chapels and your own clergy, in addition to paying 
t i thes to our s ,  shal l  a l so contr ibute to the creat ion of  those 
churches in which you have no interest whatever.”6 The Bil l , 
however,  pas sed;  the mi l l ion was  voted—in f act ,  more than 
the mill ion, for the duty on mater ials was remitted, making a 
large addition to the nominal grant.7

II

The  r ap id  inc rea se  in  the  number  o f  Cong rega t iona l i s t s 
dur ing the reign of George III. was due, in par t, to the same 
causes that  had contr ibuted to their  s t re ‘gth under the two 
preced ing  re igns .  The Pre sbyte r i an  min i s te r s  cont inued to 
d r i f t  f a r the r  and  f a r the r  away  f rom the  Ca lv in i s t i c  c reed . 
They passed from Ar ianism to Unitar ianism, and their congre- 
gations died out; many of their people became Independents. 
But the pr incipal cause of the new and expansive vigour of the 
Congregat ional  Churches was the g reat  Evangel ica l  Revival . 
Whi te f ie ld  had begun f ie ld-preaching in  1739 ;  Wes ley  had 
inst i tuted lay-preacher s in 1741; and when George III .  came 
to the throne, England was pass ing through a g reat rel ig ious 
revolution.

For some year s the g reat major ity of the Congregationalists 
rega rded  the  new movement  wi th  deep  d i s t r u s t .  The  fo l - 
lowing, passage, though wr itten in the f ir s t  few year s of the 
nineteenth century, represents contemporary opinion:—

“Sca rce ly  cou ld  two c l a s s e s  o f  good  peop le  be  more  d i f f e ren t 
than  the  evange l i c a l  Di s s en te r s  and  the  Method i s t s .  The  fo r mer 
were a disciplined army of veteran war r ior s, long inured to service, 
and  to  whom ever y  pa r t  o f  s e r v ice  was  f ami l i a r ;  the  l a t t e r  were 
soldier s of the revolution, not so exper t, but full of enthusiasm, and 
eager for the bat t le.  The di f ference was di spleas ing to the Metho- 
dists ,  who charged the Dissenter s with coldness and deadness, many

6 Parl. Debates (Hansard: F. S.), xxxviii. 716–717.
7 I b i d . ,  xxxv i i i .  709–721.  See  a l so  i b i d . ,  xxxv i i .  1115–1131.  In 

1837 these remissions had amounted to £170,561; from 1837 to 1845, 
£165,778. Parl. Papers (1838), 325; (1845), 322.
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of whom for hear t relig ion and sanctity of life, and faithful perform- 
ance of relative duties, were super ior to themselves. The Dissenter s, 
d i sp l e a s ed  a t  the  cha rge,  and  p rovoked  a t  the  i r regu l a r i t i e s  and 
imprudence of the Methodists, were not backward to retaliate.”8

The  way s  o f  Method i sm were  who l l y  un l ike  the i r  own. 
They had been accustomed to hope that their children would 
be gradually drawn to Christ by the gentle influence of Christian 
homes. If they grew up to manhood and womanhood without 
showing any signs of personal relig ious faith, they trusted that 
by the orderly services of the meeting-house relig ious thought 
would  be  g radua l ly  awakened ,  re l ig ious  pur pose  g radua l ly 
s t reng thened ,  and  tha t  a f t e r  some month s—perhap s ,  some 
year s—of solicitude, they would be able to rest in the divine 
mercy  fo r  e te r na l  s a lva t ion .  They  d id  not  deny  the  pos s i - 
bility of sudden conversion; but they were unfamiliar with it. 
They found it hard to believe that a man might go into a Metho- 
dist  meeting, a swearer and a drunkard, and be “bom again,” 
and “f ind peace,” and re jo ice  in  “the fu l l  a s surance” of  h i s 
salvation, before the meeting broke up.

They were shocked by the v io lence of  the movement ,  by 
its tumult, by its appeals to passion, by its def iance of the tra- 
ditions of al l  Protestant Churches. They were shocked by the 
illiteracy of many of the Revival preachers. Doddr idge, whose 
warm and sympathetic nature was impressed by the ardour of 
Whitef ield, took par t in the services at the Tabernacle in the 
summer of 1743. Watts wrote him a letter of remonstrance:—

“I  am so r r y  tha t  s i nce  your  depa r tu re  I  have  had  many  que s - 
t ions asked me about your preaching or praying at  the Tabernacle, 
and  o f  s i nk ing  t h e  c ha ra c t e r  o f  a  Min i s t e r,  and  e sp e c i a l ly  o f  a  Tu to r, 
among the  Dissente r s  so  low the reby.  I  f ind many of  your f r iends en- 
ter tain this idea; but I can g ive no answer, as not knowing how much 
you  have  been  engaged  the re.  I  p ray  God  t o  g u a rd  u s  f r om  e ve r y 
temptation.’’9

D r.  Je nn i ng s  a l s o  e xp re s s e d  h i s  d i s a pp rova l .  Bu t  Dod- 
dr idge was  impeni tent .  A few months  l a ter  White f ie ld  was 
in Northampton, and the report reached the Coward Trustees, 
who were the pr incipal  suppor ter s  of  Doddr idge’s  Academy, 
that he had preached in Doddr idge’s  pulpit .  Nathaniel  Neal ,

8 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iii., 408–409.
9 Doddridge, Diary and Correspondence, iv. 269–270.
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Secretary of the Trust ,  wrote immediately to tel l  Doddr idge 
that  the in for mat ion had g iven him the “utmost  concer n”; 
that “the matter was canvassed” at a meeting of the Trustees; 
and he adds ,  “I  now f ind myse l f  obl iged to appr ize  you of 
the very great uneasiness which your conduct herein has occa- 
s ioned them.” Then fo l lows a  long appea l  to  Doddr idge to 
re f lec t  “ in  how di sadvantageous  a  l ight” h i s  regard  for  the 
Method i s t s  had  p l aced  h im in  the  op in ion  o f  many o f  h i s 
“ judic ious” f r iends ,  and what  an advantage i t  had g iven to 
h i s  “ sec re t  and  avowed enemie s .” The  t r u s tee s  were  “pa r- 
t icu lar ly  in pa in” on account  of  the har m that  Doddr idge’s 
sympathy  wi th  the  Methodi s t s  was  l ike ly  to  in f l i c t  on  the 
Academy.  Doddr idge  had  no t  on ly  a l l owed  Whi t e f i e l d  to 
preach in  h i s  pulp i t ;  he  had pre f ixed a  recommendat ion to 
some Methodist book without the advice of the trustees; and 
a let ter  which he had wr it ten,  “excusing” this  presumption, 
had given the trustees “great offence.”10

Between the  Independent s  and White f ie ld  there  were  no 
great doctr inal differences. The Independents were Calvinists, 
and  so  was  Whi te f i e ld .  But  Wes ley  was  p reach ing  f i e rce ly 
against the doctr ine of election, and expelling Calvinists from 
the  Method i s t  soc i e t i e s ;  and  the  Ar min i an  Method i s t s ,  a s 
the  Wes leyans  were  ca l l ed ,  were  genera l ly  regarded by  the 
Independents as enemies of the “doctr ines of g race.”11 White- 
f ield, again, differed from Wesley on the doctr ine of “perfec- 
tion” to which the Wesleyan preachers gave great prominence.

But the f ires of the Revival had been kindled from heaven, 
and before the acces s ion of  George III .  the Cong regat ional 
Churches had caught the f lame. Their minister s  were beg in- 
ning to preach with a new fervour,  and their  preaching was 
followed with a new success. The relig ious life of their people 
was becoming more intense.  A pass ion for evangel i s t ic work 
was taking possession of Church after Church, and by the end 
of  the century the old meet ing-houses  were crowded; many 
of them had to be enlarged, and new meeting-houses were being 
erected in town after town and vi l lage af ter vi l lage in every 
part of the kingdom.

10 Ibid., iv. 274–276; and cf . 277–281, and the letter from Dr. Jen- 
nings, 257–258.

11 For the opinions of Wesley and Whitef ield on election and per- 
fection, see letters in Tyerman, Wesley, i. 313–317.
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Nor was it merely by their own evangelical earnestness that 
the i r  number s  were  en l a rged .  Many  o f  the  cong rega t ion s 
founded by White f ie ld ,  though d i s t ingui shed for  a  t ime a s 
“Ca lv in i s t i c  Methodi s t s ,” g radua l ly  adopted the  Cong rega- 
tional polity and lost their distinctive name. In some of these 
the  “ t r u s t ee s” o r  “manage r s” c l a imed  a  power  wh ich  wa s 
inconsi s tent with the author i ty at tr ibuted by the Cong rega- 
t ional  theory to the Church; and in the case of Whitef ie ld’s 
Tabernacles in Moorfields and in Tottenham Court Road, there 
was a bitter and prolonged struggle on the par t of the people 
to  s ecure  or  re t a in  the  r igh t  o f  e l ec t ing  the i r  min i s t e r s ; 12 
bu t  i n  mos t  c a s e s  t he  “Ca lv in i s t i c  Me thod i s t ” cong rega - 
t ion s  became “Cong rega t iona l” by  a  t r an s i t ion  so  g r adua l 
that i t  would be dif f icult  to determine when the change was 
made.

The Cong regat iona l i s t s  were a l so s t rengthened,  especia l ly 
dur ing the l a s t  th i r ty  year s  o f  the re ign of  George I I I . ,  by 
f requen t  s e c e s s i on s  f rom the  E s t a b l i s hmen t .  F rom abou t 
1770 the Revival began to exer t a powerful inf luence on the 
c lergy of  the Establ i shment .  The Evangel ica l  par ty,  indeed, 
never became actual ly dominant in the Engli sh Church. Mr. 
Gladstone es t imates  that  they did not exceed one in twenty 
of the clergy at the close of the reign of George III., and that 
perhaps they had r isen to one in eight at the close of the reign 
of George IV.13 But wherever there was an earnest Evangelical 
c le rgyman,  h i s  church was  c rowded,  and h i s  cong rega t ions 
generally cared very much more for Evangelical doctr ine than 
for  the Church.  I f ,  on hi s  death or  pre fer ment ,  the pat ron 
appointed a non-Evangdica l  c lergyman to the par i sh,  i t  was 
not unusual for scores of people to deser t the church and be- 
come Cong regat ional i s t s .  In some cases ,  a s  a t  Hudder s f ie ld, 
after the removal of Mr. Venn, the Evangelical seceders founded 
a new Congregational Church.14

12 The struggle, which began in 1834, led to a Chancery suit and a 
costly and prolonged arbitration. John Wilks was the leading repre- 
sentative of the manager s. John Campbell—afterwards Dr. Campbell 
—who had recently been appointed to the pastorate of both congrega- 
t ions ,  and Wil l iam Bateman, one of  the “manager s ,” defended the 
r ights of the people. Whitef ield had reg istered the chapels as “places 
of worship for Nonconformist congregations calling themselves Inde- 
pendents.” For details, see Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 376–380.

13 Gleanings of Past Years, vii. 210–211.
14 Venn, H., Life and Letters of Henry Venn, 43, 47, 168.
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III

The  e f f e c t s  o f  t he  Evange l i c a l  Rev iva l  on  the  d o c t r i n a l 
pos i t i on  o f  the Cong regat iona l  Churches ,  though for  a  long 
time hardly observed, were considerable. The Wesleyans were 
s t i l l  regarded by most Independents  with s trong host i l i ty on 
accoun t  o f  the i r  Ar min i an i sm;  the  ch i l d ren  o f  he red i t a r y 
Independents were sti l l  taught the Assembly’s Catechism; and 
Independent theolog ians sti l l  maintained the g reat Calvinistic 
doctr ines of Or ig inal Sin, Election, and the Final Perseverance 
of the saints. But the character istic genius of the Revival was ^ 
silently working against the Calvinistic creed. The preachers ^ 
who had caught its true spir it vehemently appealed to men to 
repent, and to trust for eternal salvation in the mercy of God 
revea led through Chr i s t .  They might  hold f a s t  to the creed 
that only the elect would really repent and appeal to the divine 
mercy;  but they preached as  i f  they thought that  every man 
might repent and trust in Chr ist. They might be assured that, 
according to the eternal counsels of God, Chr ist died only for 
the elect ;  but they preached as i f  they thought that He died 
for ever y man in the cong regat ion.  At home in their  s tudy, 
t h ey  m i gh t  b e  un ab l e  t o  re s i s t  t h e  p roo f  t h a t  when  t h e 
evange l i s t  John  wro te  th a t  “God  so  loved  the  wor ld  th a t 
H e  g ave  H i s  o n l y  b e g o t t e n  S o n ,” h e  r e a l l y  m e a n t  t h a t 
“God so  loved the  Chur c h  tha t  He gave  Hi s  on ly  begot ten 
Son” ;  bu t  in  the  pu lp i t  they  p l eaded  wi th  men a s  i f  they 
believed that the text was true as it stood.

In time, the fervour of the preaching melted down the r ig id 
l ines of  the theolog ical  system. Preacher s  unconsciously en- 
deavoured to br ing their theology into a closer harmony with 
their sermons. The doctr ines of Election, and a limited Atone- 
ment, were mentioned very occasionally, or dropped altogether. 
They were not denied—they might be true—but they had no 
real relation to the life and works of the children of the Revival, 
and, therefore, there was no need to say anything about them. 
Pro fe s s iona l  theo log ians  came to  the  a id  o f  the  preacher s . 
Edward Will iams, pastor of Car r’s Lane Chapel, Birmingham, 
and af terwards Tutor at  Rotherham, wrote a f amous treat i se 
on the Divine  Equi ty  and Sove r e i gn ty—not with the v iew of 
breaking up Calvinism, for he was a loyal Calvinist, but with
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the hope of removing some of the diff iculties which devout and 
thoughtful people supposed they had discovered in the ordinaiy 
s t a tement s  o f  Ca lv in i s t i c  doc t r ine.  In  the  cour se  o f  a  f ew 
years preachers who had discovered the glory of the divine love 
while listening to Wesleyan preaching, became Congregational 
ministers, and brought with them very much of the Methodist 
fervour and something of the Methodist faith. Then it became 
common to bel ieve that  in a  sense Chr i s t  d ied for  a l l  men, 
though it was God’s eternal purpose that only the elect should 
be actual ly redeemed by His death;  and Independents  began 
t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e m s e l ve s  a s  “ M o d e r a t e  C a l v i n i s t s .” T h ey 
thought that  whi le preserving the s trong foundat ions of  the 
Calvinistic theology and its method, they could modify some of 
the Calvinistic doctr ines, which in their r igid form had become 
incredible to them. But they were at tempting an imposs ible 
task,  and doing injust ice to the construct ive genius of  their 
g reat master. They had not learnt that theolog ians who beg in 
wi th  Ca lv in  mus t  end wi th  Ca lv in .  “Modera te  Ca lv in i sm” 
was Calvinism in decay. The old Calvinist ic phrases,  the old 
Calvinist ic def init ions, were st i l l  on the l ips of the Indepen- 
dents when George III .  died; but in the spir i t  and tendency 
of their theology they were Calvinists no longer. 

IV

The Revival also exer ted a very powerful, influence on the 
po l i ty  of  the Cong regat ional  Churches .  The Cong regat ional 
t rad i t ion was  in  a  l a rge measure  los t ,  and has  not  yet  been 
recovered.

Indeed, i t  began to disappear long before the power of the 
Rev iva l  had  been  f e l t .  The  “Heads  o f  Ag reement ,” d rawn 
up by the Presbyter ians and the Independents soon after the 
Act of  Tolerat ion, contain evidence of the re laxat ion of the 
vigour with which the idea of the Church had been seized by 
the Independents of an earl ier t ime. 15 The decay of rel ig ious 
earnestness under Queen Anne and George I.  contr ibuted to 
enfeeble the t rue Cong regat ional  theory;  for  i t  i s  only in a 
Church that is vividly conscious of its union with Chr ist that 
the  Cong rega t iona l  theor y  can have any rea l  author i ty.  To

15 See ante, pp. 474–479.



 UNDER GEORGE III. (1760–1820) 589

the Presbyter ians who came over in such large numbers to the 
Congregational Churches dur ing the reign of George II.  and 
up to the end of the eighteenth century, the great conception 
of the Church which had been asser ted by the Congregation- 
a l i s t s  was a l together unknown. They became Cong regat ion- 
alists, not because they believed in the author ity and-sanctity 
which Congregat ional i sm attr ibuted to the society of sa ints , 
but because they believed in the Evangelical doctr ine on the 
Person and Work of the Lord Jesus Christ.16

There was the same indi f ference to church pol i ty in those 
who became members of Congregational Churches as the result 
o f  the  Evange l i ca l  Reviva l .  Evange l i ca l  Churchmen pa s sed 
from the par ish church to. the Congregational meeting-house 
because the minis ter  preached “the Gospel” and the c lergy- 
man did not. The men and women who had been wholly in- 
dif ferent to rel ig ious truth and duty before their hear ts were 
touched and their consciences awakened by the carpenter who 
came from the Congregational Church in a neighbour ing town 
to preach in a cottage, or in a barn, or on the vi l lage-g reen, 
became, as a matter of course, members of the Church to which 
the preacher belonged, and contr ibuted what they could to- 
wards building the vil lage Congregational chapel. They heard 
nothing from the fervent evangelist about the pr inciples of the 
Congregational poli ty—they cared nothing about them; they 
were Congregationalists because it was from a Congregation- 
alist that they had learnt to trust in the inf inite mercy of God 
and to l ive a Chr ist ian l i fe. Nor did the pastor s of the larger 
Churches in the towns care very much about the Congregational 
idea; their great solicitude was to make men Christians.

The large out l ines  of  the Cong regat ional  pol i ty  were s t i l l

16 Wal ter  Wi l son,  wr i t ing in  1814,  recogni sed and deplored the 
indifference with which most of the Independents of his time regarded 
their ecclesiastical pr inciples. They did not care enough about Con- 
gregationalism and Nonconformity to maintain “a per iodical publica- 
t ion devoted to their  interes t .” Wes leyan Methodis t s  and Bapt i s t s , 
both General and Particular, had their magazine, but the Independents 
had none. “The Dissenters’ Magazine,  an ably conducted work, pub- 
lished several years ago, sunk in a most shameful manner for want of 
suppor t.” He adds, “The Evangel i cal Magazine is devoted to no par ty, 
but conducted by Episcopalians, Methodists, Presbyter ians, Indepen- 
dents, Baptists ,  Lutherans, Calvinists .  The influence it has obtained 
over the religious public is prodigious; and it has been a powerful engine 
for promoting the reign of indifference.” Dissenting Churches, iv. 555- 
556, and note.
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preserved;  but  the old meaning had gone out of  them. The 
Churches  e lec ted  the i r  own min i s te r s  and deacons ,  and in 
exercising their powers they asked for the guidance of Chr ist. 
But it is doubtful whether very many of them held the or iginal 
theory of  Cong regat ional i sm—that s ince the people are one 
with Chr ist, Chr ist Himself appoints the off icers of the Church 
through them. When they spoke of looking for Chr ist’s guid- 
ance in these solemn acts,  the most devout of them probably 
meant that only by the aid of His Spir i t  could they hope to 
exercise their own rights wisely.

Per sons who desired to be admitted into church fel lowship 
had f ir st to satisfy the pastor and two of the deacons that they 
under s tood the centra l  t r u ths  o f  the  Evange l ica l  f a i th ,  and 
trusted in Chr is t  for eter nal  sa lvat ion, and were resolved to 
keep His  commandments .  The pas tor  and the deacons  gave 
their testimony to the Church; and then the Church—in some 
Churches only the men-members—were required to declare by 
the i r  vo te s  whe the r  the  cand ida te  shou ld  be  “ rece ived .” 17 
And the vote of the Church determined whether any church 
member had been guilty of conduct which required his exclu- 
s ion f rom member ship.  Both in  the admis s ion of  member s , 
and in their  excommunicat ion, the old forms were observed 
with g reat solemnity; but it  i s  probable that the most devout 
Congregationalists of this per iod had ceased to think of these 
acts of the Church as being Chr ist’s acts rather than their own. 
The Congregational polity is rooted in the great spir itual truth 
that the ideal Church is so completely one with Chr ist that it 
becomes the organ of His  wil l .  The Evangel ica l  Revival  in- 
sisted on the union of the individual saint with Chr ist; but the 
union of  the Church—an organi sed soc ie ty  of  sa int s—with 
Chr is t  was not femil iar  to i t .  I t  cared l i t t le  for the Church; 
its whole solicitude was for the rescue of the individual sinner 
f rom perdi t ion and the g rowth in hol iness  of  the individual 
Chr istian. It f ailed to recognise the great place of the Church 
both in the rescue of men from ir relig ion and in the discipline 
of Christian perfection.

V

The Reviva l  a l so  he lped to  suppres s  the  or ig ina l  type  o f

17 See Note A, pp. 605–606.
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Independent character. Reserve, a f irm self-restraint in habits 
of expenditure and in amusements, patient, resolute industry, 
punctua l i ty  in the di scharge of  a l l  obl igat ions ,  a  f ami ly l i fe 
governed by exact method, a keen interest in theology, and a 
keen interest in politics, a delight in books and in intellectual 
pur suits  of the severer kind, a s tr ict  observance of Sunday— 
these were the character is t ics  of the men who had been dis- 
c ip l ined by Independent t radi t ions .  The g reat  Independents 
of the Commonwealth who had been formed by other influences 
were freer and more genial; but in the course of a generation 
or two the prevailing type of Independent character had taken 
this  austere for m. Watts  deplored the ir regular  habit s  of  the 
Dis senter s  o f  h i s  t ime;  but  in  many Churches  the type was 
s t i l l  p re ser ved .  I t  was  not  g rea t ly  modi f ied  by  the  Pre sby- 
ter ians who ‘began to enter Congregational Churches in the 
middle of the eighteenth century; for the Presbyter ians who 
reta ined the creed of  the older  Pur i tans  reta ined a l so much 
of their auster ity of l i fe. 18 The author ity of the or ig inal type 
of  character  was  s t i l l  a s ser ted by the publ ic  opinion of  the 
Churches. Any serious departure from it was condemned.

But when Cong regat ional  Churches began to be thronged 
with Churchmen who had inher ited another ideal of Chr istian 
morals and conduct, and with st i l l  larger numbers of per sons 
who were the children of careless and ir relig ious parents, and 
inher ited no ideal of Chr istian morals or conduct of any kind, 
the  whole  sp i r i t  o f  the  Churches  was  changed .  The mora l 
t radi t ions  of  Independency were los t .  The g ravi ty,  sever i ty, 
and sol id s trength, to which the habits  of an ear l ier age had 
formed the members of Congregational Churches, disappeared. 
The intel lectual  ear nestness  a l so disappeared. Congregat ion- 
alists ceased to be keen theologians, and they ceased to be keen 
politicians. Dur ing the f ir st twenty or thir ty years of this cen- 
tury, the best and noblest men in the Congregational Churches 
we re  a l l  a g l ow w i th  t he  z e a l  o f  t he  Rev iva l .  The s e  men 
touched the imag ination of their contemporar ies, and exer ted

18 Something of the orderliness and gravity of the Presbyter ians was 
transmitted even to those of their descendants who gave np the Calvin- 
ist ic creed. The traditional manners and morals remained for a long 
t ime af ter  the tradit ional  f a i th had been abandoned. Within l iving 
memory, many Unitar ians who had Presbyter ian ancestors preserved, 
in the regulation of their f amilies and in their general habits, strong 
traces of the original Presbyterian type.
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over them the most  powerful  moral  and re l ig ious inf luence; 
and  t hey  c re a t ed  f o r  t h e i r  s u c ce s s o r s  a  n ew i de a l  o f  t h e 
Chr i s t i an  l i f e.  In  the  next  genera t ion ,  the  idea l  Chr i s t i an 
man was one who avoided “worldly” amusements,  and freely 
spent  h i s  t ime and  s t reng th  in  re l i g ious  work ;  and  among 
a l l  re l ig ious  work,  evangel i s t ic  work had the highes t  p lace. 
By this ideal the Congregational Churches have been governed 
down to our own time.

VI

The evangel i s t ic  pas s ion took posses s ion of  mini s ter s  and 
Churches;  changed the ordinary character of Congregational 
preaching;  led to the set t ing up of  new services ;  or ig inated 
many new relig ious enterpr ises, and many new forms of reli- 
gious activity.

For several  generations, Congregational minister s had been 
accus tomed to  read the i r  se r mons ;  a t  the  beg inning of  the 
present century, except among the older minister s,  this prac- 
t ice had almost disappeared—if not absolutely condemned, it 
was “genera l ly considered as  the s ta f f  of  the feeble,  and the 
c r u tch  o f  the  l ame” ; 19 and  i t  wa s  no t  t i l l  the  f i re s  o f  the 
Revival  had sunk that  the reading of  ser mons again became 
common in the Congregational pulpits.20 The substance of the 
sermons was changed as well as their form. They became less 
elaborate, and less theolog ical; more impassioned and popular. 
“It i s  at  present,” wrote Dr. Bogue and Dr. Bennett in 1812,

19 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iv. 346.
20 Père de la Rue speaks of the change that passed over the French 

pulpit in the time of Louis XIV. The great preachers in the preceding 
generat ion had prepared the subs tance of  thei r  ser mons ,  but  they 
preached extemporaneously. This was the ordinary custom of Bossuet 
himself . But when the sermon became a work of art, and its relig ious 
ends were subordinated to the perfection of its form, the great preachers 
began to preach memoriter—which is only another kind of reading, and 
a kind of reading which is open to exceptional objections. He sorrow- 
fully confesses that he was led astray by the new practice:—“C’étaient 
là les modèles” [the earlier, extemporaneous preachers] “que je m’étais 
proposés.  Mes premier s essai s  furent selon leur méthode, et je m’y 
serais attaché si je n’eusse été insensiblement emporté par le goût du 
temps, que je voyais suivi des plus habiles sans exception, et des plus 
vertueux sans scrupule..  .  . Je doute que je sois assez heureux pour in- 
spirer à d’autres ce que je n’ai pu gagner sur moi. J’aurai du moins la 
consolation d’avoir dit la vér ité.” Sermons du Père de la Rue :  Migne, 
Orateurs Sacrés, xxviii. 310.
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“necessary to vary, to embellish, to enliven public instruction 
in ever y way,  in order to sui t  the more volat i le  tur n of  the 
public mind.”21 The congregation no longer consisted almost 
exclusively of per sons who had been trained in the quiet and 
order ly  homes  o f  hered i ta r y  Independent s ;  in  near ly  ever y 
cong regat ion there  were now scores—and in many cong re- 
ga t ions  hundreds—of  per sons  who had rece ived no care fu l 
d i sc ip l ine  in  the i r  youth,  and who were  mora l ly  a s  wel l  a s 
inte l lec tua l ly  incapable  of  l i s tening to such ser mons a s  had 
been preached by the “painful preachers” of earlier times.

A new kind of prayer-meeting was begun on a week-night. 
It had not been unusual for the Church to meet occasional ly 
on a week-night for prayer ; and prayers were generally offered 
by  the  deacons  a s  we l l  a s  by  the  min i s te r.  Now i t  became 
common to have a prayer-meeting that was open to all comers; 
and other persons besides the off icers of the Church took part 
in the service.

Lay-preaching in  the v i l l ages  had never  been whol ly  d i s- 
u s ed  by  Cong rega t i ona l i s t s ;  bu t  t owa rd s  the  c lo s e  o f  t he 
e ighteenth centur y,  and,  to a  s t i l l  l a rger  extent ,  dur ing the 
f i r s t  twenty  or  th i r ty  year s  o f  the  n ine teenth  centur y,  the 
numbe r  o f  l ay -p re a che r s  wa s  g re a t l y  i n c re a s ed .  I t  wou ld 
p robab l y  h ave  been  a lmo s t  a s  d i f f i cu l t  i n  1820  t o  f i nd  a 
Cong regat ional  Church without a  body of  lay-preacher s ,  a s 
i t  would be now to f ind a Congregational Church without a 
Sunday school.

New ins t i tut ions  were es tabl i shed for  the expres s  pur pose 
o f  t r a in ing  evange l i s t s .  In  1776 a  soc ie ty  was  in s t i tu ted  in 
London ,  c a l l e d  t h e  So c i e t a s  E van g e l i c a .  I t s  ob j e c t  wa s  t o 
“extend the Gospel in Great Br itain by i t inerant preaching,” 
and in 1778 i t  e s tabl i shed an “Academy” for  t ra in ing evan- 
gelists. The most active founders of this scheme were Thomas 
Wilson, Benjamin Mills, George Welch, and Henry Burder.

For  four  year s  the s tudent s  l ived a t  the i r  own homes and 
a t t ended  l ec tu re s  th ree  day s  a  week .  In  1782  Dr.  S tephen 
Addington was  appointed Tutor ;  a  house was  taken at  Mile 
End, large enough for the accommodation of both Tutor and 
students; the course of education was made more l iberal;  and 
the ins t i tut ion was ca l led the Evangel ica l  Academy. In 1791 
i t  removed  to  Hoxton  Squa re,  and  wa s  known a s  Hoxton

21 Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iv. 375–376.
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Academy unti l  in 1825 it  removed to Highbury Park and be- 
came Highbury College. Dr. Simpson succeeded Dr. Adding- 
ton in 1791. His successor s were Dr. Wil l iam Har r is  (1818— 
1829), and Dr. Ebenezer Henderson (1830–1850).22

Hackney Col lege  had a  s imi la r  or ig in .  Towards  the  c lose 
of the eighteenth century, the Rev. John Eyre, an Evangelical 
c l e rgyman a t  Homer ton ,  who had  been  a  p reache r  in  the 
Countess of Huntingdon’s Connexion, founded a society which 
was  a f terwards  known as  the Vil lage  I t ine rancy  o r  Evange l i c a l 
A s s o c i a t i o n  f o r  s p r e a d i n g  t h e  Go s p e l  i n  En g l a n d .  To  s e cu re 
su i t able  agent s ,  Mr.  Eyre  proposed tha t  the  soc ie ty  should 
“educate in their own manner such a number of pious young 
men for the ministry, and so far contr ibute to their support as 
their funds would al low, and as might be necessary for intro- 
ducing the Gospel into such situations as would otherwise be 
de s t i tu te  o f  i t .” The  In s t i tu t ion  wa s  opened  in  18 03  wi th 
Mr.  Col l i son ,  a  Cong rega t iona l i s t ,  fo r  Tutor.  He was  suc- 
ceeded  in  1847  by  the  Rev.  John  Wat son ,  in  1859  by  the 
Rev.  Samuel  McAl l ,  and in 1881 by Dr.  Cave.  As happened 
in the case of the Evangelical Academy at Mile End, the course 
of education was g radually enlarged; it now extends over f ive 
yea r s .  The  co l l ege  ha s  been  removed  to  new bu i ld ing s  in 
Finchley Road, Hampstead.23

But the Academies and the Colleges were unable to meet the 
eager demand for Evangelical preachers. Mr. Welch, a London 
banker, who was one of the pr incipal supporters of the Societas 
Evange l i ca ,  Mr.  Townsend,  a  weal thy London merchant ,  and 
other gentlemen, provided the funds to enable Dr. Bogue, of 
Gospor t,  and Cornelius Winter,  of Painswick in Gloucester- 
shire,24 to receive into their houses and to educate a considerable 
number of students. After Mr. Welch’s death, Robert Haldane, 
of Edinburgh, made large contr ibutions to assist Dr. Bogue in 
ca r r y ing  on h i s  work .  John Ange l l  James ,  o f  B i r mingham,

22 See Border’s  let ter s  in Waddington, i i i .  (1700–1800),  597–598; 
Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters ,  iv. 263–265; and Congrega- 
tional College Calendar for  1885, 48–49 (Highbury College). Highbury 
was one of the three col leges—the other two being Homer ton and 
Coward—which were united to form New College, St. John’s Wood, in 
1850.

23 Waddington, iv.  (1800–1850),  119;  Bogue and Bennett ,  Histo ry 
o f  Dis s en te r s ,  iv.  267–268;  Congrega t iona l  Col l ege  Calendar  f o r  1885, 
94–96.

24 Mr. Winter’s “Seminary” was at Marlborough.
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wa s  e d u c a t e d  by  D r.  B og u e ;  a n d  Wi l l i a m  Jay,  o f  B a t h , 
by  Mr.  Winter.  Wi l l i am Bul l ,  o f  Newpor t  Pagne l l ,  had  an 
Academy whose students were to be prepared for the ministry 
in any denomination of Evangelical Dissenters or in the Estab- 
l i shed  Church .  The scheme for  th i s  in s t i tu t ion  was  drawn 
up by Cowper ’s  f r iend,  the  Rev.  John Newton,  one of  the 
leaders of the Evangelical clergy, and the Academy der ived its 
chief support from an Evangelical Churchman, John Thornton, 
of Clapham.25

New Colleges were founded to educate men for the ordinary 
pas tora te.  Edward Hanson,  a  Yorkshi re  gent leman l iv ing in 
London, offered to contr ibute £60 a year towards the educa- 
t ion of students for the ministr y at an Academy to be estab- 
l i s h ed  i n  t h e  We s t  R id i ng .  A  Yo rk sh i re  Commi t t e e  wa s 
formed; additional funds were secured; and in 1800 the Rev. 
Wi l l i am Vin t ,  o f  Id l e,  wa s  appo in ted  Tutor.  The  s tudent s 
l ived in his f amily. Mr. Hanson died in 1802, and bequeathed 
to the Ins t i tu t ion £150 a  year.  In  1810 an Academy House 
was  bu i l t ,  which  was  sub sequent ly  en l a rged .  The  or ig ina l 
cour se of  s tudy covered four year s ;  in 1826 i t  was extended 
to f ive; and in the same year the Idle Academy became Aire- 
dale Independent College. In 1829 it  was resolved to remove 
the College to Undercliffe, near Bradford.26

In  1810  an  a t t empt  was  made  in  Manches te r  to  combine 
i n  one  i n s t i t u t i on  a  D i s s en t i ng  Gr ammar  S choo l  and  an 
Academy for the education of young men for the Congrega- 
t iona l  Min i s t r y,  bu t  a f t e r  an  exper iment  o f  four  yea r s  the 
scheme was g iven up as a failure. A few years later—in 1816— 
an Independent Academy was opened at Blackburn, of which 
Dr. Fletcher was Pr incipal  and Theolog ical  Tutor.  The term 
of s tudy was to be four year s .  In 1823 Dr. Fletcher removed 
to  S tepney,  and was  succeeded by the  Rev.  George  Payne. 
Unde r  Dr.  Payne ’s  P r inc ip a l sh ip  the  cou r s e  o f  s t udy  wa s

25 Bogue  and  Benne t t ,  His t o r y  o f  D i s s en t e r s,  iv.  279–282 .  Wad- 
dington, iii. (1700–1800), 108. Bennett, History of Dissenters, 140–145.

26 B og u e  a n d  B e n n e t t ,  i v.  2 7 8 – 2 7 9 .  B e n n e t t ,  151 – 15 2 .  T h e 
new Col lege at  Underc l i f fe  was  opened on March 5,  1833,  and in 
the same month Mr. Vint died. He was succeeded by the Rev. Walter 
Scott  (1834–1858),  and the Rev. Daniel  Fraser,  LL.D. (1858–1876). 
A new bui ld ing was  opened in 1877.  Dr.  Fairba im, now Pr incipa l 
of Mansf ield College, Oxford, was Pr incipal of Airedale from 1877 to 
1886.
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great ly extended. Dr. Payne removed to Exeter in 1829, and 
was succeeded by the Rev. Gilbert Wardlaw.27

Among the other Academies establ i shed dur ing these year s 
in var ious parts of the kingdom, one calls for special notice on 
account of the exceptional circumstances of i ts  history. After 
Doddr idge’s death, the Academy over which he had presided 
was removed from Northampton to Daventry, and placed under 
the charge of Caleb Ashworth, who held off ice for a quarter of 
a  century,  and was then succeeded by Thomas Robins ,  who 
re t i red ,  a f t e r  s ix  yea r s ’ s e r v ice,  in  1781.  Thomas  Be l sham, 
who had been Assistant Tutor, was then promoted to the head- 
ship and the theolog ical chair. But in course of time, f inding 
that his opinions conflicted with the pr inciples that the College 
was founded to maintain, and that he could not conscientiously 
teach the doctr ines contained in the Assembly’s Catechism, as 
required by the Coward Trustees, who maintained the institu- 
t ion ,  Mr.  Be l sham re s igned o f f i ce.  The Academy was  then 
removed to Nor thampton, with John Hor sey as  Theolog ica l 
Tutor.  But the inf luence of the place had become host i le to 
evangelical relig ion; the Tutor was suspected of unor thodoxy; 
“most of the pupils  were found to be Socinians”; and it  was 
concluded that the will of the founder was being disregarded. 
The t r u s tee s ,  there fore,  in  1798 removed Mr.  Hor sey,  d i s - 
so lved the ins t i tut ion,  and resolved to s tar t  aga in on a  new 
foundation.

In  the  fo l lowing  yea r,  1799 ,  bu i ld ing s  were  ob t a ined  a t 
Wymondley,  a  Her t fordsh i re  v i l l age,  not  f a r  f rom Hitch in . 
The Academy was  rev ived,  and the  Rev.  Wi l l i am Par r y,  o f 
Lit t le Baddow, Essex,  was appointed Tutor,  with Mr. Henry 
Fos ter  Burder  a s  h i s  co l league.  But  in  sp i te  o f  the changes 
of  p lace,  and s ta f f ,  and sur roundings ,  the for mer t radi t ions 
sti l l  survived; and it is clear that Mr. Par ry, whatever his own 
convictions may have been, had neither the strength nor the 
tact required to g rapple with the diff iculties of the situation. 
It is s ignif icant that when the troubles came to a head in the 
sp r ing  o f  1816 ,  the  t r u s tee s  shou ld  have  rece ived  the  f i r s t

27 Benne t t ,  152–155.  In  1843  the  B l a ckbur n  Academy  wa s  re - 
moved to Manchester and became the Lancashire Independent College. 
Mr. Wardlaw was Pr incipal ,  from 1829 to 1843; Dr. Vaughan, from 
1843 to 1857; Mr. Henry Rogers, from 1858 to 1869; the Rev. Caleb 
Scott, from 1869 to 1904, when he was succeeded by the Rev. W. F. 
Adeney, D.D. Cong. College Calendar, 1885, 111-113.
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intimation of the cr is is  in a letter wr itten, not by the Tutor, 
but by his assistant colleague.

A theolog ical institution of this type cannot succeed unless 
i t  possesses the conf idence of the Churches with which i t  i s 
most closely associated. Its students depend for their suppor t 
in some measure upon the preaching engagements  they can 
secure dur ing the later year s of their academic course. When 
their course comes to an end, and they are ready to enter upon 
the work of  the minis tr y,  Churches hes i tate to of fer  them a 
pa s tora te  i f  there  i s  rea son to  su spec t  tha t  they  have  been 
subject to al ien and hosti le inf luences dur ing their per iod of 
training. Such was the exper ience at Wymondley. The neigh- 
bour ing  Churches  he ld  a loo f  f rom the  Academy.  With  the 
exception of a small congregation at Stevenage, there was not 
a s ingle Church connected with i t .  The students were rarely 
inv i ted  to  preach ;  they  cou ld  not  meet  the i r  per sona l  ex- 
penses ;  and severa l  of  them got into debt .  When they came 
to the end of their  cour se,  the same di f f icul t ies  beset  them. 
The taint of Socinianism was on them; they were “dreaded by 
mos t  o f  the  cong rega t ion s  to  whom they  were  s en t” ;  and 
many of them, f ai l ing to f ind a Church that would cal l  them 
to  i t s  p a s t o r a t e ,  h ad  t o  g ive  up  t h e  m in i s t r y  a l t oge the r. 
There had been laxity in the admission of students,  laxity in 
discipl ine, and, i t  i s  to be feared, laxity in the system of in- 
struction. The trustees shrank from a second revolution, and 
for nearly three year s the disorder continued, unti l ,  after the 
death of Mr. Par ry in 1821, the Rev. Thomas Morell  was in- 
vited to succeed him. No useful purpose would be served by 
dredg ing up the incidents and detai l s  of the str i fe,  or by re- 
cording the cases of students who withdrew or were dismissed. 
One thing i s  c lear—that re l ig ious unrest  was but one of the 
disturbing elements, and that although the mischief may have 
begun in the class-room, it was aggravated by insubordination 
and indolence, by suspicion, tatt le, and slander. It may, how- 
eve r,  b e  re co rded  t h a t  Thoma s  B inney,  who  en t e red  t he 
Academy when things were at their worst, withdrew for a time, 
th rough  re sen tment  a t  the  expu l s ion  o f  two o f  h i s  f e l low 
students. Within eighteen months, Mr. Morell ’s  f irm wisdom 
had done much to re s tore  order.  Binney h imse l f  had come 
under the influence of Joseph Fletcher, of Blackburn, and he 
h ad  r i pened  bo th  i n  m ind  and  cha r a c t e r.  He  app l i ed  f o r
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readmission, and entered the Academy once more in May, 1821. 
For some years the institution remained at Wymondley, but in 
1832 the t rus tees  deter mined to ava i l  themselves  of  the ad- 
vantages offered by University College, London, and established 
the Academy under the name of Coward College—so perpetu- 
ating the name of its founder—in Tor r ington Square, London, 
leaving the theolog ical teaching to Mr. Morell ,  but using the 
classes at University College for the instruction of the students 
in other subjects.28

D u r i n g  t h e  w h o l e  o f  t h i s  p e r i o d  t h e  A c a d e m i e s  a n d 
Col l ege s  were  rega rded  a s  cen t re s  o f  evange l i s t i c  ac t iv i ty. 
Meeting-houses  which, as  the resul t  of  Ar ian and Unitar ian 
doctr ine,  had been deser ted,  or  a lmost  deser ted,  were once 
mo re  c rowded  t h rough  t h e  evange l i c a l  p re a ch i ng  o f  t h e 
s t uden t s ;  a nd  many  o f  t h em had  t o  b e  pu l l e d  down  and 
rebu i l t  bec au s e  they  were  too  sma l l  t o  a c commoda t e  the 
cong reg a t i on s .  I n  o the r  c a s e s  t h e  s t uden t s  g a the red  new 
congregations and founded new Churches.29

VII

In 1780 Rober t Raikes la id the foundations of the modem 
Sunday  schoo l .  He gave  to  each  o f  four  women whom he 
f ir st employed on Sunday to teach the poor children of Glou- 
cester to read, and to say the Catechism, a shilling for their day’s 
work.  Dur ing the week the women kept  dames ’ schools ,  or 
were  engaged in  other  occupat ions .  For  some year s  a  ver y 
large number of the teachers in Sunday schools were paid for 
their work.30

Ra ike s ’s  exper iment  was  not  the  f i r s t  o f  i t s  k ind .  There 
was a Sunday school in connection with the Presbyter ian con- 
g regation at Mixenden, near Halif ax, several year s before this 
time. An old MS., quoted by the Rev. J. Br ierley in the Con- 
g r e g a t i o n a l  R e g i s t e r  f o r  t h e  We s t  R i d i n g,  18 63,  s t a t e s  t h a t 
“One Abram Bums was a Sabbath-day teacher,  and was paid

28 See  Waddington,  iv.  (180 0–1850) ,  255–273;  wi th  the  ext rac t s 
from the Wymondley Papers ;  Bennett ,  History o f  Dissente r s ,  135–136; 
Bogue and Bennett, History of Dissenters, iv. 268–271; and Cong. Coll. 
Calendar, 1885, 46–48.

29 See for illustration an extract from the report of the Idle Academy 
in Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 31–32.

30 W. H. Watson, The First Fif ty Years of the Sunday School,  19, 22; 
and idem, History of the Sunday School Union, 4–6.
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a tr if le for his labour,” and that “Benjamin Patchett, yeoman, 
a s s i s t ed  a s  a  f ree  t e ache r.” Dr.  Wat t s ’s  Ca tech i sm and  the 
Assembly’s Catechisms were used in the school; and between 
the ser v ices  on the Sabbath Mr.  Evans  f requent ly  col lected 
the  ch i l d ren  toge the r  in  the  a i s l e s  o f  the  chape l ,  to  g ive 
t h em s c r i p t u r a l  i n s t r u c t i on  and  t o  ex am ine  t h em in  t h e 
catechisms.31

But, as the propr ietor of the Glouces te r  Journal,  Raikes was 
able to br ing his scheme before the public, and, though some 
Sunday schools probably existed in different par ts of England 
before his time, it was he who gave the Sunday-school move- 
ment its initial and effective impulse.32

A society which was founded to encourage the formation of 
Sunday school s  expended in the payment  of  teacher s ,  f rom 
1786 to 1800, upwards of £4,000.33

But towards the end of the century it became apparent that 
unles s  the schools  were worked by voluntar y teacher s  g reat 
mas se s  o f  neg lec ted  ch i ld ren  cou ld  never  be  reached .  The 
immediate  resu l t s ,  indeed,  of  Raikes ’s  advocacy of  the new 
movement were very surpr is ing. It  was est imated that within 
seven years the number of scholars had reached nearly a quarter 
of a million; this was rather less than 3 per cent, of the popu- 
lation. A Parliamentary return, obtained in 1818, showed that 
the number of scholar s  had r i sen to 477,225; or rather more 
than  4  pe r  cen t ,  o f  the  popu la t ion . 34 F rom tha t  t ime,  and

31 Mr. Evans, who was probably an Ar ian, was minister of the con- 
gregation from 1764 to 1779. Benjamin Patchett was an elder dur ing 
the pastorate of the preceding minister, the Rev. James Ritchie, and 
published in 1759, A Short Inquiry into the proper qualification of Gospel 
Min i s t e r s :  w i t h  s ome  Di r e c t i on s  how we,  who  a r e  h e a r e r s,  may  know 
whether  the Doct r ines  our Minis te r s  de l ive r  f rom the pulpi t  are  ac cord ing 
to God's mind and wil l, or not.  “This man,” says the Rev. J. G. Miall, 
“was in the habit of cal l ing out to the minister in the pulpit when 
a n y t h i n g  d i s p l e a s e d  h i m .  H e  w a s  m u c h  r e s p e c t e d  a n d 
J. G. Miall, Congregationalism in Yorkshire, 318.

32 W. H. Watson, The First Fifty Years of the Sunday School, 21, 24.
33 W. H. Watson, History of the Sunday School Union, 9; Idem, Fir st 

Fifty Years of the Sunday School, 30–31.
34 Another Parliamentary return, obtained in 1833, gave the number 

of scholars as 1,548,890; or nearly 11 per cent, of the population. The 
Education Census of 1851 gave the number of scholars as 2,407,642; or 
nearly 13J per cent, of the population. In 1880—the Sunday school 
centenary year—it was estimated that 15 per cent, of the population 
of England and Wales were in Sunday schools, and that the number of 
scholars had risen to 3,800,000.
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espec i a l l y  i n  the  manu f a c tu r ing  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the  no r th  o f 
England,  the sys tem developed with extraordinar y rapid i ty, 
and  among Cong rega t iona l i s t s  the  cu s tom o f  mak ing  pay- 
ment s  to  t eacher s  d i s appea red .  The  whole  work  was  done 
by voluntary zeal.

Dur ing the f i r s t  thir ty or f i f ty year s  a f ter  the founding of 
Sunday schools—and perhaps for a longer per iod—their chief 
object was to teach children to read and to instruct them in the 
e l ement s  o f  Chr i s t i an  t r u th .  In  some s choo l s  wr i t ing  and 
a r i thmet i c  were  t aught .  Tha t  the  s choo l  might  be  made  a 
g rea t  evange l i s t i c  agency  was  on ly  s lowly  d i s covered .  The 
children were “dismissed” at thir teen or fourteen years of age, 
just at the time at which they were becoming most sensitive to 
re l ig ious appeal .  Dur ing the las t  thir ty year s  there has  been 
an enormous increase in the proportion of older scholar s; and 
there are many Congregational Churches which der ive a third, 
and even a half , of their members from the schools. With the 
g rowing impor tance of  the school as  a  r e l i g ious  force,  i t  has 
g radually drawn to itself nearly the whole evangelistic zeal of 
the Churches. From 1780 to 1830 it was natural for the ablest 
and most zealous members of a Congregational Church to be- 
come lay-preachers; and for some year s later, i f  a teacher was 
able to g ive an ef fect ive address  in the school,  i t  was a very 
usual thing for the minister to suggest that he should be sent 
out into the vil lages to preach. But, for a long time past, the 
school has held the supreme place, and in connection with Con- 
g regational Churches lay-preaching in most par ts  of England 
has gradually declined. 

VIII

The London Miss ionar y Society was founded in 1795.  Dr, 
Bogue, of Gosport, in a sermon preached at Salters’ Hall in 1792, 
had contrasted the rapid spread of the Chr istian faith in former 
ages with its slow progress in recent times; he maintained that 
the heathenism of a large proportion of the human race was the 
result of the culpable neglect of the Chr istian Church, and that 
it was the duty of the Church to attempt—and to attempt im- 
mediately—to preach the Christian Gospel to all mankind.

At a meeting of the Warwickshire Association of Congrega- 
t ional  minis ter s  on June 27,  1793,  there was a di scuss ion on
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the question—“What is the duty of Chr istians with respect to 
the spread of  the Gospel?” After  the discuss ion, the fol low- 
ing resolutions were agreed to:—

“1. It appear s to us that i t  i s  the duty of al l  Chr ist ians to employ 
every means in their  power to spread the knowledge of the Gospel 
both at home and abroad.

“2.  As mini s ter s  of  Churches  so lemnly engaged by our of f ice to 
exer t our selves for the glory of God and the spir itual good of man, 
we unite in the deter minat ion to promote this  g reat  des ign in our 
respective connexions.

“3.  We wi l l  immed ia t e ly  recommend to our  f r iends  the f o rmat ion 
o f  a  f und  f o r  t h e  a b o ve  - pu r p o s e,  and  repor t  p rog re s s  a t  ou r  nex t 
meeting.

“4 .  That  the  f i r s t  meet ing  o f  ever y  month,  a t  seven o ’c lock in 
the evening, be a season for united prayer to God for the suc cess  o f 
e ve r y  a t t emp t  made  by  a l l  d enomina t i on s  o f  Ch r i s t i an s  f o r  t h e  s p r e ad 
of the Gospel.”

In a  le t ter  which appeared in The Evange l i c a l  Magazine  in 
Sep tember,  1794 ,  Dr.  Bogue  made  a  spec i a l  appea l  to  the 
Congregational Churches to do something for the conversion 
of  the heathen;  reminded them that  the Church of  England 
had  a  Soc ie ty  fo r  the  Propaga t ion  o f  the  Gospe l ;  tha t  the 
Kirk of  Scot land had a  s imi lar  soc ie ty ;  that  the Moravians , 
Methodis t s ,  Bapt i s t s ,  were a l l  doing their  par t ,  and that  the 
Congregationalists alone were idle.35

At  l a s t ,  a f ter  severa l  conferences  in  which Cong regat ion- 
alists, Churchmen, Presbyter ians, and ministers of the Countess 
of Huntingdon’s Connexion took par t, a meeting was held on 
Monday evening, September 21,1795, at the Castle and Falcon, 
Aldersgate Street, to consider a plan and constitution for a new 
Mi s s iona r y  Soc i e t y.  S i r  Ege r ton  Le igh ,  Ba r t . ,  one  o f  the 
d e l e g a t e s  a ppo in t ed  by  t h e  Wa rw i ck sh i re  A s s o c i a t i on  t o 
attend the meeting, was in the chair ;  and the plan and con- 
s t i t u t i on  we re  submi t t ed  by  an  Ep i s copa l  c l e r gyman ,  t he 
Rev. John Eyre. On the next day, September 22, Dr. Haweis 
preached a  ser mon on Mark xvi .  15–16,  in the Countes s  of 
Huntingdon’s  Chapel ,  Spa Fie lds .  The chapel  was thronged, 
and there  was  g rea t  exc i tement .  The s ing ing o f  the  hymn, 
“O’er the gloomy hil l s  of darkness,” was inter rupted by sobs 

35 Evang e l i c a l  Magaz in e,  Sep tember,  1794 ,  378–38 0 .  Bogue  and 
Bennett, iv. 383–387. Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 58–91.
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and tear s. At this service the Missionary Society was formally 
constituted; after the sermon, the plan of the proposed Society 
was submitted by Mr. Eyre and adopted by the congregation.

The London Missionary Society was one of the most charac- 
ter i s t ic  creat ions of  the Reviva l .  I t  was an at tempt to unite 
men of all Evangelical Churches in the work of preaching the 
Gospel to the heathen. The missionar ies that the Society sent 
out,  and the Churches they founded, might be Presbyter ian, 
Congregational, or Episcopalian. The directors and their con- 
st i tuents were sat i s f ied i f  the miss ionar ies and their conver ts 
held the Evangel ica l  Fai th.  This  i s  s t i l l  the Society’s  funda- 
mental pr inciple, and it st i l l  der ives some suppor t from Pres- 
byter ians and from member s  of  the Establ i shed Church;  but 
within twenty year s after i t  was founded it  had to rely pr in- 
cipally on the contributions of Congregationalists.36

The enter pr ise was too immense to command immediately 
un ive r s a l  s ympa thy  and  con f i dence.  To  men  tha t  d id  no t 
share the courage, faith, and enthusiasm of its founders, it must 
have seemed hopele s s .  By some of  the o lder  Independent s , 
who had not yet been penetrated with the spir it of the Revival, 
i t  was regarded for some time with considerable hosti l i ty.  In 
1814 Walter  Wil son contras ted the zea l  of  the Dis senter s  of 
for mer days  with what  he regarded as  the f anat ic i sm of  h i s 
contemporaries:—

“I t  i s  t r u e ,  t h ey  d i d  no t  b e a t  up  a  c r u s a d e  i n  t h e  r e l i g i ou s 
world for the wild purpose of proselyting the savage hottentot, or the 
untutored i s lander,  but they conducted plans of instruct ion for the 
r i s ing generat ion of  their  countr ymen,  which tur ned to inf in i te ly 
bet ter  account .   .   .   .  The immense sums that  have been consumed 
in  equ ipp ing  mi s s ionar ie s  to  the  South  Sea s ,  wi thout  any  u se fu l 

36 In the Plan and Constitution adopted at the Annual Meeting held 
in Exeter Hall, May 12, 1870, the following are the terms in which the 
“Fundamental Pr inciple” is def ined:—“As the union of Chr istians of 
var ious denominations in carrying on this great work is a most desirable 
object, so, to prevent, if possible, any cause of future dissension, it is 
declared to be a fundamental pr inciple of the Missionary Society, that 
its design is not to send Presbyter ianism, Independency, Episcopacy, 
or any other form of Church Order and Government (about which there 
may be differences of opinion among ser ious persons), but the glor ious 
Gospel of the blessed God, to the heathen; and that it shall be left (as 
it ought to be left) to the minds of the persons whom God may call into 
the fellowship of His Son from among them, to assume for themselves 
such form of Church Government as to them shall appear most agreeable 
to the Word of God.”
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result ,  would have civi l i sed al l  the inhabitants  in the vast  par ish of 
St. Giles’s, and have provided them with food, clothing and relig ious 
in s t r uc t ion  for  the  remainder  o f  the i r  l ive s .  Zea l  i s  an  exce l l en t 
qual i ty,  but i t s  va lue i s  not to be es t imated by noise and c lamour, 
nor  by  the  magni f i cence  o f  i t s  p ro jec t s ;  ne i ther  i s  t h e  s a c r i f i c e  o f 
principle any evidence of Christian Charity.”37

But Dr. Bogue and his fr iends were not open to the charge 
impl ied in Mr.  Wil son’s  d i sparagement of  their  enthus ia sm. 
While they were endeavour ing to send the Chr is t ian Gospel 
t o  “ t h e  s ava g e  ho t t en t o t ” a nd  “ t h e  un tu t o red  i s l a nd e r,” 
they were the most earnest and most vigorous leaders of every 
movement  fo r  evange l i s ing  the i r  own count r ymen.  At  the 
very t ime that they were forming the Missionary Society for 
the  conver s ion  o f  the  hea then  abroad ,  they  were  c rea t ing 
new organisat ions for rescuing from ir rel ig ion the neglected 
towns and villages of England.

T h e  “ C o u n t y  A s s o c i a t i o n s ” h a d  b e e n  A s s o c i a t i o n s  o f 
Minis te r s  for the purpose of conference and co-operat ion on 
matter s  of  common interes t .  Between 1780 and 1810,  Asso- 
c i a t ions  o f  Churches  were  for med in  mos t  o f  the  count ie s 
of England.38 The new Associations-raised funds for the assist- 
ance of the poorer congregations in their respective counties 
and for the maintenance of minister s who were founding new 
Cong rega t iona l  Churche s .  In  some ca se s  they  cont r ibu ted 
t owa rd s  t h e  co s t  o f  e re c t i n g  Cong re g a t i on a l  c h ap e l s .  I t 
was  l a rge ly  owing to  the  v igour  wi th  which these  County 
Assoc ia t ions  were  worked,  tha t  Cong regat iona l i sm g rew so 
rapidly dur ing the f irst twenty or thirty years of the nineteenth 
century.

I n  1814  t he  I r i s h  Evange l i c a l  Soc i e t y  wa s  f ounded .  I t s 
or ig inal suppor ter s belonged to different relig ious denomina- 
t ions ;  but ,  l ike the London Miss ionar y Society,  i t  g radual ly 
became a Cong regat ional  ins t i tut ion.  I t s  object  was to sup- 
port evangelical preachers in Ireland, and for a few years it had

37 Wil son,  Dissen t ing  Chur c he s,  iv.  551–552.  By the “sacr i f ice  of 
pr inciple” Mr. Wilson meant, no doubt, the indif ference to church 
polity which led Independents to unite with Presbyter ians and Episco- 
palians in founding and supporting the Missionary Society.

38 Bogue  and  Benne t t ,  His t o r y  o f  D i s s en t e r s ,  iv.  387.  The  da te s 
given in the Congregational Year Book of the formation of the existing 
County Associations are, in many cases, the dates at which the Associa- 
tions were reorganised.
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a Theological Institution in Dublin for the training of ministers 
and evangelists.39

In  1819  Mr.  Thomas  Thompson,  a  member  o f  the  S tock 
Exchange, and Mr. Abraham, a London solicitor, or iginated the 
Home Missionary Society. At the outset its title seems to have 
g iven some offence, on the ground that it treated as heathen a 
nation that in name, atany rate, was Chr istian.40 Butthe Society 
had no diff iculty in proving that large distr icts of the kingdom 
lay wholly outside the range of ordinary religious organisations; 
that  i f  the Gospel  was to reach them at  a l l ,  i t  could not be 
through the ordinary channels; and that they needed a special 
agency to deliver them from a condition that was one of prac- 
t ical  paganism. In Nor th Devon, for instance, in the distr ict 
bounded by Exmoor on the nor th and by Dar tmoor on the 
south, and stretching from Wither idge in the east to Hartland 
in the west ,  for ty mi les  across  each way,  and containing s ix 
hundred vil lages and hamlets, and 130,000 inhabitants, i t  was 
reckoned,  on a  modera te  e s t imate,  tha t  there  were  a t  l ea s t 
p eop l e  who  r a re l y,  i f  eve r,  h e a rd  t h e  Go spe l . 41 I n  o the r 
par t s  of  the kingdom the re l ig ious dest i tut ion was a lmost  as 
scandalous. The Society set itself to supplement the effor ts of 
the County Associat ions ,  where these had been es tabl i shed, 
and,  so  f a r  a s  pos s ible,  to  work in  conjunct ion with them. 
They appointed as their agents either minister s ,  who offered 
themselves for this special service, or lay evangelists who had 
a l ready proved themse lves  e f f i c ient ;  and in  many ca se s  put 
them under the immediate direction of the associated Churches 
of the distr ict. Where the work met with opposition, or facili- 
ties for holding relig ious services were refused—an exper ience 
f ar from uncommon—the inf luence of the central  committee 
was  brought  to  bear  upon the  d i f f i cu l ty,  and the  obs tac le s 
raised by ignorance and bigotry were in many cases evaded or 
removed.  The work of  the  Soc ie ty  g rew,  and cont inued to 
g row.  By deg rees  the  countr y  was  covered wi th  a  network 
of  evangel i s t ic  agencies .  Occas ional  services  became regular

39 The Theological Institution was discontinued through inadequate 
suppor t, but was revived in 1832, under the care of Dr. Urwick and 
Mr. Wil l iam Haweis Cooper. The Theolog ical  Inst i tution was then 
mainly suppor ted by the Hoxton Hiber nian Associa t ion.  Bennet t , 
History of Dissenters, 186–190. Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 256.

40 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 326.
41 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 320.
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engagements .  In many places  the mis s ion s ta t ion developed 
into a Church with a settled pastor of its own, which in its turn 
became a  cent re  o f  re l ig ious  enter pr i se  and gave  a s  i t  had 
received.42

Ano the r  i n s t i t u t i on  o f  Cong reg a t i on a l i sm ,  t hough  no t 
actually established dur ing this per iod, may be said in a sense 
to belong to it; for its f ir st conception and the f ir st attempt to 
g ive the conception substance and for m date f rom the ear ly 
year s of the nineteenth century. New conditions were beg in- 
ning to make new demands on the Churches. They had learnt 
by exper ience on more than one occasion how great a power, 
they could exer t when acting together. Singly they might be 
weak ;  but  co l l ec t ive ly  they  were  s t rong .  And the i r  l eader s 
had  d i s cove red—even  tho se  o f  them whose  loya l t y  to  the 
pr inc ip le s  o f  Cong regat iona l i sm was  most  unbending—that 
independence and isolation are not the same thing.

In 1806 the Congregational Board of London declared itself 
in f avour of  a  Genera l  Union of  Independent Churches and 
minis ter s .  In Lancashire,  la ter  in the same year,  the County 
Association approved a similar proposal. But though a County 
Union was established in Lancashire, the larger proposal at that 
time went no f ar ther.43 Three year s later, however, in 1809, a 
General Union was formed, to promote the spir itual growth of 
the Churches and to provide for the evangelisation of vil lages 
and  coun t r y  d i s t r i c t s .  I t s  h i s t o r y  mus t  be  t he  sub j e c t  o f 
another chapter.

NOTE A 
Admission to Church Membership

The or ig ina l  cus tom requi red  the  candida te  for  member sh ip  to 
appear before the Church Meeting and make a per sonal  profess ion 
of  f a i th ,  in addi t ion to sa t i s fy ing the pas tor  and the v i s i tor s .  Any 
member of the Church was at l iber ty to ask the candidate questions. 
Thi s  cus tom was  d i scont inued in many Churches  towards  the end 
o f  the  e ighteenth  centur y ;  though in  some i t  su r v ived  for  a  f ew

42 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 326–328; Waddington, iv. (1800— 
1850), 320–323.

43 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 126–127.
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year s  longer.  Then i t  became cu s tomar y  fo r  c and ida te s  to  wr i t e 
letter s to the Church, g iving some account of their belief and their 
pe r sona l  expe r i ence.  Th i s  cu s tom wa s  re t a ined  t i l l  qu i t e  recen t 
t ime s ;  i n  s ome  Churche s  i t  i s  p e rh ap s  re t a i ned  s t i l l .  I t  wa s  an 
innovat ion when, twenty or thir ty year s  ago,  ins tead of  invar iably 
appointing deacons as  “vis i tor s ,” unoff icia l  member s of the Church 
were somet imes  appointed.  I t  i s  a  s t i l l  more recent  innovat ion to 
appoint  women member s  o f  the  Church to  “v i s i t” women candi- 
da te s  for  fe l lowship.  In  some Churches  the  cus tom of  appoint ing 
v i s i to r s  ha s  been  whol ly  g iven  up,  and  the  Church  vote s  on  the 
“ t e s t i m o n y ” o f  t h e  m i n i s t e r .  S e e  R .  W.  D a l e ,  M a n u a l  o f 
Congregational Principles, 166–167.

The l imi ta t ion of  the  vote  to  men member s  o f  Churches  seems 
t o  h ave  been  the  g ene r a l  p r a c t i c e  o f  t h e  o l de r  Cong reg a t i ona l 
Churche s .  The  o l de r  Cong reg a t i ona l i s t s  we re,  l i ke  John  Knox , 
unf avourable  to  “ the  reg iment  o f  women,” and be l i eved tha t  the 
woman was  not  to exerc i se  author i ty  over  the man.  Most  modem 
Cong regat ional  Churches ,  in t ruer har mony with the spir i t  of  the 
Chr i s t i an  Gospe l ,  g ive  the  vo te  to  a l l  pe r son s ,  whe the r  men or 
women, over eighteen years of age. See ante, p. 209.
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CHAPTER I

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY FROM 1820 TO 1891
Repeal of  the Te st and Corporation Acts—Catholic Emanci- 

pation—Abolition of Church Rates—Reform of the Mar- 
riage Laws—University Tests abolished—Churchyards and 
Cemeterie s—Societie s  for promoting Relig ious Freedom— 
Edward Miall and the Liberation Society—Lady Hewley’s 
Charities—The Dissenters’ Chapels Bill.

DU R I N G  t h e  s eve n t y  ye a r s  w h i c h  h ave  p a s s e d  s i n c e 
the death of  George I I I . ,  Engl i sh Dis senter s  have been 

engaged in a long success ion of s truggles  for the defence or 
the extension of their relig ious liber ties, and they have won a 
long succession of triumphs

I

In 1820 Mr. Brougham brought forward an Educat ion Bi l l 
which proposed to create a system of rate-supported schools in 
which  the  c l e rgy  were  to  have  ex t r aord ina r y  power s .  The 
rector or vicar, with two or three par ishioners in each case, was 
to appoint the schoolmaster.  The schoolmaster was required 
to be a member of the established Church, and to g ive proof 
of his  member ship by having taken the sacrament within s ix 
months  prev ious  to  appointment . 1 The Di s senter s  de fea ted 
the Bi l l ,  and,  a s  the i r  v ic tor y  revea led the i r  s t rength,  they 
reso lved to a t tempt the repea l  o f  the Tes t  and Cor porat ion 
Acts.  The ag itat ion was led by the Protestant Society, which 
wa s  suppor ted  by  the  l e ade r s  o f  the  Whig s .  The  Duke  o f 
Su s s ex ,  Lo rd  Ho l l and ,  Lo rd  John  Ru s s e l l ,  a nd  S i r  Jame s 
Mackintosh,  took the cha i r  a t  i t s  annua l  meet ings .  A g rea t 
Conference, called by the Dissenting Deputies, was held in the

1 See infra, pp. 648–649.
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spr ing of 1827; Mr. William Smith, the member for Norwich, 
who presided, had voted, for ty year s before, for the motions 
o f  Mr.  Fox and Mr.  Beau foy. 2 At  a  second meet ing  o f  the 
Conference i t  was  reso lved that  a  Bi l l  for  the repea l  of  the 
Acts  should be submitted to Par l iament,  and that  Lord John 
Russell should have charge of it.

Par l iament met at  the close of January, 1828, and peti t ions 
in  f avour  o f  repea l  were  p re sen ted  in  enor mous  number s . 
The Corporation of London adopted a petit ion in suppor t of 
the claims of the Dissenter s, 3 and the example of London was 
followed by other corporations in every par t of the kingdom. 
On Februar y 26 Lord John Russe l l  moved for  a  Committee 
of the whole House to consider the Acts. In his speech, which 
was  an  ex t remely  able  one,  he  dec l a red  tha t  he  cou ld  not 
accept the pr inciple on which the Dissenters rested their claims 
to  re l i e f .  He  d id  not  be l i eve  tha t  eve r y  re s t r a in t  and  d i s - 
qual i f ica t ion imposed on a  man on account of  hi s  re l ig ious 
belief was of the nature of per secution. If the relig ion of any 
body of men was found to be hostile to the interests of the State, 
a restr ictive test would, in his opinion, be justif iable. But the 
Acts were passed in circumstances which had long disappeared. 
The House of Stuar t  might natural ly have regarded the Dis- 
senters with apprehension, and might, therefore, have thought 
it politically expedient to exclude them from municipal off ices; 
but  the House of  Hanover  had a lways  found the Dis senter s 
i t s  mos t  loya l  suppor te r s  and  i t s  f i r mes t  f r i ends .  The  Tes t 
Act had been passed for the defence of the Church of England, 
—not agains t  the Dis senter s ,  but  agains t  the Duke of  York, 
who was  a  Romani s t  and he i r  to  the  c rown,  and aga in s t  a 
m in i s t r y  tha t  wa s  su spec t ed  o f  de s i gn s  ho s t i l e  to  Eng l i sh 
Pro te s t an t i sm.” The  annua l  Indemni ty  Ac t s ,  wh ich  gave  a 
par t ia l  re l ief  to Dissenter s ,  le f t  scarcely an argument against 
the repeal of laws which had been so long vir tually suspended. 
It could not be contended that these laws were necessary for 
the secur ity of the Church, for they extended neither to Scotland 
no r  t o  I re l and . 4 Ab su rd  we re  t h e  numbe r  and  va r i e t y  o f

2 Test-Ad Reporter (1829), 33–37. And see ante, p. 568.
3 Ibid., 45–61.
4 In Ireland an Act was passed in 1779, admitting to civil and mili- 

tary off ices Protestants who had not taken the sacrament. The taking 
oi the sacrament according to the order of the English Church had, of 
course, i.ever been made a qualification for office in Scotland.
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per sons affected by the Test Act: non-commissioned off icer s, 
as well as off icer s—excisemen, tide-waiter s, and even pedlar s. 
The penalties incur red by these different classes of men were 
suff iciently alarming—forfeiture of the off ice, disqualif ication 
for any other,  incapaci ty to maintain a sui t  a t  law, to act  as 
guard ian  or  executor,  or  to  inher i t  a  l egacy ;  and ,  l a s t ly,  a 
penalty of £500. Even if such penalties were never enforced, 
the l aw which imposed them was  whol ly  indefens ible.  Nor 
was it forgotten again to condemn the profanation of the holy 
sacrament, by reducing it to a mere civil form, imposed upon 
per sons who either renounced i t s  sacred character,  or might 
be spiritually unfit to receive it.”5

Mr.  Pe e l ,  a f t e rwa rd s  S i r  Robe r t  Pe e l ,  who  wa s  Home 
Secretary and leader of the House of Commons, admitted that 
the Acts were not necessary for the protection of the Church, 
but res ted his  opposi t ion to their  repeal  on the g round that 
the Dissenter s  had no pract ica l  g r ievance.  Lord Palmer s ton, 
the Secretar y for  War,  announced that  he intended to vote 
aga in s t  the  Bi l l  because  he  thought  tha t  the  c l a ims  o f  the 
Roman Cathol ic s  were  more urgent  than the c la ims  of  the 
Dissenter s .  The motion was a l so opposed by Mr. Huskisson, 
Colonia l  Secretar y.  Lord Al thor p,  Lord Nugent ,  and Henry 
Brougham suppor t ed  Lord  John  Rus se l l .  The  mot ion  wa s 
carried by 237 Ayes to 193 Noes—a majority of 44.6

Many of the ordinary suppor ter s of the ministr y had voted 
i n  the  ma jo r i t y ;  and  a f t e r  t he  B i l l  h ad  been  in t roduced , 
Mr. Peel stated that the feeling of the House in its f avour was 
so decisive that the Government had determined to withdraw 
the i r  oppos i t ion to  i t .  He a l so  under took to  communica te 
w i t h  t h e  A rc h b i s h o p  o f  C a n t e r bu r y  a n d  t h e  b i s h o p s  i n 
order to induce them to share the g race of a necessary con- 
ce s s ion  to  the  Di s sen te r s . 7 To f ac i l i t a te  the  pa s s ing  o f  the 
mea su re  Lo rd  John  Rus s e l l  con s en t ed  th a t  a  Dec l a r a t i on 
should be made by al l  mag istrates, and by al l  per sons holding 
municipal off ices, pledg ing them never to exer t any power or 
influence that they might possess by vir tue of their off ice “to

5 Erskine May, Const. Hist. ,  i i i .  157–158. For Lord John Russel l ’s 
speech, see Parl. Debates (Hansard: N.S.), xviii. 676–694, and repr int 
in Test Act Reporter, 98–110.

6 Par l .  Debates  (Hansard:  N.S . ) ,  xvi i i .  781. C. J.  (Feb. 26,  1828), 
lxxxiii. 107.

7 Peel, Memoirs, i. 69, 79.
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injure or subver t  the Protestant Church, by law establ i shed, 
or to disturb it in the possession of those r ights and pr ivileges 
to which it is by law entitled.” 8

In  the  Hou se  o f  Lo rd s  t he  mea su re  wa s  f i r m ly  re s i s t ed 
by  Lord  E ldon ,  who p roposed  to  sub s t i tu te  an  oa th  fo r  a 
declaration, and to provide effectual secur ities to prevent the 
Catholics  obtaining any benef i t  f rom the repeal  of  the Acts . 
Lo rd  Winche l s e a  a t t emp t ed  t o  ex c l ude  Un i t a r i a n s .  Lo rd 
E ldon  wa s  e s pec i a l l y  vehemen t  i n  h i s  an t a gon i sm  to  t he 
Bi l l .  I t  “was  for med upon pr inc ip le s  which no man cou ld 
deny were  revo lut ionar y.” The Cons t i tu t ion requi red “ tha t 
the Church of England should be supported; and the best way 
of  a f fording that  suppor t  to her was to admit  only her own 
members to off ices of trust and emolument.” 9 Lord Holland, 
who had charge of the Bil l ,  was suppor ted by the Marquis of 
L an s downe,  E a r l  G rey,  t h e  E a r l  o f  Ha r rowby,  a nd  o th e r 
lay peer s .  The Archbishop of  York,  the Bishops of  Lincoln, 
Durham, and Chester,  spoke in f avour of  the measure.  The 
Duke of  Wel l ington, who was pr ime minis ter,  infor med the 
House  tha t  the  Gover nment  accepted i t  in  the  in tere s t s  o f 
re l ig ious peace.  The only ser ious amendment ins i s ted on by 
the House was moved by the Bishop of Llandaff , who wished 
to  add  to  the  Dec l a r a t ion  a  phra se  expre s s ive  o f  be l i e f  in 
Chr i s t i an i ty—“upon the  t r ue  f a i th  o f  a  Chr i s t i an .” He d id 
not regard the addition as necessary, but as decorous, and he 
Mr. Lecky’s discussion of the importance of Lord Hardwicke’s Act in 
proposed i t  “ for  the credi t  of  Par l iament .” But by inser t ing 
in the Declarat ion the words “on the true f a i th of  a  Chr i s- 
tian,” the Jews were formally excluded from the benefits of the 
Bil l .  Lord Holland protested, but the House refused to yield. 
The third reading was car r ied without a division on Apr il 28. 
On May 9, 1828, the Bill received the royal assent and became 
law.10

8 Parl. Debates (Hansard: N.S.), xviii. 1193–1194, 1207, 1229–1230.
9 Ibid., xviii. 1483–1485, 1497, 1518–1519, 1592–1605; xix. 39–49.
10 Ib id . ,  xvi i i .  1591–1592,  1609;  x ix .  157–159.  The di sabi l i ty  in- 

flicted on the Jews by this amendment was removed by an Act passed 
in 1845–8 and 9 Vic. cap. 52. The Declaration, as f inally adopted, ran 
as fol lows:—“I, A B, do solemnly and sincerely, in the Presence of 
God, profess, testify, and declare, upon the true Faith of a Chr istian, 
that I will never exercise any Power, Author ity, or Influence which I 
may possess by virtue of the office of t o  i n j u r e  o r  we a k e n  t h e  P r o - 
testant Church as it is by Law established in England, or to disturb the 
Bishops and Clergy of the said Church in the Possession of any Rights
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II

In  the  fo l lowing  yea r  (1829 )  the  Ca tho l i c  Emanc ipa t ion 
Act was passed.

The laws which had been enacted in successive reigns for the 
repression of the Catholic Church were f ar more severe than 
those by which Charles II. had endeavoured to repress Protes- 
tant Dissent; and the Revolution of 1688, which gave a large 
measure of rel ief  to Protestant Dissenter s ,  made the posit ion 
of  the Cathol ic s  wor se than i t  had been before.  In Ire land, 
where the Catholics constituted three-fourths of the population, 
the laws against Catholicism were even sterner and more pitiless 
than  in  Eng l and . 11 In  bo th  count i e s  some o f  the  wor s t  o f 
these  l aws  had been repea led ,  and be fore  the  beg inning of 
the century other s had become obsolete; but by the laws sti l l 
in force the Catholics were depr ived of many of the r ights of 
citizenship.

Dur ing  t he  nego t i a t i on s  wh i ch  p re c eded  t he  Un ion  o f 
Great Br itain and Ireland in 1800, the Ir ish Catholics had been 
encouraged to hope that as soon as the Imper ial Parliament was 
created it would pass a measure of Catholic relief . Pitt indeed 
had been forbidden by the King to promise any concess ions, 
nor had he himsel f  deter mined upon any def ini te measures ; 
but he knew that the Ir i sh Catholics were relying upon him 
to remove their disabilities.12

In 1801 he was prepared to al low Catholics to sit in Parlia- 
ment, and to hold civil and military off ices under the Crown; 
he was also prepared to make provision for the Ir ish pr iesthood 
ou t  o f  t he  n a t i ona l  excheque r.  On  the s e  t e r ms  the  I r i s h 
Catholic bishops were wil l ing that the Crown should have a 
ve t o  on  a l l  f u tu re  appo in tment s  to  Ca tho l i c  b i shopr i c s  in 
I re l and . 13 Bu t  the  K ing  in s i s t ed  tha t  to  make  any  fu r the r

or Pr ivileges to which such Church, or the said Bishops and Clergy, are 
or may be by Law entitled. 9 Geo. IV. cap. 17, § 2.

11 See Burke,  Trac t s  r e l a t ing  to  the  Laws aga ins t  Pope r y  in  I r e land , 
Works, vi. 5–48.

12 As ear ly  a s  1788,  Pi t t  was  f avourable  to a  scheme for  making 
public provision for the Ir ish Catholic pr iesthood. Erskine May, Con- 
stitutional History, iii. 117, note 2.

13 See the author ities, ibid . ,  i i i .  118, notes  1,2. It was par t of Pitt’s 
scheme to relieve Protestant Dissenters from their civil disabilities.
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concessions to the Catholics would be a violation of his corona- 
t ion oath, and Pit t  res igned. He returned to power in 1804, 
but in deference to the King’s wishes he ag reed not to br ing 
forward any measure  to  sa t i s fy  the  Cathol ic  c l a ims ;  and in 
the following year, when the question was raised in the House 
of  Commons on a motion made by Char les  James Fox, Pit t , 
while frankly admitting that he was still of the opinion, formed 
at  the t ime of  the Union, that  Cathol ics  might be admitted 
to  the  Un i t ed  Pa r l i amen t  “unde r  p rope r  [ s a f e ] gua rd s  and 
conditions,” without “any danger to the established Church or 
the Protestant const i tut ion,” declared that  the circumstances 
which had then prevented him from proposing a measure to 
g ive effect to this conviction “had made so deep, so lasting an 
impression upon my mind, that so long as those circumstances 
continue to operate,  I  shal l  feel  i t  a duty imposed upon me. 
not only not to br ing forward, but not in any manner to be a 
pa r ty  in  br ing ing  fo rward  or  in  ag i t a t ing  th i s  que s t ion .” 14 
The motion was defeated by 336 Noes to 124 Ayes—a major ity 
of 212. A similar motion by Lord Grenvil le in the Lords was 
defeated by 178 Noes to 49 Ayes—a majority of 129.15

Lord Grenvil le’s Ministry (1806–1807) was wrecked through 
the introduction of a Bil l  by Lord Howick on March 5, 1807, 
to enable Catholics and Dissenters to hold commissions in the 
ar my and navy,  and to provide that  a l l  per sons that  entered 
His Majesty’s service should enjoy the “free and unrestrained 
exercise of their religion, so far as it did not interfere with their 
mi l i t a r y  dut ie s .” 16 The  King  re fu sed  to  a l low Catho l i c s  to 
hold the higher commissions, and also refused to sanction the 
provis ions of the Bil l  which removed the disabi l i t ies  of Dis- 
senters. The Ministry thereupon resigned.17

Year af ter year,  the Cathol ic c la ims were brought forward; 
in the Commons,  by Canning,  Grat tan,  Lord Mor peth,  and

14 Parl. Debates (Hansard: F.S.), iv. 1015, 1018.
15 Ibid., iv. 843, 1060.
16 I b i d . ,  i x .  2–7.  An Act  had  been  pa s sed  in  1793  by  the  I r i sh 

Parliament enabling Catholics to hold any commission in the army up 
to the rank of colonel. As no similar Act had been passed for Great 
Br itain, a Catholic captain in the King’s service, when removed with 
his regiment from Ireland to England, became liable to the penalties of 
the Test Act.  Dissenter s were a lready capable,  under an Act passed 
by the Ir ish Parliament in 1779, of holding civil and military offices in 
Ireland. Sir Erskine May, Constitutional History, iii. 126.

17 Ibid., ix. 149, 173; Annual Register, 1807, xlix. 140–143.
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Si r  H.  Par ne l l ;  and in  the Lords ,  by Lord Grey,  Lord Fi tz- 
wi l l i am, the Marquis  of  Wel les ley,  and Lord Donoughmore. 
But  nothing was  accompl i shed t i l l  1813,  when the Duke of 
Norfolk succeeded in car rying a measure which enabled Ir ish 
Roman Catholics to hold al l  such civi l  or mil i tary off ices in 
England as by the Ir ish Act of 1793 they could hold in Ireland. 
In 1817 a Bill, identical in its effect with the measure rejected 
in 1807, was introduced by Lord Melville and became law; and 
all ranks in the army and navy were opened to Roman Catholics 
and Dissenters.18

In  1821 P lunket ,  who a f te r  the  dea th  o f  Gra t t an  in  1820 
was  the  mos t  br i l l i an t  and e loquent  I r i sh  repre senta t ive  o f 
the Catholic cause, carr ied a Bill through the House of Commons 
ab roga t ing  the  dec l a r a t ion s  aga in s t  t r an sub s t an t i a t ion  and 
the invocation of saints, and interpreting the Oath of Supremacy 
in a sense which enabled a Catholic to accept it. It passed the 
th i rd  re ad ing  by  216  to  197.  In  the  Lord s  the  oppo s i t i on 
was led by the Duke of York, and the Bil l  was lost by 159 to 
120.19 In the following year (1822) a Bill introduced byCanning, 
to enable Catholic peers to sit and vote in the House of Lords, 
pas sed i t s  second reading in the Commons by a major i ty of 
235  to  223.  At  i t s  l a t e r  s t age s  i t  wa s  no t  opposed .  In  the 
Lords it was thrown out by 171 to 129—a major ity of 42.20 In 
1823 two Bil l s  introduced by Lord Nugent passed the Com- 
mons;  one for admitt ing Engl i sh Cathol ics  to the f ranchise, 
the other for enabling them to become mag istrates and mem- 
ber s  of  municipal  cor porat ions.  The f i r s t  the Lords re jected 
by 80 non-contents to 70 contents;  the second was dropped. 
When the Bil l s  were reintroduced into the Lords in 1824 by 
the Marquis of Lansdowne, they were rejected by st i l l  larger 
major ities.21 In the same year Dr. Phillimore brought in a Bill 
to per mit  mar r iages  between Cathol ics  to be solemnised by 
their own priests, but the Bill was lost.22

In  1825  S i r  Franc i s  Burde t t  succeeded in  ca r r y ing  a  B i l l

18 53 Geo. III. cap. 128; 57 Geo. III. cap. 92.
19 Parl. Debates (Hansard: N.S.), iv. 1269, 1523; v. 279.
20 In the Commons the motion for leave to br ing in the Bil l  was 

ca r r ied  by  f ive  vote s—249 to  244 .  Par l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd :  N.S. ) , 
vii. 211, 475, 1216. See the cr iticism in the Annual Register, 1822, lxiv. 
66–68.

21 Parl .  Debates  (Hansard: N.S. ) ,  ix.  573, 1031,1034, 1476; xi .  817, 
842.

22 Ibid., xi. 408; and Erskine May, Const. Hist., iii. 153–154.
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through the  Commons tha t  imposed a  new oath ins tead o f 
t he  Oa th  o f  Sup remacy ;  i t  p a s s ed  the  th i rd  re ad ing  by  a 
ma jo r i t y  o f  248  to  227 ;  bu t  the  Lo rd s  re j e c t ed  i t  on  the 
s econd  re ad ing  by  178  to  130 .  Two yea r s  l a t e r  ( 1827 )  h i s 
motion for the considerat ion of the Catholic claims was lost 
by  fou r  vo te s—276  to  272 .  In  1828  a  s im i l a r  mot ion  wa s 
car r ied by a  major i ty  o f  272 to 266;  but  the Lords  re fused 
to concur by a majority of 181 to 137.23

In Januar y,  1828,  a  new Gover nment had been for med by 
the Duke of Well ington; and though both the Duke and Sir 
Rober t Peel, who was leader in the Commons, were opposed 
to the Catholic claims, several of their colleagues who had been 
accustomed to act with Mr. Canning were strongly in its favour,24 
and Catholic Emancipat ion was made an open quest ion. But 
wi th in  s ix  months  a f te r  the  for mat ion o f  the  mini s t r y,  the 
“Cann ing i t e s” re t i red ;  and  the i r  vacan t  p l ace s  were  f i l l ed 
by men who, on the Catholic question, were of the same mind 
with the Duke and Mr. Peel.25

But  the res ignat ion of  the f r iends  of  the Cathol ic s  led to 
the  t r iumph o f  the  Ca tho l i c  c au se.  Mr.  Ve sey  F i t zge r a ld , 
member  for  County  Clare,  was  appointed Pre s ident  o f  the 
Boa rd  o f  Trade,  and  had  to  s eek  re -e l ec t ion  ( Ju ly,  1828 ) .

23 Par l .  Debate s  (Hansard:  N.S. ) ,  x i i .  764,  1151;  xi i i .  21,  71,  486, 
662; xix. 675, 1294. Annual Regis te r ,  1825, lxvii .  46–67; ib id.,  1827, 
lxix. 16–62; ibid., 1828, bcx. 105–109.

24 Canning died August 8, 1827.
25 Bills had been brought in to disfranchise the boroughs of Penryn 

and East Retford, and to give one member to Manchester and another 
to Birmingham. Mr. Peel was willing that if both of the boroughs were 
disfranchised, the representation of one of them should be transfer red 
to a large town. Mr. Huskisson, one of Canning’s fr iends, had declared 
that if only one were disfranchised, a great town should receive a mem- 
ber. Before the Lords had dealt with the case of Penryn, he voted that 
the seat which would be available through the disfranchisement of East 
Retford should be given to Birmingham. Peel voted on the other side. 
Huskisson went home from the House at two o’clock, and wrote a letter 
to the Duke of Wellington offer ing to resign. The Duke treated the 
letter as an actual resignation, and laid it before the King. The mis- 
under standing was not ter minated by subsequent negotiat ions,  and 
Mr. Huskisson’s off ice was f illed up. This led to the resignation of his 
fr iends, Lord Dudley, Lord Palmerston, and Mr. Grant. The Annual 
Reg i s t e r ,  1828 ,  lxx .  14–21,  g ive s  the  whole  cor re spondence.  The 
Ear l  o f  Aberdeen succeeded Lord  Dudley  a t  the  Fore ign  Of f i ce ; 
S i r  H.  Hard inge,  Lord Pa lmer s ton a s  Secre ta r y  o f  S ta te  for  War ; 
and Mr. Vesey Fitzgerald was put at the head of the Board of Trade; 
Sir George Murray taking Mr. Huskisson’s place at the Colonial Office.
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He was opposed by Daniel O’Connell. O’Connell polled 2,057 
vo t e s ;  F i t z g e r a l d  po l l e d  on l y  9 83.  On  Ju l y  5  F i t z g e r a l d 
wrote to Peel and said that, though he had received the support 
of  a l l  the men of weal th and socia l  inf luence in the county, 
they were powerles s  to control  the votes  of  the mass  of  the 
people :  “Al l  the g rea t  in teres t s  broke down and the deser- 
t ion has  been univer sa l .  Such a  scene as  we have had!  such 
a  t remendous  prospect  a s  i t  opens  to  us !  .   .   .  The conduct 
of  the pr ies t s  has  passed a l l  that  you could picture to your- 
self.”26

O’Connel l ,  being a  Cathol ic,  could not take hi s  seat ,  and 
the  exc i tement  in  I re l and became in tense.  At  a  word f rom 
the leader s  of  the Cathol ic  Associa t ion,  the countr y would 
have broken into rebellion, and the Ir ish executive was unable 
to re ly on the f idel i ty of  the Cathol ic  t roops.  The Duke of 
Wellington and Mr. Peel were convinced that further resistance 
to  the  Ca tho l i c  c l a ims  wou ld  p rovoke  c iv i l  war,  and  they 
resolved to yield.

The Catholic Relief Bil l  was introduced into the House of 
Commons on March 5,1829. It prescr ibed a new oath instead 
of the Oath of Supremacy, and so provided for the admission ^ 
of  Roman Cathol ic s  into both Houses  of  Par l iament ;  to a l l 
corporate off ices; to all judicial off ices, except in the ecclesias- 
tical cour ts; and to all civil and political off ices, except those 
of Regent, Lord Chancellor in England, and Lord Lieutenant 
of  I re land.  The measure provoked f ierce popular  res i s tance. 
There  were  some Cong rega t iona l i s t s  tha t  rega rded  i t  wi th 
alarm; they contended that the Roman Catholic Church was 
not merely a religious institution, but a great political organisa- 
t ion,  under  the abso lute  contro l  o f  the pr ince of  a  fore ign 
S t a t e ;  t h a t  t h roughou t  i t s  h i s t o r y  i t  h ad  been  i n to l e r an t 
and merc i l e s s  towards  Prote s t an t i sm;  tha t  i t s  unchangeable 
pr inciples made it the most dangerous of all the foes to freedom; 
that its members regarded no promises as binding, no oath as 
sacred, that laid any restraint on the agg randisement of their 
Church ;  tha t  the i r  re a l  a im wa s  to  s ecu re  no t  to l e r a t ion , 
but ascendency, and that Catholic ascendency would be f ata l 
to  the c iv i l  and re l ig ious  l iber t ie s  o f  the United Kingdom. 
But the pol i t ica l  s t rength of  the Nonconfor mis t s  suppor ted

26 Peel, Memoirs, i. 114; ibid. i. 104–115, with Peel’s own comments 
on the incident, 115 foll.
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the  mea su re ;  and  a t  a  mee t i ng  o f  t h e  P ro t e s t an t  Soc i e t y 
Mr. O’Connell, speaking in the name of the people of Ireland, 
acknowledged their  f idel i ty to the cause of  just ice.  “I s tand 
here,” he sa id ,  “ in the name of  my countr y,  to  expres s  our 
g ratitude, in feeble but in sincere language, for the exer tions 
made in  our  beha l f  by  our  Prote s t ant  Di s sent ing  bre thren . 
I have come here to express my thankfulness for the suppor t 
which they have given to the great cause of my country.”27

The Bi l l  passed through i t s  success ive s tages  in the House 
of Commons by large major ities. In the Lords it was defended 
by the Duke of Wellington on the ground that it was necessary 
in  o rde r  to  ave r t  c iv i l  wa r.  “ I  am one  o f  tho se,” s a id  the 
Duke,  “who  have  p robab ly  p a s s ed  a  l onge r  pe r iod  o f  my 
l i fe  engaged in  war  than most  men,  and pr inc ipa l ly,  I  may 
s ay,  i n  c i v i l  wa r ;  a n d  I  mu s t  s ay  t h i s — t h a t  i f  I  c o u l d 
a vo i d ,  b y  a n y  s a c r i f i c e  w h a t e ve r ,  e ve n  o n e  m o n t h  o f 
c iv i l  war  in  the  count r y  to  which  I  am a t t ached ,  I  would 
s a c r i f i c e  my  l i f e  i n  o rd e r  t o  do  i t .” 28 Lo rd  E l don  s t ood 
f i r m in  h i s  oppos i t ion  to  i t ;  and  he  was  suppor ted  in  de- 
bate  by the Archbishops  of  Canterbur y,  York,  and Ar magh, 
and  by  the  B i shop s  o f  London  and  Durham.  The  B i shop 
of  Oxford suppor ted the  Gover nment .  The second read ing 
wa s  c a r r i e d  by  217  t o  112—a  ma jo r i t y  o f  105 ;  t h e  t h i rd 
r e a d i n g  by  213  t o  10 9 — a  m a j o r i t y  o f  10 4 .  T h e  f o r m a l 
assent of the King, without which the Bil l  could not become 
law, was obtained with great difficulty.29

III

The  Re for m Bi l l  o f  1832  g rea t l y  inc rea sed  the  po l i t i c a l 
power of  the Nonconfor mist s ,  and in the exci tement of  the 
popular tr iumph to which they had largely contr ibuted they 
began to believe that it was now possible to car ry a succession 
o f  ecc l e s i a s t i c a l  re fo r ms .  They  thought  tha t  the  t ime  had 
come to remove the bishops from the House of Lords, abolish 

27 Congregational Magazine, 1829, v. 336–337.
28 Parl. Debates (Hansard: N.S.), xxi. 46; and 392.
29 Geo.  IV.  cap.  7.  For  the  vo te s  in  the  House  o f  Commons— 

Second Reading, 353 to 173; Third Reading, 320 to 142, ibid., xx. 1290, 
1633. For the votes in the House of Lords, ibid., xxi., 394, 694. For 
the King’s attitude, Erskine May, Const. Hist., iii. 168, 172,
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Church rates, redress the gr ievances of Dissenters in connection 
with mar r iages and bur ials, and open the national universities 
to men of al l  relig ious creeds. Some men of bolder and more 
ardent temper were eager to move at once for the disestablish- 
ment of the English Church.30

I t  wa s  de t e r m ined  to  make  a  beg inn ing  w i th  an  a t t a ck 
on church ra te s .  The Di s senter s  in s i s ted  tha t  a s  they  bui l t 
the i r  own chape l s  and  kep t  them in  repa i r,  l i gh ted  them, 
cleaned them, and paid for the bread and the wine that they 
used a t  the Lord’s  Supper,  Churchmen should do the same; 
that to impose a rate on Nonconformists for the maintenance 
of bui ldings which were used for rel ig ious services at  which 
they were never present ,  and to which they conscient ious ly 
objected, was f lag rant ly unjust .  In 1834 Mr. Divett ,  member 
for Exeter,  brought in a Church Rate Aboli t ion Bi l l ,  which 
was  wi thdrawn on an appea l  f rom Lord John Russe l l ,  who 
promised tha t  the  Gover nment  would  submit  a  measure  o f 
their own.

The abol i t ion of  the ra te  was  opposed by the Church on 
many g rounds.  She ins i s ted on her ancient  and lega l  r ights : 
the rate was a tax not on per sons, but on proper ty; i f  i t  was 
abo l i s hed  the  l and lo rd s  wou ld  ob t a in  re l i e f ,  bu t  t enan t s , 
whether Churchmen or Dissenters, would have to pay a higher 
ren t .  “Bu t ,  above  a l l ,  i t  wa s  ma in t a ined  tha t  t h e  f a b r i c  o f 
the  c hu r c h  was  na t i ona l  p rope r ty—an edi f ice  se t  apar t  by l aw 
for public wor ship, according to the rel ig ion of the State,— 
open to  a l l ,—invi t ing  a l l  to  i t s  s e r v ice s—and a s  much the 
common property of all as a public museum or picture gallery, 
which many might not care to enter, or were unable to appre- 
c i a t e.” 31 The  g round  o f  th i s  con ten t ion  wa s  ind i spu t ab l e. 
The par ish church is the property of the whole par ish—not of 
those par ishioners who attend its services, approve the r itual, 
and  be l i eve  in  the  theo logy  o f  the  re c to r.  A l l  t he  pa r i sh

30 The moderate and practical policy, aiming at def inite and imme- 
diate results, is clearly set forth in a letter wr itten by the Secretary of 
“The United Committee, appointed to consider the gr ievances under 
which Dissenter s  now labour,  with a view to their  redress ,” dated 
June  18 ,  1833.  Cong r e g a t i ona l  Magaz in e ,  1833,  xv i .  446 .  See  a l so 
ibid., 187. The disappointment and ir r itation of the fr iends of religious 
l iber ty, as t ime went on, are expressed in resolutions passed by the 
“Protestant Society” on May 17, 1834. Ibid., xvii. 378.

31 Erskine May, Const. Hist., iii. 203.
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churches in the nat ion, taken together,  may be descr ibed as 
the proper ty  of  the nat ion—not of  any par t icu lar  re l ig ious 
community;  and i t  i s  the obvious interest  of  the nat ion that 
there should be adequate secur i t ies  that  i t s  proper ty should 
no t  be  pe r mi t t ed  to  f a l l  i n to  decay.  Bu t  i t  may  be  f a i r l y 
answered that  a s  long as  the nat ional  proper ty i s  in the ex- 
clusive possession of tenants attached to a par ticular relig ious 
creed and a par t icular form of rel ig ious wor ship, the tenants 
may justly be required to keep it in repair.

The  B i l l  o f  t he  Gove r nmen t ,  wh i ch  wa s  i n t roduced  by 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Lord Althorp, on Apr il  21, 
1834, was founded on what Sir Er skine May descr ibes as the 
main content ion of  the defender s  of  the ra te.  I t  recognised 
the churches as national proper ty, and proposed to substitute 
for the existing church rate an annual grant of £250,000 from 
the Consolidated Fund. This did not sat i s fy Churchmen; for 
the rate was estimated to produce about twice the amount that 
the Government proposed to g rant from the taxes. It did not 
s a t i s f y  the  Di s s en te r s ;  fo r  they  thought  tha t  a  t ax  fo r  the 
repair of the churches was just as objectionable as a rate. The 
Bill had to be dropped.32

A second at tempt to deal  with the g r ievance was made by 
Lord Melbour ne’s  Gover nment  in  1837.  The popular  ag i ta- 
t ion was becoming for midable.  No less  than 2,000 pet i t ions 
were  p re sen ted  to  Pa r l i ament  p ray ing  fo r  the  abo l i t ion  o f 
church  r a t e s—some o f  them pray ing  fo r  the  s epa r a t ion  o f 
C h u r c h  a n d  S t a t e .  O n  M a r c h  3 ,  M r.  S p r i n g - R i c e ,  t h e 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, submitted the Government scheme 
to  the  House  o f  Commons .  I t  wa s  th a t  the  repa i r  o f  t he 
churches, and other church expenses which had been hither to 
provided for by the rate, should be met, par tly by pew rents, 
and partly by surplus funds which were to ar ise from the better 
administration of church Jands; the rate was to cease.

The  re so lu t ion  embody ing  th i s  s cheme was  ca r r i ed  a f t e r 
a  long  deba te  by  273  to  250—a ma jor i ty  o f  23 ;  bu t  when 
it  was “brought up,” the votes were 287 to 282; the major ity 
had sunk to 5. 33 The scheme of the Government was whol ly

32 Er skine May, Const .  Hist . ,  i i i .  203–204.  Annual  Reg i s t e r,  1834, 
l x xv i . ,  2 07–213.  Pa r l .  D e b a t e s  (Han s a rd :  T.S. ) ,  x x .  1012 .  C.  J . 
(April 21, 22; June 19, 1834), lxxxix. 202–203, 207, 415.

33 C. J. (March 15, May 23, 1837), xcii. 173, 401.
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unsatisf actory to the resolute defender s of the Establishment; 
fo r  i t  a sked  them to  su r rende r  the  r a t e,  and  to  a ccep t  a s 
compensat ion revenues which were already in the possess ion 
of the Church and avai lable for other church purposes.  This 
proposal had to be abandoned.

In the same year  that  th i s  unsucces s fu l  a t tempt was  made 
to settle the dispute in Parliament, the question of the extent 
o f  the lega l  r ight s  o f  the Church to the ra te  was  ra i sed by 
the  churchwarden s  o f  Bra in t ree.  A  ma jo r i t y  o f  the  ve s t r y 
had postponed a rate for twelve months;  the churchwardens, 
in def iance of  the vestr y,  proceeded to levy i t  on their  own 
au thor i ty,  and  the  l ega l i ty  o f  the  r a te  was  conte s ted .  The 
Consi s tor y Cour t  suppor ted the churchwardens .  On appeal , 
Lord Denman in the Court of Queen’s Bench declared the rate 
to be “altogether invalid, and a church rate in nothing but the 
name”;  and the  Cour t  i s sued  a  prohib i t ion re s t r a in ing  the 
churchwardens  f rom col lect ing i t .  The Cour t  of  Exchequer 
conf ir med the decis ion of the Cour t of  Queen’s  Bench; but 
Lord Chief  Jus t ice  Tinda l ,  in  g iv ing judgment ,  expres sed a 
doubt whether the churchwardens and a minor ity of the vestry 
together—even though the major ity opposed—might not grant 
a  va l id  ra te  a t  a  meet ing of  the par i shioner s  ca l led for  that 
purpose.34

The  c hu rchwa rd en s  a c t e d  on  t h i s  h i n t .  A  ma j o r i t y  o f 
t he  ve s t r y  h av ing  ag a in  re fu s ed  the  r a t e,  a  mon i t i on  wa s 
obtained from the Consistory Court requir ing the par ishioners 
to  make  a  r a te  accord ing  to  l aw.  A second ve s t r y  meet ing 
was cal led; the rate was again refused by the major ity of the 
pa r i sh ioner s  a s s embled ;  and  then  the  churchwardens  wi th 
the minor ity proceeded to vote it. This rate was also resisted. 
The Cons i s tor y  Cour t ,  which had a f f i r med the  lega l i ty  o f 
the rate levied by the churchwardens on their own author ity, 
now decided that  the rate which was levied by the church- 
warden s  and  a  minor i t y  o f  the  ve s t r y  wa s  wor th l e s s .  The 
Cour t  o f  Arche s  dec l a red  i t  l ega l .  The  Cour t  o f  Queen ’s 
Bench and the Cour t of Exchequer conf irmed the judgment 

34 “This suggestion was founded on the pr inciple that the votes of 
the major ity, who refused to perform their duty, were lost or thrown 
away; while the minor ity, in the performance of the prescr ibed duty 
of the meeting, represented the whole number.' '  Erskine May, Const. 
Hist., iiL 205.
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of the Court of Arches. But on appeal to the House of Lords, 
the rate was pronounced inval id.  This  decis ion was g iven in 
1853, twelve years after the rate in dispute was levied.35

Whi le  th i s  p ro t r ac ted  su i t  wa s  pend ing ,  and  a f t e r  i t  had 
been f inally settled, Bills for the complete or par tial abolition 
of the rate were introduced into the House of Commons by 
Mr. Harvey, Mr. Duncombe, Mr. Trelawney, Mr. Page-Wood, 
Mr.  Ha rd c a s t l e ,  a nd  s eve r a l  o t h e r  L i b e r a l  membe r s .  Mr. 
Hardcastle’s Bill passed the Commons, but was defeated in the 
Lords .  But at  la s t  the Conservat ives  came to the conclus ion 
that it was no longer possible to maintain the law as it stood. 
Wi th in  s i x  ye a r s  a f t e r  t he  dec i s i on  o f  t he  B r a in t ree  c a s e 
1,525 par i shes or dis tr icts  had refused to levy a church rate. 
A scheme o f  which  Mr.  Hubbard  was  the  mos t  p rominent 
advocate, and which received strong Conservative support, was 
b rough t  f o rwa rd  s e s s i on  a f t e r  s e s s i on  f o r  e xemp t i ng  any 
par ishioner from payment on his declar ing himself a Dissenter 
and accepting some consequent disqual i f icat ions.  Mr. Br ight 
s ugge s t ed  t h a t  a l l  t h a t  wa s  n e c e s s a r y  wa s  t o  a bo l i s h  t h e 
machinery for enforcing payment,  and that in other respects 
the law might remain unchanged.36

A  Bi l l  founded  on  th i s  p r inc ip le  was  in t roduced  by  Mr. 
Gladstone in 1868 and became law. Under this  Act,  a  vestr y 
has power to levy a church rate, and it is  par t of the duty of 
the ordinary rate col lector to col lect i t ;  but the f ir s t  section 
enacts that—

“no  Su i t  s h a l l  b e  i n s t i t u t ed  o r  P roceed ing  t aken  in  any  Ecc l e - 
s i a s t i c a l  o r  o the r  Cour t ,  o r  be fo re  any  Ju s t i ce  o r  Mag i s t r a t e,  to 
enforce or  compel  the Payment  of  any Church Rate  made in  any 
parish or place in England or Wales.”37

Where  money had been bor rowed on the  secur i ty  o f  the 
rates, the payment was to remain compulsory until the loan had 
been discharged; and rates which under general or local Acts

35 For references to dates and author ities, see Erskine May, Const . 
Hist., iii. 205–206, and notes. The question whether par ishioners who 
refused to levy a church rate were punishable in the Ecclesiastical Courts 
was left open. Phillimore, Ecclesiastical Law, 1446.

36 Sir Erskine May, Const. Hist.,  i i i .  448, attr ibutes the suggestion 
to Mr. Waldegrave-Leslie. It is usually attr ibuted to Mr. Br ight, and 
the Annual Register, 1868, cx. 147, credits him with its authorship.

37 31 and 32 Vic. cap. 109, § 1.
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had been appropr ia ted par t ly  to ecc le s ia s t ica l  and par t ly  to 
secu la r  pur poses ,  were  to  be  hencefor th  app l ied to  secu la r 
pur pose s  on ly,  and  were  not  to  be  deemed church  r a te s . 38 
Par ishioner s who decl ine to pay the rate are declared not to 
be entit led “to enquire into, or object to, or vote in respect 
o f  the expendi ture  of  the monies  a r i s ing f rom such church 
rate.” 39

IV

The  a g i t a t i on  f o r  t h e  a bo l i t i on  o f  c ompu l s o r y  chu rch 
r a te s  ex tended over  nea r ly  fo r ty  yea r s ;  the  demand o f  the 
Dis senter s  for  the re for m of  the mar r iage laws,  and for  the 
provision of a civil registration of births, deaths, and marr iages, 
achieved almost immediate success.

Unde r  Lo rd  Ha rdwicke ’s  Mar r i a ge  Ac t ,  p a s s ed  i n  1753, 
a l l  mar r iages  were declared to be inva l id that  had not  been 
per fo r med in  the  pa r i sh  church  by  a  c l e rgyman,  a f t e r  the 
publ ica t ion of  banns .  Al l  per sons  ce lebra t ing a  mar r iage in 
v io la t ion o f  these  provi s ions  were  l i able  to  t ranspor ta t ion. 
Jewish and Quaker mar r iages,  however,  were exempted from 
the operation of the Act.40

The Act was not directed against the Dissenter s, but against 
clandestine marriages:—

“ A  mu l t i t u d e  o f  c l e r g y m e n ,  u s u a l l y  p r i s o n e r s  f o r  d e b t  a n d 
a lmos t  a lway s  men  o f  no to r iou s l y  in f amous  l ive s ,  made  i t  the i r 
bus ines s  to  ce lebra te  c landes t ine mar r iages  in  or  near  the F leet . 41 
They perfor med the ceremony without l icence or quest ion,  some- 
t imes without even knowing the names of the per sons they united,

38 31 and 32 Vic. cap. 109, §§ 2, 3.
39 I b i d . ,  §  8 .  Accord ing  to  S i r  Rober t  Ph i l l imore,  Ec c l e s i a s t i c a l 

Law ,  1446 ,  the  Act  “provided in  ra ther  an  obscure  manner  for  a 
voluntary church rate, clothed with some of the character istics of the 
old law. This  s tatute,” he adds,  “has been found general ly inappl i- 
cable, and churches are now for the most part supported by voluntary 
contributions.”

40 26 Geo. II. cap. 33, §§ 1, 8, 18. By “licence” a mar r iage might 
be celebrated without the publication of banns, but in the case of minors 
the issue of the licence was conditional on the consent of parents or 
guardians. With “special licence,” issued by the Archbishop and costing 
a considerable sum, the mar r iage might be celebrated elsewhere than 
the parish church. Ibid., § 6.

41 Prisoners for debt were allowed to live in the neighbourhood of the 
prison, within what were called the “liberties of the Fleet.”
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in publ ic-houses ,  brothel s ,  or  gar ret s .   .   .   .  Almost  every taver n or 
brandy-shop in  the  ne ighbourhood had a  F lee t  par son in  i t s  pay. 
Notices were placed in the windows, and agents went out in every 
d i rec t ion to  so l ic i t  the  pa s ser s-by.   .   .   .  Young and inexper ienced 
heir s fresh from college, or even from school, were thus continually 
en t r apped .  A  pa s s ing  f ro l i c,  the  exc i t ement  o f  d r ink ,  an  a lmos t 
momenta r y  pa s s ion ,  the  decep t ion  or  in t imida t ion  o f  a  f ew un- 
pr incip led confederates ,  were of ten suf f ic ient  to dr ive or  inveig le 
them into sudden mar r iages, which blasted al l  the prospects of their 
l ives .  In some cases ,  when men s lept of f  a  drunken f i t ,  they heard 
to thei r  a s toni shment that ,  dur ing i t s  cont inuance,  they had gone 
through the ceremony. When a f leet came in and the sai lor s f locked 
on shore to spend thei r  pay in  dr ink and among pros t i tutes ,  they 
were speedily beleaguered, and 200 or 300 mar r iages constantly took 
place within a week.  .  .   .  In many cases in the Fleet reg ister s names 
were suppressed or f a l s i f ied,  and mar r iages  f raudulent ly antedated, 
and many households, after year s of peace, were convulsed by some 
a l leged pre-contrac t  or  c l andes t ine  t ie.  I t  was  proved before  Par- 
l iament that on one occas ion there had been 2,954 Fleet mar r iages 
in  four  months ,  and i t  appeared f rom the memorandum-books  o f 
Fleet parsons that one of them made £57 in mar r iage fees in a single 
month, that another had married 173 couples in a single day.”42

The  ev i l  wa s  f l ag r an t  and  requ i red  a  sha r p  and  dec i s ive 
remedy.  Bu t  t h e  remedy  bo re  h a rd l y  on  a l l  p e r s on s  t h a t 
were  no t  member s  o f  the  E s t ab l i shed  Church .  Be fo re  the 
passing of this Act, Protestant Dissenter s could be mar r ied in 
the i r  own p l a ce s  o f  wor sh ip  by  the i r  own min i s t e r s .  The 
mar r iage was i r regular ;  but the consent of  the man and the 
woman  t o  b e come  hu sb and  and  w i f e  made  i t  va l i d ;  a nd 
the  ch i ld ren  were  there fore  l eg i t imate.  But  a f t e r  1754  the 
pretended celebration of a mar r iage in a Dissenting meeting- 
house became a legal offence, and the marr iage had no validity.43 
To the Unitar ians and the Roman Catholics the Act was speci- 
ally Offensive. In 1819 and 1822, Mr. William Smith, member 
for Norwich, proposed that in the case of mar r iages between 
Uni t a r i an s  the  c l e rgyman  pe r fo r ming  the  mar r i age  migh t 

42 Lecky, History o f  England in the Eighteenth Century ,  i .  490–491. 
Mr. Lecky’s discussion of the importance of Lord Hardwicke’s Act in 
relation to the ecclesiastical and the legal conception of mar r iage is 
extremely interesting. He shows that the Act, although it made illegal 
al l  mar r iages not celebrated by a pr iest of the English Church, was 
really a grave departure from the traditional pr inciples of the canon law, 
and was the first step in English law towards the recognition of marr iage 
as a purely civil contract. Ibid., 492–497.

43 See Note A, pp. 643–644.



 FROM 1820 TO 1891 625

be required to omit  f rom the mar r iage ser v ice the pas sages 
re lat ing to the Tr inity.  The proposal  was not a very reason- 
able  one,  and was  re jected. 44 In 1823 and 1824 the Marquis 
o f  L an s downe  s ubm i t t e d  two  B i l l s ;  t h e  f i r s t  p e r m i t t i n g 
Protestant Dissenter s and Roman Catholics to be mar r ied in 
their own places of wor ship; the second enabl ing Unitar ians 
to be marr ied in their own places of worship, after the publica- 
t ion of  banns  in  the par i sh  church and the payment  to the 
clergyman of the ordinary fees. The second Bil l  made a l itt le 
more way than the  f i r s t ,  but  both a l ike  were  re jec ted . 45 In 
the same session a measure for the relief of Roman Catholics, 
constructed on s imilar  l ines ,  was submitted to the House of 
Commons by Dr.  Phi l l imore.  The Cathol ics  had systematic- 
a l ly  broken the  l aw.  Large  number s  o f  them in  the  poorer 
par ishes had been mar r ied by their own pr iests: the mar r iages 
were i l legal ;  the chi ldren were i l leg i t imate.  But neither this 
soc ia l  scanda l ,  nor  the  prof ani ty  o f  compel l ing a  man who 
denied the doctr ine of the Tr inity to declare that he wedded his 
br ide “in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost,” was suff icient to outweigh, in the judgment of 
zealous Churchmen, the advantages which were der ived by the 
Church and the  na t ion  f rom making  the  c le rgyman o f  the 
Establishment the only person in England that could celebrate 
a legal marriage.46

In  1827  Mr.  Wi l l i am Smi th  brought  fo rward  a  new Bi l l , 
which passed the Commons, but failed in the Lords through the 
proroga t ion o f  Par l i ament :  i t  a l lowed Uni ta r i ans ,  a f te r  the 
pub l i c a t i on  o f  b ann s ,  t o  be  ma r r i ed  be fo re  a  mag i s t r a t e, 
“ thus  rev iv ing the pr inc ip le  o f  a  c iv i l  contrac t ,  which had 
existed before Lord Hardwicke’s Act of 1752.”47

The  g rea t  po l i t i c a l  event s  o f  the  nex t  four  or  f ive  yea r s 
—the Repeal  of  the Test  and Corporat ion Acts ,  the pass ing 
of the Catholic Relief  Act,  and the Reform of Parl iament— 
prevented the renewal of the attempt to deal with the gr ievance

44 Par l .  Deba te s  (  Hansard:  F.S. ) ,  x l .  1200,  1503;  i b id .  (N.S. ) ,  v i . 
1460.

45 Ib id.  (N.S. ) ,  ix.  967; xi .  75, 434. The Chancel lor,  Lord Eldon, 
staunchly resisted each and every proposal, in zeal lor the Church and 
lor religion far exceeding the Archbishop ol Canterbury.

46 Ibid., xi. 408.
47 E r sk ine  May,  Cons t .  H i s t . ,  i i i .  154 .  Pa r l .  Deba t e s  (Hans a rd : 

N.S.), xvii. 1343, 1407,1426.
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ti l l  1834,  when Lord John Russe l l  brought forward hi s  Dis- 
senter s’ Mar r iage Bill . The Bill legalised mar r iages performed 
by Dissenting minister s in buildings l icensed for the purpose. 
But (1)  i t  required the publ icat ion of  banns in church,  or a 
l i cence;  and (2)  the mar r iages  were to  be reg i s tered a t  the 
ch ape l s  whe re  t h ey  we re  c e l eb r a t ed .  The  f i r s t  p rov i s i on 
was  resented as  per petuat ing,  though in a  mi lder  for m, the 
ver y  in jus t ice  which the  Bi l l  was  in tended to  remedy;  and 
the second was condemned as  providing inadequate secur i ty 
for the permanence of the legal  proof of mar r iage. This Bi l l 
too was abandoned.48

In  1835  S i r  Rober t  Pee l  submi t t ed  another  mea sure.  He 
p ropo sed  tha t  pe r son s  ob j ec t ing  to  be  mar r i ed  a t  church 
should enter into a civil contract of mar r iage before a mag is- 
trate;  this  was to const i tute a legal  mar r iage:  when this  was 
completed, the par t ies might have whatever rel ig ious service 
they pleased elsewhere.49 Instead of the banns there was to be 
a  not ice to the mag i s t ra te ;  and the mag i s t ra te  was  required 
to transmit a cer t i f icate of the mar r iage to the clergyman of 
the  par i sh  for  reg i s t r a t ion .  Some Di s senter s—probably  the 
ma jor i ty  o f  Di s s en te r s—were  d i s s a t i s f i ed  wi th  the  f i r s t  o f 
these provis ions;  the mar r iage of member s of the Church of 
England was a  re l ig ious ceremony, and the Bi l l  proposed to 
make the mar r iage of Dissenter s a mere civil contract. To the 
s e cond  p rov i s i on  the re  wa s  the  obv iou s  ob j ec t ion  tha t  i t 
required record and evidence of  a  c iv i l  contract  to be pre- 
s e r ved  in  an  ecc le s i a s t i c a l  reg i s t e r.  The  re s igna t ion  o f  S i r 
Robert Peel led to the abandonment of the Bill.50

E a r l y  i n  t h e  s e s s i on  o f  1836  Lo rd  John  Ru s s e l l  i n t ro - 
duced two Bills, which became law, and which dealt with the 
difficulty in a larger and more generous spir it than had appeared 
in any of the previous measures .  The f ir s t  of  these provided 
fo r  the  reg i s t r a t ion  o f  b i r th s ,  dea th s ,  and  mar r i age s  by  a 
c iv i l  o f f i ce r :  the  s econd l ega l i s ed  mar r i age s  pe r fo r med in

48 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), xxi. 776–779. C. J., lxxxix. 226.
49 This was the solution that Lord John RusseU had rejected a year 

before, on the ground that “while it possessed a great advantage in its 
simplicity,” and would obviate many diff iculties, “it was so repugnant 
to the feelings of a great portion of the country, that he did not think it 
would be wise or expedient to propose any measure of the sort.” Par i. 
Debates (Hansard; T.S.), xxi. 777.

50 Ibid., xxvi. 1073 foll. Annual Register, 1835; lxxvii. 141–143.
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Dissent ing chapels  l icensed for the pur pose.51 Notice to the 
super intendent  reg i s t rar  was  subs t i tuted for  the publ icat ion 
of bann£; and the presence of a reg istrar at the mar r iage was 
requ i red  to  make  the  mar r i age  l ega l .  Pe r son s  de s i r ing  no 
relig ious service could be mar r ied at the off ice of the super- 
i n t enden t  r e g i s t r a r . 52 The  Ac t  wen t  a  l ong  way  t owa rd s 
sa t i s fy ing Nonconfor mis t  demands;  but  the pract ica l  incon- 
veniences which it inflicts on Nonconformists are considerable, 
and during recent years there have been efforts to amend it.

V

The  a t t empt  to  open  the  na t iona l  Un ive r s i t i e s  to  Non- 
confor mist s  was for a long t ime unsuccess ful .  From Oxford, 
since 1581, Dissenters had been wholly excluded; subscr iption 
was required of every student on matr iculation. At Cambr idge 
Di s s en t e r s  were  a l l owed  to  en t e r  and  to  ma t r i cu l a t e ;  bu t 
since 1616 they had been prevented from taking degrees.53 The 
honour s of the Univer s i ty,  and it s  emoluments,  scholar ships, 
fel lowships, honours, and off ices, were reserved for men who 
subscr ibed to the Ar t ic le s  o f  the Engl i sh Church.  Thi s  ex- 
clusion from the Universities inflicted special injury on Non- 
conformists belonging to the professions of law and medicine. 
University graduates enter ing the Inns of Court were called to 
the Bar at the end of three year s ;  non-g raduates had to wait 
two yea r s  longe r.  A  s imi l a r  d i s advan t age  wa s  in f l i c t ed  on 
non-g raduates ar t ic led to attorneys.  And none but g raduates 
cou ld  become Fe l lows  o f  the  Col lege  o f  Phys ic i ans  or  the 
College of Surgeons.

I n  1830  s o  mode r a t e  a  Noncon f o r m i s t  a s  John  Ange l l 
Jame s  h ad  p ro t e s t ed  vehemen t l y  a g a in s t  t he  i n ju s t i c e.  I n 
his pamphlet on Dissent and the Church of England he said:—

“Though exc luded f rom the  Univer s i t i e s ,  and den ied  acce s s  to 
the national fountains of l iterature, by a bigoted and nar row-minded

51 6 and 7 Will. IV. cap. 85. 86.
52 Ibid., cap. 85, §§ iv., xx., xxi.
53 Er skine May,  Cons t .  His t . ,  in .  31.  The exclus ion was  g radual ; 

in 1613 from degrees in Divinity, Law, and Medicine, and in 1616 from 
the Master’s degree in Arts. This last restr iction is said to rest on an 
informal letter wr itten by James I.  from Newmarket, where he was 
a t tending the races .  Dyer,  Pr iv i l ege s  o f  the  Unive r s i ty  o f  Cambr idge , 
L 234, 347. Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), xxii. 502.
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pol i cy,  and  thu s  l e f t  t o  p rov ide  a s  we  c an  fo r  the  educa t ion  o f 
our  own min i s t r y,  we  have  among  u s  some who,  in  the  depa r t - 
men t s  o f  B ib l i c a l  C r i t i c i sm ,  t he  Greek  and  Heb rew l anguage s . 
Sy s t ema t i c  Theo logy,  and  Eng l i sh  L i t e r a tu re,  wou ld  be  re f e r red 
to as splendid ornaments of any Church.”54

And to “the man who would lead us  back to the Church 
of England,” he replied:—

“Let  h im impeach  our  a rgument  and  not  our  s ty l e  o f  wr i t ing , 
lest we should ask the question, so little to the credit of Episcopalian 
char ity, who is it that excludes us from the seats of learning and then 
mocks our ignorance?”

It  was the contention of Nonconformists  that  the nat ional 
Univer s i t ie s  were the Univer s i t ie s  of  the nat ion.  When the 
nat ion was  Cathol ic,  the  Univer s i t ie s  were  Cathol ic ;  when 
the nat ion became Protes tant ,  the Univer s i t ies  became Pro- 
t e s t a n t—change  o f  f a i t h  d i d  no t  i nva l i d a t e  t h e  n a t i on a l 
c la im to the honour s and the wealth of the national seats  of 
learning. Nor—as the Nonconformists contended—had those 
who seceded from the creed and polity of the Anglican Church, 
a s  the  Ang l icans  seceded f rom the  c reed and po l i ty  o f  the 
Roman Church, forfeited their inher itance in the great tradi- 
tions and great resources of these national institutions: Oxford 
and Cambridge were the common property of all Englishmen.

I n  1834  p e t i t i o n s  we r e  p r e s e n t e d  t o  b o t h  H o u s e s  o f 
Par l i ament ,  p ray ing  tha t  the  un iver s i ty  s t a tu te s  re l a t ing  to 
subscr iption might be relaxed. One petition, signed by sixty- 
three  eminent  member s  o f  the  Senate  o f  the  Univer s i ty  o f 
Cambr idge,  p r ayed  tha t  D i s s en te r s  shou ld  be  admi t t ed  to 
degrees in Ar ts, Law, and Physic. The petition was suppor ted 
by  the  Pr ime Mini s te r,  Ear l  Grey.  Mr.  S tan ley—af te rwards 
Lord Derby—Colonia l  Secre ta r y,  Lord Pa lmer s ton,  Fore ign 
Secretary, and Mr. Spr ing-Rice, suppor ted the petit ioner s in 
the House of Commons.55 A Bill for g iving effect to the peti- 
tion was introduced into the House of Commons by Mr. George 
Wood in Apr i l ,  1834, and received the hear ty suppor t of the

54 John Angell James, Dissent and the Church of England, 117.
55 Par l .  Debates  (Hansard:  T.S. ) ,  xxi i .  497–522, 570–597, 623–637, 

674–711,  899–927.  Mr.  Spr ing-Rice,  a f terwards  Lord Monnteag le, 
became Colonial Secretary in Lord Melbourne’s f irst Ministry (formed 
July,  1834),  and Chancel lor of  the Exchequer in Lord Melbourne’s 
second Ministry (formed April, 1835).
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L ibe r a l  p a r t y.  I t  p a s s ed  the  s econd  re ad ing  by  a  ma jo r i t y 
of 321 to 174; and the third by 164 to 75. In the Lords it was 
opposed by the Duke of Wellington, the Duke of Gloucester, 
the  Archb i shop  o f  Can te rbur y,  and  the  B i shop  o f  Exe te r. 
Be fo re  i t  re ached  the  Lord s ,  the  Grey  Min i s t r y  had  been 
succeeded  by  the  Min i s t r y  o f  Lo rd  Me lbour ne ;  and  Lord 
Melbourne, while suppor ting the Bil l ,  acknowledged that he 
d id  not  a l together  approve of  i t .  I t  was  thrown out  on the 
second reading by 187 to 85.56

Some of the pract ical  inconveniences which were inf l icted 
on the Nonconfor mist s  by their  exclus ion from Oxford and 
Cambr idge were removed by the establishment in 1836 of the 
University of London, whose degrees were open to men of all 
creeds .  But the ag i tat ion against  the re l ig ious tes t s  imposed 
at Oxford and Cambr idge did not cease, and after a few years 
t h e  s ub j e c t  wa s  a g a i n  b rough t  b e fo re  Pa r l i amen t .  I n  t h e 
Unive r s i t i e s  themse lve s  the  Nonconfor mi s t s  had  power fu l 
a l l i e s ;  and one conces s ion a f te r  another  was  made to  the i r 
c l a ims .  In  1870  S i r  John  Co l e r i dge,  So l i c i t o r -Gene r a l  i n 
Mr. Gladstone’s  Minis tr y,  brought forward a Bi l l  which met 
nearly al l  the demands of the most resolute opponents of the 
Tests. It was car r ied through the House of Commons by large 
major ities, but was referred by the Lords to a Select Committee, 
a n d  wa s  t h e r e by  l o s t  f o r  t h e  s e s s i o n .  I n  t h e  s e s s i o n  o f 
1871  the  mea su re  wa s  re in t roduced  in  the  s ame  t e r ms .  I t 
pa s s ed  both  House s  and  became l aw.  I t  i s  en t i t l ed  An Ac t 
t o  a l t e r  t h e  Law r e s p e c t i n g  Re l i g i ou s  Te s t s  i n  t h e  Un i ve r s i t i e s 
of Oxford, Cambr idge, and Durham, and in the Halls and Colleges 
of those Univers i t ies,  and is commonly known as the Univers i ty 
Tests Act. 57 The preamble declares that whereas it  i s  desirable 
to render access ible to the whole nat ion the benef i t s  of  the 
Universities of Oxford, Cambr idge, and Durham, it is expedient 
to  remove,  under  proper  s a feguards ,  the  re s t r ic t ions ,  te s t s , 
and disabil i t ies which at present debar Her Majesty’s subjects 
f rom the  en joyment  o f  the  s ame.  C l au se  3  enac t s  tha t  no 
per son taking lay academic deg rees— i . e.  other than deg rees 
in divini ty—or holding lay academical  or  col leg iate of f ices ,

56 Leave to br ing in the Bill was g iven by a vote of 185 to 44. Parl. 
Debates  (Hansard: T. S. ) ,  xxi i .  927. For the other s tages of the Bil l 
and the i s sue,  i b id . ,  xxiv.  632–714;  xxv.  635–653,  815–886.  Annual 
Register, 1834, lxcvi. 169–205.

57 34 and 35 Vict. cap. 26.
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shall in future be required to subscr ibe any formulary of faith. 
But i t  i s  express ly declared that nothing in this  sect ion shal l 
render a layman or a per son not a member of the Church of 
England elig ible for an off ice hither to restr icted to persons in 
holy orders, or shall remove the obligations for those who f il l 
such of f i ce s  to  enter  ho ly  order s ;  nor  sha l l  i t  open of f i ce s 
hither to f i l led by members of the Church of England holding 
a  deg ree  in  d iv in i ty  to  pe r sons  no t  so  qua l i f i ed .  Div in i ty 
deg rees  and d iv in i ty  profe s sor sh ips ,  the  headsh ips  o f  those 
co l l ege s  who se  head s  we re  requ i red  to  be  in  o rde r s ,  and 
some other off ices, were sti l l closed against Nonconformists.58 
Another clause relieves any person from attendance at college 
or  univer s i ty  lec tures ,  i f  he,  be ing of  age,  or  h i s  parent  or 
gua rd i an ,  i f  he  be  a  minor,  ob j ec t  to  such  a t t endance  on 
re l ig ious  g rounds . 59 The Act  was  a  g rea t  ach ievement ,  and 
i t  i s  l e s s  in jured than most  other  g rea t  measures  o f  re for m 
by the spir it of compromise which is character istic of English 
legislation.

VI

Be f o re  t h e  ye a r  185 2  t h e  on l y  pub l i c  bu r i a l - p l a c e s  i n 
England were the g raveyards  of  the nat ional  Church.  There 
were graveyards connected with many Nonconformist chapels, 
a nd  c eme t e r i e s  h a d  b e en  f o r med  by  p r iva t e  c ompan i e s ; 
but the provision for bur ial afforded both by the Nonconformist 
chapels  and by the cemeter ies was accidental  and par t ia l—in 
a very large propor t ion of  Engl i sh par i shes  the only bur ia l- 
p lace  wi th in reach of  the par i sh ioner s  was  the churchyard. 
The churchyard of  the par i sh church was the publ ic  bur ia l- 
p lace in which the Common Law of  England gave to ever y 
parishioner the right to be buried.

But the churchyard, l ike the church, was under the control 
o f  t h e  re c to r  o r  v i c a r.  He  re c e ived  t he  f e e s  wh i ch  we re 
payable  for  in ter ment ,  and in  many case s  they y ie lded him 
a large income. The only Bur ia l  Service that  could be used 
in the churchyard was the Bur ial Service of the English Church, 
and the  se r v ice  had to  be  read  e i ther  by  the  c le rgyman of 
the  pa r i sh  o r  by  some o the r  c l e rgyman  approved  by  h im. 
Occasionally he refused to read it himself or to allow any other

58 34 and 35 Vict. cap. 26, § 3.
59 Ibid., § 7.
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c l e rgyman  to  re ad  i t .  The  Bur i a l  Se r v i ce  i s  i n t ended  fo r 
those who die in the communion of the Church. It gives thanks 
for their deliverance from “the miser ies of this sinful world”; 
i t  declares  that  Almighty God in His  g reat  mercy has  taken 
them to  Himse l f ;  and  expre s se s  the  hope  tha t  they  re s t  in 
God ,  wa i t ing  fo r  the  Resu r rec t ion .  Bu t  a cco rd ing  to  the 
theory of the Prayer-Book, membership of the Church, union 
with Chr ist ,  remiss ion of s ins,  and spir i tual  regeneration are 
g iven in Bapti sm; and the rubr ic of  the order for the bur ia l 
of  the dead therefore direct s  that  the Service with i t s  g reat 
words of hope and thanksg iving shall not be read over persons 
who have died unbapt ized.  Clergymen who re fused to read 
the Bur ial  Service over the l i t t le chi ldren of Baptist  parents, 
and over other persons who had never been baptized, provoked 
g reat resentment; but they were not only obeying the formal 
rule imposed by Parliament on all the Established clergy—they 
were acting in harmony with the theology of their Church.60

I t  was not,  however,  s imply to remove or lessen the Non- 
confor mist  g r ievance in connect ion with the bur ia l  of  their 
dead that  Par l iament,  in 1852,  passed the f i r s t  of  a  ser ies  of 
Bur ia l  Act s .  The churchyards  in  many la rge  towns  were  so 
ful l  that they were a danger to the public health, and i t  had 
become necessary to take compulsory measures to close them; 
and when the  churchyards  were  c lo sed ,  i t  was  the  duty  o f 
Parliament to enable town-councils and other local author ities 
to provide public cemeteries.61

60 But  they  somet imes  fo rgot  tha t  Lay-Bapt i sm i s  va l id ,  and  i s 
recognised as valid even by the Roman Catholic Church. To refuse to 
read the Service over a person who had been baptized by a Noncon- 
formist minister was, therefore, i l legal—if the reason alleged for the 
refusal was that the person had not been baptized.

61 Lawyer s were uncer tain whether a church rate could be levied 
to enlarge a churchyard. Mr. Alfred Wills—now Mr. Justice Wills—in 
his Treatise on the Powers and Duties of Par ish Vestr ies ,  etc. (1855), 85, 
note (e), says, “At common law, there is no power to make a rate to 
enlarge the churchyard, and it is very doubtful whether it can be done 
even under the Church Building Acts, Reg. v. Abney, 3 E. and B. 773.” 
But in the Addenda to the Treatise he says, “When the case of Reg. v. 
Abney was decided in the Queen’s Bench, the attention of the court was 
not directed to 3 Geo. IV. c. 72, s. 8, under which powers exist for 
enlarging the churchyard, and for making a rate for the expense thereof. 
See Reg. v. Islewor th, C.P., H. T., 1855.  .  .  . Dur ing the discussion of 
the latter case. Lord Campbell, speaking of the complexity and intr icacy 
of the Church Building Acts, observed that they were a disgrace to the 
statute book.”
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T h e  A c t s  p rov i d e d  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  c e m e t e r i e s  s h o u l d 
be divided into a consecrated and an unconsecrated por tion. 
In the unconsecrated portion Nonconformists could bury their 
dead with their  own r i tes .  I f  a  chapel  was bui l t  in the con- 
secrated por t ion “for the perfor mance of the Bur ia l  Service 
of the Church of England,” another chapel was to be built in 
the unconsecrated por tion.62 The plan of the one chapel was 
to be approved by the bishop of the diocese; the plan of the 
other  by  the  Home Secre ta r y. 63 In  the  g rea t  towns ,  and in 
those rural distr icts in which public cemeter ies were provided. 
Dissenter s  were now able to bury their  dead with their  own 
re l ig ious  se r v ice s ;  but  there  were  thousands  o f  par i she s  in 
England and Wales where the churchyard was suff iciently large 
to render the provis ion of a public cemetery unnecessary; in 
these the old gr ievance remained unredressed until the passing 
of the Bur ial Law Amendment Bill of 1880 under the Govern- 
ment of Mr. Gladstone.64 By this Act a bur ial in a church yard 
may take place “at the option of the per son . .   .   .  having the 
cha rge  o f  o r  be ing  re spon s i b l e  f o r  t he  s ame  . .   .   .  e i t he r 
without any relig ious service, or with any such Chr istian and 
orderly relig ious service at the grave, as such person shall think 
f it; and any person or persons who shall be thereunto invited, 
or be author ised by the per son having the charge of or being 
responsible for such bur ial ,  may conduct such service or take 
par t in any such rel ig ious act thereat.” The words “Chr ist ian 
s e r v i ce” a re  de f ined  a s  inc lud ing  “eve r y  re l i g iou s  s e r v i ce 
used by any church,  denominat ion,  or  per son profes s ing to 
be  Chr i s t i an .” 65 The  l im i t a t i on  to  Chr i s t i an  s e r v i c e s  wa s 
res i s ted in the House of  Commons,  and “though i t  was de- 
fended by Mr.  Br ight ,  on the g round that  some concess ion 
should  be  made to  the  fee l ings  o f  hos t i l i ty  to  the  measure

62 In the Bur ials Amendment Act of 1885 it was provided that if a 
major ity of three-fourths of the vestry declared that a chapel for the 
unconsecrated part of the cemetery was undesirable or unnecessary, the 
Home Secretary could release the Bur ial Board from the obligation to 
erect a second chapel. This provision was intended to apply in cases 
in which from the nearness of the Dissenting chapels, or from other 
causes ,  the  second chape l  was  not  requi red.  18 and 19 Vic t .  cap. 
128, xiv.

63 16 and 17 Vict., cap. 134, § vii. For the questions ar ising out of 
burial fees, see Note B, pp. 644–645.

64 43 and 44 Vict. cap. 41.
65 Ibid., § 6.
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honest ly fe l t  by many clergymen of the Establ i shed Church, 
it was carried only by a majority of 3.”66

VII

In  secur ing  the  ecc le s i a s t i ca l  re for ms  enumera ted  in  th i s 
chapter  the  Dis sent ing Deput ie s  took an ac t ive  and d i s t in- 
gu i shed  pa r t ;  bu t  a  l a rge  sha re  o f  the  honour  i s  due  to  a 
succession of Associations, most of which are now dissolved, 
created for the purpose of ag itating for the repeal of oppres- 
s ive  l aw s  and  i n s t r uc t i ng  the  n a t i on  i n  t he  p r i nc i p l e s  o f 
Religious Freedom.

The Protestant Society for the Protection of Religious Liberty 
was  fo r med in  1811,  and d i rec ted  i t s  ch ie f  s t rength  to  the 
abolit ion of the Test and Corporation Acts;  i t  was suppor ted 
by  the  recogni sed  l eader s  o f  the  Whig s . 67 The  Soc ie ty  fo r 
Promoting Eccles ias t ica l  Knowledge was for med in 1829 for 
the publication and distr ibution of literature on Tithes, Church 
Establ i shments ,  and the pr incip les  of  Dis sent .  The publ ica- 
t ions  i s sued by  th i s  Soc ie ty  have  cons iderable  in te re s t  and 
va lue.  Among i t s  founder s  were  some of  the  most  eminent 
Evange l i c a l  Nonconfor mi s t s  o f  tha t  t ime—Dr.  Pye-Smi th , 
o f  Homer ton ;  Dr.  Bennet t ,  who had  recent ly  re s igned h i s 
chair at Rotherham to become the pastor of the Silver Street 
Church in the City of London;68 Samuel March, of the Baptist 
Col lege  a t  S tepney ;  Dr.  Cox,  the  eminent  min i s te r  o f  the 
Bapti s t  Church at  Hackney; John Blackburn, of  Pentonvi l le, 
ed i tor  o f  The Cong r ega t i ona l  Magaz ine ; 69 Dr.  Andrew Reed, 
the fervent pastor of Wyclif fe Church in the east of London, 
and the founder of several g reat Asylums; Dr. Thomas Pr ice, 
of  the Bapt i s t  Chapel  in Devonshire Square,  and a f terwards 
edi tor  o f  The Ec l e c t i c  Rev i ew ;  John Bur net ,  o f  Camberwel l , 
whose  humour,  k ind l ine s s ,  and  mascu l ine  sense  made  h im 
one  o f  the  mos t  e f f ec t ive  popu l a r  speake r s  eve r  hea rd  on

66 Annual Register, 1880, 96.
67 Benne t t ,  Hi s t o r y  o f  D i s s e n t e r s ,  4 8–49 ;  Evan g e l i c a l  Mag az i n e, 

1811, 278–284; Skeats, Free Churches, 558–559. See ante, p. 575.
68 Dur ing Dr.  Bennett ’s  pastorate the Church removed to Falcoq 

Square.
69 Mr. Blackburn conducted The Congregational Magazine with great 

ability, and in the volumes which appeared under his editorship there 
is very much that is permanently interesting and valuable.
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Noncon fo r mi s t  p l a t f o r ms ;  Thoma s  B inney,  o f  t he  We igh 
H o u s e ;  t h e  e l o q u e n t  R o b e r t  Va u g h a n ,  o f  Ke n s i n g t o n ; 
Ar thur  T idman ,  then  o f  Ba rb i c an  Co l l ege,  a f t e rward s  the 
vigorous and able Foreign Secretary of the London Missionary 
Soc i e ty ;  and  John  Hopk in s ,  who  a  f ew yea r s  l a t e r  he ld  a 
Cha i r  a t  London Univer s i t y  Co l l ege.  At  the  fo r mat ion  o f 
the Society,  Benjamin Hanbury,  the author of  the Memor ia l s 
r e l a t ing  t o  Independen t s,  and edi tor  o f  Hooker ’s  Ecc l e s i a s t i c a l 
Polity, occupied the chair.70

A  f ew  ye a r s  l a t e r  a  g r e a t  c o n t rove r s y  i n  S c o t l a n d  o n 
the Scot t i sh  Church Es tabl i shment  led to  the for mat ion of 
Voluntar y Church Associa t ions  in Edinburgh,  Glasgow, and 
e l sewhere.  The s t r ugg le  a t t r ac ted  genera l  a t ten t ion among 
English Nonconformists; and in the year 1834 similar Associa- 
t ion s ,  bea r ing  the  s ame name,  were  fo r med in  L ive r poo l , 
Bir mingham, and other  large towns in England.  They mark 
the beginning of a new Nonconformist movement: their object 
was to ag itate, not for the redress of Dissenting “gr ievances,” 
bu t  f o r  the  d i s e s t ab l i s hmen t  o f  t he  Eng l i sh  Church .  The 
Ecc le s ia s t ica l  Knowledge Socie ty,  which a imed a t  the same 
end,  re l ied on the quiet  agency of  l i terature;  the Voluntar y 
Church Associat ion adopted bolder measures ,  and advocated 
d i se s tabl i shment  in  g rea t  popular  meet ings .  Both were d i s- 
solved about 1843.71

In  1838  Jo s i ah  Conder,  ed i tor  o f  The  Ec l e c t i c  Rev i ew  and 
of the Patr iot  newspaper, issued proposals for a general union 
for the promotion of rel ig ious equal i ty.  The scheme secured 
a  large measure of  sympathy;  and at  the publ ic  d inner  held 
to inaugurate the Society, Churchman and Dissenter, Catholic 
and Prote s t an t ,  Jew and Chr i s t i an ,  dec l a red  the i r  common 
ho s t i l i t y  t o  the  un ion  o f  Church  and  S t a t e,  and  p l edged 
themselves to ag itate for disestablishment. Charles Lushington 
was  cha i r man of  the new as soc ia t ion,  which was  ca l led the 
R e l i g i o u s  F r e e d o m  S o c i e t y ;  E d wa rd  B a i n e s ,  o f  L e e d s , 
Dr.  Cox, John Howard Hinton,  for  many year s  the eminent 
pa s tor  o f  the  Bapt i s t  Church in  Devonsh i re  Square,  Dav id 
K ing ,  Dr.  Ward l aw o f  G l a s gow,  and  Jo s i ah  Conde r,  we re

70 Bennet t ,  His to r y  o f  Di s s en t e r s ,  353–354.  Skeat s ,  Free  Chur c he s , 
583–584.

71 Congregat ional  Magazine ,  1834, xvi i .  377.  Skeats ,  Free Churches , 
588–590.
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on the Council. It was suppor ted by several Radical members 
of the House of Commons. But it was dissolved in 1843 after 
a br ief  history of four year s .  In the judgment of Mr. Skeats , 
“it failed, like the Voluntary Church Society, for lack of prac- 
tical wisdom and strength of leadership.”72

Another Society was founded about the same time on very 
different pr inciples. The Relig ious Freedom Society included 
men of  var ious  re l ig ious  creeds ,  and proposed to secure i t s 
ends by political ag itation. The Evangelical Voluntary Church 
As soc i a t ion ,  o f  wh ich  S i r  Cu l l ing  Ea rd l ey,  a  Churchman , 
Dr.  John  Young ,  a  P re sby t e r i an ,  Dr.  Cox ,  a  Bap t i s t ,  and 
Dr.  John Campbe l l ,  a  Cong rega t iona l i s t ,  were  the  leader s , 
a imed at  uni t ing the member s  of  a l l  evangel ica l  denomina- 
tions in a rel ig ious movement for the disestablishment of the 
E n g l i s h  C h u rc h .  T h e  S o c i e t y  n eve r  a c q u i r e d  a ny  g r e a t 
strength, and was broken up in course of a few years.73

A more  v igorous  and per s i s t en t  a s s au l t  on the  Es t abl i sh- 
ment  began wi th the for mat ion of  The Br i t i sh  Ant i-Sta te- 
Church Association in 1844. Mr. Edward Mial l ,  the pastor of 
a  Cong rega t iona l  Church in  Le ice s te r,  had been so  deep ly 
impressed by the pernicious influence of the Establishment on 
the re l ig ious l i fe  of  the nat ion, that  in 1841 he res igned his 
pastorate and went to London, where he established a weekly 
newspaper  for  the  advocacy  o f  the  pr inc ip le s  o f  Rel ig ious 
Equal i ty,  and for the i l lustrat ion of the practical  evi l s  of the 
E s t a b l i s h ed  Chu rch .  Mr.  M i a l l  h ad  many  g re a t  qu a l i t i e s 
which are rarely combined in the same person. He was singu- 
lar ly gent le,  but absolute ly fear les s ;  kindly and af fect ionate, 
but unspar ing in his cr iticism and denunciation of every form 
of injustice and tyranny. While he held with resolute f irmness 
the substance of the evangel ica l  f a i th,  he was char i table and 
generous  to men of  ever y re l ig ious  creed and of  none;  but 
he was intolerant of those moral and spir itual evils which are 
encouraged by the pol i t ica l  ascendency of a pr iesthood, and 
equally intolerant of the i l leg it imate influence which may be 
exer ted over the conscience and spir i tua l  l i fe  by highly or- 
ganised and powerful voluntary Churches. In his own relig ious 
l i fe there were s trong tendencies  to myst ic i sm, but he cared 
nothing for the relig ious emotion and sentiment that left men

72 Skeats, Free Churches, 604. See ibid., 602–604.
73 Ibid., 604.
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indi f ferent  to the author i ty of  the Ten Commandments  and 
the  Ser mon on the  Mount .  He was  an  enthus i a s t ,  and  the 
ardour of his enthusiasm never cooled; but he had a patience 
tha t  no th ing  cou ld  exhau s t .  He  wa s  the  l e ade r  o f  a  g rea t 
popu l a r  a g i t a t i on ,  and  wa s  re g a rded  w i th  p a s s i on a t e  ad - 
mirat ion by tens of thousands of people in every par t of the 
coun t r y ;  bu t  h i s  pe r sona l  l i f e  wa s  l one ly  and  med i t a t ive. 
In his intel lectual powers there was a s imilar combination of 
e lement s  tha t  a re  se ldom found together.  He had a  f acu l ty 
for speculat ion, and his  mind was at  home in the cold, s tem 
sol i tudes of abstract pr inciples ;  but he had a warm imag ina- 
t ion  and a  g race fu l  f ancy.  He was  a  mos t  e f f ec t ive  ora tor, 
and cou ld  f a sc ina te  and thr i l l  immense  popula r  aud iences ; 
bu t  i n  t e r s ene s s ,  f e l i c i t y,  v i gou r,  and  l i t e r a r y  f i n i s h ,  h i s 
“ leader s” in The Nonconfo rmis t  were hardly sur passed by The 
Times  or  The Examine r  in  the i r  bes t  and happies t  days .  For 
many years the distrust and dislike with which he was regarded 
by the recognised leader s  of  Cong regat ional i sm were a lmost 
as intense as the hostility and anger which he provoked among 
t he  f r i end s  o f  t h e  E s t ab l i s hmen t .  Fo r  h i s  a t t a ck s  on  t h e 
Dissenter s who, in his judgment, were wanting in f idel i ty to 
those  g rea t  pr inc ip le s  wi th which they had been entrus ted 
were as keen and as vehement as on the Establishment i tsel f . 
They recall the hot and vigorous assault of Robert Browne on 
the Pur itan clergy in his Reformation without tar rying for Ante ; 
and some of the Congregational leaders between 1841 and 1846 
regarded Edward Miall very much as Cartwr ight and his fr iends 
regarded the audacious leader of the Elizabethan Separat i s t s . 
H i s  po l i t i c s  we re  ano the r  c au s e  o f  o f f ence.  The  l e ad ing 
Congregational i s t s ,  with very few exceptions,  were Whigs— 
f aithful fol lower s of the House of Russel l ,  sat i s f ied with the 
measure of Parliamentary Reform which had been achieved in 
1832 .  Edward  Mia l l  wa s  a  Rad i c a l ;  he  s tood  on  the  s ame 
p l a t f o r m wi th  the  men  who  we re  ag i t a t i ng  f o r  manhood 
suf frage,  equal  e lectora l  di s t r ict s ,  and other measures  which 
were then regarded as dangerous and revolutionary.

Among many eminent Congregational i s t s  the sever ity with 
which Mr.  Mia l l  exposed many of  the g rosser  abuses  of  the 
Establishment—abuses which dur ing the last  for ty year s have 
largely disappeared—was regarded with deep disapprobation. 
The Tractar ian Movement,  which at  f i r s t  had been regarded
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with scorn, was now exciting the most ser ious alarm, and many 
distinguished Evangelical Nonconformists had come to believe 
that  there  were urgent  reasons  for  a  g reat  confedera t ion of 
men of  a l l  Churches  who were loya l  in their  a t tachment to 
Evangelical Protestantism, in order to defend the f aith of the 
Reformation. At the Annual Assembly of the Congregational 
Union held in London in May,  1842,  John Angel l  James,  in 
s e cond ing  a  re so lu t ion  o f  f r a t e r na l  we l come to  Chr i s t i an 
brethren from Berl in, Canada, Van Diemen’s Land, Scotland, 
and Wales, proposed the scheme for the union of all Evangelical 
Chr is t ians that ult imately led to the formation of the Evan- 
gelical Alliance.

He asked,  “I s  i t  not  in  the power of  th i s  Union to br ing 
about ,  by God’s  bles s ing,  a  Protes tant  Evangel ica l  Union of 
the whole body of Chr ist’s f aithful followers, who have at any 
ra te  adopted the voluntar y pr inc ip le?” But  he thought  that 
the Union might perhaps include “the Voluntar ies that are to 
be,” as  wel l  a s  those who were Voluntar ies  a l ready.  His  rea l 
hope was to draw the Evangelical clergy into closer comrade- 
sh ip  wi th  the  Evange l i c a l  Noncon fo r mi s t s :—“Let  u s  on ly 
car r y out the pr inciple of  a  g reat  Protestant Union; and we 
may  ye t  have  repre sen ta t ive s  f rom a l l  bod ie s  o f  Pro te s t an t 
Chr is t ians to be found within the circ le of  our own United 
Empire.”74 Mr.  James’s  ear nest  des i re  for  a  g reat  Al l iance of 
all Evangelical Chr istians was shared by a considerable number 
o f  Cong rega t iona l i s t s ;  they  thought  tha t  the  c rea t ion  o f  a 
League for the defence .of  Evangel ica l  Protes tant i sm was of 
more urgent  pract ica l  impor tance than a  movement for  the 
disestablishment of the English Church; and they very natur- 
a l ly feared that the keen, relentless ,  and incessant attacks on 
the Establ i shment which were appear ing week af ter week in 
the  co lumns  o f  The  Non c on f o r m i s t  wou ld  so  emb i t t e r  t he 
relat ions between the Evangel ical  c lergy and the Evangel ical 
Nonconformists as to make an Evangelical Alliance, on a great 
scale, impossible.

But on the Baptists ,  and on a large number of the younger 
and more militant Congregationalists ,  Mr. Mial l  made a pro- 
found impres s ion.  They saw tha t  the  Trac ta r i an Movement 
was extending from par i sh to par i sh in near ly every diocese

74 Congregational Magazine, 1842,435–436.



638 RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

in England, and they believed that the Tractar ian clergy, en- 
trenched in their ecclesiastical pr ivileges and commanding the 
immense revenues of the eccles iast ical  Establ i shment,  were a 
menace to the Protestanti sm, and even to the civi l  l iber t ies , 
of the kingdom. To them, i t  seemed that the immediate and 
most  pres s ing duty of  a l l  Protes tant  Engl i shmen was to di s- 
lodge the c lergy f rom the pos i t ions  of  author i ty and power 
which they der ived from the existence of a State Church, and to 
secure a f a ir  f ie ld for the g reat confl ict  between Evangel ical 
Protestantism and the sacerdotal  pretensions of the fol lower s 
of Dr. Pusey and John Henry Newman. In 1843 the Govern- 
ment created another reason for an immediate at tack on the 
Establ i shment.  The educat ion c lauses  of  Sir  James Graham’s 
Factory Bill proposed to establish throughout the manufactur- 
ing distr icts a system of popular schools that were to be largely 
in the hands of  the c lergy. 75 Lord John Russel l  thought that 
for the sake of the English people Nonconformists should make 
this fresh concession to the Church; it did not seem to occur 
to him that  for  the sake of  promoting the educat ion of  the 
Engl i sh people the Church should be wi l l ing that  the State 
should create popular schools in which the clergy should have 
no except ional  author i ty,  and the Catechism and Liturgy of 
the  Church no except iona l  p lace  o f  honour.  The Noncon- 
formists were at f ir st astonished, and then f iercely indignant. 
Excited meetings were held in every par t of the country pro- 
t e s t ing  aga in s t  the  mea su re.  The  Noncon f o r m i s t  newspape r 
was f ir st  in the fray, and led the ag itation with character ist ic 
bo ldnes s ,  v igour,  and vehemence.  Men l ike  Mr.  James  and 
S i r  Cul l ing Eard ley,  who were  s ighing for  the  union of  a l l 
Evangel ica l  Chr is t ians ,  took their  share in the conf l ict .  The 
Government was forced to yield, and the audacious attack on 
the liberties of Nonconformists was repelled.76

But  the ag i ta t ion had rev ived that  hos t i l i ty  to  the Es tab- 
l i shment  which ,  notwi th s t and ing  the  e f fo r t s  o f  the  Ecc le- 
siastical Knowledge, Relig ious Freedom, and Voluntary Church 
Societ ies ,  had been g radual ly cooling ever s ince 1832. Large 
number s  of  Dis senter s  were convinced that ,  whi le the State 
Church existed, there was no safety even for that measure of 
relig ious freedom which they and their fathers, at a great cost,

75 See infra, pp. 654–659.
76 Parl. Debates (Hansard. T.S.), lxvli. 93.
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had been able to achieve.  I t  was resolved to organise a  new 
assault  on the Establ i shment,  and on Apii l  30,  May 1 and 2, 
1844 ,  a  con f e rence  number ing  8 0 0  de l ega t e s  wa s  he ld  i n 
London .  The  Bap t i s t  Churche s  were  rep re sen ted  by  many 
of  the i r  l ead ing mini s te r s  and l aymen.  Dr.  Pye Smith ,  Mr. 
“Burnet, of Camberwell ,  Dr. John Campbell ,77 and Mr. Mial l 
himself ,  represented the Congregationalists ;  but a large num- 
ber of the most influential leaders of Congregationalism, both 
in London and in the country, were absent.  The Conference 
resulted in the constitution of The Br itish Anti-State-Church 
Association, which has been known since 1853 as The Society 
f o r  t he  L ibe r a t i on  o f  Re l i g ion  f rom S t a t e  Pa t ronage  and 
Control.78

The As soc i a t ion  ha s  t aken a  l ead ing  par t  dur ing  the  l a s t 
for ty  year s  in  ever y  ag i t a t ion for  the  redres s  o f  Di s sent ing 
“g r ievances”;  but  i t s  rea l  and avowed object  i s  to  d i se s tab- 
l i sh  and d i sendow the  c le rgy  o f  the  S ta te  Churches  o f  the 
Un i t ed  K ingdom.  In  1856  Mr.  Edward  Mia l l  s ubmi t t ed  a 
motion and made a powerful speech in the House of Commons 
for the par tial disendowment of all sects in Ireland; and when 
in 1869 Mr. Gladstone brought forward his  Bi l l  for  the di s- 
establishment and par tia l  disendowment of the Ir ish Church, 
the Society, although it disapproved of some of his proposals, 
g ave  h im hea r ty  suppor t .  In  succe s s ive  Pa r l i ament s  i t  ha s 
encouraged the br ing ing forward of resolut ions in f avour of 
similar legislation in relation to the Church of England.

The  Soc i e t y  h a s  been  s e r ved  w i th  s i ngu l a r  en thu s i a sm . 
In Mr. Edward Miall it had a leader whose stainless character, 
pur i ty  o f  mot ive,  and  consp icuous  ab i l i ty  commanded the 
respect of intelligent and fair-minded opponents and the affec- 
t i on a t e  l oya l t y  o f  h i s  f r i end s .  Unde r  h im  a  con s i d e r ab l e 
number of able men—among whom Mr. Carvell Williams, for 
many year s the secretary of the Society, and since Mr. Miall ’s 
death the chief director of its policy, deserves special mention 
—worked with a  pa t ience,  per s i s tency,  and courage l a rge ly 
der ived from the inspiration and example of their leader, be- 
lieving that they were promoting the best interests of the nation 
and of the Chr istian faith. Nor has the delay of their tr iumph

77 Dr. Campbell did not long remain a member of the Anti-State- 
Church Association.

78 Skeats, Free Churches, 609–610.
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abated the hope and the energy of those who have inher ited 
the pr incip les  and respons ibi l i t ie s  of  the men by whom the 
Soc ie ty  was  founded.  They conf ident ly  be l ieve  tha t  in  the 
days of their children, if not in their own, the English people 
and Parl iament wil l  resolve to deal f air ly with Englishmen of 
every form of religious belief.

VIII

One other act of eccles ias t ica l  leg is lat ion i s  lef t  to record. 
When Unitar ian opinions began to spread among the Presby- 
ter ians and the Independents, in some cases whole congrega- 
tions abandoned the Tr initar ian faith, though they still retained 
the buildings in which they had been accustomed to worship. 
The or thodox Dis senter s  re sented a  los s  tha t  they found i t 
d i f f i cu l t  to  re s i s t .  Re la t ions  be tween the  two bodie s  were 
strained, and the host i le camps awaited only an occasion for 
conflict. The occasion came. In August, 1824, the Unitar ians 
o f  L a n c a s h i r e  m e t  a t  t h e  S p r e a d  E a g l e  i n  M a n c h e s t e r , 
and the Rev. George Har r i s  made a speech in keeping with 
t h e  t i t l e  o f  t h e  h o u s e .  I t  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  q u o t e  a t 
length.  Two sentences  of  hi s  addres s  conta in the pi th of  i t . 
“Or thodoxy,” he sa id ,  “ i s  g loom, and darkness ,  and desola- 
t i on :  Un i t a r i a n i sm  i s  l i g h t ,  a nd  l i b e r t y,  a nd  j oy.” 79 The 
speech  wa s  a  cha l l enge ;  i t  p rovoked  re jo inde r s .  Soon  the 
conflict swept from the platform and the press into wider fields, 
and the issues of it are to be found in the records of the Law 
Cour t s  and the  s t a tu te s  o f  Par l i ament .  Whi le  some o f  Mr. 
Har r i s ’s  cr i t ics  contes ted the Unitar ian c la ims to moral  and 
spir i tua l  super ior i ty,  other s  pointed out that  the Unitar ians 
he ld  chape l s  bui l t  by  or thodox be l iever s ,  and des igned for 
preaching the orthodox faith.

In  t he  f ou r  coun t i e s  o f  L anc a s t e r,  Che s t e r,  De rby,  and 
Nottingham, it  was asser ted, the Unitar ians possessed but s ix 
chapel s  by lega l  and equi table  means ;  and to the remaining 
f ifty-six chapels, with all their endowments, they had no legal 
or equitable right or title whatever.

“ I n  G re a t  B r i t a i n ,  t h e  U n i t a r i a n s  p o s s e s s  t wo  h u n d re d  a n d 
twenty- th ree  p l ace s ,  o f  which  one  hundred  and  s even ty-e igh t—

79 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 311, from The Mancheste r  Soc intan 
Controversy, 12.
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that i s  to say,  four-f i f ths of  the whole— were or ig inal ly or thodox. 
In England alone they have two hundred and s ix chapels ,  of which 
thir ty-s ix—or l i t t le more than one-sixth par t  of the whole number 
—were built by Unitarians.”80

I t  was  a l so  a s se r ted  tha t  they  had obta ined pos se s s ion o f 
funds lef t  by Lady Hewley to which they had no cla im; and 
that  Unitar ian t rus tees ,  improper ly appointed,  had diver ted 
the endowments of her char it ies from their or ig inal purpose. 
A sui t  for  recovery was inst i tuted,  as  the resul t  of  inquir ies 
in  which  Dr.  James  Benne t t  had  t aken  an  ac t ive  pa r t . 81 I t 
happened tha t  a  te s t  ca se  was  a l ready be fore  the  cour t s .  A 
chape l  a t  Wolverhampton had pas sed into the hands  o f  the 
Unitar ians in 1782, and had been held by them till 1816, when 
the minister, the Rev. John Steward, announced his conversion 
to the Tr initar ian f aith. A struggle followed for possession of 
the building; and after some episodes of disorder and violence, 
proceedings  in Chancer y were taken,  which dragged on for 
nea r ly  twenty  yea r s  be fo re  the  ca se  reached  i t s  l a s t  s t age ; 
and at that point the Lord Chancel lor held back his decis ion 
unti l  the House of Lords should have g iven judgment in the 
larger case, still pending, of Lady Hewley’s charities.

I t  wa s  an  undoub ted  f a c t  tha t  Lady  Hewley  had  been  a 
Presbyter ian—her convictions and sympathies were notor ious; 
and it might reasonably be supposed that her bequests for the 
maintenance  o f  “god ly  preacher s ,” for  “ the  re l i e f  o f  god ly 
pe r son s  in  d i s t re s s ,” fo r  “poor  widows  o f  poor  and  god ly 
preacher s  o f  the gospe l ,” and for  educat ing young men “to 
be preachers of Chr ist’s holy gospel,” were intended to promote 
the form of faith which she herself was known to have held.82 
But  the t r us tees ,  who represented Unitar ian interes t s ,  he ld 
the i r  g round with tenac i ty.  They contended that  the t r us t s 
were not speci f ica l ly appl ied to any par t icular  for m of Pro- 
t e s t a n t  d i s s en t ;  t h a t  t h e  P re s by t e r i a n s  o f  L ady  Hew l ey ’s 
t ime d i s l iked  fo r ma l  a r t i c l e s  and  confe s s ions  o f  f a i th ;  and 
they  p roduced  ev idence  f rom the  work s  o f  rep re s en t a t ive 
P re s by t e r i a n s  t o  s how th a t  t h ey  we re  l e s s  r i g i d  i n  t h e i r

80 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 312, from The Manchester  Soc inian 
Controversy, xlvi., xlvii.

81 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 293–297.
82 “Bogue and -Bennett, History of Dissenters (second edition), L 505– 

512. Bennett, 294.
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or thodoxy  than  tho se  who c l a imed  to  be  the i r  succe s so r s 
and their heirs.

Such pleas ,  however elaborate and ingenious,  did not pre- 
vai l ;  and in 1842 the House of  Lords gave judgment against 
the  t r u s tee s  and  in  f avour  o f  the  c l a imant s .  They  dec ided 
that orthodox Dissenters alone were qualif ied to act as trustees 
and to share in the endowments. The Wolverhampton chapel 
ca se  was  se t t led  on the  same l ines ;  and i t  seemed a s  i f  the 
Unitar ians at  a s ingle s troke might lose a lmost a l l  the places 
of worship which were then in their possession.83

“In their alarm, the Unitar ian leader s laid their case before 
the Government, and appealed for some measure of relief . Sir 
Robert Peel and his Ministry came to their aid, and brought in 
the Bil l  generally known as the Dissenter s’ Chapels Bil l .  This 
Ac t  was  in tended  to  s ecure  und i s tu rbed  pos se s s ion  o f  any 
place of worship to a congregation that had occupied it con- 
tinuously for a cer tain per iod, and it provided that “the usage 
of twenty-f ive years should be taken as conclusive evidence of 
the r ight of any congregation to the possession of their place 
of worship, and of the schools, bur ial-ground, and endowments 
pertaining thereto.”84

The Bi l l  was res i s ted both by the or thodox Dissenter s  and 
by the bishops. But it passed through both Houses by decisive 
ma jor i t i e s—in the  Lords ,  by  a  vote  o f  44  to  9 ;  and in  the 
Commons, of 307 to 117—with the combined support of Peel, 
Lyndhurst, Brougham, Russell, Gladstone, and Macaulay.85

The Law, it is known, g ives weight to the fact of possession: 
the Lord Chancel lor,  in his  advocacy of  the Bi l l ,  i l lus trated 

83 “The suit being at an end,” wrote Mr. Aspland to his son, “we 
must look for something more, the event having thrown down all our 
fences, and exposed us to inroads from our enemies. The opinion of 
almost all our professional fr iends is, that, according to the law as now 
declared, all our foundations before 1813 are endangered, say even the 
Grave l  P i t”—his  own p lace  o f  wor sh ip—“and a l so  Dukinf ie ld”— 
where his son preached—“you having built upon a Tr initar ian founda- 
t ion ,  a s  the  l aw,  ‘ the  per fec t ion  o f  rea son ,’ wi l l  have  i t .” Li f e  o f 
Aspland ,  577, in Stoughton, Relig ion in England ,  1800–1850, i i .  302. 
And see Aspland, 578–582, for the subsequent history.

84 An Act  fo r  the  Regula t ion o f  su i t s  r e la t ing  to  Meet ing  Houses  and 
other  proper ty he ld fo r  r e l i g ious  pur poses  by Persons d i s sent ing f rom the 
United Church of England and Ireland. 7 and 8 Vict. cap. 45, $ 2.

85 Pa r l .  De b a t e s  (Han s a rd :  T.S. ) ,  l xx iv.  831 ;  l xxv.  391.  Annua l 
Register ,  1844, lxxxvi. 206–213. See also Stoughton, Religion in Eng- 
land, 1800–1850, ii. 301–305; Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 310–312;
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the maxim. Evidence is  lost ,  he said, with the lapse of t ime. 
I t  may be no longer  pos s ible  to  e s tabl i sh  a  c l a im by d i rec t 
test imony. But what t ime takes with the one hand it  restores 
wi th  the  o ther ;  fo r  “ the  l ap se  o f  t ime e s t abl i she s  by  con- 
t inued possess ion another t i t le balancing and conf irming the 
t i t le that  has been lost .” 86 The Unitar ians got the benef i t  of 
legal tradition, and the wisdom of the settlement is no longer 
se r ious ly  cha l l enged .  A r ig id  en forcement  o f  r ight s  would 
have led to ser ious injury, i f  not to ser ious injust ice. A mass 
of l i t igation would have ensued, involving enormous expense 
—the costs in the Hewley case alone amounted to £30,000— 
which would have dra ined the Churches of  resources  bet ter 
appl ied to other pur poses .  And s tr i fe  prolonged would have 
le f t  lamentable resul t s  in bi t ter  exasperat ion and las t ing en- 
mity between men pledged by their pr inciples to unity of spir it 
in spite of divisions in doctr ine. For the Churches of the ortho- 
dox f a i th  any mater ia l  ga in would have been immeasurably 
outweighed by moral loss.

NOTE A 
Marriages in Dissenting Chapels before Hariwicke’s Act

Sir Er skine May (Const i tut ional  History ,  i i i .  151) and Mr. Taswell- 
Langmead (Const i tu t iona l  His to r y ,  589)  use language which impl ies 
that for al l legal purposes mar r iages celebrated in Dissenting chapels 
be fo re  Hardwicke ’s  Ac t  were  va l id .  Accord ing  to  the  canon l aw 
i t  i s  no doubt true that  “the absence of the solemnit ies  prescr ibed 
by that  law did not violate a mar r iage once contracted”;87 and the 
canon law largely governed the practice of the Ecclesiast ical Cour ts 
which had cognisance of mar r iage cases.  But in the case of Haydon 
and Gould, determined in the ninth year of Queen Anne, the Court 
he ld  tha t  a  mar r i age  per for med by  the  min i s te r  o f  a  Sabba ta r i an 
cong rega t ion ,  in  the  pre sence  o f  the  cong rega t ion ,  was  vo id .  At 
the end of seven year s the reputed wife died, and the administration 
of her effects was g ranted by the Ecclesiastical Cour t to her next of 
kin in preference to her reputed husband. “And it was observed,

Bennett, History of Dissenters, 293–299; Joseph Hunter, Shore versus the 
Attorney General (a defence of the Hewley Trustees); and T. S. James, 
History o f  the Lit igat ion and Legis la t ion respec t ing Presbyter ian Chapels 
and Churches in England and Ireland.

86 Parl. Debates (Hansard. T.S.), lxxiv. 579–588.
87 Phillimore, Ecclesiastical Law, 552, note n.
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that i f  the same advantages attended mar r iages solemnised by 
Dissenters, as those celebrated by the Established Church, there 
would then be no occasion for licence or banns, for giving security 
that there were no legal impediments, but every one who should get 
himself introduced into a Dissenting Congregation might do what 
was right in his own eyes.”88

In the article refer red to above there is a copy of a “Marr iage 
Covenant,” engrossed on parchment and stamped with a five-shilling 
stamp, attesting the marriage of Francis Smith and Elizabeth Toone 
at the Independent Meeting-house at Melbourne in the county of 
Derby. The document is drawn up with a great show of technical 
legal accuracy, and is signed by twenty-two witnesses. It bears the 
date August 20, 1753. Lord Hardwicke’s Act came into opera- 
tion on March 25, 1754.89 The true state of the law before 1754 
seems to be descr ibed in the following words:—“A Marr iage by 
mere consent of parties, until the passing of the Marriage Act in 1753, 
constituted a binding engagement; though if application were made 
to the ecclesiastical courts for letters of administration, etc., under 
a title derived through such irregular marriage, these courts some- 
times showed their resentment of the irregular ity by refusing their 
assistance, more especial ly where the non-compliance with the usual 
formalities could be traced to disaffection to the Established Church .”90

NOTE B 
Cemetery Fees

The churchyard was a source of considerable income to the clergy. 
In addition to their fees for reading the Bur ial Service, they received 
special fees for the r ight of making br icked g raves and constructing 
vau l t s ;  for  the  r ight  to  reopen br icked g raves  and vau l t s ;  for  the 
r igh t  to  e rec t  g rave s tones ,  tombs tones ,  and  monument s ;  and  the 
fees were proportioned to the size of the stones and the monuments. 
When the churchyard was  c losed because i t  was  f i l led,  there were 
some persons who thought that this source of cler ical revenues would 
na tu r a l l y  come to  an  end .  Bu t  the  Ac t s  dec l a re  tha t  the  con se- 
crated par t of a public cemetery is “to be deemed the Bur ial Ground 
of  the par i sh or par i shes” for which i t  has  been provided;  and the 
incumbent  i s  en t i t l ed  to  c l a im the  s ame fee s  fo r  per for ming  the 
service in this par t of the cemetery that he could claim for perform- 
ing the service in the closed churchyard; and he i s  to receive such 
fees  in  re spect  to  vaul t s ,  monuments ,  g raves tones ,  t able t s ,  monu- 
mental inscr iptions, etc., in the consecrated por tion as shall be f ixed 
by the  Bur ia l  Board ,  V wi th the  approva l  o f  the  b i shop”;  and,  i f

88 Sidhold’s Reports, 119; Congregational Magazine (April, 1837), 232.
89 Ib id . ,  231–232.  The deta i l s  are  taken f rom The Genera l  Bapt i s t 

Magazine, i. 453.
90 Standard Cyclopodia of Political Knowlebge: si v. Marriage.
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no scale of  fees i s  ag reed upon between the Board and the bishop, 
he i s  to receive such fees as  he would by law or custom have been 
ent i t l ed  to  in  the  parochia l  churchyard .  The c la ims  o f  the  par i sh 
c l e rk  and  s ex ton  we re  a l s o  ma in t a i ned . 91The  i n t e r men t s  i n  t he 
consecrated por t ion of  the cemeter y ought ,  therefore,  to be more 
expen s ive  than  the  in t e r men t s  i n  the  uncon sec r a t ed ;  fo r  i n  the 
unconsecrated por t ion the only charges are the charges due to the 
Bur ia l  Board;  in the consecrated por t ion there are,  in addi t ion to 
the s e,  t he  cha rge s  due  to  the  c l e r gy.  In  some  c a s e s  t he  Boa rd s 
equa l i sed  the  to ta l  f ee s ,  and some Boards  gave  to  the  Di s sent ing 
min i s te r  per for ming the  se r v ice  in  one  par t  o f  the  cemeter y  the 
s ame fee s  fo r  monument s ,  e tc. ,  tha t  were  g iven  to  the  c l e rgy  o f 
the par i sh in the other.  But  i r regular  charges  s t i l l  cont inued,  and 
the  a t tent ion of  the  Se lec t  Commit tee  on Bur ia l  Fees  (1882)  was 
called to the f act that some Bur ial Boards i l legally charged the same 
fees  in  unconsecra ted a s  in  consecra ted g round,  by inc luding the 
cler ical fees, and that the Home Secretary had improperly sanctioned 
the tables. The fol lowing table, dated March 1,1883, and sanctioned 
by the Home Office, was in force at Mitcham, Surrey:—

Board. 
£ s. d.

Vicar. 
£ s. d.

Clerk. 
£ s. d.

Ground for brick grave  6 6 0  15 15 0  1 1 0
Ditto for non-parishioners  12 12 0  26 5 0  1 10 6
For head and foot stone  0 10 6  2 2 0  0 5 0
 „ with body stone  0 10 6  3 3 0  0 7 6
Monument or tomb  3 3 0  10 10 0  1 1 0

“Eve r y  one  o f  t h e  s ums  i n  t h e  s e cond  and  t h i rd  co l umn s  i s 
charged in  the  unconsecra ted  g round in  d i s t inc t  v io la t ion o f  the 
Ac t  o f  Pa r l i amen t .” 92 I t  w i l l  b e  no t i c ed  t h a t  i n  eve r y  c a s e  t h e 
c ler ica l  fees  are more than double the fees  of  the Board act ing for 
the inhabitants who had paid for the ground.

91 15 and 16 Vict.  cap. 85, §§ xxxii . ,  xxxii i . ;  and 16 and 17 Viet, 
cap. 134, 5 vii. The payment of fees to the clergy, except for services 
actual ly rendered in the consecrated par t of public cemeter ies,  was 
abolished by the Bur ial Act, X900. But monumental and other fees 
(not being service fees) in the consecrated part of cemeter ies provided 
pr ior to July, 1900, were continued until the Incumbency was vacated, 
or for fifteen years, whichever was the longer per iod. The Act of 1900 
did not apply to churchyards, where ecclesiastical fees are still payable.

92 Libe ra to r ,  Nov. ,  1883.  The Act  re fer red to i s  the Act  of  1857, 
the 17th Section of which enacted that “No fees shall be charged or 
received by any Bur ial Board in respect of any service done or r ight 
g ranted in the unconsecrated por tion of any bur ial g round provided 
by such Board, but such as are identical in amount with the fees charged 
and received in respect of the same service or r ight in the consecrated 
portion of such ground, less any such portion of such cor responding 
fees or payments which may be received for, or on account of , any In- 
cumbent, Churchwarden, Clerk, or Sexton.” This section was repealed 
by the Bur ial Act of 1900, the provisions of that Act render ing it no 
longer necessary.
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CHAPTER II

CONGREGATIONALISTS AND NATIONAL 
EDUCATION

British Schools—Brougham’s  Committee on the Education of 
the Poor in London—Brougham’s  Bi ll—Lord Melbourne’s 
Propo sal s—S ir  Jame s  Graham ’s  B i l l—Cong regational i st 
Objections to a System of National Education—Congrega- 
tional  Board of  Education—Minute s  of  Counci l ,  1846— 
The Clergy and the Schools—Movement of Nonconformist 
Opinion—The National  Education League—Ag itation for 
a Compulsory and an Unsectarian System—W. E. Forster’s 
Bill: Defects in the First Draft—Nonconformist Opposition 
—Conf l ict  in  Parl iame nt—The  Ame nde d  B i ll—Noncon- 
form i st  Revolt—The  Twe nty- f i f th  Clause—Manche ste r 
Conference—Effects of the Act.

CCONGREGATIONALISTS were among the most ardent 
advoca t e s  o f  popu l a r  educa t i on  a t  a  t ime  when  l a r ge 

and powerful  c las ses  of  Engl i sh society were s incerely afra id 
that if the children of the great masses of the people were taught 
to read and to wr ite they would become a ser ious per il to the 
S ta te.  The Br i t i sh  and Fore ign School  Soc ie ty,  e s t abl i shed 
in  1808,  found among Cong rega t iona l i s t s  some of  i t s  mos t 
earnest supporters. There were some Congregational Churches 
that opened day schools  of  their  own; but as  the day school 
was never regarded by Congregationalists as an institution for 
t ra ining chi ldren in the pr incip les  of  Cong regat iona l i sm, i t 
was more usual for them to unite with persons of other religious 
denominations in order to create and maintain what were called 
“British Schools.” 1

1 The or ig inal name of the Br itish and Foreign School Society was 
“The Royal Lancastr ian Institution." It is descr ibed in the Rules and 
Regulat ions adopted in 1817—twelve year s  af ter i t s  foundation—as 
“The Institution for Promoting the Education of the Labour ing and 
Manufactur ing Classes of Society of every Relig ious Persuasion." The 
National Society, founded in 1811, was established for the education 
of the children of the poor in the pr inciples of the Church of England.
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But on severa l  cr i t ica l  occas ions i t  has  been their  duty,  in 
the interes t s  of  re l ig ious l iber ty,  to of fer  the most  v igorous 
opposition to measures which had for their object the extension 
and improvement of elementary education.

I

Their f ir s t  s truggle on this f ie ld was with a statesman who 
had many titles to their confidence and honour.

In 1816 Henry Brougham, who at that time was the boldest 
and most  l ibera l  as  wel l  as  the most  e loquent of  the Whigs , 
obtained a Select Committee of the House of Commons for 
inquir ing into the Education of the Poor in the Metropolis. It 
was  hi s  impress ion that  there were educat ional  endowments 
in London and elsewhere which, if honestly used for the pur- 
poses to which they were dest ined by their  founder s ,  would 
meet the whole cost  of  a  sys tem of  popular  educat ion.  The 
Sta te  might  have to bui ld  school s ;  but  he be l ieved that  the 
expense of their annual maintenance could be borne by existing 
educational endowments which for many years had been either 
admin i s t e red  i ne f f i c i en t l y,  o r  who l l y  d ive r t ed  f rom the i r 
or iginal purposes. The inquir ies of the Committee were mainly 
d i rec ted  to  th i s  sub jec t . 2 The  Commit tee  was  reappoin ted 
in 1818, and its attention was again directed to the subject of 
Charity abuses. “The interest,” says Lord Brougham—

“excited by this investigation soon became so great, as to interfere 
with the other objects of the Committee’s appointment; and every- 
thing that related to the extension of Education, otherwise than by 
improving the applicat ion of endowments,  was either neglected, or 
lost  in the anxiety to prosecute an inquiry which, detecting abuses 
of those endowments, promised to the cur iosity or the malignity of 
the public,  or the spir i t  of  f act ion, the discovery of individual  de- 
linquency in persons of eminent condition.”3

A l though  the  Commi t t ee  wa s  appo in ted  to  inqu i re  in to 
the education of the poor, it found occasion—or, its enemies 
said, found excuses—for calling before it very eminent persons

I t  was  incor porated by Royal  Char ter  s ix  year s  l a ter.  See Horace 
Mann, Education in Great Britain (Census Report, 1851), 12–13.

2 Parl. Debates (Hansard: F.S.), xxxiv. 633–636, 1230–1235.
3 Brougham,  Speeche s ,  i i i .  4–5.  Pa r l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd ;  F.S . ) , 

xxxvii. 817.
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connec t ed  w i th  s ome  o f  t h e  g re a t  pub l i c  s choo l s .  E ton , 
Winchester,  and the Char terhouse were compelled to answer 
q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e i r  c h a r t e r s  a n d  t h e i r  r eve nu e s .  T h e 
Fellows of Winchester declined to g ive evidence; and in justi- 
f ication of their refusal pleaded their oath, by which they were 
sworn not to reveal  the secrets  of  their  House;  the plea was 
over ru led. 4 The Commit tee  even ventured to ca l l  be fore  i t 
the Master of St. John’s College, Cambr idge, to give an account 
of  a  school ,  with a  large endowment,  of  which the Fel lows 
o f  S t .  John’s  were  the  Vi s i tor s ,  and of  which they had the 
exc lus ive pat ronage.  For ty  or  f i f ty  year s  be fore,  the school 
had a  hundred scholar s ;  Wi l l i am Wilber force  was  educated 
there;  of  la te  year s  i t  had taught only a  s ingle boy,  and the 
schoolroom had been used as a saw-pit. That so distinguished 
a person as the Master of an ancient College should have been 
ca l led before  the Commit tee  ra i sed a  g rea t  outcr y ;  “and i t 
was much increased by the reverend person himself happening 
to burst into tears, upon a very simple and civil question being 
addressed to him in very respectful terms.”5

Al l  the cr imes of  the Committee were la id to the account 
of Mr. Brougham, its chairman, who was charged with insulting 
and browbeating some of the most eminent men in the king- 
dom, and with intending to confiscate the property of the most 
anc ient  and venerable  in s t i tu t ions . 6 When he  brought  for- 
ward an Educat ion Bi l l  in 1820,  he appear s  to have thought 
i t  nece s s a r y  to  soothe  the  f i e rce  hos t i l i ty  which  had  been 
provoked by the proceedings of his Committee.

The necessi ty of some g reat measure for placing the means 
of  educat ion within the reach of  g reat  masses  of  the people 
was  apparent .  According to Par l i amentar y  re tur ns  obta ined

4 The Committee heard the objection, examined the oath, and found 
i t  to  con t a in  a  s av ing  c l au s e,  “Ni s i  n e c e s s i t a t e  c o g en t e,  s e n  u t i l i - 
tate suadente, de qua necessitate et utilitate ipsi judicent”; whereupon the 
Committee intimated to the witnesses that the necessity had ar isen, and 
that it was expedient for them to decide upon complying therewith; 
but it also laid down as clear law, that, although there had been no such 
saving clause at al l ,  the oath never could have protected them from 
answer ing whatever questions were put by a competent author ity, such 
as a Court of Justice, or a Committee of either House of Parliament. 
Brougham, Speeches, iii. 5.

5 Brougham, Spee c he s,  i i i .  5–6;  and see  the Let t e r  t o  S i r  Samue l 
Romilly, ibid., 28–39, 53–55.

6 For  Brougham’s  de fence  o f  the  Commit tee  aga in s t  Pee l ,  s ee 
Speeches, iii. 181–213.
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in 1818, there were only 674,883 scholar s in day schools—or 
one in 17 25 of the population. Many of the schools—perhaps 
most of them—were ineff icient, and they were very unequally 
distr ibuted: in Middlesex the scholars were only one in twenty 
o f  t h e  popu l a t i on ;  i n  L anc a sh i re  one  i n  twen ty - fou r.  I n 
Sunday schools there were 477,225 scholar s—or one in 24.40 
of the populat ion; but i t  was bel ieved that three-four ths,  or 
four-fifths, of these were also in day schools.7

Mr.  Brougham proposed  tha t  a  pa roch i a l  r a t e  shou ld  be 
levied for the erection of school buildings and the maintenance 
of  teacher s .  The ra te  was  to be admini s tered by the mag i s- 
t ra tes  in quar ter-ses s ions ;  the teacher s  were to be member s 
of the Church of England; they were not to be appointed with- 
out a recommendation of the clergymen of the several par ishes 
in which their schools were s i tuated; and they were required 
to “qual i fy” for  thei r  of f ice  by receiv ing the Lord’s  Supper 
at  church within a month previous to their  appointment.  I t 
was  provided that  no re l ig ious  “ for mular y” should be used 
in the schools, but that the Bible should be read with necessary 
explanations.

T h e  D i s s e n t e r s  h a d  e n d u re d  mu c h  f ro m  t h e i r  avowe d 
enemies ;  they were reso lved not  to submit  to th i s  new en- 
croachment on their  r ights  by one who cla imed to be their 
f r i end .  The  B i l l  wa s  v i go rou s l y  oppo s ed ,  and  h ad  t o  b e 
dropped after the first reading.8

II

In  the  next  g rea t  educa t iona l  cont rover sy  the  Cong rega- 
tionalists, with the great body of Nonconformists, were on the 
s ide of  the Gover nment .  I t  seemed imposs ible  to cons t r uct 
any large educational measure that would sat i s fy the Church 
without provoking the opposition of the Dissenters, and it was 
there fore  re so lved  to  adopt  a  modes t  and  ten ta t ive  po l i cy. 
From 1833 to 1839 Par l i ament  voted 20,0 00 a  year  to a s s i s t 
in the erect ion of  school bui ldings .  The g rant was adminis- 
tered by the Treasury;  appl icat ions for as s i s tance were made 
t h rough  the  B r i t i s h  and  Fo re i gn  Schoo l  Soc i e t y  and  the

7 Horace Mann, Education in Great Britain (1851 Census Report), 13.
8 Parl. Debates (Hansard: N.S.), ii. 50–90. Annual Register , lxii. (i), 

49–57. Bennett, History of Dissenters, 54–55.
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Nat iona l  Soc i e ty ;  and  the  g r an t  wa s  d iv ided  be tween  the 
two sets of applicants—those who proposed to erect “Br itish” 
o r  undenomina t iona l  s choo l s ,  and  tho se  who proposed  to 
erect Church of England schools.

At f ir st  the ar rangement gave sat is f action to al l  concerned. 
But in course of time it began to work in the interests of the 
Es t abl i shed  Church .  The  g ran t s  were  made  to  supp lement 
local contr ibutions; where one of the two societies concerned 
raised one-half of the sum required to build a school—for the 
grants were for building, and not for maintenance—the Govern- 
ment found the other hal f .  In the race the National  Society 
eas i ly  outs t r ipped i t s  r iva l :  i t  had weal thier  suppor ter s ,  the 
longer pur se. And by degrees it  got three-four ths or more of 
the grant, instead of one-half.9

In  1839 the  Gover nment  o f  Lord Melbour ne proposed to 
increase the annual grant from 20,000 to £3/0,000, in order to 
es tabl i sh and mainta in a  Nor mal  School  for  the t ra in ing of 
t e a ch e r s .  A t  t h e  s ame  t ime  He r  Ma j e s t y  wa s  a dv i s e d  t o 
entrust  the administrat ion of future Parl iamentary g rants for 
educational purposes to a Committee of the Privy Council.

T h e s e  p r o p o s a l s  r a i s e d  a  g r e a t  s t o r m .  L o r d  F r a n c i s 
Eger ton thought  i t  was  “an  in su l t  o r  s l i gh t ,  pu t  upon the 
Church,” that none of its leading members or any of its most 
distinguished ministers were to have a seat upon the Committee. 
The l a te  Lord  Derby,  then Lord  S tan ley,  dec l a red  tha t  the 
Commi t t ee  wa s  “ i r re spons ib l e,  un fe t t e red ,  and  de spo t i c” ; 
that its powers were “not checked, not restrained, not limited 
by Par l iament”; and that to take educat ion out of the hands 
of  the c lergy and to transfer i t  to laymen, “would g radual ly 
l ead  to  genera l  s cept ic i sm,  and f rom genera l  s cept ic i sm to 
n a t i on a l  i n f i d e l i t y.” The  l a t e  E a r l  o f  S h a f t e s bu r y—then 
Lord Ash ley—decla red tha t  the  Commit tee  was  “hos t i l e  to 
the Constitution, to the Church, and to revealed religion itself .” 
Education, he maintained, was necessar i ly and divinely con- 
nected with relig ion, and the Government, in establishing their 
Committee,  were set t ing the div ine law at  def iance.  “What 
God  ha th  j o ined  toge the r,  l e t  no  man  pu t  a sunde r.” Mr. 
Disrael i  s truck hard at the whole policy of the Government, 
and maintained that “to diminish the duties of the cit izen is

9 Horace Mann,  Educa t i on in  Grea t  Br i ta in ,  13–14.  Par l .  Deba te s 
(Hansard: T.S.), xx. 730; xxxviii. 448.
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to per il the r ights of the subject”; that those who insisted on 
State education sanctioned the theory of a “paternal Govern- 
ment”; and that the result of this theory might be seen, in the 
Ea s t ,  in  the  s t agna t ion  o f  China ,  and ,  in  the  Wes t ,  in  the 
s t agnat ion of  Aus t r i a—“the China  of  Europe.” 10 Sound o ld 
Tor ies like Mr. Thomas Dyke Acland appealed to the statistics 
which a  few year s  l a te r  were  worked so  v igorous ly  by Mr. 
Edward Ba ines ,  o f  Leeds ,  and in s i s ted  tha t  the  prog re s s  o f 
popula r  educa t ion dur ing the  pre sent  centur y  had been so 
satisfactory that new measures were unnecessary.11

The worst cr ime of the Government in the judgment of its 
opponents was the scheme for establishing the Normal College. 
The College was to be open to persons of all relig ious creeds. 
The Bible  was  to  be  read ever y  day ;  but  a l l  de f in i te,  dog- 
matic relig ious instruction was to be g iven at special times by 
ministers of religion who had no place on the College staff.12

S i r  J a m e s  K ay  S h u t t l ewo r t h ,  w h o  f o r  m a ny  ye a r s  wa s 
Secretary to the Education Depar tment, and who was largely 
responsible for the Minutes of 1846, and for subsequent legisla- 
t ion which provoked s t renuous Dissent ing opposi t ion,  g ives 
an accurate account of the struggle:—

“The  ex i s t en c e  o f  Lo rd  Me l bou r ne ’s  a dm in i s t r a t i on  wa s  en - 
dangered in 1839 by the attempt to lay the foundations of the educa- 
t ion of the people, on the recognition of the equali ty of their civi l 
r ights in matter s of rel ig ion. The Church was probably less alarmed 
by the recognit ion of  thi s  c ivi l  equal i ty,  than by the absence f rom 
that scheme of any def init ion of the l imits of the civi l  power. Such 
de f in i t ion was  then impos s ible,  but  i t s  ab sence  a roused the  mos t 
ext ravagant  te r ror.  Impel led  by th i s  fea r,  the  Church,  in  de fence 
of her tradit ional pr ivi leges, assumed the responsibi l i ty of resist ing, 
by the utmost exercise of her author ity and influence in the country, 
in both Houses  of  Par l i ament ,  and a t  the foot  of  the Throne,  the 
f i r s t  g reat  p lan ever  proposed,  by any gover nment,  for  the educa- 
tion of the humblest classes in Great Britain.”13

The Cong rega t iona l i s t s ,  and those  wi th  whom they were 
a ccu s tomed  to  a c t ,  s tood  by  the  Gove r nment .  A  mee t ing 
o f  the  Min i s t e r s  o f  the  Three  Denomina t ions ,  he ld  a t  the

10 Par l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd :  T.S. ) ,  x lv i i i .  295;  i b id . ,  231,  232,  259; 
270, 276; 578, 580.

11 Ibid., 565–566.
12 Ibid., 256–258.
13 Shu t t l ewo r th ,  Pub l i c  Edu c a t i o n  a s  a f f e c t e d  by  t h e  M inu t e s  o f 

Council, 3–4.
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Congregational Library in March, 1840, passed the fol lowing 
Resolution:—

“That the number of  pet i t ions  presented of  la te  to both Houses 
of Parl iament, declar ing the establ i shed clergy to be the per sons in 
whom the  supe r in tendence  o f  any  sy s t em o f  na t iona l  educa t ion 
should be mainly vested, exhibits an attempt to revive a long obsolete 
b r anch  o f  p r i e s t l y  power,  be t r ay ing  a  s p i r i t  a s  a r rogan t  a s  i t  i s 
unjust ,  and that  should be res i s ted to the utmost ,  not only by the 
Protes tant  Dis senter,  but  by ever y f r iend to genera l  l iber ty :  tha t , 
as a matter of expediency, we should regard the placing of a system 
of that nature in such hands as tending rather to perpetuate than to 
remove the  poptdar  ignorance,  d i scontent ,  and i r re l ig ion,  and a s 
adapted to s t rengthen ever y pre judice unf avourable to our inte l l i- 
gence,  v i r tue,  and  g rea tne s s ,  a s  a  peop le :  tha t  on  the  g round o f 
jus t ice,  we are no les s  convinced that  i f  any por t ion of  die publ ic 
money be g ranted for such purposes,  i t  should be for the advance- 
ment of that secular education concerning which al l are ag reed, and 
not for education in relig ion, on which we are so much divided, and 
which, in such cases ,  wil l  be best  provided for in being lef t  to the 
judgment of  per sons local ly interested in school management:  that 
we accordingly hai l  with pecul iar  sa t i s f act ion the f ixed resolut ion 
evinced by her Majesty’s minister s to proceed upon these pr inciples 
in the application of the late grant for this object.” 14

But the suppor t  which the Government received from the 
Congregationalists and other Nonconformists was not suff icient 
to enable them to defy the formidable power of the Church. 
The hosti l i ty to the Normal College was so f ierce, that Lord 
John Russel l  announced to the House, before the g reat f ight 
in  Par l i ament  began ,  tha t  the  Gover nment  had  abandoned 
that  par t  of  their  scheme; and Lord Stanley’s  motion in the 
Commons, praying Her Majesty to revoke the Order appoint- 
ing  the  Educa t iona l  Commit tee  o f  the  Pr ivy  Counci l ,  was 
lo s t  by  on ly  two vote s—273 to  275—in a  House  o f  548 . 15 
In  the  House  o f  Lords ,  under  the  l eader sh ip  o f  the  Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, the bishops and the Conservative peers 
opposed the Gover nment p lan with equa l  energy and reso- 
lutenes s ,  and by a  l a rge major i ty  car r ied an Addres s  to the 
Queen, praying that effect might not be given to the plan until 
it had been laid before the Upper House for consideration.16

14 Congregational Magazine, 1840, n.s., iv. 265.
15 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T. S.), xlvii. 1380–1381; xlviii. 793.
16 The number s were 229 to 118. Ib id.,  xlvi i i .  1332, xl ix.  308. In 

reply the Queen said that while she appreciated their zeal for relig ion
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This  was  in  1839.  In Augus t ,  1841,  immedia te ly  a f ter  the 
General Election, which had been fought on the question of 
Tar i f f  and Free Trade, the Ministr y was badly beaten on the 
A d d re s s  b o t h  i n  t h e  L o rd s  a n d  i n  t h e  C o m m o n s .  L o rd 
Melbourne resigned, and was succeeded by Sir Robert Peel.

E a r l y  i n  t h e  s e s s i o n  o f  18 4 3 — o n  Fe b r u a r y  2 8 — L o rd 
Ash ley  de l ivered a  long and power fu l  speech in  the  House 
o f  Commons  on  the  ignorance,  immora l i t y,  and  in f ide l i t y 
of the manufactur ing distr icts ,  and concluded with a motion 
for  an Addres s  pray ing the  Crown to take  in to ins tant  and 
ser ious consideration the best means of secur ing for the work- 
ing classes the benef its of a moral and relig ious education. As 
soon as Lord Ashley sat down, the Home Secretary, Sir James 
Graham, announced that the Government had already ag reed 
upon a scheme for the compulsory education of pauper children 
and children working in f actor ies;  and he gave an outl ine of 
the Government proposals .  He appealed to men of al l  par ties 
and of all creeds to r ise above their political and relig ious pre- 
judices, and to unite on neutral g round to build up a scheme 
of national education.17

But i t  was apparent that  the intent ion of  the Government 
was to create,  largely at  the public cost ,  a system of Church 
of England schools  under the control  of  the clergy—schools 
in which the dist inctive doctr ines of the Church were to be 
taught,  and in which no Dissent ing teacher would have any 
chance of an appointment. The education policy of 1839 had 
been thwar ted;  the Gover nment which had proposed i t  had 
been a lmost  wrecked by the host i l i ty  of  the Church;  and i t 
was plain that the Ministry of Sir Robert Peel had determined 
to avoid the mistake of their predecessors.

and their  care for the Church, she reg retted that they should have 
thought it necessary to take such a step. She was sensible of the special 
duty binding her to the suppor t of the Established Church, and she 
should always use the power vested in her by the Constitution to fulf il 
that obligation. But, with a deep sense of that duty, she had thought 
it r ight to appoint a committee of the Pr ivy Council to super intend the 
grants made for education. Their proceedings would be annually sub- 
mit ted to the judgment of  both Houses ,  and “I  t rus t ,” she added, 
“that the sums placed at my disposal will be found to have been str ictly 
applied to the objects for which they were granted, with due respect to 
the r ights of conscience, and with a faithful attention to the secur ity of 
the  E s t ab l i shed  Church .” I b i d . ,  x l i x .  128 ;  Annua l  Reg i s t e r ,  1839 , 
lxxxi. 140–172.

17 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.&J, lxvii. 47–91.



654 CONGREGATIONALISTS AND

On March  7  S i r  Jame s  Gr aham l a i d  h i s  B i l l  b e fo re  t he 
House.  I t  was  ent i t l ed  A Bi l l  f o r  Regu la t ing  the  Employment 
o f  Ch i ld r en  and  Young  Pe r s on s  in  Fa c t o r i e s ,  and  f o r  th e  Be t t e r 
Edu c a t i o n  o f  Ch i l d r e n  i n  Fa c t o r y  D i s t r i c t s . 18 The  ob j e c t  o f 
the educat ional  c lauses of the measure was to create schools 
in  manuf ac tu r ing  d i s t r i c t s—schoo l s  a t  which  the  ch i ld ren 
might receive a relig ious and useful education—and to enforce 
attendance. Under these clauses the Committee of the Pr ivy 
Council might provide one-third of the cost of building a school; 
one-third was to come from the poor rate; and the remaining 
th i rd  f rom vo lunta r y  cont r ibut ions .  Any de f i c iency  in  the 
funds  for  the  annua l  suppor t  o f  a  school  so  crea ted was  to 
come  f rom the  poor  r a t e.  The  ma in  po in t s  t o  wh i ch  the 
Dissenters objected were these:—

1.  That  the ra te-payer s ,  who were to f ind a  l a rge par t  o f 
the cost of building the schools, and who were to f ind par t— 
perhaps a large par t—of the cost of their annual maintenance, 
were to have no control, direct or indirect, over their manage- 
ment or expenditure.

2 .  That  the  whole  management  o f  the  school s  was  prac- 
t ical ly placed in the hands of the Establ i shed Church. There 
were to be seven trustees :  the c lergyman of  the par i sh;  two 
churchwardens—and where  any par i sh  had more  than two, 
the  c le rgyman was  to  choose  which two were  to  ac t ;  four 
nominated t r us tee s ,  to  be  appointed by the  ju s t i ce s  o f  the 
peace.

3.  Tha t  the  c l e rgyman  o f  the  pa r i sh  wa s  to  be  the  pe r - 
manent chairman of the manag ing body; was to have a cast- 
ing vote; was to have the sole and exclusive super intendence 
of the relig ious instruction; was to direct the master as to the 
re l ig ious  ins t ruct ion to be g iven;  was  to have the exclus ive 
selection of the relig ious books to be used in the school; was 
to instruct, catechise, and examine the children on the pr in- 
ciples of their relig ion; and in the exercise of these powers he 
was  to  be  i r re spons ible—even Her  Maje s ty ’s  In spec tor  was 
forbidden to inquire into the rel ig ious instruction, unless he 
received authority from the archbishop or bishop.

4 .  Tha t  the  Church  Catech i sm and such  por t ions  o f  the 
Li turgy a s  the c lergy might  se lec t  might  be taught  for  one

18 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), lxvii. 422–444, 1411–1477.



 NATIONAL EDUCATION 655

hour out of three on the morning and afternoon of certain days 
in the week, except to the children whose parents objected.

5.  That  the  parent s  who wi shed the i r  ch i ld ren exempted 
f rom thi s  teaching were required to speci fy  that  they had a 
religious objection to it.

6 .  That  the school s  were to  be Sunday school s  a s  wel l  a s 
day schools, and that every scholar was to be required to attend 
a  ser v ice of  the Es tabl i shed Church once ever y Sunday—in 
addi t ion to a t tending the school  for  re l ig ious  ins t ruct ion— 
un l e s s  t h e  p a ren t  g ave  no t i c e  t o  t h e  ma s t e r  t h a t  on  t h e 
g round of  re l ig ious object ion hi s  chi ld was  to be exempted 
from this obligation.

7.  That  no teacher could be employed ei ther  as  master  or 
a s s i s tant  without the approval  of  the bi shop of  the diocese, 
who wa s  to  be  s a t i s f i ed  a s  to  h i s  competency  to  g ive  the 
religious instruction required.

8. That no children were to be employed in a factory unless 
they at tended (1)  one of  the schools  created by the Act ,  or 
a  Nat iona l  s chool ,  or  (3 )  a  Br i t i sh  and Fore ign school ,  or 
(4 )  a  school  in  the  f ac tor y  where  they worked;  and tha t  i t 
was made unlawful for children working in factor ies to attend 
Wes leyan ,  Independent ,  o r  Bapt i s t  day  s choo l s ,  un le s s  the 
school was in connection with the Br itish and Foreign School 
Society.19

9 .  That  no a s s i s t ance  was  provided for  any other  school s 
than those which were to be created by the Act.

The worst apprehensions which had been created among the 
Dissenters by the speech of Sir James Graham on Lord Ashley’s 
motion were more than conf irmed, and a g reat ag itation was 
at once begun which set the whole country on f ire. Wesleyans, 
Bapt i s t s ,  Cong regat iona l i s t s ,  and Roman Cathol ic s  were a l l 
of  one mind, and were equal ly vehement in their  denuncia- 
t ion of  the measure and of  i t s  author.  Pet i t ions  aga ins t  the 
Bi l l ,  with more than two mil l ion s ignatures ,  were presented 
to the House of  Commons.  The Gover nment saw that  they 
could not  car r y i t  without making some concess ions  to the

19 This provision of the Bill was intended to secure the eff iciency of 
the schools at which the children attended. But as the Act al lowed 
for the attendance of Roman Catholic children at Roman Catholic 
schools, provided that they were “eff iciently conducted,” the affront 
to the schools of all Protestant Dissenters was the more marked.
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Di s s en t e r s ;  a nd  on  May  1  S i r  Jame s  G r ah am l a i d  b e f o re 
the House a ser ies of amendments by which he hoped that the 
opponents of the Bil l  might be concil iated.20 ( i) He proposed 
to  subs t i tu te  for  the  c l ause  under  which the  a t tendance o f 
chi ldren at  school and divine wor ship on Sunday, Chr is tmas 
Day,  and Good Fr iday  was  made  compul sor y,  a  per mi s s ive 
clause, providing relig ious instruction in the pr inciples of the 
Church of England for “every young person who may wish to 
a t t end  s choo l  a t  the se  t imes ,” the  ch i ld ren  rece iv ing  such 
instruction being required to attend the divine worship of the 
Church of England once in each day at a place to be selected 
by  the  c l e r i c a l  t r u s t ee. 21 ( 2 )  D i s s en te r s  who  wi shed  the i r 
ch i ld ren  to  be  wi thdrawn f rom in s t r uc t ion  in  the  Church 
Catechism and the Liturgy had been required by the or ig inal 
Bill to state specif ically the grounds on which they rested their 
object ion:  but  now, sa id Sir  James,  “I  have provided that  i t 
shall be competent for any person, even a Church of England 
man,  to  ob jec t  to  the  mode o f  in s t r uc t ion wi thout  s t a t ing 
par ticular s .”22 (3) The Dissenter s had complained that dur ing 
the hours which were to be appropr iated to the Catechism and 
the Liturgy their own children who were withdrawn from the 
instruction would be wasting their time in idleness; but under 
the amended Bil l ,  the Church of England teaching was to be 
g iven in a  separa te  room, and only on three days  a  week; 23 
and whi le  i t  was  going on,  the Dis sent ing chi ldren were to 
re c e ive  s e cu l a r  i n s t r u c t i on .  S i r  Jame s  a s s umed  t h a t  D i s - 
senter s  would not object to their  chi ldren receiving Bibl ica l 
i n s t r uc t i on  f rom the  ma s t e r. 24 ( 4 )  To  mee t  t he  ob j e c t i on 
t h a t  wh i l e  t he  t ene t s  o f  t h e  Church  o f  Eng l and  we re  t o 
be  t augh t  i n  t h e  s choo l  t o  Chu rch  o f  Eng l and  ch i l d ren , 
the  ch i ld ren  o f  Di s s en te r s  were  to  rece ive  no  in s t r uc t ion 
in  the tenet s  o f  the i r  own re l ig ious  communion,  S i r  James 
read a  new clause which provided that ,  dur ing three of  the 
u sua l  s chool  hour s  on one  day  o f  the  week,  ch i ld ren  who 
were not taught the Catechism and Liturgy of the Church of 
England might receive religious instruction (either in the school 
or elsewhere) from the licensed minister of the chapel in which

20 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), lxviii. 1104–1118.
21 Ibid., 1108.
22 Ibid., 1110–1111.
23 The number of days had been left blank in the original Bill.
24 Part. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), lxviii. 1111–1112.
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the parent attended divine worship, or from any person whom 
such l i censed min i s te r  might  appoint .  “ I  propose,” he  s a id 
in effect,  “that the chi ldren of Dissenter s shal l  have instruc- 
tion in the tenets of their own creeds, even dur ing working- 
days, and that the whole matter shall be at the disposal of their 
parents  or  guardians .” 25 (5)  The Roman Cathol ic s  had been 
as severe in their condemnation of the Bil l  as  the Protestant 
Nonconformists; and to lessen their hostil ity, it was now pro- 
posed that  where there happened to be no Roman Cathol ic 
school the parents of Roman Catholic chi ldren were to have 
power to object to their being present at the reading or teach- 
ing of Scr ipture,  or at  divine service. 26 (6) The or ig inal  Bi l l 
had g iven absolute power over the relig ious instruction to the 
c l e r i c a l  t r u s t e e ;  a nd  t h e  D i s s en t e r s ,  who  we re  wa t ch ing 
with alarm and indignation the rapid growth of what was then 
ca l l ed  the  “Pusey i t e” pa r ty  in  the  na t iona l  E s t abl i shment , 
had pointed out that in rate-supported schools, which hundreds 
of thousands of English children would be compelled to attend, 
Puseyite clergymen would teach more than half the doctr ines 
of the Church of Rome. This argument had been used in the 
popular  ag i tat ion against  the measure with g reat  e f fect ,  and 
in  one  o f  h i s  amendment s  S i r  James  Graham a t tempted  to 
break  i t s  fo rce.  He s a id ,  “ I t  i s  in  the  power  o f  the  ecc le- 
siastical trustee to make the selection [of books to be used in 
the school] ,  and as  i t  i s  to be expected the  se l e c t ion mi l  vary 
a c co rd ing  to  the  pe cu l ia r  op in ions  o f  ea c h  c l e r i ca l  t rus t e e,  I  have 
t aken  the  p rec au t ion  to  p rov ide  th a t  t he  s e l e c t i on  o f  a l l 
rel ig ious books shal l  be made by the two Archbishops of our 
Church.” 27 (7 )  As  the Dis senter s  had objected that  the Bi l l 
would practically place all the schools in the hands of Church 
o f  Eng land t r us tee s ,  i t  was  now proposed tha t  the  t r us tee s 
should be ( a )  the  c lergyman of  the par i sh ,  ( b )  one church- 
warden, (c) a person to be elected by those persons who should 
have been donor s  or subscr iber s  of  a  cer ta in amount to the 
school,  (d)  four per sons to be elected by rate-payer s assessed 
a t  £10 ;  but ,  to  secure  a  representa t ion of  the minor i ty,  no 
rate-payer was to vote for more than two candidates .  As the 
Dissenter s  were supposed to be in a major i ty in the f actory 
distr icts, to which alone the Act applied, this “minor ity vote”

25 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), lxviii. 1111–1112.
26 Ibid., 1112–1113
27 Ibid., 1110.
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was  not  rega rded  by  them wi th  any  s a t i s f ac t ion . 28 (8 )  The 
appointment of the head master of every school was to be left 
subject  to the veto of the bishop, but a l l  the ass i s tants  were 
to be appointed at the discretion of the trustees.29

In  submi t t ing  the se  amendment s ,  S i r  James  Graham de- 
clared that i f  the amended measure f a i led to ef fect the g reat 
object  of  “a  combined sys tem of  educat ion,” a l l  fur ther  a t- 
tempts to attain that end would be hopeless, and he predicted 
that  any educat ional  scheme which divided from each other 
dur ing thei r  school  l i fe  the chi ldren be long ing to di f ferent 
relig ious communities would aggravate the bitterness of exist- 
ing re l ig ious  di s sens ions ,  and would produce the most  f a ta l 
consequences . 30 In  the  cour se  o f  a  subsequent  deba te  on a 
resolution of Mr. Roebuck’s which declared, “That in no plan 
of education maintained and enforced by the State, should any 
a t tempt  be  made to  incu lca te  pecu l i a r  re l ig ious  op in ions ,” 
Sir  James defended the posi t ion of  supremacy which he had 
g iven to the Establ i shed Church.  He sa id that  the ver y f act 
that  i t  was  e s tabl i shed  presumed a preference;  and he asked, 
supposing there were a school with but one master,  was i t  a 
hardship that his  creed should conform to that of the Estab- 
l ished Church of this country? He, for his own par t, thought 
that the Church would not do its duty if it made any concession 
upon this point, and it was one upon which he felt he could not 
conscientiously give way.31

The posit ion of the Government was perfectly log ical .  The 
c lergy to whom the Sta te  has  entrus ted the g raves t  respon- 
sibilities for the relig ious faith and life of the nation naturally 
claim control of the schools of the State.  I f  rel ig ious tolera- 
t ion—not re l ig ious  equa l i ty—is  the pr inc ip le  which guides 
the general  nat ional  pol icy,  i t  i s  not unreasonable that there 
should be relig ious toleration—not relig ious equality—in the 
schools which are supported by public funds, and which children 
are obliged to attend by a compulsory law. But the Dissenters 
were not convinced. Their hosti l i ty was in no degree abated. 
The ag i ta t ion cont inued,  and i t  was  a s  vehement a s  before. 
The signatures to petit ions against the amended clauses were 
near ly  a s  numerous  a s  those  aga ins t  the  or ig ina l  Bi l l ;  they

28 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), lxviii. 1114–1115.
29 Ibid., 1115.
30 Ibid., 1117–1118.
31 Ibid., Ixix. 544–545.
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reached  the  enor mous  number  o f  1,977,829 .  The  mea su re 
was withdrawn.32

III

In  the  cou r s e  o f  t h i s  b r i e f  bu t  s h a r p  con t rove r s y  some 
inf luent ia l  Cong regat iona l i s t s  advanced the theor y that  the 
education of the people lies beyond the province of the State. 
At the meetings of  the Cong regat ional  Union held at  Leeds 
in October, 1843, Mr. Edward Baines, who had led the Congre- 
gationalists in their opposition to the Bill of Sir James Graham, 
stated the grounds on which this theory rested.

“ I  am compe l l ed ,” he  s a i d ,  “ to  dec l a re  my  op in ion ,  th a t  i t  i s 
not  the province of  a  gover nment to educate the people ;  and that 
the admiss ion of the pr inciple that  i t  i s  i t s  province would lead to 
pract ical  consequences f ata l  to civi l  and rel ig ious l iber ty.  The sub- 
ject i s  too wide to be discussed at  length, but I  would respectful ly 
sugges t  a  few cons idera t ions  in  suppor t  of  the v iew which I  have 
taken.  They are these :—f ir s t ,  that  the proper  province of  gover n- 
ment  i s  to  make and admini s te r  l aws ,  to  protec t  per son and pro- 
per ty,  and to conduct the exter nal  re lat ions of  a  countr y;  but that 
it is not its province to train the mind and morals of the people, any 
more than it is to supply them with food, or to govern their families. 
Second,  tha t  i f  we g rant  i t  to  be  the  prov ince  o f  gover nment  to 
educ a t e  t h e  peop l e ,  we  mu s t  on  t he  s ame  p r i n c i p l e  g r an t  t h a t 
gover nment  ought  to  provide  for  the  re l ig ious  in s t r uct ion of  the 
people—which admit s  the whole pr inc ip le  of  s ta te-es tabl i shments 
of rel ig ion; and also to provide for the future supply of their intel- 
l e c tua l  wan t s—which  invo lve s  a  cen so r sh ip  o f  the  p re s s .  Th i rd , 
that  i f  i t  be the province of  gover nment to educate the people,  i t 
mus t  be  a t  once  i t s  r i gh t  and  i t s  du ty  to  do  a l l  tha t  i s  requ i s i t e 
for  tha t  end,  which invo lves  a  d i rec t  or  ind i rec t  cont ro l  over  a l l 
the machiner y of  educat ion,  over  the sys tems of  tu i t ion,  over  the 
teacher s,  over the school-books, over the rais ing and administer ing 
of the funds,  over the parents  and the chi ldren, and the employer s 
o f  l a bou r.  I t  i nvo l ve s  bo t h  c ompu l s i o n  a n d  p r o h i b i t i o n ,  a nd  t h e 
enforcing of both by the only instrument which the civil power can 
wield,  namely,  f ines  and penal t ies .  Four th,  that  therefore the con- 
s i s t en t  c a r r y ing  ou t  o f  the  p r inc ip l e,  t h a t  i t  i s  t he  p rov ince  o f 
government to educate the people, would reduce the people of this 
country to a s tate of  pupi lage as  complete as  that  of  the people of 
Prussia, or even of China; it would annihilate freedom of education, 

32 Par l .  Debates  (Hansard:  T.S.)9  br ix.  1567–1569. Annual  Regi s te r, 
1843, lxxxv. 196, 201–202, and 192–203. Tor rens, Life of Graham ,  i i . 
233–241. It is said that in al l  25,000 petitions, containing 4,000,000 
signatures, were sent up against the Bil l .  Francis Adams, Elementary 
School Contest, 122,
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freedom of the press, freedom of conscience, and freedom of industry. 
Fifth, that i t  would interpose the most ser ious obstacles in the way 
o f  improvement s  in  educa t ion ,  a s  i s  shown by the  h i s tor y  o f  the 
endowed schoo l s .  S ix th ,  tha t  i t  would  put  in to  the  hands  o f  the 
gover nment  an  enor mous  amount  o f  pa t ronage,  which  would  be 
a s sured ly  u sed  for  pa r ty  and cor r upt  pur pose s ,  and which would 
endanger public liberty.
The re  a re  tho s e  who  wou ld  sh r ink  f rom the  i de a  o f  en t r u s t i ng 
the educat ion of  the whole people  to gover nment ,  who yet  th ink 
i t  r ight  for  gover nment to provide for  the educat ion of  the poor. 
But i f  the pr inciple be once admitted, that it  is  the province of the 
government to educate any por tion of the people, I do not see how 
we could s top shor t  t i l l  i t  had the ent ire work in i t s  own hands.  I 
would also remind you that one of the arguments most relied upon, 
in defence of  nat iona l  es tabl i shments  of  re l ig ion,  i s ,  that  they are 
for the benef it of the poor—an argument which we feel to be alto- 
gether  insuf f ic ient .  There are a l so those who condemn us  for  our 
oppos i t ion  to  the  l a te  Fac tor ie s  B i l l ,  s ay ing  tha t  educa t ion  i s  o f 
such immense value, that i t  was wor th while to make a small  sacr i- 
f ice for the sake of dif fusing it  more general ly. I reply that nothing 
can compensate for the sacr i f ice of  l iber ty,  which i t se l f  i s  the best 
o f  a l l  educa tor s ,  because  i t  i s  the  nur se,  i f  not  the  parent ,  o f  a l l 
that  i s  g reat ,  generous ,  and good in a  community,  and the a l l  but 
omnipotent ally of truth.”33

At  the same meet ing the Rev.  John Kel ly  of  Liver pool ,  a 
man whose high integ r i ty and mascul ine inte l lectual  vigour 
gave him g reat  author i ty,  re fer r ing to the Bi l l  o f  S i r  James 
Graham said:—

“Happ i l y,  t he  p r inc ip l e s  on  wh i ch  th a t  mea su re  wa s  f ounded 
were  in  a  h igh  deg ree  ob jec t ionable.  I  s ay  happ i ly ,  becau se  i t  i s 
my convict ion—recently formed, I  wil l  avow, but s t i l l  i t  i s  now  my 
convict ion—that  any sys tem of  nat iona l  educat ion,  on a lmost  any 
pr inciples which could have been acceded to general ly,  would have 
been injurious in its results.”34

It  does not appear that any protest was made in the cour se 
of  the debate agains t  the abstract  pr inciple which had been 
a s s e r t ed  by  Mr.  Edward  Ba ine s ;  bu t  a s  ye t  the  Union  was 
not  prepared to  a f f i r m i t .  The Reso lut ions  adopted by the 
Assembly deal with the practical position of the question and 
declare—

“That  without  pronouncing a  decided opinion on the propr ie ty 
o f  Gover nment  in te r fe rence  in  the  educa t ion  o f  the  peop le,  th i s

33 Congregational Magazine, 1843, n.s., vii. 835–836.
34 Ibid., 832.
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mee t ing  en t e r t a i n s  t he  g r ave s t  doub t s  whe the r  any  compu l so r y 
i n t e r f e rence  c an  t ake  p l a ce  w i thou t  e s t ab l i s h ing  p r inc ip l e s  and 
precedents dangerous to civil and relig ious l iber ty, inconsistent with 
the  r ight s  o f  indus t r y,  and super sed ing  the  dut ie s  o f  pa rent s  and 
o f  Chu rche s ;  wh i l e  a l l  t h e  p l an s  o f  n a t i on a l  e duc a t i on  by  t h e 
agency  o f  Gove r nment ,  sugge s t ed  o f  l a t e  yea r s ,  h ave  been  ve r y 
ob j e c t ionab l e,  e i t he r  to  the  f r i end s  o f  t he  E s t ab l i s hed  Church , 
or  to  the  Di s sent ing  bodie s .  Thi s  meet ing ,  there fore,  conc ludes , 
w i t hou t  d e s pondency  o r  re g re t ,  t h a t  bo th  t h e  g ene r a l  and  t h e 
re l i g i ou s  e duc a t i on  o f  t h e  p eop l e  o f  Eng l a nd  mu s t  b e  ch i e f l y 
p rov ided  and  conduc ted  by  the  vo lun t a r y  e f fo r t s  o f  the  va r iou s 
denominations of Christians.”35

I t  wa s  de te r mined  tha t  a  Commi t t ee  o f  Genera l  Educa- 
t ion should be established in London in connection with the 
Congregational Union, and that Congregationalists throughout 
the country should be urged to make an immediate effor t to 
e s t a b l i s h  new day  s choo l s .  The  Rev.  John  Ange l l  Jame s , 
o f  B i r mingham,  s a id ,  “We have  de fea ted  a  g rea t  mea sure. 
Whether for  good or har m, i t  was  a  g igant ic  proposa l .   .   .   . 
We are bound in honour to do all in our power to promote the 
education of the people.”36

In  December  o f  the  same year  (1843)  a  g rea t  Conference 
on the subject of  Educat ion was held in the Cong regat ional 
Librar y,  a t  which there were present the most  di s t inguished 
representatives of the Congregational Churches in every par t 
of England. The Resolution which expressed the pr inciple and 
policy on which the members of the Conference were ag reed 
wa s  moved  by  the  Rev.  A lge r non  Wel l s ,  Sec re t a r y  o f  the 
Congregational Union, and seconded by the Rev. Dr. Richard 
Winter Hamilton, of Leeds. It affirmed—

“ T h a t  t h i s  m e e t i n g ,  u t t e r l y  r e p u d i a t i n g ,  o n  t h e  s t r o n g e s t 
g rounds of Scr ipture and conscience, the receipt of money raised by 
taxat ion and g ranted by Gover nment ,  for  sus ta in ing the Chr i s t ian 
rel ig ion, feels  bound to apply this  pr inciple no less  to the work of 
re l ig ious  educa t ion;  and cons ider ing tha t  the  educa t ion g iven by 
the Cong regat ional  Churches  must  be re l ig ious  educat ion,  advi ses 
most  re spect fu l ly,  but  most  ear nes t ly,  tha t  no Gover nment  a id  be 
rece ived by them for  school s  e s tabl i shed in thei r  own connexion; 
and that al l funds conf ided to the disposal of the central committee, 
in a id of  schools ,  be g ranted only to schools  sus ta ined ent i re ly by 
voluntary contributions.” 37

35 Congregational Magazine, 1843, n s., vii. 842–843.
36 Ibid., vii. 839.
37 Ibid., vvii. 79.



662 CONGREGATIONALISTS AND

But, with apparent inconsis tency, the Conference declared 
in  the  ver y  next  Reso lu t ion i t s  “war m a t t achment” to  the 
Br i t i sh  and  Fore ign  Schoo l  Soc ie ty,  and  adv i sed  tha t  “ the 
exertions of the Congregational Churches for general education 
be conducted as  f ar  a s  pract icable,  in connect ion with,  and 
so  a s  to  su s t a in  and  s t reng then the  Soc ie ty.” 38 How was  i t 
possible for the Conference to protest against the application of 
money raised by taxation for the creat ion or maintenance of 
schools which were intended to g ive “a rel ig ious education,” 
and yet to suppor t the Br itish and Foreign School Society, in 
whose schools ,  which had been largely a ided by the Annual 
Par l i amentar y  Grant ,  such ins t r uct ion was  regula r ly  g iven? 
The explanation seems to be this:—The Conference consisted 
of “the representat ives of Congregat ional  Churches.” It  pro- 
posed to establ i sh Congregational schools .  Its  promoter s had 
come to believe that the objections to receiving Government 
aid for the maintenance of relig ious congregations were valid 
aga in s t  rece iv ing  Gover nment  a id  fo r  the  ma in tenance  o f 
schools connected with rel ig ious cong regations.  In a l l  cases , 
therefore, in which a school was established by a Church, they 
recommended that no Government aid should be received. But 
they saw no objection to granting Government aid to a school 
which was  not  connected with a  par t icu lar  Church,  and in 
which the relig ious instruction given to the scholars was of the 
kind that  i s  required by the const i tut ion of  the Br i t i sh and 
Foreign School Society.

The Conference did not content i t se l f  with the discuss ion 
of pr inciples. The contr ibutions for the establishment of new 
schools  promised dur ing i t s  meet ings amounted to £17,000. 
Within s ix  months  they rose to near ly  £50,000;  and in the 
sixteen year s from 1843 to 1859, the  Congregational Board of 
Educa t ion  r a i s ed  £173,677 ;  th i s  wa s  in  add i t ion  to  fund s 
wh ich  were  r a i s ed  and  spen t  loca l l y,  and  which  were  no t 
repor ted. 39 Schools  were opened in connect ion with a large 
numbe r  o f  Cong reg a t i on a l  Chu rche s ,  and  a  Co l l e g e  wa s 
e s t ab l i shed  a t  Homer ton  fo r  the  t r a in ing  o f  t e acher s  who

38 Congregational Magazine, 1843, n.s. viii. 78–79.
39 Repor t  o f  the  Commiss ione r s  appo inted to  inqui re  in to  the  Sta te  o f 

Popula r  Educa t ion in England  (Newcas t l e  Commiss ion ) ,  1861,  vi .  273; 
and Horace Mann, Educat ion in Great  Br i ta in  (1851 Census Repor t ) , 
15, note.
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disapproved of  Government inter ference with the educat ion 
of the people.40

IV

Dur ing the next three year s—1843 to 1846—mainly in con- 
sequence of the energy and abi l i ty with which the pr inciple 
o f  Volunta r y i sm was  advoca ted  by  Mr.  Edward  Ba ine s  and 
Dr. Hamilton, of Leeds, and by Mr. Miall, Mr. Henry Richard, 
and Mr. Burnet, of London, the great major ity of Congregation- 
al ists and Baptists had come to believe that, according to the 
true theory of the functions of the State, no g rants of public 
money for educational purposes could be justif ied; except, of 
course, for the building and maintenance of schools for pauper 
and criminal children.

The new Minutes of Council ,  dated August and December, 
1846,  which proposed a g reat  extens ion of  the g rants ,  were 
opposed mainly on the pr inciple that under no circumstances 
can it be r ight for the State to assist in establishing or main- 
taining popular schools.41 When the Minutes were laid before 
the House of Commons in 1847 by Lord John Russel l ,  there 
were prolonged debates,  but the Government proposals  were 
car r ied by a large major ity.42 An attempt to require all schools 
receiving aid to adopt a conscience clause was defeated.43 At 
the Genera l  Elect ion,  in the summer of  1847,  many Libera l 
candidates who had voted for the Minutes were opposed by the 
Dissenters.44

I t  had become the se t t led convict ion of  l a rge number s  of 
Cong rega t iona l i s t s  tha t  the  whole  s cheme o f  a s s i s t ing  de- 
nominational schools by Parl iamentary g rants was necessar i ly 
inequi table  in  i t s  opera t ion.  The denominat iona l  charac ter 
of an aided school depended—not on the denominational pre- 
ferences of the parents for whose children it was provided, but 
on the denominational preferences of the persons by whom the

40 The Homer ton College received no Government g rants t i l l  the 
year 1869. Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest, 131.

41 See Note A, p. 684.
42 A motion of Sir Will iam Molesworth to admit Roman Catholic 

schools to a share of the grant was lost. Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.) 
xci. 1369–1380, 1412. Roman Catholic Schools were excluded till 1848, 
and Jewish schools till 1852.

43 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T. S.), xci. 1414–1418.
44 F. Adams, Elementary School Contest, 130.
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school  was  pa r t ly  bu i l t  and  main ta ined .  The ch i ld ren  o f  a 
distr ict were sold to the Church which was willing and able to 
f ind the funds to buy them. The scheme was open to another 
object ion. I t  g reat ly intensi f ied the denominat ional  e lement 
in national education. Those Churches which cared most about 
teaching their own def inite creed to children of their own ad- 
herents and of the adherents of other rel ig ious communities, 
had a motive for establishing schools and obtaining the grants 
wh i ch  wa s  no t  f e l t  by  Churche s  wh i ch  h ad  no  de s i re  t o 
make the day school an instrument for the propagat ion of  a 
denominational creed.

The a lar m with which the Nonconfor mist s  regarded every 
fresh extension of the system of g rants  was increased by the 
claims which were asser ted by a large and powerful section of 
the clergy to the absolute control of their schools. The clergy 
were wil l ing to receive from the Government any amount of 
money, but resented every attempt on the par t of the Govern- 
ment to exercise control.

A Minute of the Pr ivy Council, passed in 1840, had provided 
that in the conveyance of the sites of the schools erected with 
a id  f rom the Par l i amentar y  g rant ,  the  t r us tee s  should  ava i l 
themse lve s  o f  one  or  o ther  o f  cer t a in  pre sc r ibed for ms .  A 
few years later it was reported that—

“when  an  i nqu i r y  wa s  made  i n to  t he  con s t i t u t i on  o f  s choo l s 
requ i r i ng  a s s i s t ance,  i t  a ppe a red  th a t  t he  p rov i s i on s  f o r  s choo l 
management  in  the t r us t  deed compr i sed ever y for m of  neg l igent 
o r  d i s c o rd a n t  a r r a n g e m e n t .  O f t e n  t h e r e  wa s  n o  m a n a g e m e n t 
clause; in which case the government of the school devolved on the 
ind iv idua l  t r u s t ee s  and  the i r  he i r s ,  who migh t  be  non- re s iden t , 
m ino r s ,  l un a t i c s ,  o r  o the rw i s e  i n c ap ab l e .  When  a  managemen t 
c lause was inser ted,  there was se ldom any provis ion for the supply 
of  vacancies  or  re-elect ion,  nor any qual i f icat ion for the of f ice of 
manager.”45

In the cour se of  1844 or  1845—under the Gover nment of 
Sir Rober t Peel—a practice g rew up of recommending to the 
founders of schools the insertion in the trust deeds of a certain 
clause, intended to def ine the author ity by which the schools 
should be governed; and from the year 1847 the adoption of 
one  o f  t h e  “managemen t” c l au s e s  p rep a red  by  t h e  P r ivy

45 Repor t  o f  the  Commiss ione r s  appo inted to  inqui re  in to  the  Sta te  o f 
Popular Education in England (Newcastle Commission), 1861, i. 57.
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Council was made one of the conditions for obtaining a building 
g ran t .  Supp lementa r y  Minute s  on  th i s  sub jec t  were  i s sued 
in 1852 and 1853.  Specia l  c lauses  were prepared for  Church 
schools ,  Wes leyan schools ,  Jewish schools ,  Roman Cathol ic 
schools ,  and Undenominat ional  schools ;  and the c lauses  for 
Church schools were to vary with the number, wealth, and in- 
telligence of the distr icts in which the schools were to be built. 
The clause for a Church school in populous distr icts, where the 
well-educated and wealthy were numerous, provided that the 
pr incipal off iciating minister of the par ish or ecclesiastical dis- 
t r i c t  should  have the  super in tendence o f  the  re l ig ious  and 
moral instruction of all the scholars attending the school, with 
power to use the premises for the purposes of a Sunday school 
under his exclusive control and management.

“In a l l  other  respect s  i t  ves t s  the gover nment of  the school  and 
the selection, appointment, and dismissal of the teacher s, in a com- 
mittee consi s t ing of  the pr incipal  of f ic ia t ing minis ter  for the t ime 
being, his  l icensed curate or curates ,  i f  he shal l  appoint them, and 
a  cer ta in number of  other  per sons ,  be ing res ident s  or  having rea l 
p roper ty  to  a  cer t a in  ex tent  in  the  par i sh .  These  l a s t  ment ioned 
member s  a re  to  be  e l e c t ed  annua l l y  by  pe r son s  who  have  con- 
tr ibuted to a cer tain amount to the funds of the school dur ing the 
cur rent year,  are member s of the Church of England, and qual i f ied 
by re s idence or  e s ta te  a s  per sons  to  be  e lec ted .  Each contr ibutor 
so qualif ied has a number of votes propor tioned to his subscr iption, 
but no one i s  to have more than s ix votes .  The minis ter  i f  present 
i s  chair man of  the Committee.  .   .   .  No per son i s  to be appointed 
or continue to be the master or mistress of the school who shall not 
be a member of the Church of England.”46

If the promoters of the school wish it, they are at liber ty to 
provide in the deed that the lay member s of  the Committee 
shal l  be required to qual i fy for serving upon i t  by s igning a 
declaration that they are members of the Church of England, 
or that they have been communicants of the Church of Eng- 
land for three year s .  I f  di f ferences ar i se between the clergy- 
man and the Committee on any question affecting the relig ious 
instruction of the scholars, or the prayers used in the schools, 
or the dismissal of a teacher for defective or unsound relig ious 
instruction, there is to be an appeal to the bishop of the diocese. 
Differences between the clergyman and the Committee on other

46 Repor t  o f  the  Commiss ione r s  appo inted to  inqui re  in to  the  Sta te  o f 
Popular Education in England (Newcastle Commission), 1861, i. 58.
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subject s  a re  to be f ina l ly  deter mined by arbi t ra tor s ,  one of 
whom is to be nominated by the President of Council, and may 
be an inspector of schools; another is to be nominated by the 
bishop, and may be a benef iced clergyman of the diocese; and 
the third, who is to be a justice of the peace and a lay member 
of  the Church of  England,  i s  to be nominated by the other 
two.  The  dec i s i on  o f  any  two  o f  t he  a rb i t r a to r s  i s  t o  be 
final.

In  d i s t r ic t s  where  the in te l l igent  and wea l thy inhabi tant s 
are less numerous, the Managing Committee is not to be elected 
every year by the subscr iber s, but an election is to take place 
when it is necessary to f i l l  up vacancies occasioned by death, 
re s i gna t ion ,  o r  incapac i t y.  In  d i s t r i c t s  s t i l l  l e s s  fo r tuna te, 
o n e  o f  t wo  c l a u s e s  i s  t o  b e  a d o p t e d .  A  C o m m i t t e e  o f 
Management  hav ing  been  once  appo in ted  i s  to  f i l l  up  i t s 
own vacancies until the bishop directs election by subscr ibers; 
o r  the  c l e rgyman  o f  the  pa r i sh  i s  to  be  the  so l e  manage r 
unti l  the bishop directs  the e lect ion of  a  Committee by the 
subscribers.

U n d e r  a ny  o f  t h e s e  c l a u s e s  i t  m i g h t  a p p e a r  t h a t  t h e 
author ity of the clergyman over the school was supreme; but 
they cal led for th the most pass ionate protests .  The fol lowing 
ex t r ac t s  f rom speeche s ,  cha rge s ,  pamphle t s ,  pe t i t ions ,  and 
resolut ions i l lustrate the pr inciples  and spir i t  of  the c ler ica l 
party:47—

“I  be l i eve  tha t  the i r  p r inc ip le  i s  v i c ious—the  pr inc ip le  o f  en- 
trusting the effective control of a Church school to a committee of 
management ,  however  such commit tee  may be composed,  in s tead 
o f  to  the  par i sh  c le rgyman—and tha t  so  long a s  th i s  p r inc ip le  i s 
re ta ined these  c lauses  cannot  be made sa fe  by any proces s .” (Rev. 
G. A. Denison, Church Education, a Pamphlet [1849], 13.)

“Pa roch i a l  Educ a t i on  wa s  a  po r t i on  o f  t h e  p a roch i a l  ch a r g e. 
It was as much a par t of the system of Church government and dis- 
cipl ine as  parochial  wor ship; and when the State asked the Church 
to extend the benef its of education, it ought not to impose any con- 
dit ion which, in the s l ightest deg ree, could fetter parochial  ef for ts , 
or mar parochial duties through the length and breadth of the land.” 
( Joseph Napier,  Esq. ,  M.P. ,  a t  Church Educat ion Meet ing he ld in 
Willis’s Rooms on February 12, 1850.)

“The  c l e rgy  have  a  d iv ine  commi s s ion  to  t e ach  the  ch i ld ren .”

47 All these extracts, with many others of a similar kind, are g iven 
by Sir James Kay Shuttlewor th, Publi c  Educat ion ,  7–11. And see also 
Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest, 142–143.
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(The Rev.  Mr.  Bar ter,  Warden of  Winches ter  Col lege,  a t  the  same 
meeting.)

“We sha l l  be  obl iged  to  go  to  Gover nment  and  to  Pa r l i ament , 
not to ask for a par ticipation in the g rants of money distr ibuted on 
the present pr inciple, but to tell them, backed by the voice of three- 
four ths of the empire, of al l  denominations, that the State shall not, 
without a creed, without a sacrament,  and without any minis ter ia l 
author ity from God, under take the educat ion of the people of this 
country.” (The Rev. W. Sewell, at the same meeting.)

“We f ee l  i t  nece s s a r y  to  s ay  tha t ,  by  the  t e r m Educa t ion ,  we 
mean  t r a in ing  fo r  t ime  and  e te r n i ty,  and  tha t ,  a ccord ing  to  our 
bel ief ,  the Church of England i s  the divinely appointed teacher of 
the English nation.” (Petition to the Queen, adopted at this meeting.)

“He would add to the end of  h i s  re so lut ion the words—‘and in 
par ticular,  when they should desire to put the management of their 
schools solely in the hands of the clergy and bishop of the diocese.’” 
(Ar c h d e a c o n  Mann i n g ’s  am en d e d  R e s o l u t i o n ,  wh i c h  wa s  a d o p t e d  a t 
the Annual Meeting of the National Society, June 6, 1849.)

“The  de s i re  t o  con s t i t u t e  t h e  b i s hop  a s  s o l e  j udge  i n  appe a l 
re s t s  upon a  p r inc ip l e  inheren t  in  the  Church ,  e t c.” (Ar c hd ea c on 
Manning’s Charge, July [1849], 20.)

“The power  o f  appointment  and d i smi s s a l  o f  the  schoolmas te r, 
s choo lmi s t re s s ,  and  a s s i s t an t  t e ache r s ,  i s  s t i l l  w i thhe ld  f rom the 
c lergyman;  and so long a s  th i s  i s  so,  i t  i s  sure ly  qui te  id le  to  say 
tha t  the  c le rgyman ha s  ‘ the  mora l  and re l ig ious  super in tendence 
of the school,’ as  c la imed for him by the National  Society,  or even 
of ‘ the moral and rel ig ious instruction of a l l  the scholar s attending 
the  s choo l ,’ a s  ‘ conceded ’ by  the  Commi t t ee  o f  Counc i l .” (Rev. 
G. A. Denison, Church Education, a Pamphtet [1849], 12.)

“Tha t  i n  the  n ine t een th  cen tu r y  o f  ou r  redempt ion ,  he re,  i n 
England, a depar tment of the civil power should forget God, and do 
d i shonour  to  Chr i s t ,  by  proc la iming openly  tha t  the  mini s te r s  o f 
Chr ist are no longer f it to be trusted, solely and exclusively, with the 
educat ion of His people;  that  they must be watched and interfered 
with, checked and thwar ted, in the discharge of that duty for which 
they  a re  so le ly  and exc lu s ive ly  re spons ible  be fore  God and man: 
that  i t  i s  a  mis take to suppose,  a s  has  been supposed for  e ighteen 
cen tur i e s ,  tha t  a l l  educa t ion  i s  re l i g iou s .” (Rev.  G.  A .  Den i son , 
Church Education Meeting, Feb. 12, 1850.)

“The  s choo lma s t e r  wa s  a s  impo r t an t  t o  t h e  c l e r gyman  a s  h i s 
curate.   .   .   .  Thus i t  i s ,  that the or ig inal  terms of the Society leave 
it  free to the promoter s of schools to make the clergyman the main 
organ of the schools; to g ive to him the power of appointing or ex- 
c luding the mas ter s  i f  he  p lea sed.” (Rev.  Dr.  Wordswor th,  Canon 
of Westminster, at the Meeting of the National Society, June 6,1849.)

“The  p a r i s h  s choo l  o f  t h e  Eng l i s h  Chu rch  i s  t h e  nu r s e r y  o f 
Ca tho l i c  t r u th  and  Apos to l i c  Di s c ip l ine.” (Rev.  G.  A .  Den i son , 
Church Education, a Pamphlet [1849], 35.)

“They  were  anx ious  to  a f f i r m the  g rea t  p r inc ip l e  o f  the  r i gh t
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of the Church to unconditional assistance in the matter of education, 
and he trusted that the Church was roused to a sense of its duty and 
wou l d  n eve r  l ay  down  i t s  a r m s  un t i l  i t  ob t a i n ed  t h e  v i c t o r y.” 
( Jo seph Napier,  Esq . ,  M.P. ,  a t  Chur c h  Educa t i on  Mee t ing ,  Feb .  12 , 
1850.)48

The se  ex t r avagan t  p re t en s ion s  deepened  the  a l a r m wi th 
which Congregationalists and other Nonconformists regarded 
the rapid increase  of  the g rant s  for  the bui ld ing and main- 
tenance of elementary schools. Nor was the alarm diminished 
by the fact that in the National Society itself the claims which 
were asserted by Archdeacon Manning, Mr. Denison, Dr. Sewell, 
and Mr. Napier, were opposed by a large and powerful minor ity, 
for it was apparent that even under the “management clauses” 
of the Pr ivy Council  the par ish school would be par t of the 
equipment of the par ish church, and the par ish schoolmaster 
would be practical ly under the absolute control of the par ish 
c lergyman.  The scheme of  the Pr ivy Counci l  was  regarded 
by large bodies  of  Dissenter s  as  a  scheme for extending and 
s t rengthening the Establ i shed Church.  Nor,  in the presence 
of the immense polit ical  power of the clergy, who were sup- 
por ted by the united strength of the Conservative par ty, and 
who were regarded with ter ror by the leaders of the Whigs, did 
i t  seem possible to secure any more equitable system for the 
d i s t r ibu t ion  o f  the  annua l  g ran t s .  The  Cong rega t iona l i s t s , 
therefore, became increasingly hosti le to any interference on 
the par t of the Government with the education of the people. 
Relying on the statistics of Mr. Edward Baines, they believed 
tha t  vo lunta r y  e f for t  was  equa l  to  the  t a sk  o f  meet ing  the 
educat ional  wants  of  the countr y;  and they were convinced 
that every plan for granting State aid to popular schools would

48 Mr. Gladstone was a member of Lord Aberdeen’s Government, 
and was suspected of “heresy “on the education question. The resolu- 
tion to oppose his election for the University of Oxford in 1852 was 
t aken a t  a  meet ing o f  the  Nat iona l  Soc ie ty.  Archdeacon Deni son 
wrote from Mr. Dudley Perceval’s Committee Room,—“It should, I 
think, have been suff icient to ascertain and fix a Churchman’s vote, to 
see Mr. Gladstone in the same Committee of Council with Lord John 
Russell and Lord Lansdowne; who, as they sit in the Cabinet, nomin- 
ally without office, but in effect as joint Ministers of public instruction, 
will have ample leisure, and be the better enabled to devise and mature 
a scheme for employing the power and influence of the Coalition Govern- 
ment to undermine, and finally to destroy by law, the parochial system 
o f  the  Church  o f  Eng land .” In  Franc i s  Adams ,  Elemen ta r y  S c hoo l 
Contest, 165; from G. A. Denison, Notes of My Life, 101.
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be  a  f re sh  endowment  o f  the  Eng l i sh  Church ,  and  a  f re sh 
encroachment on religious liberty.49

V

Some eminent men, indeed, held f ast to the belief that the 
education of the people does not lie beyond the true province 
of the Government. This posit ion was maintained with g reat 
energy by Dr. Vaughan, of Lancashire College, in The Br i t i sh 
Quar terly Review, by Mr. Henry Rogers, of Spr ing Hill, in The 
Ed inbu r gh  Rev i ew,  and  Mr.  B inney. 50 Many  o f  the  younger 
Cong regat iona l i s t s  were whol ly  di s sa t i s f ied with the theory 
that the State has no other function than to protect the sub- 
jec t  aga in s t  force  and f r aud .  They had t aken the i r  deg ree s 
a t  the London Univer s i ty,  which was  par t ly  suppor ted by a 
Par l i amentar y  g rant ;  they had no scr up le s  to  prevent  them 
from looking at the pictures in the National Gallery, or from 
working in the Reading-Room of the Br itish Museum. They 
were quite c lear that i t  was no par t  of the duty of the State 
to teach re l ig ion;  but  they were a l so qui te  dear  that  i t  was 
no necessar y and per manent par t  of  the duty of  the Church 
to teach reading,  wr i t ing,  and ar i thmet ic.  The Church had 
created hospitals,  and had taught Europe to care for the sick; 
when the lesson was learnt, the Church had ceased to maintain 
hospitals of its own, and left their support and management to 
the general  community.  The Church had created schools  for 
g iving secular as well as relig ious instruction; but if the nation 
had learnt to care for education, the Church, l iberated from 
a task which had been a severe strain on its  resources, might 
leave to the nat ion the suppor t  and management of  schools 
for g iving secular instruction, and devote all its strength to the 
evangelisation and religious instruction of the people.

The s e  con s i d e r a t i on s  we re  powe r f u l l y  en f o rc ed  by  t h e

49 See extracts in Shuttleworth, Public Education ,  25–26, represent- 
ing the opinions of Nonconformist bodies; E. Baines, Life of Edward 
Baines , 330–331; and Crosby Hall Lectures on Education , by Mr. Baines 
and other s ,  directed to show “That i t '  i s  neither the duty of Civi l 
Government, nor would it be for the interest of its subjects, to make 
lega l  provi s ion for  the  educat ion of  the  people,” i b id . ,  141.  Both 
Mr. Edward Miall and Mr. Henry Richard were among the lecturers.

50 Shuttleworth, Public Education, 27–29,47–50, and notes.
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extreme diff iculty of maintaining voluntary schools,51 especially 
in countr y di s t r ic t s ,  in the presence of  school s  which were 
a ided by the Sta te.  The Church of  England,  the wea l th ie s t 
o f  denominat ions ,  wi th an endowed c lergy,  rece ived g rant s 
to  enable  i t  to  bui ld  i t s  school s ,  and g rant s  to  enable  i t  to 
maintain them. The vi l lage Cong regat ional i s t s ,  few of them 
with a larger income than that of the vil lage carpenter or the 
ag r icultural labourer, unable to raise the small salary of their 
minister without aid from a County Associat ion, would have 
generally found it diff icult to build a school, even with the aid 
of a building grant, and still more diff icult to make the school 
eff icient, even with the aid of an annual grant for maintenance. 
Wi thout  the  g ran t s  no  s choo l  wa s  pos s ib l e  to  them.  Even 
in large towns the maintenance of eff icient day schools, where 
the g rants were refused, became an intolerable burden. Some 
c o n g re g a t i o n s  m a i n t a i n e d  t h e  s t r u g g l e ;  bu t  m a ny  m o re 
abandoned it, and their schools were closed.

With a cur ious inconsis tency, large number s of  Cong rega- 
t iona l i s t s  who were  theore t i c a l l y  opposed  to  Gover nment 
interference with education, continued to sit on the Committees 
of “Br itish” schools, and to subscr ibe to their funds, although 
they rece ived Gover nment  a id .  But  even “Br i t i sh” school s , 
in countr y di s t r ict s ,  found i t  hard to l ive.  The fees  and the 
g rants did not nearly cover the cost of maintenance, and the 
squires and wealthier farmers gave their contr ibutions—though 
not on a very generous scale—to the clergyman of the parish.

Was it not possible to create a system of schools, suppor ted 
by loca l  ra tes ,  and managed by loca l  committees  e lected by 
the rate-payers, for impar ting secular instruction only, leaving 
relig ious instruction to be provided by parents and the Church? 
Thi s  que s t ion  was  r a i s ed  by  the  Lanca sh i re  Publ i c  Schoo l 
Association,52 which was founded in Manchester in 1847, twenty 
year s  before the foundat ion in Bir mingham of  the Nat ional 
Educat ion League.  Mr.  Cobden gave to the new movement

51 Before 1870, “voluntary schools” were schools bui l t  and main- 
t a ined  wi thout  Gover nment  a id .  S ince  1870 ,  the  name ha s  been 
usurped by schools which were partly built and are largely maintained 
by Government grants, and which are f illed with children by a law of 
compulsory attendance.

52 In 1850 the Association changed its name to that of “The National 
Publ ic School Associat ion.” Francis  Adams,  Elementary Schoo l  Con- 
test, 151–152.
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h i s  powe r f u l  s uppo r t .  I n  i t s  g ene r a l  ou t l i n e s  i t  h a d  t h e 
approval of Dr. Vaughan and some other eminent Congrega- 
t iona l i s t s .  Seve r a l  B i l l s ,  va r y ing  in  the i r  de t a i l s  bu t  con- 
s t r ucted on the genera l  pr inc ip le s  o f  the Assoc ia t ion,  were 
submi t t ed  to  Pa r l i ament ,  bu t  they  were  a l l  de f e a t ed .  The 
“re l ig ious  d i f f icu l ty” seemed insuperable.  In  the debate  on 
the Bi l l  of  1850,  Lord Arundel  excla imed, “The two ar mies 
are  drawing up thei r  forces ,  and the bat t le  i s  now between 
relig ion and ir relig ion, the Church and inf idelity, God and the 
devil, and the reward for which they must contend is Heaven 
or Hell.”53

Many  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  s t i l l  be l i eved  tha t  educa t ion  i s 
incomplete without rel ig ious instruction—which is true; and 
that rel ig ious instruction should be g iven (1) by the school- 
master, and (2) in the day schools—both of which propositions 
a re  d i s pu t ab l e.  Wh i l e  t hey  he l d  t he s e  conv i c t i on s  i t  wa s 
imposs ible  for  them to consent  to  any sys tem of  educat ion 
or ig inated or aided by Parl iament. They thought that secular 
schools  were condemned by the spir i t  and pr inciples  of  the 
Ch r i s t i a n  f a i t h ;  and  t h ey  t hough t  t h a t  s choo l s  i n  wh i ch 
re l i g iou s  in s t r uc t ion  wa s  g iven  ough t  no t  to  be  a ided  by 
the State.

The pass ing of the Reform Bil l  of  1867 compel led men of 
a l l  par t ies  to reconsider their  posi t ion.  Mr. Lowe, Who had 
been one of the most s trenuous opponents  of  the Bi l l ,  con- 
densed into an epig ram the ir resist ible reasons created by the 
enfranchisement of  a  mi l l ion of  working people for  dea l ing 
vigorously and promptly with the educational def iciencies of 
the country; he insis ted that the t ime had come to “educate 
ou r  ma s t e r s .” The  n ew  vo t e r s  t h ems e l ve s  r e g a rd ed  w i t h 
impat ience and resentment a  sys tem which pract ica l ly  made 
the provision of elementary schools dependent on the char ity 
of the Churches, and they were eager and earnest in demanding 
that eff icient schools should be established wherever they were 
required.

Ear ly in 1869 the National  Educat ion League was founded 
in  B i r m ingham.  Mr.  D ixon ,  one  o f  t he  member s  f o r  t he 
Borough, Mr. Joseph Chamberlain and Mr. Jesse Collings, who 
were taking a leading position in the Town Council, Mr. Bunce, 

53 Parl Debates [Hansard: T.S.), cx. 450,
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the edi tor  of  The Bi rmingham Dai ly  Pos t ,  wi th Mr.  Wil l i am 
Har r is, one of the ablest of the leaders of the Liberal par ty in 
B i r mingham,  and  Mr.  J.  Sk i r row Wr igh t ,  f o r  many  yea r s 
President of the Liberal Association, were its most impor tant 
membe r s .  The  L e a gue  wa s  e s t a b l i s h ed  on  t h e  f o l l ow ing 
basis:—

Object

The establishment of a system which shall secure the education of 
every child in the country.

Means

1. Local  author i t ies  shal l  be compel led by law to see that  suf f ic- 
i en t  s choo l  a ccommoda t ion  i s  p rov ided  fo r  eve r y  ch i l d  in  the i r 
district.

2.  The cost  of  founding and maintaining such schools  as  may be 
requ i red  sh a l l  b e  p rov ided  ou t  o f  l o c a l  r a t e s ,  s upp l emen ted  by 
Government grants.

3.  A l l  s choo l s  a ided  by  loca l  r a t e s  sha l l  be  under  the  manage- 
ment of local authorities, and subject to Government inspection.

4. All schools aided by local rates shall be unsectarian.
5. To all schools aided by local rates admission shall be free.
6.  School accommodation being provided, the State,  or the local 

author i t ies ,  shal l  have power to compel the at tendance of  chi ldren 
of suitable age not otherwise receiving education.54

A  gua r an tee  fund  o f  £60 ,0 0 0  wa s  sub sc r ibed ,  and  g rea t 
meetings were held in every par t of England and Wales.  The 
pr inciples of the League were accepted by the Radical section 
of  the Libera l  par ty with enthus ia sm—an enthus ia sm which 
was made more passionate by the f ierceness with which it was 
opposed  by  the  c l e rgy  and  the i r  po l i t i c a l  a l l i e s .  The  pro- 
posa l  to empower loca l  author i t ies  to create and to manage 
schools  was a direct  blow at  the c la ims of  the High Church 
clergy to be trusted “solely and exclusively” with the educa- 
t ion of  the  people.  I t  was  feared tha t  the  ex i s t ing school s , 
which had to rely in part on voluntary subscr iptions, and which 
had to charge fees ,  would be destroyed by the Free Schools 
which were to der ive as s i s tance f rom the rates .  The scheme 
o f  t he  League  wa s  denounced  a s  i r re l i g i ou s  and  god l e s s , 
b e c au s e  i t  p ropo s ed  to  l im i t  t he  re l i g i ou s  i n s t r uc t i on  i n

54 Francis Adams, Elementary School Contest, 197.
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rate-aided schools  to the reading of  the Bible without note 
and comment.55

The pr inciple of compulsory attendance was attacked with 
extraordinary vehemence—partly, perhaps, because it was sup- 
posed that any interference with “the r ights of parents” would 
be unpopular. The pr inciple was denounced as “un-English.” 
Tor y  mag i s t r a te s  dec l a red  tha t  i f  a  l aw compel l ing  parent s 
to send their children to school were passed, they would never 
convict the parents that disregarded it. But “the r ights of the 
chi ldren” proved to be a  bet ter  cr y  than “the r ight s  o f  the 
parents,” and in the great towns the orators of the League were 
never surer  of  tumultuous applause than when they ins i s ted 
that  ever y Engl i sh chi ld  had a  r ight  to educat ion,  and that 
the right should be protected by law.

To re s i s t  the  ag i t a t ion  o f  the  League,  which  r ap id ly  be- 
came for midable,  the  f r i ends  o f  denomina t iona l  educa t ion 
f ounded  t h e  Na t i on a l  Educ a t i on  Un ion ,  wh i ch  h ad  t h e 
suppor t  o f  the  b i shop s ,  the  c l e rgy,  and  the  who le  o f  the 
Conservative party.

The overwhelming major ity of Congregationalis ts  accepted 
the genera l  pr inciples  of  the League;  though a considerable 
number  remained doubt fu l  about  the  expediency and even 
the  ju s t i ce  o f  abo l i sh ing  s choo l  f ee s .  Mr.  Edward  Ba ine s , 
whose zeal  for re l ig ious educat ion in day schools  made him 
rega rd  the  B i r mingham movement  wi th  a l a r m,  jo ined  the 
Union;  and there  were  severa l  o f  the  o ldes t  and mos t  d i s - 
t ingui shed min i s te r s  and l aymen connected  wi th  the  Con- 
g regat ional  Churches who shared his  apprehensions,  though 
they  shrank f rom a s soc i a t ing  themse lve s  wi th  the  pa r ty  to 
which both in general- politics and in the special question of 
popular education they had always been opposed.

Toward s  the  end  o f  1869 ,  Mr.  W.  E .  Fo r s t e r,  the  V ice-

55 In  1872  the  League  gave  up  i t s  “unsec t a r i an” p l a t fo r m.  The 
compromise  i t  had of fered had been re jec ted,  and i t  adopted the 
following declaration—“In all schools provided by School Boards out 
of  local  rates ,  per iods ent ire ly separate and dis t inct  f rom the t ime 
a l lotted to ordinary school-teaching may be set  apar t  for re l ig ious 
instruction on week-days. Such relig ious instruction to be g iven by 
denominations at their own cost, and by their own teachers appointed 
for that purpose, but no pr ivilege to be given to one denomination over 
another.  In  ca se s  o f  d i spute  appea l  to  be  made to  the  Educat ion 
Depar tment .” Thi s  was  the  pr inc ip le  o f  the  I r i sh  sy s tem.  Franc i s 
Adams, op. cit., 277.
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President of the Council in Mr. Gladstone’s Government, saw 
that i f  the conf l ict  between the League and the Union were 
permitted to continue, the excitement would become so hot 
that it would be impossible to get any Education Bill through 
the House of  Commons.  Mr.  For s ter  was not at  that  t ime a 
member of  the Cabinet ,  but he pressed hi s  v iews with such 
vigour and resoluteness that though some very eminent mem- 
bers of the ministry believed that the subject was not yet r ipe 
for  leg i s la t ion,  he was  per mit ted to draw up a  Bi l l ;  and on 
Feb r ua r y  17,  1870 ,  immed i a t e l y  a f t e r  t he  open ing  o f  t he 
session, he submitted it to the House of Commons.56

In  i t s  o r i g in a l  f o r m the  B i l l  p rov ided  th a t  t he  coun t r y 
should be d iv ided into school  d i s t r ic t s ;  tha t  the Educat ion 
Depar tment should have power to determine whether in any 
dis tr ict  there was a def iciency of public school accommoda- 
t ion;  tha t  where a  de f ic iency was  dec la red to exi s t ,  twelve 
months’ grace should be allowed to the denominations to supply 
the def iciency; that i f  at the expiration of the twelve months 
the required accommodation was not supplied, a School Board 
should be created with power s of rat ing to establ i sh schools ; 
that in boroughs the School Boards should be elected by the 
Counci l ,  and in par ishes by the Vestr ies ;  that School Boards 
should have power to remit fees on the ground of poverty, and 
in specia l  cases to establ i sh Free Schools ,  the consent of the 
Depar tment being f i r s t  obta ined;  that  School Boards should 
have power to frame bye-laws for compel l ing the attendance 
of children between five and twelve years of age.

In  i t s  genera l  provi s ions  for  the  extens ion o f  e lementar y 
education the Bill was framed on the pr inciples of the League; 
but  the  pr inc ip le s  were  app l ied t imid ly  and wi th exces s ive 
d e f e rence  t o  t h e  i n t e re s t s  o f  t h e  d enomina t i on s .  S choo l 
Boards were to be es tabl i shed with rat ing power s—but only 
whe re  t h e  d enomin a t i on s ,  a f t e r  a  ye a r ’s  d e l ay,  f a i l e d  t o 
guarantee the supply of the necessary school accommodation. 
Free schools might be establ i shed—but only in special  cases , 
and with the consent of  the Depar tment.  The attendance of 
children at school might be enforced—but the powers g iven to 
School Boards were only permissive; and where there were no 
Schoo l  Boa rd s  the re  wa s  no  au tho r i t y  th a t  cou ld  compe l 
attendance.

56 T. Wemyss Reid, Life of W. E. Forster, i. 463–471, 473–477.
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The  p rov i s ion s  o f  the.  B i l l  in  re l a t ion  to  “ the  re l i g iou s 
d i f f icu l ty” were regarded by the League with deep di s sa t i s- 
f act ion,  and provoked the ear nest  res i s tance of  the Cong re- 
g a t iona l i s t s  and  o f  o the r  Noncon fo r mi s t  communi t i e s .  I t 
con t a i ned  a  “ con s c i ence  c l au s e” ;  bu t  wheneve r  a  p a ren t 
wished “on relig ious grounds” to withdraw his child from any 
“lesson, instruction, or observance,” he was required to send 
hi s  object ion “in wr i t ing” to the manager s  or  the pr incipa l 
teacher of the school.

The l iber ty of  School Boards to provide re l ig ious instruc- 
tion, and to institute rel ig ious services in Board schools, was 
unrestr icted. A Board, the major i ty of whose member s were 
Churchmen, was to be free to determine that the master s and 
mis t re s se s  in  Board school s  should teach the Church Cate- 
chism to every child in their schools,  whose parents had not 
sent a wr itten objection to the school author ities. The Boards 
were a l so at  l iber ty to g rant pecuniar y as s i s tance to the de- 
nominational schools in their several distr icts,  “provided that 
such ass i s tance i s  g ranted on equal  terms to a l l  such schools 
upon condi t ions  to  be approved by the Depar tment .” They 
were also to have power to “pay the whole or any par t of the 
s choo l  f e e s ” f o r  poo r  ch i l d ren  a t t end ing  denomina t i ona l 
school s .  Whi le  the  Bi l l  dec l a red  tha t  in spec tor s  should ,  a s 
a general rule, cease to inquire into the rel ig ious instruction 
g iven in the schools ,  or to examine the scholar s in rel ig ious 
knowledge,  i t  a l lowed the re l ig ious  inspect ion to cont inue, 
“with the per miss ion of  the Educat ion Depar tment,  and on 
the  reques t  o f  the  manager s  o f  the  school .” The Bi l l  made 
one concess ion to those who bel ieved in secular  schools :  i t 
proposed that  annual  Par l iamentar y g rants  might ,  in future, 
be obtained by schools which were not in connection with any 
relig ious denomination, and in which no relig ious instruction 
was given.57

The Nonconfor mis t  ag i ta t ion aga ins t  the proposa l s  of  the 
Government was led by “The Centra l  Nonconfor mist  Com- 
mit tee,” which had i t s  o f f ice s  in  Bir mingham and was  able 
to secure the hear ty  suppor t  of  the leader s  of  the Nat iona l 
Education League. Congregationalists, Baptists, Presbyter ians, 
Unitar ians, the younger Methodist communities, were almost

57 Pa r l .  Deba t e s  (Hansa rd :  N.S. ) ,  cxc ix .  438–466 .  For  summar y 
of proposals, see Francis Adams, op. cit., 211–212.
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unanimous in protesting against the rel ig ious injustice which 
would be infl icted by the Bil l ;  and they were suppor ted by a 
considerable section of the Wesleyan Society. Petit ions pray- 
ing for  amendments  were s igned by an immense number of 
minister s of al l  Dissenting denominations; deputations waited 
on members of the Cabinet; and there was a strong belief that 
Mr. Gladstone, in whose desire to deal fairly with the Noncon- 
formists  there was unlimited conf idence, would insist  on the 
changes which were demanded. The presence in the Cabinet 
of Mr. Br ight, who made no secret of his objections to several 
par t s  of  the Bi l l ,  was  a l so a  g round of  hope that  impor tant 
amendments would be conceded.58

At  the  meet ing o f  the  Cong regat iona l  Union on May i6 , 
1870, after a long discussion, the following resolution, moved 
by the Rev.  J.  G. Roger s  and seconded by the Rev.  Paxton 
Hood, was adopted, with two or three dissentients:—

“That  the  As sembly,  cher i sh ing  a  s t rong  conf idence  in  the  a t - 
tachment of Her Majesty’s Government to the pr inciples of relig ious 
equality, recognises in their measure for the advancement of pr imary 
education an anxious desire to respect the conscientious convictions 
of  a l l  c la s ses  of  the people,  a s  shown especia l ly  in the proposa l  to 
abo l i s h  denomina t i ona l  i n spec t i on ,  t o  admi t  undenomina t i ona l 
s c h o o l s  t o  t h e  e n j oy m e n t  o f  G ove r n m e n t  g r a n t s ,  a n d  i n  t h e 
application of a conscience clause to J i l l  schools in which rel ig ious 
instruction is g iven; but, at the same time, is compelled to express a 
decided conviction that the conscience clause, as at present framed, 
w i l l  p rove  i n adequa t e ;  t h a t  t h e  l i b e r t y  g iven  t o  i n s pe c to r s ,  i n 
certain specif ied circumstances, to enquire into the relig ious teaching 
in  Gover nment  school s  i s  incons i s tent  wi th  the  pr inc ip le s  o f  the 
measure; and that the power entrusted to local boards to determine 
the  re l i g iou s  cha r ac te r  o f  the  s choo l s  they  e s t ab l i sh ,  and  to  a id 
denominational schools at present existing, out of the rates, is  open 
to  ve r y  s e r iou s  ob jec t ion .  The  As sembly  ha s  l e a r ned  wi th  g rea t 
s a t i s f a c t i on  t h a t  t h e  Gove r nmen t  a re  w i l l i ng  t o  re con s i d e r  t he 
p rov i s ion s  o f  the  B i l l ,  and  hope s  they  wi l l  adop t  and  ca r r y  ou t 
such  amendment s  a s  w i l l  s e cu re  a  s a t i s f a c to r y  s e t t l ement  o f  the 
question.”59

On the motion for going into Committee on the Bil l  (June 
20, 1870), Mr. Henry Richard moved—

58 .  For  the ag i ta t ion of  the Nonconfor mis t s  and the Educat ion 
League, see Francis Adams, op. c i t. ,  235–301; and Life of R. W. Dale, 
274–299.

59 Congregational Year Book, 1871, 27–28
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“Tha t  t h e  g r a n t s  t o  e x i s t i n g  d enom in a t i on a l  s c hoo l s  s hou l d 
no t  be  inc re a s ed ;  and  th a t  i n  any  na t iona l  s y s t em o f  educa t ion 
the attendance should be everywhere compulsory, and that relig ious 
ins t ruct ion should be suppl ied by voluntar y e f for t  and not  out  of 
public funds.”

The motion was defeated by 421 to 60.60

On Mr.  Co wper-Temple’s  c lause,  which was  accepted by 
the Government,61 Mr. Jacob Br ight moved an amendment to 
the effect that in rate-suppor ted schools in which the Scr ip- 
tures were taught, the teaching should not be used or directed 
in f avour of , or against, the distinctive tenets of any relig ious 
denomina t ion .  Mr.  Br igh t ’s  amendment  wa s  suppor ted  by 
132  L ibe ra l s ,  rep re sen t ing  1,063,579  e l ec to r s ;  133  L ibe ra l s 
walked out of the House without voting; and the clause was 
car r ied by the coalition of 121 Liberals (including 25 Govern- 
ment officials) and 132 Conservatives.62

In suppor t  of  Mr. Walter ’s  motion for the univer sa l  es tab- 
l i shment  o f  Schoo l  Board s ,  112  L ibe ra l s  vo ted  aga in s t  the 
Minis t r y. 63 An amendment of  which Mr.  Winterbotham had 
g iven notice, that in rate-aided schools “no relig ious instruc- 
tion shall be given or relig ious observances practised other than 
the reading of the Scr iptures,” was not moved, owing to the 
decision to which the Househad already come upon the matter.64 
Mr.  Candl i sh’s  mot ion,  that  the annual  Par l iamentar y g rant 
should not be made to any denominational school that was not 
in receipt of the grant at the date of the passing of the Act, was 
defeated by 190 to 70.65

The Government proposed some amendments and accepted 
other s ;  but the concess ions to the Nonconformists  were, for 
the most part, more apparent than real.66

1.  The conscience c lause,  imposed on a l l  schools  a ided by 
Government g rants,  was modif ied, (a)  In the amended clause

60 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), ccii. 518, 949.
61 Ibid . ,  ccii .  275–276, 648. Mr. Cowper-Temple’s clause provided 

that in “schools hereafter established by means of local rates, no cate- 
chism or re l ig ious for mulary which i s  di s t inct ive of  any par t icular 
denomination shall be taught.”

62 Ib id . ,  cc i i .  1271,  1282.  The number s  a s  g iven inc lude Tel ler s . 
With some other s  that  fol low, they are taken from Francis  Adams, 
op. cit., 226–227.

63 Ibid., ccii. 1011, 1023.
64 Ibid., ccii. 1265.
65 Ibid., cciii. 66, 70.
66 Most are contained in Mr. Gladstone’s Speech (June 16, 1870), 

ibid., ccii. 266–285.
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a parent is author ised to withdraw his child from any relig ious 
instruction or observance without being compelled to state in 
wr it ing that he objects on relig ious g rounds to the instruction 
o r  the  ob se r vance,  ( b )  The  amended  c l au s e  p rov ide s  th a t 
“The time or times dur ing which any relig ious observance is 
pract i sed or ins truct ion in re l ig ious subjects  i s  g iven at  any 
meeting of the school shal l  be ei ther at  the beg inning or at 
the end,  or at  the beg inning and the end,  of  such meet ing, 
and sha l l  be inser ted in a  t ime-table  to be approved by the 
Education Department, etc.”67 

The pr in c ip l e  o f  what  i s  commonly ca l led the “t ime-table 
con s c i ence  c l au s e” wa s  sugge s t ed  by  the  League ;  bu t  the 
for m in which i t  was adopted by the Government destroyed 
i t s  e f f ic iency.  The League proposed that  i f  the re l ig ious in- 
struction and relig ious worship preceded the ordinary work of 
the school, parents should be at l iber ty to send their children 
to school after the relig ious instruction and worship were over; 
and that if the relig ious instruction and worship followed the 
ordinary work of the school, the children should be at liber ty 
to  l e ave  be fo re  they  began .  The  c l au s e  wa s  to  be  “ au to- 
matic” in its action. No notice was to be g iven by the parent 
that he wished his child withdrawn from the relig ious instruc- 
t ion or  obser vances  to  which he  ob jec ted .  But  the  Act  o f 
1870 requires a l l  chi ldren to be present at  school dur ing the 
t ime appropr iated to re l ig ious ins truct ion and wor ship;  and 
it requires the objecting parent to g ive notice, in one form or 
another, that he wishes his child to be withdrawn from them. 
Exper ience has  shown that  in this  for m the c lause i s  a lmost 
inoperat ive.  Out of  more than 2,000,000 chi ldren at tending 
the schools connected with the National Society, only 2,200 
asked for tota l  exemption from al l  re l ig ious instruct ion, and 
only 5,690 from par tial exemption.68 As an enormous number 
of  the chi ldren of  Nonconfor mis t s  are obl iged by the com- 
pulsory law to attend Church of England schools, it is obvious 
tha t  the  pre sent  consc ience  c l ause  i s  prac t ica l ly  wor th le s s .

67 33 and 34 Vict. cap. 75, § vii.
68 Ev idence  o f  the  Rev.  J.  Duncan ,  Sec re t a r y  o f  the  Na t iona l 

Society, before the Royal Commission on Education. Answer 10,971. 
The witness implied in another Answer (10,970), that the children whose 
parents asked for “par tial  exemption” were exempted on days when 
the Church Catechism was taught .  Royal  Commiss ion on Educa t ion, 
Report, 1886, i. 410–411.
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2. The l iber ty of School Boards under the or ig inal  Bi l l  to 
provide whatever rel ig ious instruction and to inst i tute what- 
eve r  re l i g iou s  s e r v i ce s  they  p l e a s ed  in  Boa rd  s choo l s  wa s 
re s t r i c ted  by  the  c l au se  proposed  by  Mr.  Cowper-Temple, 
declar ing that “no rel ig ious catechism or rel ig ious formulary 
which i s  di s t inct ive of  any par t icular  denominat ion shal l  be 
t augh t” in  any  s choo l  p rov ided  by  a  Schoo l  Boa rd . 69 The 
c lause excludes denominat ional  for mular ies ,  but i t  does not 
exc lude denominat iona l  teaching.  The g reat  School  Boards 
p l a c ed  a  f u r t he r  re s t r i c t i on  on  the  re l i g i ou s  t e a ch ing  i n 
Board schools by passing bye-laws which direct their master s 
and  mi s t re s se s  to  make  no a t t empt  to  “a t t ach  ch i ld ren  to, 
o r  de t a ch  them f rom,  any  p a r t i cu l a r  d enomina t i on .” Bu t 
there was  nothing in the Act  i t se l f  to prevent  any re l ig ious 
denomination that happened to be in a major ity in any School 
Board  Di s t r i c t  f rom re tur n ing  a  Board  p ledged  to  impre s s 
on the re l ig ious  teaching and services  of  the Board schools 
a definite denominational character.

3.  The c lause  enabl ing School  Boards  to  g rant  pecuniar y 
assistance to denominational schools out of the rates was with- 
drawn; but to compensate the denominational schools for this 
po s s i b l e  lo s s  o f  income,  Mr.  Glads tone  announced tha t  the 
grants of the Pr ivy Council would be very largely increased.70 
The advantage which this change gave to the Denomination- 
alists was enormous.71 Under the or ig inal proposal only those 
denominational schools which were situated in distr icts where 
School Boards might be established had a chance of der iving 
fresh aid from public funds;  and in many School Board Dis- 
t r ic t s  th i s  a id  would not  have been g iven:  the Gover nment 
now pledged itself  to g ive to every denominational school in 
t he  coun t r y  l a r ge r  a i d  f rom the  n a t i ona l  excheque r.  Mr. 
Gladstone stated that,  according to the usual est imate, about 
one-third of the annual cost of maintaining a school was der ived 
f rom the  g rant ;  one- th i rd  f rom school  f ee s ;  and one- th i rd

69 33 and 34 Vict. cap. 73, § xiv.
70 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), ccii. 279–282.
71 In 1870 the voluntary subscr ipt ions were 7s .  5¾d  per head for 

every child attending Church of England schools; in 1885 only 7s. 1¼d.; 
although the cost of maintenance per head had r isen from 25s. 7½d. to 
35s. 10¼d. The school pence had r isen from 7s.11¾d per head in 1870, 
to 10s. 8d. per head in 1885; the grant from 9s. 7¾d. per head to 16s. 6½d. 
Royal Commission on Education, Report, 1886, i. 519, appendix.
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from subscr iptions; the Government proposed to increase the 
grant so as to make it cover half the cost.72

4 .  Under the amended Bi l l  the per mis s ion g ranted to In- 
spector s in special  cases to examine in rel ig ious subjects was 
withdrawn.73

5.  The “t ime of g race,” dur ing which the Denominationa- 
l ists might engage to supply def icient school accommodation, 
and so prevent the establ i shment of a School Board, was re- 
duced from twelve months to six.74

6. The amended Bil l  enacted that after December 31, 1870, 
no appl icat ions would be received for bui lding g rants . 75 But 
this l imitation acted as a st imulus rather than a check on the 
extens ion o f  the  denominat iona l  sy s tem.  In  the  Repor t  o f 
the Committee of Counci l  for 1870–71 appear the fol lowing 
remarkable statements:—

“ I n  t h e  ye a r  18 7 0  g r a n t s  we r e  m a d e  f o r  b u i l d i n g  7 8  a n d 
enlarging or improving 96 schools.
“F rom the  commencement  o f  the  ope r a t ion s  o f  ou r  Commi t t ee 
in 1839 to the end of 1870, g rants were made for building 5,016 and 
enlarging or improving 2,319 schools.

“ In  the  ye a r  1870  we  re ce ived  upwa rd s  o f  5, 0 0 0  app l i c a t i on s 
fo r  bu i ld ing  g ran t s ,  and ,  though a  cons iderable  number  o f  the se 
app l i ca t ions  were  not  proceeded wi th ,  comple te  memor ia l s  were 
s en t  in  fo r  a i d  to  e rec t  1, 723  new bu i l d ing s ,  and  to  en l a rge  o r 
improve  1,479  s choo l s .  In  28  c a s e s  i t  wa s  doub t fu l  whe the r  the 
app l i c an t s  wi shed  to  en l a rge  or  rebu i ld .  Of  the se  3,230  app l i c a- 
t ions, no fewer than 3,111 were received between the 1st of August 
and 31st of December, and the great major ity in the last two months 
of the year.”76

The  Na t i ona l  Soc i e t y  e s t ima t ed  t h a t  f ou r - f i f t h s  o f  t h e 
applications were on behalf of Church schools. In a very large 
number  o f  ca se s  the  school s  were  not  bui l t  t i l l  many year s 
l a te r ;  but  the  ob jec t  o f  the  c le rgy  was  accompl i shed ;  they 
kept the educat ion of  large di s t r ict s  of  the countr y in their 
own hands, and prevented the establishment of School Boards.

The sett lement was regarded by the g reat major ity of Con- 
gregationalists not only with disapproval, but with resentment, 
A strong resolution condemning it was passed at the meeting

72 Parl. Debates (Hansard: T.S.), ecu. 280.
73 33 and 34 Vict. cap. 75, § vii. 3.
74 Ibid., § 10.
75 Ibid., $ 96.
76 Report of the Committee of Council on Education, 1870–1871, xix.
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of the Congregational Union at Plymouth in October (1870), 
and the fol lowing passage occur red in the Repor t submitted 
to the Annual Assembly in the following May (1871):—

“Your Committee have in the cour se of the past  year del iberated 
and g iven judgment  on severa l  o f  the  g rea t  ques t ions  o f  the  day. 
The  E l emen t a r y  Educa t ion  B i l l  wa s  i n  the i r  op in ion  a  s t r i k ing 
instance of  the inf luence of an Establ i shed Church in vi t iat ing the 
l eg i s l a t ion  o f  the  count r y,  and  they  d id  the i r  u tmos t ,  dur ing  i t s 
u r g en t  p rog re s s  th rough  the  House  o f  Commons ,  to  pu rge  i t  o f 
the evi l  leaven of denominational i sm which, in the interests  of the 
E s t a b l i s h e d  C h u rc h ,  h a d  b e e n  i n t ro d u c e d  i n t o  i t .  A t  t h e  l a s t 
Annua l  Mee t i ng  a  hope  wa s  exp re s s ed ,  by  re so l u t i on ,  t h a t  t h e 
Gover nment  would  adopt  such  amendment s  o f  the  B i l l  a s  would 
secure  a  s a t i s f ac tor y  se t t lement  o f  the  ques t ion.  The Commit tee, 
acting in the spir it of this resolution, memor ialised the Pr ime Minister 
and  pe t i t ioned  the  House  o f  Commons  aga in s t  the  c rea t ion  o f  a 
new rel ig ious establ i shment under the name of a national provis ion 
for the education of the people, and against  the extension by State 
a id of  the denominat iona l  sys tem of  educat ion in any for m. They 
reg ret to say that they memor ial i sed and peti t ioned al l  but in vain. 
Cer ta in not unimpor tant concess ions were made out of  respect for 
consc ience ;  but  the  Bi l l ,  when i t  became l aw,  was  an undeniable 
t r iumph for  those who contend that  provi s ion should be made by 
the State for the rel ig ious education of the people. There are many 
s i gn s ,  however,  tha t  a  s e t t l ement  ha s  no t  ye t  been  reached ,  and 
your  Commit tee  a re  not  wi thout  hope tha t  the i r  own hands  may 
b e  s t rong e r ,  a nd  t ho s e  o f  t h e i r  o pponen t s  we ake r ,  i n  c om ing 
conflicts.” 77

T h e  s t r u g g l e  wa s  n ow  t r a n s f e r r e d  f ro m  Pa r l i a m e n t  t o 
the  coun t r y.  Whereve r  Schoo l  Boa rd s  h ad  to  be  e l e c t ed , 
Congregationalists were active in promoting the return of can- 
didates who pledged themselves that the relig ious teaching in 
the Board schools  should not have any denominat ional  bias . 
In  some ca se s ,  wi th  comple te  cons i s t ency,  they  suppor ted 
candida te s  who were  in  f avour  o f  making the  new school s 
absolute ly secular.  They a l so ins i s ted that  the “Twenty-f i f th 
Clause” should not be put into operation. This clause enabled 
School Boards, if they thought f it, to pay out of the school rate 
the fees of children attending denominational schools.78 Singu- 
larly enough, this clause had been permitted to pass the House 
of Commons without an amendment and without a divis ion.

77 Congregational Year Book, 1872, 25–26.
78 33 and 34 Vict. cap. 75, § 25.
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It had been so dosely associated with Clause 23 of the or ig inal 
B i l l ,  which enabled  School  Boards  to  subs id i se  denomina- 
tional schools in their distr icts, that it had been overlooked in 
the resistance which was offered to the more important clauses. 
Indeed, it was the contention of the Nonconformists, that when 
Mr. Gladstone declared that it was the intention of the Govern- 
ment  to s t r ike out  Clause  23,  and promised that  by way of 
compensation the grants should be increased by 50 per cent., he 
had distinctly dedared that there was to be a complete separa- 
t ion between the Boards  and the denominat iona l  school s . 79 
But the clause stood in the Act, and there were some School 
Boards that resolved to use the power which it  confer red on 
them.  Be fo re  any  Boa rd  s choo l  wa s  bu i l t ,  money  de r ived 
f ropi  the educat ion ra te  was  being pa id to the manager s  of 
denominat ional  schools .  The exci tement which thi s  created 
in  some  pa r t s  o f  the  coun t r y  wa s  in t en se.  A  r a t e  fo r  the 
s uppo r t  o f  Chu rch  s choo l s  wa s  re g a rd ed  by  many  Non- 
confor mi s t s  a s  be ing  the  o ld  church ra te  in  another  for m. 
Some refused to pay,  and in def aul t  of  payment their  goods 
were seized and sold by public auction.80

In  Januar y,  1872 ,  a  g rea t  Nonconfor mi s t  Confe rence,  in 
which the Congregationalists were largely represented, was held 
a t  Manche s t e r,  and  re so lu t ion s  were  pa s s ed  s t rong ly  con- 
demning the act ion of  the Government. 81 But these remon- 
strances had no effect. Mr. Forster, the Vice-President of the 
Council, was not content to leave it—as the Act had left it— 
to the discretion of School Boards to determine whether they 
would pay fees  to denominat ional  schools ;  he employed the 
author i ty of  the Depar tment to induce them to do i t .82 The 
Nonconfofmists broke out into open revolt against the Liberal 

79 His words were (June 16, 1870), “We shal l  sever al together the 
tie between the local boards and the voluntary schools.” Parl. Debates 
(Hansard: T.S.), ccii. 279.

80 The ag itation was suff iciently menacing to prevent most of the 
Boards from using the powers confer red by the clause. The total pay- 
ments made from the rates to denominational schools in 1872 were a 
little over £5,000, of which about two-thirds was voted in Manchester 
and Sal ford. Lord Sandon’s  Act (1876) repealed the clause,  and re- 
quired Boards of Guardians to pay the fees of poor children attending 
any public elementary school. 39 and 40 Vict. cap. 79, §§ 10, 52.

81 Genera l  Confe r ence  o f  Nonconfo rmis t s  he ld  a t  Manches t e r ,  January 
23–25, 1272, 9–10.

82 Francis Adams, op. cit., 258–259.
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par ty;  and this  revolt  was one of the pr incipal  causes of  the 
Liberal defeat in the General Election of 1874.83

Exper ience has  conf ir med the judgment of  those who saw 
in the Education Act of 1870 a heavy blow at relig ious liberty. 
I t  gave an immense impetus  to the development of  the de- 
nominational system. In 1870 the accommodation in denomi- 
na t iona l  school s  was  for  1,878 ,584 chi ldren;  in  1885 i t  had 
r i sen to 3,398,000.  The number of  scholar s  on the reg is ter s 
o f  these  school s  in  1870 was  1,693,059;  in  1885,  2 ,859,082. 
The average number in attendance in 1870 was 1,152,389; in 
1885 i t  was  2 ,183,870 .  The average  g rant  per  head in  1870 
was 9 s .  9¼d . ;  the addit ional  50 per cent,  was a lmost secured 
in 1876, when the g rant rose to 13s .  3¾d per head; in 1885 it 
had risen to 16s. 8¼d.84

In the Board schools ,  in 1885, the accommodation was for 
1,600,718 scholar s—less than one-half  of the accommodation 
in  the  denomina t iona l  s choo l s ;  the  number  o f  s cho la r s  on 
the reg ister s 1,553,066—very l i t t le more than one-half of the 
number on the reg i s ter s  of  the denominat ional  schools ;  the 
ave r a g e  a t t end ance  1, 187, 455 ;  a nd  t h e  ave r a g e  g r an t  p e r 
head 17s. 7d.85

T h e  L i b e r a l  G ove r n m e n t  o f  18 7 0  m i g h t  h ave  a r r e s t e d 
the development of  an educat ional  sys tem which placed the 
major ity of the schools receiving aid from the State under the 
power of the clergy; they might have secured the rapid growth 
of a system founded on more equitable pr inciples ;  but their 
courage f a i led them. They were more anxioys  to conci l i a te 
the i r  pol i t ica l  opponents  than to be loya l  to  the i r  pol i t ica l 
fr iends; and within four year s they had to bear the penalty of 
the i r  unf a i th fu lnes s .  That  the leg i s l a t ion of  1870,  wi th the 
supplementary Act of 1876, has enormously extended the area 
of elementary instruction is a g reat compensation for the in- 
justice which it has infl icted on Nonconformists. In 1870 the 
percentage of chi ldren on the reg ister s of Public Elementary 
Schools to the population was 7.66; in 1885 it was 16.04; and

83 For the history of the education conflict dur ing the years 1870— 
1872 ,  see  the  Annua l  Reg i s t e r,  1870 ,  50–73 ;  1871,  132–133 ;  1872 , 
36–39; T. Wemyss Reid, Life of W.E. Forster, i. 471–574; Francis Adams, 
Elementary School Contest; and the references, p. 676, note 58.

84 Royal Commiss ion on Educat ion ,  Repor t ,  1886, i .  537; and Repor t 
Of the Committee of Council on Education, 1885–1886, ix.

85 Report of Committee of Council on Education, 1885–1886, ix.
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the percentage of the average attendance of the children on the 
registers had risen from 68 07 to 76–41.86

But ,  even  apa r t  f rom the  re l i g ious  in ju s t i ce,  the se  g rea t 
re su l t s  have  been  purcha sed  a t  a  heavy  co s t .  C lau se  97  o f 
the Act provides that the Code under which the Parliamentary 
grants are distr ibuted “shall not g ive any preference or advan- 
tage to any school on the ground that it is or is not provided 
by a  School  Board”;  and the i ron r igour of  the regula t ions 
which a re  neces sa r y  to  prevent  the  abuse  o f  publ ic  money 
when entrusted to the administration of ir responsible school- 
managers, but which might safely be relaxed when the money 
is administered by School Boards whose members are elected 
by the rate-payers, and whose proceedings are open to public 
cr iticism, has inflicted, and continues to inflict, ser ious injury on 
the education of the country. Those regulat ions stand in the 
way of improvement in educational methods and organisation, 
and they impose an undesirable uniformity on schools which 
are s i tuated in dis tr icts  where the socia l  and economic con- 
dit ions of the populat ion and their educational requirements 
are very dissimilar from the type that prevails elsewhere.87

NOTE A 
Education Grants

The h i s to r y  o f  the  educa t iona l  g r an t s  f a l l s  in to  four  p r inc ipa l 
periods.

( 1 )  The  f i r s t  pe r iod  ( 1833–1846 )  f a l l s  i n to  two  sub-d iv i s i on s . 
(a)  From 1833 to 1843, the g rants,  f ir st  of the Treasury, then of the 
Pr ivy Council, were for the building of schools, and for no other pur- 
pose. (b) From 1843 to 1846, g rants were also made for the building 
of  teacher s ’ houses  and t ra ining col leges ;  and for  school  fur ni ture 
and apparatus ;  and some specia l  provi s ion was made for  supplying 
the  de f i c i enc ie s  in  the  poore r  d i s t r i c t s  o f  manuf ac tu r ing  towns . 
This may be described as the period of building grants only.

(2)  From 1846 to 1853,  the g rants  were for  providing and main- 
taining the educational machinery of schools, as well as buildings.

86 Royal  Commiss ion on Elementary Educat ion ,  Repor t ,  1886, i .  518, 
appendix.

87 I t  mus t  be  kept  in  mind throughout  tha t  th i s  account  o f  the 
struggle on elementary education was wr itten before the passing of the 
Act of 1902, which materially modified the system previously existing.
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The Minutes of 1846 provided annual g rants for the payment of the 
s t i pend s  o f  pup i l - t e ache r s ;  a l lowance s  to  head  mas t e r s  and  mi s - 
tresses  for the instruct ion of pupi l-teacher s ;  and g rants ,  dependent 
on the repor t s  of  the inspector s ,  in a id of  teacher s ’ sa lar ies .  They 
a l so establ i shed Queen’s  Scholar ships ,  which were to enable pupi l- 
teacher s at the expiration of their apprenticeship to enter a training 
col lege for  one,  two,  or  three year s .  The sa lar ie s  of  teacher s  who 
had pas sed through a  t ra in ing co l lege were  to  be increa sed by an 
“augmentat ion g rant ,” var y ing f rom £15  a  year  to £30,  according 
t o  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t ime  t h ey  h a d  r ema i n ed  i n  t h e  c o l l e g e .  The 
Minute s  a l so  conta ined prov i s ions  for  the  pens ioning o f  teacher s 
(cancelled in 1862).

T h e  t h i r d  p e r i o d  e x t e n d s  f r o m  1853  t o  18 61 .  U n d e r  t h e 
Minutes  o f  1853 and 1856,  cap i ta t ion g rant s  were  made to  school 
manage r s ;  a  s um pe r  h e ad  wa s  p a i d  f o r  eve r y  s cho l a r  t h a t  h ad 
a t tended schoo l  a  ce r t a in  number  o f  t imes .  To obta in  the  g ran t , 
i t  wa s  nece s s a r y  th a t  the  s choo l  shou ld  be  unde r  a  c e r t i f i c a t ed 
teacher,  and that three-four ths of the chi ldren should be presented 
t o  t he  i n spec to r  f o r  ex amina t i on .  The s e  Minu t e s  made  a  l a r g e 
par t of the g rant dependent on the actual number o f  chi ldren rece iv ing 
education.

F ro m  18 61  a  w h o l l y  n ew  p r i n c i p l e  wa s  i n t ro d u c e d .  I n  t h e 
p reced ing  pe r iod s  the  g r an t s  were  (a )  f o r  bu i l d ing s ,  (b )  f o r  the 
machinery of education, (c) for the number of children under educa- 
t ion; but in Mr. Lowe’s  Revised Code (1861),  though the bui lding 
g rants were continued, g rants for the machinery of education were 
abandoned,  and the  pr inc ip le  o f  “payment  by  re su l t s  “was  in t ro- 
duced—a large par t of the grant was made to depend on the number 
of  chi ldren that  sa t i s f ied the inspector  a t  the annual  examinat ion. 
This pr inciple,  though var ied in detai l s ,  has—except in the case of 
in f ant  school s—deter mined the pr inc ipa l  par t  o f  the a id  g iven by 
the  Pr ivy  Counc i l  bo th  to  denomina t iona l  s choo l s  and  to  Board 
schools ever since 1861.88

88 See ante, p. 684, note 87.
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CHAPTER III

THE FORMATION AND CONSTITUTION OF THE 
CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF ENGLAND AND 
WALES

First Proposal for the Establishment of a Union of Congrega- 
tional Churche s—Mr.  Sedgwick’s  Attack—Fai lure  of  the 
E x pe r i m e nt — Th e  S e cond  At te m p t  to  f ound  a  U ni on — 
Moveme nt  in  Dor set  and in  London—Objections  to  the 
Scheme—Conference in  London—General  Proposals—The 
P lan  adopte d—Characte r  of  the  Union  as  the n  e stab - 
lished—Original Constitution modified—The Existing Con- 
stitution and its Characteristics.

I

Eva n g e l i c a l  R ev i va l  wa s  o n e  f o r  t h e  p ro m o t i o n  o f  a 
general union of Congregational Churches. The Churches in 

each county were beg inning to di scover the s t rength which 
they der ived from their County Associations—would not their 
s trength be st i l l  fur ther augmented i f  a l l  the Congregat ional 
Churches in the kingdom were drawn into one great confedera- 
tion? There were some ardent and sanguine men who believed 
that such a confederation might found and support colleges for 
the  educa t ion  o f  the  min i s t r y ;  e s t ab l i sh  g r ammar  s choo l s , 
schools for the education of the children of minister s, schools 
for the education of the poor; and might raise funds for supple- 
menting the inadequate salar ies of the pastors of poor Churches; 
might have one fund for relieving ministers who were disabled, 
and  ano the r  fo r  the  re l i e f  o f  min i s t e r s ’ w idows  and  the i r 
dest i tute f amil ies ;  might bui ld chapels ;  might send i t inerant 
preachers to the parts of England where they were most needed; 
and might even under take the maintenance of Chr ist ian mis- 
s ions in foreign countr ies .  What was des ired was a Union— 
not for discussion, but for work.1

1 See Joseph. Gilbert, Memoir of Edward Williams, 445–450.
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In  18 06  the  London  Boa rd  o f  Cong rega t iona l  m in i s t e r s 
passed a resolution approving the formation of such a Union; 
a committee drew up a scheme def ining i t s  const i tut ion and 
objects; and shor tly after, the Union was actually established, 
though its  immediate objects were not suff iciently ambitious 
to sa t i s fy  i t s  more ardent  f r iends .  I t  was  for med mainly for 
the  promot ion o f  the  sp i r i tua l  g rowth o f  the  confedera ted 
Churches  and the  evange l i s a t ion o f  neg lec ted  v i l l age s .  Dr. 
Edward Will iams, who was at that t ime Tutor at Rotherham, 
preached the annual sermon on behalf of this organisation in 
May, 1808; but he did not altogether approve of some of the 
ob jec t s  fo r  which  i t  wa s  founded ,  and  he  ob jec ted  to  the 
scheme of management.2

The  scheme was  f i e rce ly  a s s au l ted  in  a  pamphle t  by  Mr. 
James Sedgwick, a bar r ister,3 who declared that it was “a most 
illegal, as well as insulting, violation of the spir it of [the Br itish] 
Constitution, that any class or order of men in the kingdom, 
should dare to erect themselves into a Society for exterminating 
doctr ines ,  which in the i r  judgment,  are unsound, and intro- 
ducing, by means of agents and emissar ies employed for that 
purpose, a cer tain system of relig ious belief , which they ar ro- 
gant ly pronounce to be the only true f a i th.” What made the 
matter  wor se,  in Mr.  Sedgwick’s  opinion,  was that  the men 
who had  “a s sumed th i s  so r t  o f  sove re ign ty” were  “not  an 
enl ightened, l iberal ,  wel l-educated, moderate clergy,” but “a 
bloated race of lay pr iests, propagating, with importunate and 
unceasing zeal, doctr ines drawn not from that gospel which is 
the pure fountain of  l ight and l i fe,  but f rom the absurd and 
ir rat ional  inst i tutes  of  John Calvin,  imbibed at  second-hand 
f rom an  As sembly ’s  Ca tech i sm.” 4 To th i s  zea lou s  de fender 
of the Constitution the organisat ion had the appearance of a 
political conspiracy; and the times were too per ilous to al low

2 See Joseph Gilber t ,  Memoi r  o f  Edward Wil l iams ,  451.  Wadding- 
ton, iv. (1800–1850), 218, gives May 18, 1809, not 1808, as the date of 
the sermon. For Dr. Williams’s opinions and objections, see Gilber t, 
Memoir  o f  Edward Wil l iams ,  451–453, and Wil l iams’s  own pamphlet , 
published anonymously, and entitled Thoughts on a General and Explicit 
Union  o f  Cong r ega t i ona l  Chur c he s ;  o c c a s i oned  by  an  Addre s s  f r om the 
London Committee, to Ministers and Churches of the Congregational Order: 
in a Letter to the Gentlemen of that Committee.

3 Hint s  t o  the  Publ i c,  and the  Leg i s l a tu r e  on the  Nature  and Sp i r i t 
of Evangelical Preaching. By a Barrister. Part the second, 1808.

4 Ibid., 172–174.
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it  to  g row in  s t reng th  unt i l  i t  became fo r midable :—“I t  i s 
wise to take precaution while the wind whisper s—it may be 
too late when it roars.”5

But  the Union jus t i f ied nei ther  the hopes  of  i t s  founder s 
no r  the  f e a r s  o f  i t s  f oe s ;  i t  h ad  no  v i t a l  f o rce,  and  soon 
cea sed  to  ex i s t .  In  1827—le s s  than  twenty  yea r s  f rom the 
date of its foundation—it was decided to merge it in the Home 
Missionary Society.6

II

In the cour se of the year 1829 “the Necessi ty of a General 
Union of Congregational Dissenters” was discussed in Dorset- 
shire; and within a few months the discussion extended to the 
neighbour ing counties  of  Wil t shire and Hampshire.  A com- 
mittee appointed by the Dorsetshire Association, “to promote 
the General Union of the Churches of the Independent Asso- 
ciation,” addressed a circular to all the County Associations in 
England and Wales ,  inv i t ing the i r  a t tent ion to the scheme. 
The member s  of  the committee appear to have shown g reat 
energy and zeal in the advocacy of their proposals. They sent 
letter s to The World—a newspaper which at that time was the 
organ o f  the  Cong rega t iona l i s t s ,  and to  The Cong r e ga t i ona l 
Magaz ine ;  they wrote  pr iva te ly  to  in f luent ia l  mini s ter s  and 
l aymen  in  d i f f e ren t  p a r t s  o f  t he  coun t r y ;  and ,  when  the 
opportunity offered, they discussed the subject at meetings of 
Cong regat iona l i s t s  he ld  in  the  souther n count ie s  for  other 
purposes .  Other Associat ions expressed their  concur rence in 
the Dorsetshire proposals ,  and the plan st ir red much interest 
and  enthus i a sm.  The commit tee  were  so  eager  in  pre s s ing 
the i r  v iews that  they thought  i t  neces sa r y  to  d i sc la im “the 
absurd idea” that  i t  was  their  wish to make Dor set shire  the 
centre of the national Union—“as well, indeed, might the pro- 
ject have been enter tained of establishing a Bank for England 
in  the  I s l e  o f  Purbeck .” 7 But  Dor se t ,  though mos t  ac t ive, 
and at the outset perhaps most zealous, was not alone in the

5 Hint s  t o  the  Publ i c,  and the  Leg i s l a tu r e  on the  Nature  and Sp i r i t 
o f  Evange l i c a l  P r ea c h ing.  By a  Ba r r i s t e r.  Pa r t  th e  s e c ond ,  1808 ,  198 ; 
and see ibid., 183 foll.

6 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 323.
7 The Rev. James Brown, Secretary of the Dorsetshire Association, 

in Congregational Magazine, 1831, 376.
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f i e l d .  The  s ub j e c t  wa s  i n  t h e  m ind s  o f  many  men .  The 
denominational magazines and newspapers were full of schemes 
and suggestions.8 And dur ing the spr ing and summer of 1830 
“the des i rablenes s  and pract icabi l i ty  of  a  Genera l  Union of 
Congregational Minister s and Churches” were under the con- 
s idera t ion of  a  “Provi s iona l  Commit tee,” which inc luded a 
considerable number of the pr incipal minister s and laymen of 
the London Churches. The minister s were Dr. James Bennett, 
Thoma s  B inney,  John  B l a ckbur n ,  Dr.  H .  F.  Burde r,  John 
Clay ton ,  jun . ,  J.  Dean ,  J.  P.  Dobson,  Dr.  Jo seph F le tcher, 
John Mor r i son ,  Andrew Reed,  Dr.  Rober t  Winter,  Jo seph 
Tur nbul l .  The laymen were Dr.  J.  Ba ldwin Brown, Thomas 
Cha l l i s ,  Wi l l i am Ha le,  Ben j amin  Hanbur y,  W.  A.  Hankey, 
J.  Remington Mi l l s ,  Henr y Parker,  Aps ley  Pe l l a t t ,  Thomas 
Piper, Thomas Wilson, Rober t Winter, and William Yockney. 
Ar thur Tidman and Joshua Wil son were the secretar ies .  Al l 
communicat ions  for  the committee were to be addres sed to 
“Pinners’ Hall,” Old Broad Street—a name which recalls some 
o f  the  e a r l i e r  even t s  in  the  h i s to r y  o f  Eng l i sh  Cong rega- 
tionalism.9

III

Although there was a very general  approval of the scheme, 
a considerable number of Congregationalists regarded it with 
d i s t r u s t  a n d  eve n  a l a r m .  I t  wa s  a l l e g e d  t h a t  t h e  U n i o n 
threatened the equa l i ty  of  pas tor s  and the independence of 
Churches:—

“ I t  i s  f o r  u s  t o  p ro f i t  by  t h e  p a s t .  E p i s c o p a c y  a ro s e  o u t  o f 
the  p re s idency  o f  the  more  in f luen t i a l  men in  the  a s s embl i e s  o f 
presbyter s  holding equal  rank;  and the churches lost  their  inter nal

8 See Congregat ional  Magazine ,  1830, 1831, pass im, and especia l ly 
305–311, 362–365; 1831, 208–213.

9 Ibid., 1831, 120–122. For Pinners’ Hall, see ante, pp. 474,484. It 
is unnecessary to dredge np the details of the controversy between the 
Dorsetshire Association and the London Committee. The two mater ial 
documents are the Editor’s Postscript, Congregational Magazine,

66–68, condemning the act ion and the circular of the Rev. James 
Brown, of Wareham, pointing out that the proposal for the establish- 
ment of a Union was already in the hands of a committee appointed 
for the purpose, and urg ing that the representatives of the Churches 
must meet in London, not at a provincial centre; and the statement 
of the Dorsetshire case, ibid.,  1831, 373–376. See also Waddington, 
iv. (1800–1850), 348–357.
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r igh t s  by  appe a l i ng  t o  t h e  w i s dom o f  s u ch  a s s embl i e s .  Me t ro - 
pol i tans  next  c la imed pr ior i ty  of  provincia l  b i shops .  Pat r ia rchates 
were  a t  l ength  e rec ted ;  and the  pa s tora l  cha i r  o f  a  s ing le  church 
became, in the end, a  throne l i f ted high in supremacy over a l l  the 
churche s .  Hie ra rch ie s  have  sp r ung  f rom the  mos t  incons ide rable 
beginning.”10 

I t  wa s  a l l e g e d  t h a t  t h e  p ro j e c t e d  U n i o n  wo u l d  m a ke 
the Congregationalists a sect:—

“ I t  i s  o u r  g l o r y  t h a t  h i t h e r t o  we  h ave  b e e n  n o  s e c t .  We 
subscr ibe no creed.  We submit to no synod or conference.  We are 
not properly a body. We recognise but two def init ions of  the ter m 
church .  I t  de s igna te s  the  s epa r a te  a s s embl i e s  o f  be l i eve r s  un i t ed 
together  for  the obser vance of  re l ig ious  ordinances ;  and i t  des ig- 
nates the whole number of the redeemed. We know no intermediate 
s e n s e .  By  cou r t e s y  we  may  s p e a k  o f  t h e  e p i s c op a l  c hu rch ,  o r 
t h e  Lu t h e r a n  c hu rch ;  bu t  we  c ou l d  no t  a r rog a t e  t o  ou r s e l ve s 
the name of the independent church; it  would seem to us to savour 
o f  s c h i sm .  Bu t  i n co r po r a t i on  wou l d  go  f a r  t o  c on s t i t u t e  u s  a 
sectarian church, whether we accept the designation or reject it.”11

The promoters of the Union were most earnest in declar ing 
their  intent ion to respect  the absolute independence of  the 
confederated Churches, and to prevent the Union from assuming 
any “ leg i s l a t ive or  execut ive power,” but  i t  was  a s ser ted by 
the opponents  of  the scheme that  “ leg i s la t ive and execut ive 
power” would necessar i ly be assumed on the very formation 
of the Union:—

“On what pr inciple are the churches to be admitted into union? 
Shal l  every separate society, bear ing the designation of an Indepen- 
den t  Chu rch ,  b e  en t i t l e d  t o  admi s s i on ?  Then  how many  com- 
munities, from which, in our separate state, we have been compelled 
by consc ience to wi thhold fe l lowship,  wi l l  be  incor pora ted?  Thi s 
i s  too s t a r t l ing  a  propos i t ion to  be  enter ta ined .  But  what ,  I  a sk , 
sha l l  be  the  r u le  o f  admi s s ion?  What  symbol  o f  o r thodoxy  sha l l 
be  p ropo sed ?  And  wha t  t r i buna l  sh a l l  be  e rec t ed  to  dec ide  the 
que s t ion  o f  Chr i s t i an  pur i ty ?  And suppos ing  the  Union  happ i l y 
organised, and every dif f iculty overcome, is  the church once united 
t o  be  con s i d e red  a s  b e a r i ng  an  i nde l i b l e  ch a r a c t e r ?  I s  t h e  s e a l 
o f  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  n eve r  t o  b e  b ro ke n ?  S h o u l d  e r ro r  i n s i nu a t e 
i t se l f ,  or  should an unholy mini s t r y  be to lera ted,  what  s teps  sha l l 
the  na t iona l  Union  t ake ?  Un le s s  we  a re  to  g ive  the  s anc t ion  o f 
the Incor porated Body to ever y such case  of  er ror  or  immora l i ty,

10 Roffensis, in Congregational Magazine, Feb. 1831, 95.
11 Ibid., 96.
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an inve s t iga t ion  mus t  be  in s t i tu ted ,  and  a  cour t  o f  inqu i r y  mus t 
be erected;  evidence must be received on the one s ide,  and appeal 
c anno t  b e  re f u s ed  on  t h e  o the r.  I n  c a s e s  a l s o  o f  d iv i s i on  .   .   . 
I  c annot  conce ive  how appea l  i s  to  be  avo ided ;  shou ld  d iv i s ion 
o f  f e e l i ng  i s sue  in  the  fo r ma t ion  o f  a  s epa r a t e  church ,  such  an 
i nve s t i g a t i o n  mu s t  t a ke  p l a c e  a s  s h a l l  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h e 
s e p a r a t i n g  commun i t y  i s  t o  b e  re cogn i s e d  o r  r e j e c t e d ;  t h a t  i s 
t o  s ay,  whe t h e r  i t  s h a l l  b e  a u t ho r i t a t i ve l y  p ronounc ed  a  t r u e 
church, or visited with sentence of excommunication.”12

On the other  hand i t  was  urged tha t  the  i so la t ion of  the 
Independent Churches of England had enfeebled their  evan- 
ge l i s t i c  e f fo r t s ,  and  se r ious ly  h indered  the  fu l l  and  publ i c 
as ser t ion of their  eccles ias t ica l  pr inciples ;  that  the minis ter s 
and Churches were ignorant of  each other,  and that  mutual 
acquaintance would promote mutual sympathy and help; that 
only by a “Union” could fraternal intercour se be maintained 
with Congregational Churches and other bodies of Chr istians 
i n  fo re i gn  l and s ;  t h a t  t he  Un ion  wou ld  p rocu re  a ccu r a t e 
statistical information relative to the Congregational Churches 
o f  Eng land and Wale s  and o f  o ther  count r ie s ;  might  a s s i s t 
in  the  extens ion of  Cong regat iona l i sm through the  Br i t i sh 
co lonies ;  might  not  only  “ inquire  into the present  method 
of col lecting funds for the erection of places of wor ship”—a 
subject which sorely exercised Congregationalists in the early 
par t  of  the centur y—but might  “cons ider  the pract icabi l i ty 
o f  i n t roduc ing  some  improved  p l an” ;  and  migh t  a s s i s t  i n 
ma in t a i n i ng  and  en l a r g i ng  t h e  c iv i l  r i gh t s  o f  P ro t e s t a n t 
Di s s en te r s .  In  rep ly  to  the  p r ac t i c a l  d i f f i cu l t y  wh ich  wa s 
pressed with remarkable force in the extract g iven above, that 
the Union would be compelled to erect “a cour t of inquiry” 
to determine the orthodoxy and the pur ity of Churches claiming 
incorporation, it was possible to point to the County Associa- 
t ions ,  which had  main ta ined a  v igorous  ex i s tence  wi thout 
assuming or exercising any power inconsistent with the inde- 
pendence of the associated Churches. 

IV

On Januar y  24 ,  1831,  the  London Provi s iona l  Commit tee

12 Rof f en s i s  in  Cong r e ga t i ona l  Magaz in e ,  1831,  284 ;  and  see  a l so 
ibid., 94–97, 158–165, 282–288.
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issued a circular to the Secretar ies of the County Associations 
of England and Wales, explaining the objects of the proposed 
Union and inv i t ing  the  As soc ia t ions  to  send deput ie s  to  a 
meeting to be held in London in the month of May for con- 
s ider ing  the  scheme.  Each As soc ia t ion was  inv i ted  to  send 
a t  lea s t  two de legate s ,  a  mini s ter  and a  l ayman.  Invi ta t ions 
were also addressed to the members of the London Congrega- 
tional Board and some other persons.13

The  mee t i n g  wa s  h e l d  i n  t h e  Cong re g a t i on a l  L i b r a r y, 
F insbur y Circus ,  on Tuesday mor ning,  May io,  and,  by ad- 
jour nment ,  on Fr iday  mor ning ,  May 13,  1831.  There  were 
present eighty-two minister s  and nineteen laymen. Four teen 
counties had sent deputies ;  letter s  were read from six other s 
approving of  the  objec t  o f  the  Conference.  The a s soc ia ted 
minister s of Cambr idgeshire and of Lancashire sent communi- 
cations expressing doubts as to the practicability of the project 
and asking for further information.

The Rev. A. Douglas ,  of Reading, was cal led to the chair, 
and the f i r s t  resolut ion, declar ing i t  to be “highly des irable 
and important to establish a Union of Congregational Churches 
t h roughou t  Eng l and  and  Wa l e s ,” wa s  moved  by  t he  Rev. 
John Angel l  James,  of  Bir mingham, seconded by J.  Baldwin 
Brown, LL.D., of London,and “after considerable discussion” 
c a r r i ed  unan imou s l y.  The  s e cond  re so lu t i on ,  “Tha t  s uch 
Un ion  con s i s t  o f  Coun ty  and  D i s t r i c t  A s soc i a t i on s ,” wa s 
moved by  the  Rev.  Dr.  Burder,  o f  Hackney,  and seconded 
by  the  Rev.  G.  Redford ,  o f  Worces te r.  A l a rge  commit tee 
was  then  appo in ted  to  d raw up  “a  p l an  fo r  the  fo r mat ion 
of the Union,” to be submitted to an adjourned meeting on 
the following Friday.

On Fr iday the Rev.  Joseph Fletcher was  in the chair,  and 
the  commit tee  submi t ted  the  fo l lowing  “p l an ,” which  was 
discussed article by article:—

“ I .  T h a t  i t  i s  h i g h l y  d e s i r a b l e  a n d  i m p o r t a n t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a 
U n i o n  o f  t h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  C h u rc h e s  M i n i s t e r s  t h ro u g h o u t 
England and Wales ,  founded on [a  fu l l ]  recogni t ion of  the i r  own 
dis t inct ive pr inciple,  namely,  the scr iptura l  r ight of  every separate 
church to  mainta in  per fec t  independence  in  the  gover nment  and 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  i t s  ow n  p a r t i c u l a r  a f f a i r s ;  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  t h a t 

13 Congregational Magazine, 1831,121–22.
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the  Union sha l l  no t  in  any ca s e  a s sume l eg i s l a t i ve  au tho r i ty,  o r  be come 
a court of appeal.14

“ I I .  Tha t  such  Union cons i s t  o f  County  and  Di s t r i c t  As soc i a - 
tions.

I I I .  T h a t  t h e  f o l l ow i n g  b e  t h e  o b j e c t s  c o n t e m p l a t e d  i n  i t s 
formation:—

“ i .  To  p romote  Evange l i c a l  Re l i g i on  i n  connec t i on  w i th  t he 
Congregational denomination.

“2 .  To  cu l t iva t e  b ro the r l y  a f f e c t i on  and  s i nce re  co-ope r a t i on 
in every thing relating to the interests of the associated Churches.

“3.  To e s t abl i sh  f r a t e r na l  cor re spondence  wi th  Cong rega t iona l 
Churches, and other bodies of Christians, throughout the world.

“4 .  To  add re s s  an  Annua l  Le t t e r  t o  t h e  a s s o c i a t ed  Chu rche s , 
accompanied with such information as may be deemed necessary.

“5.  To  ob t a i n  a c cu r a t e  s t a t i s t i c a l  i n f o r ma t i on  re l a t ive  t o  t h e 
Cong regat iona l  Churches ,  throughout the kingdom and the world 
at large.

“6 .  To  enqu i re  i n to  t h e  p re s en t  me thod s  o f  co l l e c t i ng  f und s 
for the erection of places of wor ship, and to consider the practica- 
bility of introducing any improved plan.

“7.  To  a s s i s t  i n  ma in t a in ing  and  en l a r g ing  the  c iv i l  r i gh t s  o f 
Protestant Dissenters.

“ I V.  To  p ro m o t e  t h e  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  o f  t h e s e  o b j e c t s  a n d 
the genera l  interes t s  o f  the Union,  That  an Annual  Meet ing sha l l 
be held consi s t ing,  i f  pract icable,  of  an equal  number of  minis ter s 
and laymen, and that  each Associat ion may appoint such a number 
o f  repre senta t ive s  a s  i t  may deem neces sa r y ;  and tha t  the  Annua l 
Meet ing  be  he ld  in  London,  or  such  o ther  town or  c i ty,  a s  may 
f rom  t ime  t o  t ime  b e  a ppo in t ed ;  t h a t  a t  t h e  Annua l  Mee t i ng s 
of Delegates, every minister and off icer connected with any Associa- 
t ion ,  un i ted  in  the  genera l  body,  sha l l  be  e l i g ib le  to  a t t end  and 
vote.”15

A Provis ional  Committee was appointed,  and was directed 
to obtain the judgment of Congregational minister s and lay- 
men throughout the country on the proceedings of the Con- 
ference; to revise the plan, and then to submit it for adoption 
at a meeting to be convened in the May of the following year.

Thi s  meet ing was  he ld  in  the  Cong rega t iona l  L ibra r y  on 
Tuesday,  May 8 ,  and ,  by  ad jour nment ,  on  Fr iday,  May 11, 
1832.  On the f i r s t  o f  these  days  the Rev.  Wil l i am Chapl in , 
of  Bi shop’s  Stor t ford,  was  in the chai r.  There were present

14 The words in i ta l ics  were added  by the Committee to the f i r s t 
resolution adopted by the Conference on Tuesday; and for the words 
“the broadest,” which appeared in the or ig inal resolution, were sub- 
stituted the words in brackets.

15 Congregational Magazine, June, 18311 370–373.
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83 minis ter s  and 25 laymen. Three dis t inguished Amer icans, 
the Rev.  Asa  Nett le ton,  the f amous reviva l i s t  preacher,  the 
Rev. Austen Dickson, and the Rev. Calvin Colton, were re- 
ceived as vis i tor s .  The Rev. Noble Shepperd, of Newry, and 
two other minis ter s  were there as  vi s i tor s  f rom Ire land, and 
Pastor Theodore Fliedner as a visitor from Prussia. A layman, 
Mr. R. M. Beverley, was present also. The Provisional Com- 
mittee repor ted that “of the thir ty-four counties in England 
in which there were County Associations, twenty-six were most 
f avourably disposed to the object ;  four had decl ined for the 
pre sent ;  and  f rom the  remain ing  four  no answer  had  been 
received.”

The Repor t  conta ined a  long and in tere s t ing  le t te r  f rom 
the Rev.  Dr.  Snel l ,  Secretar y of  the Genera l  Associa t ion of 
Massachusetts, in which, with personal exper ience of organised 
church union in his own State, he cr iticised the draft scheme. 
He suggested the expediency of limiting the representation of 
County and Distr ict Associations, (1) to prevent the Assembly 
becoming  too  unwie ldy  fo r  the  de spa t ch  o f  bu s ine s s ,  and 
(2)  to secure that  the member s  present  a t  a  meet ing should 
rep re s en t  g ene r a l  and  no t  me re l y  l o c a l  op in ion .  Fo r  t he 
s cheme a s  a  who le  he  had  noth ing  bu t  sympa thy,  and  the 
difficulties that made some timid had no weight with him.

Af ter  the  repor t  o f  the  commit tee  had been approved on 
the motion of the Rev. J. A. James, of Birmingham, seconded 
by the Rev.  John Bur nett ,  of  Camberwel l ,  i t  was  moved by 
Dr.  J .  Ba l dw in  B rown ,  o f  London ,  and  s e conded  by  Mr. 
John Brown, of Wareham—

“Tha t  i n  c on f o r m i t y  w i t h  t h e  f o l l ow ing  Re so l u t i on s  o f  t h e 
General Meeting held in this Library, in May, 1831, for the purpose 
of consider ing the propr iety of forming a General Union of Congrega- 
t iona l  Churches  and  Min i s t e r s  th roughout  Eng land  and Wale s ,— 
The Union be now formed.”

Then followed the resolutions passed in May, 1831, def ining 
the const i tut ion and objects  of  the Union.16 In one of these 
resolut ions ,  however,  the Provis ional  Committee had intro- 
duced an impor tant change. In May, 1831, it  had been deter- 
mined that the Union should consist  of “County and Distr i c t 
Associat ions ,” and it seems to have been the or ig inal intention

16 See ante, pp. 692–693.
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of some, at least, of the promoters of the scheme to make the 
County or Distr ict Association the unit of the new organisation, 
and the Congregational Union an assembly of the representa- 
t ives  of  Associa t ions .  In the revi sed reso lut ion,  a s  accepted 
in May, 1832, it was determined that the Union should “con- 
s i s t  o f  C o u n t y  a n d  D i s t r i c t  A s s o c i a t i o n s ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h 
Min i s t e r s  and  Chur c he s  o f  th e  Cong r e ga t i ona l  Orde r  r e c o gn i s ed 
by an Association.17

This  addi t ion changed the whole character  of  the Union. 
An Assembly represent ing the Associat ions might have con- 
s i s ted  o f  two or  three  hundred member s ,  wi th  an ord inar y 
a t t endance  o f  a  hundred  o r  a  hundred  and  f i f t y.  I t  migh t 
have  or ig ina ted  s chemes  o f  work ,  and  ma in ta ined  a  rea l l y 
e f f ec t ive  cont ro l  over  the i r  management .  F rom i t s  cons t i - 
tution and l imited numbers, i t  would have had very much of 
the spir i t  usual ly at t r ibuted to of f ic ia l s ;  i t  would have been 
prac t i ca l  in  i t s  a ims  and methods ,  perhaps  t imid ;  i t  would 
have been impat ient  o f  e loquent  speeches ,  and would have 
l i s t ened  mos t  e age r l y  to  men  who were  d i s t ingu i shed  fo r 
their  admini s t ra t ive exper ience,  their  knowledge of  deta i l s , 
and their sagacity in affairs.

But  a  Union o f  “ the  Mini s t e r s  and  Chur c h e s  o f  the  Con- 
g regat ional  Order,” with an Assembly of  e ight hundred or a 
thousand,  cons i s t ing of  minis ter s  and delegates  represent ing 
individual Churches, is something altogether different. It may 
project schemes of work, but must transfer the actual control 
o f  them to  independent  commit tee s ;  i f  i t  a s sumes  any  re- 
spons ibi l i ty  for  their  admini s t ra t ion,  i t  wi l l  a t tempt an im- 
possible task. Many of the troubles of the Union have ar isen 
from the attempt of the Assembly to exercise power for which 
by i t s  const i tut ion i t  i s  unf i t ted.  I t  i s  not a Committee or a 
Counci l—it  i s  a  Publ ic  Meet ing a t  which any member of  a 
Congregational Church connected with the Union has a r ight 
to  be  p re s en t  on  the  p aymen t  o f  f ive  sh i l l i ng s .  Even  the 
“Bu s ine s s  Mee t ing” o f  t he  Un ion ,  wh i ch  i s  re s t r i c t ed  to 
“Repre s en t a t ive  Member s ,” i s  much  too  l a r ge,  mee t s  t oo 
seldom, and has too little time, for the discussion of details of 
administration.

The theory that  the Union should be a  Union of  County 
and Distr ict  Associat ions determined the const i tut ion of the

17 Congregational Magazine, June, 1832, 377–381.
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f i r s t  commi t t ee ;  i t  con s i s t ed  o f  the  t re a su re r s  and  s e c re - 
t a r ie s  o f  a l l  the  uni ted As soc ia t ions ,  together  wi th  cer ta in 
gent lemen res ident  in  London.  Mr.  Benjamin Hanbur y was 
a p p o i n t e d  t r e a s u r e r ;  a n d  t h e  R ev.  A r t h u r  T i d m a n ,  t h e 
Rev.  Jo shua  Tur nbul l ,  and Mr.  Jo shua  Wi l son ,  sec re ta r ie s . 
These gentlemen had held the same off ices in the Provisional 
Committee.18

V

In the cour se of  a  few year s  the Union di scovered that  i t 
could not be a Union of “County and Distr ict  Associat ions” 
and a l so a Union of “Minis ter s  and Churches.” I t s  const i tu- 
t ion was revised and g reat ly modif ied in 1852, 1866–7, 1871, 
and to a still greater extent in 1904.19

Although the change in the const i tut ion of the Congrega- 
tional Union does not fall within the per iod of time to which 
this history is limited, an account, however br ief , of an existing 
constitution is l ikely to be of more service and larger interest 
than the account of the organisat ion that i t  super seded. And 
so  i t  may  be  a l l owed  in  th i s  i n s t ance  to  depa r t  f rom the 
ordinary plan of the book.

The Cong rega t iona l  Union i s  a  Federa t ion o f  Cong rega- 
t ional Churches.  To be included in i t ,  a Church must sat i s fy 
the fol lowing condit ions :  (a )  I t  must  have a separate rol l  of 
member s .  (b )  I t  mus t  be  connec ted  or  a s soc i a ted  wi th  the 
Union of its own County, or with the Union of Welsh Inde- 
penden t s .  ( c )  I t  mus t  make  an  annua l  sub sc r ip t ion  to  the 
funds of the Union.

The cons t i tu t ion o f  the  Union makes  prov i s ion for  (a )  a 
Council, ( b) an Assembly, (c) a Chairman.

(a)  The Council  directs the general  business of the Union, 
and presents an annual report of its proceedings to the Assembly 
for  conf i r mat ion.  I t  inc ludes  ( i )  a s  near ly  a s  pos s ible  three 
hundred  Repre sen t a t ive s ,  e l ec t ed  annua l l y  by  the  County 
Unions with which they are connected.  ( i i )  The Chair man, 
t h e  e x - C h a i r m e n ,  t h e  Tre a s u re r ,  a n d  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  ( o r 
S e c re t a r i e s )  o f  t h e  U n i o n ,  w h o  a r e  m e m b e r s  e x  o f f i c i o. 
( i i i )  F i f t e en  p e r s on s  a nnu a l l y  c o -op t ed  by  t h e  membe r s

18 Congregational Magazine, June, 1832, 381.
19 Congregational Year Book, 1906, xviii.–xxv.



 OF THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION 697

def ined in ( i )  and ( i i ) .  Of the member s so appointed, one at 
l e a s t  mu s t  b e  a  rep re s en t a t ive  o f  t he  London  Mi s s i ona r y 
Soc ie ty  and  the  Colon ia l  Mi s s iona r y  Soc ie ty  re spec t ive ly ; 
and, pending a change in constitution, one of the Congrega- 
tional Total Abstinence Association.

No County Union has  le s s  than three representat ives ;  but 
the  l a rger  Unions  appoint  repre senta t ive s  in  propor t ion to 
the i r  numer i c a l  s t reng th .  I t  i s  a l so  p rov ided  tha t  a t  l e a s t 
one-half of the representative members elected by the County 
Unions—and where possible, two-thirds—shal l  be other than 
those who are pastors of Churches.

(b)The Assembly includes the following members:—
(i) The members of the Council.
( i i )  Minis ter s  of  Churches connected with County Unions 

and subscribing to the funds of the Union.
( i i i )  Representa t ive s  appointed by such Churches ,  in  the 

propor t ion o f  one  to  ever y  hundred member s  or  par t  o f  a 
hundred, with a maximum limit of four.

( iv )  Honora r y  member s ,  nomina ted  by  the  Counc i l  and 
appo in ted  by  the  As sembly,  who mus t  be  min i s t e r s  e i the r 
ret i red or  without pas tora l  charge;  Profes sor s  of  recognised 
Cong regat iona l  Col leges ;  duly accredi ted evangel i s t s  or  l ay 
p a s t o r s ;  du l y  a c c red i t ed  m in i s t e r s  and  rep re s en t a t ive s  o f 
Congregational Churches in the Colonies;  or miss ionar ies of 
t h e  London  Mi s s i on a r y  Soc i e t y.  Hono r a r y  membe r s  c an 
speak, but cannot vote, in the meetings of the Assembly.

(c) The Chairman of the Union is elected annually by ballot 
in the Assembly.  Nominat ions  for  such of f ice may be made 
either by the Council, or by a County Union at a general meet- 
ing,  or  by any twenty-f ive member s  of  the Assembly act ing 
jointly. (The Council elects its own Chairman.)

The following points should be noticed:—
(1) The dose relat ion of the Union to the County Unions, 

ensured by the election of the representative members of the 
Counc i l .  The a r rangement ,  on the  one  hand,  en la rge s  the 
author ity and influence of the local organisations; and, on the 
other, i t  places the central  body in touch with the Churches 
throughout the kingdom. When the Counci l  speaks or act s , 
it can be sure of having a force behind it.

(2)  The large adminis t ra t ive power s  ves ted in the Counci l 
which, acting through committees, can exercise effective control
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and ove r s i gh t  a s  rega rd s  bo th  gene r a l  po l i cy  and  de t a i l ed 
administration.

(3) The new policy that has come in with the new organi- 
s a t i on .  Fo r  many  yea r s ,  a s  s hown e l s ewhe re, 20 t he  Un ion 
careful ly avoided incur r ing any responsibi l i ty for  the main- 
tenance or direction of the var ious societies organised to serve 
denominational  interest s .  Societ ies  once connected with the 
Union were cut  adr i f t ,  and le f t  to take their  own cour se in 
pract ica l  independence.  But now the t ide has  tur ned again. 
The policy of the last half-century is discarded, and “it is hoped 
that at an early date the work of the Congregational Church 
Aid  and  Home Mi s s iona r y  Soc ie ty,  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l 
Pas tor s ’ Ret i r ing Fund,  and of  the  Engl i sh  Cong regat iona l 
Chapel  Bui lding Society,  may be trans fer red to the Union.” 
It is  also suggested that the work of two other societies—the 
Young People ’s  Union and the Cong regat iona l  Tota l  Abst i- 
nence Assoc ia t ion—should be t rans fer red to commit tees  o f 
the Counci l  o f  the Union. 21 The pol icy of  the future,  i t  i s 
clear, is to be a policy of centralisation.

( 4 )  A s  a n  I n c o r p o r a t e d  B o d y — i t  wa s  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n 
November, 1902—the Union can now act as trustee for property, 
whether in chapel buildings or in other forms; and it is making 
u se  o f  i t s  power s .  Such  an  a r r angement  ha s  some d i s t inc t 
advantages .  For (a )  i t  provides  an ef f ic ient sa feguard against 
loss ,  a l ienat ion, neglect ,  and the var ious accidents  to which 
a chang ing body of local  trustees must a lways be l iable.  And 
( b )  t h e  t r u s t  i s  p e r manen t .  No  va c anc i e s  a re  c re a t ed  by 
death or removal, and the expense and trouble of new appoint- 
ments  a re  avoided.  Agains t  some of  the r i sks  and respons i- 
bi l i t ies  that trusteeship might be held to involve, the Union 
has  been care fu l  to  protect  i t se l f .  I t  does  not  under take to 
erect ,  maintain,  or insure bui ldings on s i tes  held in trust ;  i t 
accepts  no l iabi l i ty  for  debts ,  however incur red;  i t  dec l ines 
to car ry on the work of a Church, or to administer its aff air s. 
But, such restr ict ions notwithstanding, the effect of the new 
ar rangement must be to increase the power of the central body, 
and to strengthen its influence, if not its actual authority.

20 See infra,pp. 718–720.
21 Congregational Year Book, 1906, xxi.–xxii.
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CHAPTER IV

THE DECLARATION OF FAITH AND ORDER
The Declaration of 1833 not a Creed or a Confe ssion,  but a 

Statement  intended for  General  Information—Modif ica- 
tions in the Fir st Draft—Contrast between the Declara- 
tion of  1833  and the  Savoy Declaration of  1658—waning 
of  Calvini sm—Change in  Conceptions  of  the  Nature  and 
Purpose of the Christian Sacraments.

I

THE Cong regat ional  Union was for med and i t s  const i tu-
t ion  de te r mined  by  a  vo te  o f  the  Genera l  Mee t ing  o f 

Cong rega t iona l  Min i s t e r s  and  De lega t e s  he ld  on  Tue sday, 
May 8,1832. Towards the close of the meeting the Rev. John 
Angel l  James submitted a paper conta ining a Declarat ion of 
the Pr inciples of Faith and Order of the Congregational Body,1 
which ,  he  s a id ,  had  been drawn up by  “an ind iv idua l” 2 a t 
the  reques t  o f  s evered  bre thren  in  town and count r y.  The 
Declarat ion was read by the consent of the Assembly. At the 
adjourned meeting on Fr iday, May 11, with the Rev. T. P. Bull 
in the chair,  i t  was resolved unanimously,  on the motion of 
the Rev. H. F.  Burder,  D.D.,  seconded by the Rev. Thomas 
James—

“ T h a t  t h i s  m e e t i n g  r e s p e c t f u l l y  i nv i t e  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e 
Associated Ministers and Churches on the following questions:—

“Whether, in accordance with the example of our Nonconformist

1 Thi s  phra se—“the  Cong rega t iona l  Body”—frequent ly  occur s 
in  the contemporar y accounts  of  the proceedings  connected with 
the for mat ion of  the Union and i t s  ear ly  hi s tor y.  The phrase  was 
l ikely to provoke the just suspicion and hosti l ity of those who were 
zealous for the independence of the Churches. It was alien not only to 
Congregational traditions, but to Congregational principles. See p. 690.

2 The Rev.  George Redford.  Waddington,  iv.  (1800–1850) ,  361, 
note. Stoughton, Reminiscences of Congregationalism., 48–49.
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ance s t o r s , 3 i t  b e  d e s i r a b l e  t o  p r e s e n t  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  a  d e c l a r a t i on 
o f  the  l e ad ing  a r t i c l e s  o f  our  f a i th  and  d i s c ip l ine ;  and  whether, 
i f  i t  be deemed desirable,  that  declarat ion should be made by such 
a  s t a t ement  a s  the  fo l lowing ,  which  ha s  been  read ,  bu t  no t  d i s - 
cussed, in the meeting of the Union, subject to such modif icat ions 
a s  may be  sugges ted ,  and genera l ly  ag reed on a t  the  next  annua l 
meeting.”

I t  was  a l so moved by Dr.  J.  Ba ldwin Brown, seconded by 
the Rev. Dr. Bennett, and carried unanimously—

“ T h a t  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  b e  i n s t r u c t e d  t o  p r e p a r e  a  l e t t e r  t o 
accompany  the  p roposed  dec l a r a t ion ,  c a re fu l l y  s t a t ing  i t s  ob jec t 
t o  be,  t he  commun ic a t i ng  o f  i n fo r ma t ion  to  the  pub l i c  on  the 
doc t r ine s  gene r a l l y  he ld  and  ma in t a ined  by  the  Cong rega t iona l 
denominat ion,  a t  a  per iod when so much ignorance and mis inter- 
pretation prevail upon these subjects.’4

At the f ir st meeting of the Union on May 7, 1833, of which 
the Rev.  Joseph Gi lber t ,  of  Nott ingham, was chair man, the 
committee were able to repor t that the Declaration had “met 
wi th  the  genera l  approbat ion o f  the  Churches ,” and i t  was 
re fe r red  to  a  sub-commit tee  cons i s t ing  o f  the  Rev.  Jo seph 
Gilbert, the Rev. Dr. Wardlaw, and the Rev. G. Redford, with 
the  s ec re t a r i e s ,  fo r  f ina l  rev i s ion ;  the  s i t t ing s  o f  the  sub- 
commit tee  were  to  be “open” s i t t ings .  On Fr iday,  May 10,

3 In 1596 the Congregational exiles in Holland and their brethren 
in London published, in a small quar to of twenty-two pages, A True 
Confession of their Faith, to clear themselves from “those unchr istian 
slanders of heresy, schism, pr ide, obstinacy, etc.,” to which they had 
been subjected. On September 29, 1658, about two hundred Congre- 
gational ministers and “Messengers” met in London, and agreed upon 
A De c l a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Fa i t h  a n d  O rd e r  own e d  a n d  p r a c t i s e d  i n  t h e 
Congregat ional Churches in England.  This was the Savoy Declaration. 
See ante, pp. 383–390.

4 Congregational Magazine,  June, 1832,381–382. In the letter which 
accompanied the declarat ion, i t  i s  sa id that  such a document “was 
but litt le required for our own information, and must necessar ily be 
an imperfect statement of the sentiments held by us, in proportion as 
i t  may descend in i t s  appl ica t ion to indiv idua l s .  S t i l l  i t  was  con- 
cluded that, for the information of others, not of our denomination, 
it was essentially requisite, at the present time, when such revolutions 
of opinion and extraordinary changes are occur r ing, and also while 
such misapprehension, and even gross misrepresentation, exist, respect- 
ing our rea l  character.  I t  was s ta ted by severa l  brethren,  that  they 
were persuaded a very large proportion of our countrymen take us to 
be either Socinians or Methodists.” Ibid., July, 1832,442.
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the sub-committee brought up i t s  repor t ,  and i t  was  moved 
by the Rev. Archibald Douglas, of Reading, and seconded by 
Mr. R. Law, of London, and resolved unanimously—

“Tha t  t h e  Dec l a r a t i on  o f  F a i t h  and  Orde r,  a s  rev i s ed  by  t he 
Sub-Committee and the present meeting, be adopted as the Declara- 
tion of the Congregational Body.”5

The  Dec l a r a t i on ,  a s  f i n a l l y  a dop t ed ,  c on s i s t s  o f  s even 
Preliminary Notes, twenty Doctr inal Propositions descr ibed as 
“Pr inciples of Relig ion,” and thir teen “Pr inciples of Church 
Orde r  and  Di s c ip l ine.” 6 I t  i s  remarkabl e  tha t  a  document 
cover ing so large a  number of  controver s ia l  subject s  should 
have passed such an Assembly with so br ief a discussion. But 
it was not a creed to be subscr ibed by ministers and Churches 
as a condit ion of member ship of the Union. It  was not even 
a confession of the belief of the minister s and delegates who 
adopted i t .  I t  was s imply a s tatement,  “for general  informa- 
tion,” of “what is  commonly believed” among Congregation- 
a l i s t s ; 7 and in one of  the Pre l iminar y Notes  of  the or ig ina l 
document the Assembly was pledged to nothing more than its 
genera l  and substant ia l  accuracy as  a  s tatement of  f act .  This 
Note, which was cancelled before the Declaration was f inal ly 
adopted, was in the following terms:—

“ I t  i s  n o t  t o  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  wo rd i n g  o f 
the  fo l lowing  s t a t ement  ha s  been  approved  by  the  who le  Body, 8 
but  tha t  i t  i s  mere ly  the  l anguage of  an indiv idua l ,  and approved 
in  the  ma in  by  those  who submi t  i t 9 a s  a  dec l a r a t ion  o f  wha t  i s 
be l ieved and prac t i sed throughout  the  Cong regat iona l  denomina- 
tion.”10 

Wi th  the  excep t ion  o f  ve rba l  amendment s ,  the  change s

5 Congregational Magazine, June, 1833, 377–378.
6 For the or iginal draft of the Declaration, see ibid., July, 1832, 442– 

446. The Declaration, as adopted by the Union, was published for the 
Congregational Union in 1833—Declaration of the Faith, Church Order, 
and Dis c ip l ine o f  the Congregat ional  o r  Independent  Dissente r s,  adopted 
at the Annual Meeting of the Congregational Union, May, 1833. It is pub- 
lished annually in the Congregational Year Book: e.g., 1906, 604–608.

7 Preliminary Notes, 5; Declaration, 4.
8 i.e. of Congregationalists.
9 i.e. to the Assembly.
10 Pre l iminary Notes ,  5,  in or ig inal  draf t  of  the Declarat ion. Con- 

gregational Magazine, July, 1832, 443.



702 THE DECLARATION OF

made by the committee of  revis ion were very few, and only 
two or three of these were of any serious importance.11

In def ining the belief of the Congregational Churches con- 
cerning God, the draftsman of the Declaration—Dr. Redford, 
of Worcester—had spoken of “Father,  Son, and Holy Ghost ; 
to each of  which Divine  Pe r sons  are  a t t r ibuted the same in- 
f inite and immutable properties, perfections, and prerogatives.” 
He added, “The mode of the divine existence as a Tr ini ty in 
Unity  they profess  not to under stand; the f act  they cordia l ly 
be l i eve.” 12 In  the  rev i sed  Dec l a r a t ion  the  de f in i t ion  i s  re- 
con s t r uc t ed  so  a s  t o  avo id  t he  u s e  o f  t he  t e r ms  “Div ine 
Persons” and “Trinity in Unity.”13

The reviser s,  while accepting Dr. Redford’s statement that, 
according to the theology of  Cong regat ional  Churches ,  “a l l 
mankind are bom in sin, and that a f atal inclination to moral 
evil ,  utterly incurable by human 14 means, is  inherent in every 
descendant of Adam,” appear to have been doubtful  whether 
Cong regat iona l i s t s  be l ieved tha t  the  f a l l  o f  Adam “ invo lved 
h imse l f  and a l l  h i s  pos t e r i ty  in  a  s ta t e  o f  gu i l t  and deprav i ty .” 15 
About  the  theor y  o f  he red i t a r y  “deprav i t y” they  s een i  to 
have been cer tain; but about the theory of hereditary “guilt” 
t h ey  f e l t  h e s i t a t i on ;  and  i n s t e ad  o f  t h e  wo rd s  i t a l i c i s ed , 
which appeared in the or ig inal document, they prefer red the 
vague statement that Adam “involved al l  his  poster i ty in the 
consequences of that fall.”16

11 Clause 7 of the Prel iminary Notes  in the or ig inal  draft  was a l so 
dropped. It ran as follows: “They deprecate the use of the following 
statement as a standard to which assent should be required, though 
they have no doubt as to the general prevalence of these pr inciples 
throughout the Churches.” Congregational Magazine, 1832, 443.

12 Principles of Religion, iii.; ibid., 443.
13 “They  be l i eve  tha t  God i s  revea l ed  in  the  Sc r ip tu re s  a s  the 

Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and that to each are attr ibuted 
the  same Div ine  proper t ie s  and per fec t ions .  The doct r ine  o f  the 
Divine exi s tence,  a s  above s ta ted,  they cordia l ly  be l ieve,  wi thout 
attempting to explain.” Principles of Religion, iii.; Declaration, 5.

It  would be inaccurate to attr ibute this change of wording to any 
Sabellian tendencies; it probably arose from an unwillingness to employ, 
in relation to the mystery of the divine life, terms which are not found 
in Scripture, and which are confessedly inadequate.

14 Dr.  Redford had wr i t ten “ f in i te,” and probably  meant  i t .  He 
wanted to say that no power less than the divine could recover man 
f rom s in .  Pr in c ip l e s  o f  Re l i g ion ,  v i . ;  Congrega t iona l  Magazine ,  1832, 
443.

15 Ibid., v.; ibid., 443.
16 Ibid., v.; Declaration, 6.
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Some changes  were  a l so  made in  the  de f in i t ion re fer r ing 
to the Atonement of  our Lord and to Just i f icat ion by f a i th. 
Dr. Redford had wr itten that “by His obedience to the divine 
l aw whi le  He l ived ,  and by  Hi s  su f f e r ing s  unto  dea th ,  He 
(our Lord) mer itor iously ‘obtained eternal redemption for us,’ 
h av ing  the reby  s a t i s f i e d  d i v i n e  j u s t i c e ,  ‘magn i f i ed  the  l aw,’ 
a n d  ‘ b ro u g h t  i n  eve r l a s t i n g  r i g h t e o u s n e s s .’” A s  f i n a l l y 
adopted, the words in italics were replaced by the words “vin- 
d i c a t ed  and  i l l u s t r a t ed  d iv ine  ju s t i c e.” 17 Dr.  Red fo rd  had 
wr itten that ,  according to the bel ief  of Congregational i s t s— 
“We  a re  j u s t i f i e d  t h rough  f a i t h  i n  Ch r i s t ,  a nd  t h a t  no t 
o f  o u r s e l v e s ;  ‘ i t  i s  t h e  g i f t  o f  G o d .’ ” T h e  r e v i s e r s 
p re f e r red  to  s ay  th a t—“We a re  j u s t i f i ed  th rough  f a i t h  i n 
Chr i s t ,  a s  ‘ the  Lord  ou r  r i gh t eousne s s ,’ and not  ‘by  the  wo rk s 
of the law.’”18

To the  s t a tement  tha t  “Chr i s t  wi l l  f ina l ly  come to  judge 
the  who l e  human  r a ce,” they  added  the  impor t an t  word s 
“according to their works.”19

The  change  in  the  a r t i c l e  on  Ju s t i f i c a t ion  wa s  p robably 
made  in  the  in te re s t  o f  the  t r ad i t iona l  doc t r ine,  tha t  God 
justif ies all believers by imputing to them the r ighteousness of 
Chr i s t ,  a l though the theor y of  imputa t ion i s  not  expl ic i t ly 
a s ser ted.  Al l  the other  changes  were intended to cover  the 
dissatis f action with which many Congregationalists had come 
to regard some of the definitions of the orthodox andCalvinistic 
theology.

II

The  con t r a s t  b e tween  t he  Dec l a r a t i on  o f  1833  and  t h e 
Declarat ion of  1658 i s  ver y remarkable and ins truct ive.  The 
men who met at the Savoy had been educated at Oxford and 
Cambr idge ;  many o f  them had been Fe l lows  o f  the i r  Col- 
leges ;  some of  them had he ld high Univer s i ty  of f ices ;  they 
were  s cho l a r s  and  theo log i an s .  I t  wa s  ha rd l y  po s s i b l e  fo r 
them to make a declaration of their f aith except in elaborate 
def initions and in the technical phrases which had been tr ied 
and tested by the f i res  of  controver sy.  The men who met in

17 Pr in c i p l e s  o f  Re l i g i on ,  x . ;  Cong r e ga t i ona l  Magaz ine ,  1832 ,  444 ; 
Declaration, 7.

18 Ibid., xiii.; ibid., 1832, 444; ibid., 6.
19 Ibid., xix.; ibid., 1832, 444; ibid., 8.
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the Cong regat ional  Librar y,  though there were scholar s  and 
theo log i an s  among  them,  were  fo r  the  mos t  p a r t  popu l a r 
p reacher s ,  ch i ld ren  o f  the  Reviva l ;  the  ea r ly  educa t ion  o f 
some of them had been imperfect; very few of them had had 
the  l e i su re  fo r  deep  re sea rch ;  ve r y  f ew o f  them had  been 
di sc ip l ined to severe  accuracy of  thought .  They cared ver y 
l i t t l e  for  the  subt le t ie s  and re f inement s  which had d iv ided 
Pro te s t an t  theo log i an s .  They  were  anx ious  about  the  sub- 
s t ance  o f  Chr i s t i an  t r u th ;  they  were  ind i f f e ren t—perhap s 
too  ind i f f e ren t—to the  in te l l ec tua l  fo r ms  in  which  i t  wa s 
e xp re s s e d .  The  S avoy  Dec l a r a t i on  wa s  d e s c r i b ed  by  t h e 
secretar ies of the Congregational Union as “almost obsolete,” 
as “most or thodox,” but “too wordy and too much extended, 
for  the  pur pose” which the  new Dec la ra t ion was  in tended 
to accomplish. 20 The dif ferences between the ear l ier and the 
la ter  Confes s ions  are  par t ly  expla ined by the di f ferences  in 
intellectual cultivation and intellectual habits which separated 
the Cong regat iona l i s t s  o f  the seventeenth centur y f rom the 
Congregationalists of the nineteenth.

B u t  o n l y  p a r t l y.  Fo r  t wo  g e n e r a t i o n s  t h e  C o n g r e g a - 
t ional  Churches had been g radual ly dr i f t ing away from their 
traditional Calvinism.

Among the mini s ter s  who were present  in  the Cong rega- 
t ional Library when the Declaration was adopted, there were 
some who “could not be called Calvinists in any proper sense 
o f  the  des igna t ion .  Rather,  they  approached the  Ar minian 
s t andpo in t .” 21 I t  i s  p robab l e  t h a t  a  s t i l l  l a r g e r  numbe r— 
perhaps  the  ma jor i ty—supposed  tha t  they  were  Ca lv in i s t s , 
but had admitted into their creed bel iefs  which were incon- 
s i s tent  with the fundamenta l  a s sumptions  and character i s t ic 
conc lu s ion s  o f  Ca l v in i sm .  They  had  no t  con s c iou s l y  and 
frankly rejected the theology of their ecclesiast ical ancestor s, 
but it was no longer the accurate expression of their true faith. 
When they approached the cr itical ar ticles of the system they 
we re  i l l  a t  e a s e.  They  c l ung  to  t he  sub s t ance  o f  t he  o l d 
f aith, but the traditional and author itative def initions seemed 
too hard  and uncompromis ing :  they  thought  i t  pos s ible  to 
express the same truth in a form more tolerable by expressing 
i t  more  vague ly.  They  d id  no t  know tha t  the i r  Ca lv in i sm

20 Congregational Magazine, 1832, 442.
21 Stoughton, Reminiscences of Congregationalism, 53.
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was decaying, and that as yet they had found no other system 
that satisfied them.

There were some vig i lant theolog ians, l ike Richard Winter 
Hamilton, of  Leeds,  who saw clear ly the dr i f t  of  Cong rega- 
t iona l  thought . .  “I  am no accuser,” he sa id ,  “but  I  do fear 
that  there i s  creeping among us a ref ining method as  to the 
g rea t  propoundings  o f  the gospe l .  The fu l l -blooded dogma 
of the old school must be revived.  .   .   .  Our Congregat ional 
Union symbol  o f  f a i th  i s  to  me unsa t i s f ac tor y  and l ament- 
able.”22 Hamilton was a man of s ingular ly vigorous intel lect , 
a  g re a t  w i t ,  an  exce l l en t  c l a s s i c a l  s cho l a r,  and  a  l e a r ned 
dogmatic theolog ian.  With a s ty le which sometimes became 
As i a t i c  in  i t s  o s t en t a t iou s  g l i t t e r  and  sp l endour,  he  had  a 
mascul ine under s tanding,  and was  ver y impat ient  of  vague- 
ne s s  o f  doc t r ina l  thought  and  doc t r ina l  s t a tement ;  and  he 
s aw  t h a t  m a ny  o f  t h e  a r t i c l e s  o f  t h e  D e c l a r a t i o n  we re 
i n t en t i ona l l y  vague.  They  we re  mean t  t o  be  Tr in i t a r i an , 
bu t  t h ey  wa n t e d  t h e  f i r m n e s s  a n d  c o u r a g e  o f  g e nu i n e 
A th an a s i a n i sm ;  a  S a b e l l i a n  who  wa s  no t  t oo  s c r upu l ou s 
m igh t  a c c ep t  t h em w i thou t  d i f f i c u l t y.  They  we re  mean t 
t o  b e  C a l v i n i s t i c ;  bu t  t h e  C a l v i n i s m  wa s  t i m i d ,  a l m o s t 
apo loge t i c,  a s  i f  there  had  been an  anx ie ty  on the  pa r t  o f 
t he  Un ion  no t  t o  p rovoke  Ar min i an  ho s t i l i t y. 23 And  th i s 
want  of  theolog ica l  prec i s ion in the Declara t ion accurate ly 
represents the mind of the English Congregational Churches 
in 1833.

22 Letter to Algernon Wells, quoted by Dr. Stoughton, Reminiscences 
of Congregationalism, 53.

23 The halt ing English of Ar ticle XIV. probably resulted from the 
want of firmness and decision in the theology of the revising committee. 
“They believe that al l  who wil l  be saved were the objects of God’s 
eternal and electing love, and were g iven by an act of divine sove- 
reignty to the Son of God; which in no way interferes with the system 
of means, nor with the grounds of human responsibility; being wholly 
unrevealed as to its objects, and not a rule of human duty.” Dec lara- 
t ion ,  7.  Why the revis ion committee gave the ar t ic le thi s  for m, or 
what  i t  means ,  i s  not  ver y  apparent .  Dr.  Redford  had wr i t ten  i t 
di f ferent ly:—“They bel ieve that a l l  who wil l  be f inal ly saved were 
the objects of God’s eternal and electing love, and were g iven by an 
ac t  o f  d iv ine sovere ignty to  the Son of  God;  but  tha t  th i s  ac t  o f 
sovereignty in no way interferes with the system of means, nor with 
the g rounds of human responsibi l i ty, being wholly unrevealed as to 
i t s  object s ,  and there fore incapable  of  becoming a  ru le  of  human 
duty.” Pr in c i p l e s  o f  Re l i g i on ,  x iv.  5  Cong r e ga t i ona l  Magaz ine ,  1832 , 
444.
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III

Another instruct ive i l lus trat ion of  the g reat  change which 
had passed upon Congregational theology since the Common- 
wealth, is to be found in the ar ticle on Baptism and the Lord’s 
Suppe r.  The  Savoy  Cong rega t iona l i s t s  h ad  adop ted ,  w i th 
some modif ications, the three def initions of the “Sacraments,” 
“ B a p t i s m ,” a n d  “ t h e  L o rd ’s  S u p p e r ,” d r aw n  u p  by  t h e 
Westminster Assembly. These def initions contain an elaborate 
theory of the nature and power of the Chr ist ian Sacraments, 
and express the conclusions at  which Calvinist ic theolog ians 
had  a r r ived  a s  the  re su l t  o f  p ro t r ac t ed  con t rove r s i e s  w i th 
Romani s t s  and  Zwing l i an s .  The a r t i c l e  in  the  Dec la ra t ion 
of 1833 is very brief. It reads:—

“They  be l i eve  in  the  pe r pe tua l  obl i g a t ion  o f  Bap t i sm and  the 
Lord ’s  Supper ;  the  fo r mer  to  be  admin i s t e red  to  a l l  conver t s  to 
Chr i s t iani ty and their  chi ldren,  by the appl icat ion of  water  to the 
sub jec t ,  ‘ in  the  name o f  the  Fa the r,  and  o f  the  Son ,  and  o f  the 
Holy Ghost’ ;  and the latter to be celebrated by Chr ist ian Churches 
as a token of faith in the Saviour, and of brotherly love.”24

The Calv in i s t ic  concept ion of  the  two Sacraments  which 
had been held by Robert Browne and all the earlier Congrega- 
t iona l i s t s ,  by  John Owen and the  g rea t  Cong rega t iona l i s t s 
o f  the  Commonwea l th ,  had been abandoned;  and no other 
definite theory had taken its place.

The elder Congregational i s t s  bel ieved—to quote the words 
of the Savoy Declaration—that—

“ B a p t i s m  i s  a  S a c r a m e n t  o f  t h e  N ew  Te s t a m e n t ,  o r d a i n e d 
by  Je su s  Chr i s t  to  be  unto  the  pa r ty  bap t i zed  a  s i gn  and  sea l  o f 
the Covenant of Grace; of his ingrafting into Chr ist, of regeneration, 
of  remiss ion of  s ins ,  and of  hi s  g iv ing up unto God through Jesus 
Chr i s t  to  wa lk  in  newnes s  o f  l i f e.   .   .   .  The  e f f i c acy  o f  Bap t i sm 
i s  not t ied to that  moment of  t ime wherein i t  i s  adminis tered,  yet 
no tw i th s t and ing ,  by  the  r i gh t  u s e  o f  t h i s  Ord inance,  t he  g r a ce 
promi sed  i s  not  on ly  o f fe red ,  but  rea l l y  exh ib i ted  and confe r red 
by  the  Ho ly  Ghos t  to  such  (whe the r  o f  age,  o r  In f an t s )  a s  tha t 
g race belongeth unto, according to the counsel  of  God’s  own Wil l 
in his appointed time.”25

24 Principles of Religion, xviii.; Declaration, 8.
25 Declaration of the Faith and Order, etc., chap, xxix., 20.



 FAITH AND ORDER 707

They  s aw tha t  the i r  concep t ion  o f  the  Sac r ament  migh t 
ea s i ly  be per ver ted into the coar se,  mechanica l  concept ion 
o f  i t  wh ich  wa s  p reva l en t  in  the  Roman  Church  and  the 
Eng l i sh  Church,  and they there fore  in ser ted  the  fo l lowing 
caution:—

“Although it be a g reat sin to contemn or neglect this Ordinance, 
ye t  g r a ce  and  s a l va t ion  a re  no t  so  in s epa r ab l y  annexed  un to  i t , 
a s  that  no per son can be regenera ted or  saved without  i t ;  or  that 
all that are baptized, are undoubtedly regenerated.”26

That  they should have thought  i t  neces sa r y  to  inser t  th i s 
caution is  a decis ive proof of the objective value which they 
attributed to the Sacrament.

The Declara t ion of  1833 makes  no at tempt to expla in the 
mean ing  o f  bap t i sm;  i t  doe s  no th ing  more  than  de f ine  i t s 
sub jec t s—“conver t s  to  Chr i s t i an i ty  and the i r  ch i ldren”;  i t s 
mode—“by the  app l ica t ion o f  water  to  the  sub jec t  ‘ in  the 
name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’”; and 
its “perpetual obligation.”27

I t s  account of  the Lord’s  Supper  i s ,  i f  poss ible,  s t i l l  more 
unsa t i s f ac tor y.  I t  a f f i r ms  a  theor y  o f  the  r i te  which leaves 
absolutely nothing in i t  but the express ion of the subject ive 
re l ig ious l i fe  of  those who take par t  in i t ;  i t  i s  “to be cele- 
brated by Chr istian Churches as a token of fai th in the Saviour, 
and o f  b ro the r ly  l ove .” Thi s  i s  to  make i t  nothing more than 
the signing of a Confession of Faith, and the singing of a hymn 
conta in ing  expre s s ions  o f  love  fo r  the  s a in t s .  The  charac- 
t e r i s t i c  idea  o f  a  s a c r ament  a s  a  reve l a t ion  o f  Chr i s t  in  a 
symbolic act, is wholly lost.28

The  S avoy  Dec l a r a t i on ,  on  t h e  o t h e r  h and ,  g ive s  t h i s 
account of Sacraments in general:—

“I .  S a c r amen t s  a re  ho l y  S i gn s  a nd  S e a l s  o f  t h e  Coven an t  o f 
G r a c e ,  immed i a t e l y  i n s t i t u t ed  by  Ch r i s t  t o  re p re s en t  h im  and 
his  benef i t s , 29 and to conf ir m our interest  in him, and solemnly to 
engage us  to the ser vice of  God in Chr i s t  according to hi s  Word.

26 Declaration of the Faith and Order, etc., chap, xxix., 20
27 Pr i n c i p l e s  o f  Re l i g i o n ,  xv i i i . ;  Dec l a ra t i o n ,  8 .  Fo r  a  s t a t emen t 

of a theory of baptism which is probably now held by a considerable 
number of Congregationalists, see the chapter on the Chr istian Sacra- 
ments in R. W. Dale, Manual of Congregational Principles, 126–141.

28 Ibid., xviii.; ibid., 8.
29 Not to represent our faith and love.



708 THE DECLARATION OF

“II .  There  i s  in  ever y  Sacrament  a  sp i r i tua l  re l a t ion ,  or  s ac ra- 
menta l 30 union between the  s ign and the  th ing s ign i f ied ;  whence 
it comes to pass, that the names and effects of the one are attr ibuted 
to the other.

“ I I I .  The  g r a c e  wh i ch  i s  e xh i b i t e d  i n  o r  by  t h e  S a c r amen t s 
r ight ly used, i s  not conf ined by any power in them,31 neither doth 
the  e f f i c acy  o f  a  Sac r ament  depend  upon the  p ie ty  o r  in ten t ion 
of  him that  doth adminis ter  i t , 32 but  upon the work of  the Spir i t , 
and the word of  Ins t i tut ion,  which conta ins  together  wi th a  Pre- 
cept  author i s ing  the  use  thereof ,  a  Promise  o f  bene f i t  to  wor thy 
receivers.”33

Of the Lord’s Supper the Savoy theologians declare that—

“ I .  O u r  L o rd  J e s u s  i n  t h e  n i g h t  w h e r e i n  h e  wa s  b e t r aye d , 
ins t i tuted the Sacrament of  hi s  Body and Blood,  ca l led the Lord’s 
Supper, to be observed in his Churches unto the end of the world— 
[Why?  A s  a  t oken  o f  ou r  f a i t h  i n  t h e  S av iou r  and  o f  ou r  l ove 
fo r  e a ch  o the r ?  No ;  bu t ]—fo r  the  pe r pe tua l  remembrance,  and 
shewing for th of  the Sacr i f ice  of  himsel f  in hi s  death,  the sea l ing 
of  a l l  benef i t s  thereof  unto true bel iever s ,  their  spir i tua l  nour i sh- 
ment ,  and g rowth in  h im,  the i r  fur ther  engagement  in  and to  a l l 
dut ies  which they owe unto him, and to be a  bond and pledge of 
their communion with him and with each other.”

“ V I I .  Wo r t hy  R e c e ive r s  o u t wa rd l y  p a r t a k i n g  o f  t h e  v i s i b l e 
E l e m e n t s  i n  t h i s  S a c r a m e n t ,  d o  t h e n  a l s o  i n wa rd l y  by  F a i t h , 
rea l ly  and indeed,  yet  not  car na l ly  and cor pora l ly,  but  sp i r i tua l ly, 
receive and feed upon Chr ist crucif ied, and all benef its of his death; 
the Body and Blood of Chr ist being then not corporally or carnally 
in,  with,  or under the Bread or Wine; yet  as  rea l ly,  but spir i tual ly 
present to the Faith of Believer s in that Ordinance, as the Elements 
themselves are to their outward senses.”34

The t rans i t ion f rom the doct r ine  o f  the  Sacrament s  con- 
ta ined in the Savoy Declara t ion to the doctr ine of  the De- 
c l a r a t i on  o f  1833  had  been  g r adua l .  E a r l y  i n  t he  p re s en t 
century the traditional theory of the objective element in the 
Sacraments  s t i l l  survived,  but  the subject ive theory of  their

30 Hanbu r y,  Hi s t o r i c a l  Memo r i a l s ,  i i i .  5 4 3,  h a s  “ f und amen t a l ” 
fo r  “ s ac r amenta l”—an obv ious  mi sp r in t ,  a s  “ s ac r amenta l” i s  no t 
only in the or iginal here, but also in the corresponding passage of the 
Westminster Confession.

31 But there i s  g race confes sed;  and to “exhibi t” does  not  mean 
merely to “show,” but to “administer” or “impart.”

32 Bu t  the re  i s  e f f i c a c y ,  o f  wh ich  the  Dec l a r a t ion  o f  1833  s ay s 
nothing.

33 Declaration of the Faith and Order, etc., chap, xxviii., 19.
34 Ibid., chap, xxx., 20–21.
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mean ing  was  s ecur ing  a s cendency.  Dr.  Pye  Smi th  and  Dr. 
Halley frankly renounced the earl ier posit ion, and they were 
fo l lowed by  the  overwhe lming  ma jor i ty  o f  the  Cong rega- 
t ional  minis ter s  of  the las t  generat ion. In more recent year s 
there has  been a  react ion in f avour of  the centra l  pr incip le 
of the Savoy theology, which insi s ted on the object ive value 
both of Baptism and of the Lord’s Supper ; but i t  i s  probable 
that  the sacramenta l  a r t ic le  o f  the Declara t ion of  1833 s t i l l 
represents the general belief of English Congregationalists.
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CHAPTER V

THE WORK OF THE CONGREGATIONAL UNION OF 
ENGLAND AND WALES

Visit op Dr. Reed and Dr. Matheson to the United States and 
Canada—Congregational Churches in Canada—Appeals for 
Help  from Canada and Austral ia—Proposal  to  Establ i sh 
an Independent Society for Colonial Missions—The Society 
adopted by the Congregational Union—work of the Society 
—Its Relatons to the Union—The Home Missionary Society; 
its Adoption by the Union—The Irish Evangelical Society— 
The Congregational Board of Education—Chapel Building 
Soc i ety—Pastor s ’ In surance  A id  Soc i ety—The  Soc i et i e s 
s e parate d  f rom  th e  U ni on — p ubl i cat i on s  of  th e  U ni on 
— M agaz i ne s  t ran s f e rre d  to  Tru ste e s — H ym nal s  i s sue d 
by  the  Union—Cong regational  L ibrary—Cong regational 
Lecture—The Memorial Hall—Jubilee of the Union.

AT the  meet ing  he ld  in  May,  1832 ,  fo r  cons t i tu t ing  the 
U n i o n  a  l o n g  a n d  c o rd i a l  l e t t e r  wa s  r e a d  f ro m  t h e 

Rev. Dr. Thomas Snell, Secretary of the General Association of 
the Congregational Churches of Massachusetts; at the meeting 
heldinMay, 1833—the f irst annual meeting—an equally fr iendly 
letter was read from the Rev. Dr. Ezra Sti les Ely, the “Stated 
C l e rk” o f  t he  P re sby t e r i an  Church  o f  t he  Un i t ed  S t a t e s ; 
a nd  t h e  Rev.  D r.  S amue l  Cox ,  a n  em inen t  P re s by t e r i a n 
min i s te r  f rom New York ,  addre s sed  the  As sembly.  Dr.  E ly 
proposed an “interchange of delegates” between the Churches 
of  Amer ica and England,  and the proposa l  was  immediate ly 
a c c e p t e d . 1 T h e  c o m m i t t e e  we re  d i r e c t e d  t o  “ m a ke  t h e 
requi s i te  a r rangements  for  endeavour ing to procure two or 
three brethren to proceed to Amer ica, in the spr ing of 1834,

1 See ante, pp. 693–695, and Congregational Magazine, March, 1833, 
184–186.
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so as  to be present at  the meetings of  the General  Assembly 
in Phi ladelphia;  and a l so at  such meetings of  the Congrega- 
t iona l  Body in  New Eng land a s  they  may be  able  to  v i s i t ; 
and  to  co l l ec t  and  communica te  such  in fo r ma t ion  a s  w i l l 
be  mutua l l y  in te re s t ing  re spec t ing  the  s t a te  o f  re l i g ion  in 
bo th  coun t r i e s .” 2 Mr.  ( a f t e rwa rd s  Dr. )  And rew  Reed ,  o f 
L o n d o n ,  a n d  M r.  ( a f t e r wa rd s  D r . )  J a m e s  M a t h e s o n ,  o f 
Durham, consented to under take what Mr. Reed, in his f are- 
we l l  add re s s ,  de s c r ibed  a s  “ the  haza rdous  s e r v i ce.” 3 They 
sa i led f rom Liver pool  in March,  1834,  spent  severa l  months 
in the United States and in Canada, and on their return pub- 
l i s hed  an  a c coun t  o f  t he i r  j ou r ney. 4 The i r  repo r t  on  the 
relig ious condition of Canada gave a powerful impulse to the 
for mation of  the Colonia l  Miss ionary Society a year or two 
later.

A  f ew  Cong re g a t i on a l  Chu rche s  h ad  b e en  f ounded  by 
emig ran t s  f rom New Eng land—Churches  a t  L iver poo l  and 
Chebogue in Nova Scotia,  in 1760 and 1767; at Sheff ield, in 
New B r un sw i ck ,  i n  1762 ;  a t  S t a n s t e a d ,  i n  E a s t  Can ad a , 
in i8i6.5

In  1770 a  house  for  Cong regat iona l  wor ship was  h i red a t 
S t .  John’s ,  Newfoundland,  and a  Mr.  Jones ,  who be longed 
to a  company of  ar t i l ler y s ta t ioned in the town, became i t s 
p a s to r.  In  1775  he  ob t a ined  h i s  d i s cha rge,  and  wa s  regu- 
l a r ly  orda ined to  the mini s t r y.  A chape l  was  bui l t  in  1790; 
and when Mr. Reed and Mr. Matheson vis i ted the colony, i t 
was  under  the  pa s tora te  o f  the  Rev.  D.  S.  Ward ,  who had 
been a  s tudent  a t  Hackney Col lege.  In  1819 a  Church was 
for med in what  were ca l led the Ta lbot  se t t lements ,  by Mr. 
Joseph Silcox, who, before he left England, had been a member 
of the Church at Frome under the pastorate of the Rev. Timothy 
E a s t .  The  Chu rch  con s i s t e d  o f  f i f t y - two  membe r s ;  t h ey 
were scat tered over three townships ,  in each of  which a log 
hou s e  o r  a  b am wa s  u s ed  f o r  a  p re a ch ing- s t a t i on .  I t  wa s 
under  such  cond i t ions  a s  the se  tha t  a  f ew Cong rega t iona l 
Churches were founded in Canada before 1830.6

2 Congregational Magazine, March, 1833, 379.
3 Ibid., April, 1834, 240.
4 A Nar ra t i ve  o f  t h e  V i s i t  t o  t h e  Ame r i c an  Chu r c h e s ,  by  Andrew 

Reed and James Matheson, 1835.
5 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 436–440.
6 Ibid., 432–435, 440–442.
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In December,  1827, a Conference of Presbyter ians ,  Bapti s t s , 
and  Cong rega t i ona l i s t s  wa s  he l d  a t  Mon t re a l ,  and  i t  wa s 
de t e r mined  to  e s t ab l i sh  the  Canada  Educa t ion  and  Home 
Mi s s iona r y  Soc i e ty.  The  p r inc ipa l  ob j ec t s  o f  th i s  Soc i e ty 
were to g ive aid to weak and struggling Churches and to train 
young men for missionary and pastoral work in the Canadian 
c o l o n i e s .  M r .  H e n r y  W i l k e s ,  a  yo u n g  m a n  a b o u t  t o 
s a i l  f o r  Eng l and  to  en t e r  the  Un ive r s i t y  o f  Ed inburgh  in 
order to prosecute his studies for the ministry, was a member 
o f  the  commit tee ;  and he was  author i sed to  do hi s  bes t  to 
induce su i table  mini s ter s—Presbyter ians ,  Bapt i s t s ,  or  Con- 
g regat ional i s t s—to emig rate  to Canada.  He was  a l so autho- 
r i s ed  to  co l l ec t  money to  pay  fo r  the i r  out f i t  and  pa s s age 
money.  The f ina l  and for mal  dec i s ion on the su i tab i l i ty  o f 
any par t icular  minis ter  for colonia l  work lay with the com- 
mittee at  Montreal ;  but the power s entrusted to Mr. Wilkes 
seem to have been pract ica l ly unl imited:  the committee had 
good rea son for  re ly ing on h i s  s agac i ty  and zea l .  With in  a 
very short time he induced four ministers to go out; the Rev. 
J. Gibbs, of Banff , became pastor of the Congregational Church 
a t  S t a n s t e a d  i n  1830 ;  t h e  Rev.  John  Sm i t h ,  o f  G l a s gow, 
became pas tor  o f  Union Church,  Kings ton,  and under took 
the charge of two students; the Rev. Richard Miles, who had 
recently returned from the Cape, formed the f ir st Congrega- 
tional Church at Montreal; and the Rev. Adam Lillie, who had 
been a miss ionary in India but had recently become ass is tant 
to the Rev. John Watson,  of  Musse lburgh,  set t led in Brant- 
ford, and became the chief promoter of an institution for the 
education of young men for the ministry. Mr. Wilkes himself 
had in tended to  se t t l e  a t  Toronto,  but ,  through some mis- 
management, the negotiation for the purchase of the building 
in which he was to preach fell through, and he became pastor 
o f  the  Albany S t ree t  Church a t  Ed inburgh.  He cont inued, 
however, to urge the rel ig ious claims of the colonists  on the 
sympathy of the Scotch and English Churches, and he probably 
did more for Canada at  Edinburgh than he could have done 
at Toronto.7

But a young and unknown man, however zealous and able, 
cou ld ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  do  ver y  l i t t l e  towards  prov id ing  min i s te r s

7 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 446–45 r.
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fo r  a  r ap id l y  inc re a s ing  popu l a t ion ,  s c a t t e red  ove r  a  va s t 
extent  o f  ter r i tor y.  When Dr.  Reed and Dr.  Matheson,  on 
their  retur n to England,  appeared before the Committee of 
the  Cong rega t iona l  Union ,  and  made  the i r  repor t  on  the 
condition of Canada, the committee resolved (Dec. 4,1834)— 
“That the claims of the Canadas be brought under the notice 
of the Director s of the London Missionary Society.” As early 
a s  1811 that  Society  had sent  out  the Rev.  Duncan Dunbar 
as  a  miss ionary to Canada,  and i t  had recent ly voted £100- 
to Mr.  Wilkes .  In response to the appeal  of  the Committee 
of  the Cong regat iona l  Union,  they now voted 1,0 00 to a id 
in supplying the relig ious necessities of those Br itish colonies- 
in which the Engli sh language was spoken. The money was- 
to be distr ibuted by a sub-committee of the Director s of the 
So c i e t y.  Two  men  we re  s e n t  ou t :  Mr.  Wi l l i am  Hayden , 
who was a Home Miss ionary in the neighbourhood of Hull , 
to  Coburgh;  and Mr.  David Dyer,  who seems to have been 
a lay-preacher connected with Barbican Chapel ,  London, to 
Hamilton.8

About the same t ime, the Rev. Wil l iam Jar ret t ,  the pastor 
of a small Church at Sydney, New South Wales, and the Rev. 
Freder ick Miller, pastor of a Church of sixty-three members- 
a t  Hobar t  Town,  appea led to  the  Union on beha l f  o f  Aus- 
t r a l i a .  The  commi t t e e  dec ided  (Feb.  3,  1835 )  t h a t  a s  t he 
London Missionary Society had just voted £1,000 for colonial 
pur poses ,  the Cong regat ional  Union could,  for  the present , 
do nothing.

Bu t  t h e  s ub j e c t  wa s  no t  a l l owed  t o  d rop.  I t  c ame  up - 
at least three times at committee meetings held in the course 
o f  1835.  A t  a  mee t i n g  h e l d  on  Novembe r  3,  “ re f e re n c e 
was made to some plans adopted or under considerat ion, by- 
c ommi t t e e s  d i s t i n c t  f r om  t h e  Un i on ;  bu t  no  re so lu t ion  wa s - 
adopted.”9

I t  wa s  t h i s  i n d e p e n d e n t  m ove m e n t  t h a t  l e d  t h e  c o m - 
mit tee to take act ion.  The scheme for  founding the colony 
o f  Sou th  Au s t r a l i a  wa s  a t t r a c t i ng  con s i de r ab l e  a t t en t i on , 
especia l ly among Congregat ional i s t s ,  and severa l  young men 
be long ing  to  Mr.  Bur ney ’s  cong rega t ion  were  th ink ing  o f 
becoming  co lon i s t s .  Mr.  B inney  became deep ly  in te re s t ed

8 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 440, 457–458.
9 Ibid., 459–464.
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in the whole ques t ion of  coloni sa t ion;  h i s  imag inat ion was 
f illed with visions of the greatness to which the young nations 
that  were being created by Br i t i sh enter pr i se and adventure 
were  de s t ined ;  he  be l i eved  tha t  in  a  cen tu r y  o r  two they 
wou l d  h ave  immen s e  popu l a t i on s  a nd  immen s e  ma t e r i a l 
resources;  and it  seemed to him that to endeavour to inspire 
them in the early year s of their history with loyalty to Chr ist 
and a  hear ty  f a i th in those sp i r i tua l  pr incip les  which l ie  a t 
the foundat ion of  the Cong regat ional  pol i ty was one of  the 
most urgent duties of the Congregational Churches in England.

As  the  Cong rega t iona l  Un ion  he s i t a t ed  to  do  any th ing , 
and  a s  the  London Mi s s iona r y  Soc ie ty  dec l ined  to  accep t 
any per manent  obl iga t ions  to  mainta in  mis s ionar ie s  and to 
a id Churches  in the colonies ,  he deter mined to take act ion 
himsel f .  He and a few of his  fr iends determined to establ i sh 
a  Co lon i a l  Mi s s i ona r y  Soc i e t y.  A  P rov i s i ona l  Commi t t e e 
was for med, and a meet ing for const i tut ing the Society was 
advertised for Friday, May 13, 1836.

But  the  men who were  anx ious  tha t  the  Cong rega t iona l 
Union, as representing the Congregational Churches of England, 
should  exerc i se  a  f i r m contro l  over  a l l  s chemes  and enter- 
pr ises depending on the Congregational Churches for support, 
regarded the project  of  a  separate  Society for  colonia l  mis- 
s i on s  w i th  d i s app rova l .  A t  t he  mee t i ng  o f  t he  Un ion  on 
Tue sday  mor n ing ,  May  10—three  day s  be fo re  the  da t e  o f 
t he  mee t ing  adve r t i s ed  by  Mr.  B inney—i t  wa s  moved  by 
Dr. Mor ison, of Chelsea,  and seconded by Dr. Matheson, of 
Durham:—

“Tha t  t h i s  Un ion ,  h av i ng  f o r  i t s  f i r s t  ob j e c t  t h e  p romo t i on 
o f  evange l i c a l  re l i g ion ,  re jo i ce s  in  the  p roposed  fo r ma t ion  o f  a 
Co lon i a l  Mi s s iona r y  Soc i e ty,  to  e s t ab l i sh  churche s  o f  our  o rde r 
in the Br i t i sh Colonies ;  a l so,  that  in the opinion of  thi s  meet ing, 
the  s t a te  o f  re l ig ion in  our  own countr y  requi re s  tha t  the  Union 
s h o u l d  u n d e r t a ke  H o m e  M i s s i o n a r y  o p e r a t i o n s ;  a n d  t h a t  t h e 
Committee be instructed to make arrangements accordingly.”

The resolution was opposed by Dr. Redford, of Worcester, 
and by the Rev. Algernon Wells, who urged that the Colonial 
Mission should be undertaken by the Union itself , and should 
be  dependent  on i t .  Af te r  a  long d i scus s ion ,  the  As sembly 
accepted the fo l lowing amendment ,  moved by Dr.  Ross ,  o f
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Kidder mins te r, 10 and seconded by  the  Rev.  G.  B.  Kidd ,  o f 
Scarborough:—

“ T h a t  a  C o m m i t t e e  b e  n ow  a p p o i n t e d  t o  c o n f e r  w i t h  t h e 
b re th ren  engaged  in  the  p roposed  Colon i a l  Mi s s ion  Commit tee, 
and report the result during the present sitting.”

On their return Dr. Brown, the chairman, reported—

“Tha t  t h e  P rov i s i on a l  Commi t t e e  o f  t h e  p ro j e c t e d  Co lon i a l 
Miss ionar y Society have consented to be regarded as  a  Committee 
of this Union, and that the Society shall, on Fr iday next, be formed 
in consistency with this consent.”

Dr.  Mor i son  then  moved ,  and  Dr.  Ma the son  s e conded , 
a resolution declaring that—

“I t  i s  de s i r ab l e  th a t  the  [ ?  a ]  Co lon i a l  Mi s s iona r y  Soc i e t y  be 
fo r med in  connec t ion  wi th  the  Cong rega t iona l  Union ,  and  tha t 
the Colonial Missionary Society as ar ranged by Messr s. Wells, Reed, 
Binney, and Gull ,  and convened by public adver tisement for Fr iday 
next, be adopted by this Union accordingly.”

On Fr iday  mor n ing  the  Union appoin ted  the  commit tee 
and off icer s of the new Society; and at twelve o’clock, when 
the  mee t ing  a s s embled  a t  the  We igh  House  to  con s t i t u t e 
a Colonial Missionary Society, it was informed by Mr. Binney 
tha t  the  Soc ie ty  was  a l ready cons t i tu ted .  Dr.  Mor i son and 
Dr.  Matheson, who had moved and seconded the resolut ion 
of  sympathy with the proposa l  for  for ming an independent 
Society,  and Mr. Algernon Well s  and Dr. Redford, who had 
moved and seconded the success ful  amendment, were among 
the most prominent speakers.11

The f ir s t  minister sent out by the Society was Mr. Wilkes, 
who sailed for New York at the end of June, within six weeks 
a f t e r  the  Soc ie ty  wa s  cons t i tu ted .  He  had  accep ted  a  c a l l 
f rom the  Church  a t  Mont rea l ,  whose  p rev ious  pa s to r,  the 
Rev.  R.  Mi le s—accord ing  to  T Cong r e ga t i ona l  Magaz ine  o f 
May, 1836—“having been painfully impressed with the melan- 
cho ly  de s t i tu t ion  o f  the  Br i t i sh  s e t t l e r s  in  the  ‘bu she s ’ o f 
Canada, has nobly resigned the comfor ts of a city pastor ship 

10 Three year s later.  Dr. Ross went out to Sydney, and under his 
pastorate the Church in Pitt Street acquired great strength.

11 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 464–467.
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that  he might  go a f ter  the neglected set t ler s  in the wi lder- 
n e s s .” The  s ame  maga z i n e  s t a t e s  t h a t  i n  t a k i ng  t h i s  s t e p 
Mr. Wilkes  was g reat ly inf luenced by the hope of  receiving 
permanent help from the Colonial Missionary Society.

In 1837 the Union again appointed the Committee of  the 
Society;  but in 1838 a scheme was adopted under which the 
Committee were appointed by the Society,  while i t s  of f icer s 
were ex-o f f i c io  member s of  the Committee of the Congrega- 
t iona l  Union and the  o f f i ce r s  o f  the  Union were  ex-o f f i c i o 
members of the Committee of the Colonial Missionary Society. 
This change made the Society in some measure independent 
of the Union, though retaining an organic relation between the 
executive committees of the two bodies.

At the beg inning of  1841 the Society repor ted that  i t  had 
sent out four teen minis ter s  to the colonies ;  that  i t  was sus- 
t a i n i n g  t h i r t y — t we n t y - f o u r  i n  a c t u a l  l a b o u r  a n d  s i x  i n 
p r e p a r a t o r y  s t u d i e s t h a t  i t s  a g e n t s  h a d  e r e c t e d  t we n t y 
chape l s ,  and  ga the red  in to  church  communion  more  than 
twelve hundred communicants. 

II

The  s ame genera l  po l i cy  which  sugge s ted  the  endeavour 
to make Colonia l  Miss ions a depar tment of  the work of  the 
Union,  and which,  when the or ig ina l  scheme broke down, 
secured the retention of an organic relat ionship between the 
Union and the Colonial Missionary Society, soon led to another 
impor tant movement.  In 1819 the Home Miss ionary Society 
had been founded for  evange l i s ing the v i l l ages  and smal le r 
towns of  England.  Eight  year s  l a ter—in 1827—the or ig ina l 
Cong regat ional  Union, then in a very feeble condit ion, was 
merged  in  the  new Soc ie ty.  Mr.  Thompson ,  o f  Ponte f r ac t 
Pa rk ,  a  wea l thy  member  o f  the  S tock  Exchange,  who was 
one of  the founder s  of  the Society and i t s  Treasurer,  served 
it with g reat energy, and for a time secured for it a consider- 
able amount of support. But the Society dr ifted into f inancial 
di f f icul t ies ,  and in 1837 i t  was proposed that  the Cong rega- 
tional Union should form a Congregational Home Mission to 
be  conduc ted  by  the  Union and  the  County  As soc i a t ions . 
Pr ize s  were  o f fe red for  the  bes t  e s s ay s  on Home Mis s ions ) 
and  the  two succe s s fu l  e s s ay s—“Je th ro” by  Dr.  Campbe l l ,
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and “Our Country” by Dr. Matheson—attracted very general 
a t tent ion.  At  the Autumnal  Meet ing of  the Union,  he ld in 
Bir mingham in 1839,  i t  was resolved that  the Union should 
crea te  an organi sa t ion for  Home Mis s ionar y  pur pose s .  But 
i n  1840  i t  wa s  re so l ved  tha t  the  Un ion  shou ld  adop t  the 
existing Home Missionary Society, and that it should stand in 
the same re la t ion to the Union as  the Society for  Colonia l 
Missions.12

III

In the same year the Ir i sh Evangel ica l  Society was “af f i l i- 
a t ed” to  the  Un ion  on  the  s ame  t e r ms .  Th i s  s oc i e t y  wa s 
founded in 1814 by per sons belong ing to di f ferent  re l ig ious 
d e n o m i n a t i o n s .  I t s  p r i n c i p a l  o b j e c t  wa s  t o  s u p p o r t  a n 
Institution in Dublin for the training of Evangelical ministers, 
which after a few year s was closed for want of funds. In 1832 
i t  was  revived.  The Rev.  Dr.  Urwick and the Rev.  Wil l iam 
Haweis Cooper were appointed Tutor s,  and Mr. Owen Con- 
nel lan gave instruct ion to the s tudents in Er se.  Mr. Cooper, 
who was a man of fervid eloquence, came over from Ireland 
ever y year  to  preach for  severa l  weeks  a t  Hoxton Academy 
Chapel, and created so deep an interest in Ir ish missions that 
the Inst i tut ion der ived a larger par t  of  i t s  suppor t  f rom the 
Hox ton  H ibe r n i an  A s s o c i a t i on . 13 D r.  U rw i ck  wa s  a l s o  a 
m a n  w h o,  by  h i s  f o r c e  o f  c h a r a c t e r  a n d  h i s  p owe r  a s 
a  p re ache r  and  speake r,  h ad  a  g re a t  i n f l uence  among  the 
Congregational Churches of England.

The a s soc ia t ion of  the I r i sh  Evange l ica l  Socie ty  wi th the 
Cong regat ional  Union was fo l lowed by a shar p controver sy. 
A Cong rega t iona l  Union had been for med in  I re l and ,  and 
i t  was  the  wi sh  o f  a  l a rge  number  o f  I r i sh  Cong rega t iona l 
min i s t e r s  tha t  the  I r i sh  Union shou ld  have  the  cont ro l  o f 
Ir ish miss ions. They resented the interference of the English 
Union with a Society intended for the evangelisation of Ireland. 
In their general contention they were supported by Mr. James, 
o f  B i r mingham—of whose  Church Dr.  Urwick had been a 
member—Dr. Wardlaw, of Glasgow, and Dr. Clunie, of Man- 
c h e s t e r .  O n  t h e  g e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n  a t  i s s u e  i t  d o e s  n o t 

12 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 524–528.
13 See ante, pp. 603–604.
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appear  tha t  there  was  any s t renuous  re s i s t ance  to  the  I r i sh 
c l a ims ;  the  Commit tee  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  Union were 
willing to concede to the Ir ish Union the practical control of 
Cong regat iona l  mis s ions  in  I re land;  but  the I r i sh  mini s ter s 
wi shed  to  have  an  unre s t r i c t ed  r igh t  to  appea l  to  Eng l i sh 
Congregational Churches for contr ibutions to the Ir ish Union. 
The Commit tee  o f  the  Engl i sh  Union mainta ined tha t  th i s 
would be the cause of  g reat  confus ion and,  perhaps ,  of  i l l - 
feel ing; and they insis ted that whatever funds were col lected 
from English Churches for Ir ish purposes should be collected 
by the Ir ish Evangelical Society. At a meeting held in Liver- 
pool ,  in June, 1841, Dr.  Raff les ,  of  Liver pool ,  Dr.  Wardlaw, 
Mr.  James ,  Mr.  B l a ckbur n ,  o f  London ,  and  Mr.  Ke l l y,  o f 
Liverpool, proposed terms of adjustment which were accepted 
on both sides; but the sore feel ing of the Ir ish minister s and 
Churches  was  not  a l toge ther  removed,  and for  many year s 
t h ey  r e t a i n e d  t h e  i m p re s s i o n  t h a t  I r i s h  C o n g re g a t i o n a l 
mi s s ions  would  have  been more  v igorous  i f  they  had been 
whol ly under the control  of  a  committee s i t t ing in Dubl in. 
It is possible that this impression still survives.14

IV

When the Cong regat ional  Board of  Educat ion was for med 
in 1843, 15 i t  was  regarded as  an integ ra l  par t  of  the Union. 
The Committee was appointed by the Annual  Assembly and 
wa s  re spon s ib l e  to  i t .  In  1847  i t  wa s  p l a ced  on  the  s ame 
basis as the three Societies for maintaining missions at home, 
in the colonies, and in Ireland; except that, while the off icers 
of the Union were ex-of f i c io  members of the Board of Educa- 
tion, the off icer s of the Board were not ex-of f i c io  members of 
the Committee of  the Union. This  inequal i ty,  however,  was 
remedied in 1852.

V

In 1853 there were s igns of a decis ive change of pol icy. At 
t he  Au tumna l  A s s embly  i n  1852  a  s cheme  had  been  sub- 
mitted and approved for the creation of an English Congrega-

14 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 528–546.
15 See ante, pp. 661–663.
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t iona l  Chape l  Bu i ld ing  Soc ie ty.  The  s cheme was  remi t t ed 
to a special committee, which met at Birmingham in December 
o f  the  s ame  yea r,  and  a t  Derby  on  March  9 ,  1853 :  a t  the 
Derby meeting the Society was formally constituted.

In  t he  Annua l  Repo r t  o f  t he  Commi t t e e  o f  t he  Un ion 
submi t ted  to  the  As sembly  on  May 10 ,  1853,  the re  occur s 
this significant passage:—

“Your  Commi t t ee  chee r fu l l y  under took  the  expense s  invo lved 
in  or ig ina t ing  th i s  Soc ie ty,  in  d ie  hope o f  repayment  a t  an  ear ly 
day.  At the same t ime they del iberate ly decl ined to be responsible 
in future for its  movements,  or in any way to stand connected with 
i t s  o p e r a t i o n s ,  b eyo n d  t h a t  o f  f r i e n d l y,  a f f e c t i o n a t e  c o n c e r n , 
b e l i e v i n g ,  a s  t h ey  d o,  t h a t  w h i l e  U n i o n  s h o u l d  a i d ,  a c c o r d i n g 
t o  i t s  a b i l i t y,  i n  f o r m i n g  S o c i e t i e s  i n t e n d e d  f o r  o u r  d e n om i n a t i o n a l 
a dvan t a g e,  i t  i s  i n  e ve r y  way  d e s i ra b l e  t h a t  you r  o r g an i s a t i on  s h ou l d 
n o t  exe r t  any  c on t r o l l i n g  p owe r  o ve r  t h e i r  o p e ra t i on s,  bu t  l e a ve  t h em 
a t  p e r f e c t  l i b e r t y  t o  pu r s u e  t h e i r  own  p l an s  w i t h ou t  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f 
any centralising power”

VI

I n  t h e  s a m e  ye a r — 1853 — T h e  C o n g re g a t i o n a l  Pa s t o r s ’ 
In surance  Aid  Soc ie ty  was  founded on a  p l an  approved by 
the  Autumna l  As sembly ;  bu t  th i s ,  too,  wa s  to  be  wi thout 
any  o rgan i c  connec t ion  wi th  the  Union .  For  some yea r s , 
however,  both the Chapel  Bui lding Society and the Pastor s ’ 
Insurance Society were expected to submit to the Union an 
annual report of their proceedings. 

VII

I t  was  now becoming  apparen t  tha t  the  As sembly  o f  the 
Union was  too la rge,  and the t ime a t  i t s  d i sposa l  too br ie f 
to  a l low i t  to  exerc i se  any rea l  contro l  over  the  “a f f i l i a ted 
soc ie t ie s .” I f  the  annua l  repor t s  had been su f f i c ient ly  long 
to  enable  the  As sembly  to  for m any t r u s twor thy judgment 
on the i r  po l icy  and e f f i c iency,  and i f  a f te r  the  repor t s  had 
been read  they  had been se r ious ly  d i scus sed ,  the  Soc ie t ie s 
would have occupied near ly the whole t ime of the May and 
Autumnal Meetings, and would have excluded the considera- 
t ion of other subjects  in which many of the member s of the 
Un ion  we re  ke en l y  i n t e re s t e d .  To  p reven t  t h e  A s s embl y
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from becoming impatient, the Reports were usually condensed 
into a few parag raphs, and were, therefore, uninteresting and 
wor th l e s s .  Even  i f  the  Union  had  ca red  to  in t e r f e re  wi th 
the  proceed ings  o f  the  Soc ie t ie s ,  i t  cou ld  on ly  have  g iven 
advice; i t  had no author ity to enforce i t s  decis ions.  It  could 
not change the const i tution of the committees by which the 
business of the Societies was conducted; nor could it  dismiss 
or elect any of the secretar ies. The responsibility for societies 
which  i t  cou ld  no t  gover n  cau sed  cons ide rable  i r r i t a t ion . 
In the case of  the Cong regat ional  Board of  Educat ion there 
was  a  spec ia l  cause  o f  d i s s a t i s f ac t ion.  There  were  member s 
of the Union who believed that Congregationalists were making 
a g rave mistake in resist ing al l  Government interference with 
elementary education, and who therefore disapproved of the 
principle on which the Board was constituted.

In May, 1858,  a  Specia l  Committee was appointed to con- 
s ider  the connect ion between the Union and the Societ ie s ; 
and a t  the  Autumna l  Meet ing  a t  Che l tenham,  in  October, 
the Committee recommended that  with the concur rence of 
the Committees of Br itish Missions and of the Board of Educa- 
t ion  the  a r r angement  wh ich  made  the i r  o f f i c e r s  ex - o f f i c i o 
members of the Committee of the Union and the officers of the 
Union ex-of f i c io  members of the Committees of the Societies, 
should be terminated; and that the three Societies for Br itish 
Mi s s ion s ,  the  Board  o f  Educa t ion ,  the  Eng l i sh  Cong rega- 
t iona l  Chape l  Bui ld ing  Soc ie ty,  and the  Pa s tor s ’ In surance 
Aid Society, should be released from all  obligation to present 
any statement or repor t of their  proceedings to any meeting 
o f  the  Union .  The  Commi t t ee  a l so  recommended  tha t  in 
future any Societ ies the Union might or ig inate should stand 
in only a f r iendly re lat ion to i t  and should not be “subject , 
in any deg ree, to leg is lat ive control or off icia l  interference.” 
The recommendat ions  were unanimous ly  approved;  and the 
pr inciple on which they were based has governed the policy 
of the Union from 1858 to the present time (1891).16

VIII

In another  ca se  the  Union fo l lowed the same pol icy  tha t 
i t  adopted in dea l ing with the denominat iona l  societ ie s .  In

16 Congregational Year Book, 1858, 44–45, 58–61. But see p. 698.
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18 4 4  i t  d e t e r m i n e d  t o  p u b l i s h  a  p e r i o d i c a l  e n t i t l e d 
Witnes s,  and to make i t  the of f ic ia l  organ of  the Cong rega- 
t i on a l  body.  D r.  Campbe l l ,  who  h ad  no t  ye t  w i t hd r awn 
f rom the  min i s t r y,  was  appointed  ed i tor,  and he  a l so  took 
cha rge  o f  The  Ch r i s t i an  Penny  Magaz in e,  more  popu l a r  in 
character, and in its scope more closely conf ined to questions 
o f  f a i t h  and  conduc t .  The  expe r imen t  c anno t  be  s a i d  t o 
have proved succes s fu l .  The edi tor  was  a  man of  boundles s 
v igour,  o f  re s t l e s s  and  unt i r ing  energy.  Whi l e  re spons ib l e 
for the management of the off icial publications, he also con- 
ducted a per iodical of his own—The Br i t i sh Banner,  in which 
he impeached and pi l lor ied any deviation from what he held 
t o  b e  evange l i c a l  o r t hodoxy.  I t  wa s  a n  impo s s i b l e  po s i - 
t ion.  Many men resented the cr i t ic i sm that  appeared in the 
per iodical s  for which the Union was responsible,  and which 
i t  was supposed to control :  they resented s t i l l  more bi t ter ly 
the utterances of the off icial editor when he wrote as a free- 
lance in the Banner.  On more than one occas ion the Union 
found i t se l f  dragged into hot  debates  over  the management 
of  i t s  of f ic ia l  publ icat ions ;  and at  la s t ,  without condemning 
the edi tor,  they decided to hand over the two magazines  to 
a separate body of trustees.17 

IX

In  p repa r ing  and  publ i sh ing  a  hymn-book  fo r  the  u s e  o f 
the Churches, the Union did not meet with the same difficulties; 
and  they  were  ab l e  to  ma in t a in  a  more  con s i s t en t  po l i cy. 
Dur ing the earlier years of the nineteenth century Dr. Watts’s 
Psalms and Hymns were in general use among the Congrega- 
t iona l  Ch inche s  th roughout  the  k ingdom.  They  had  long 
since ceased to be regarded as an innovation, and had become 
a  p a r t  o f  the  e s t ab l i shed  o rde r.  Bu t  the  t ime  c ame  when 
the f ate that had over taken Patr ick over took Watts in turn. 18 
His voice was the voice of the past—there were new thoughts, 
new emotions,  that  he did not express ,  or that  he expressed 
inadequa te ly ;  p reache r s  had  adap ted  the i r  s e r mons  to  the

17 Stoughton,  Rel ig ion in  Eng land  (1800–1850) ,  i i .  280–82.  Wad- 
dington, v. (1850–1880), 12–17, 182. Congregat ional Year Book, 1858, 
8–16, 38–40.

18 See ante, pp. 509–510.
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changed conditions of the time—they spoke to the new genera- 
t ion  in  i t s  own tongue  o f  “ the  migh ty  work s  o f  God .” I t 
was  na tura l—it  was  inevi table—that  wor sh ip  should fo l low 
the same law.

At the meet ings  he ld in 1833 the Union resolved to i s sue 
a  s u p p l e m e n t  t o  Wa t t s ’s  P s a l m s  a n d  H y m n s .  Wa t t s  wa s 
not  to  be dethroned;  but  he was  to  re ign a lone no longer. 
Three  yea r s  l a t e r,  i n  1836 ,  the  new book—Cong r e g a t i o n a l 
H y m n - B o o k — wa s  i s s u e d  u n d e r  t h e  e d i t o r s h i p  o f  Jo s i a h 
C o n d e r .  I t  m a d e  i t s  way  s t e a d i l y ;  a n d  by  18 4 4 ,  9 0 , 0 0 0 
copies  had been so ld .  In  that  year  i t  was  repr inted,  wi th a 
few changes  in the ear l ier  ver s ions .  In 1855 a  f resh demand 
wa s  made.  Some  cong rega t ion s  had  exp re s s ed  an  op in ion 
tha t  one  book would  be  be t te r  and  more  conven ien t  than 
the  combina t ion  o f  Dr.  Wat t s  and  a  supp l ement ;  and  the 
Union decided that  a  new book should be prepared,  which 
“should inc lude a l l  the poet ica l  composi t ions  of  Watt s  bes t 
adapted to cong regat ional  wor ship,  and such other super ior 
hymns and psa lms as  the language could supply.” In accord- 
ance with the resolut ions  of  the Union,  The New Congrega- 
t i o n a l  Hymn-Book  wa s  p repa red  by  a  commi t t e e—perhap s 
by two—and was  i s sued in 1859.  More than 120,0 00 copies 
o f  i t  we re  pu t  i n  c i rcu l a t i on  i n  l e s s  t h an  two  ye a r s . 19 A 
supp l ement  wa s  c a l l ed  fo r  in  the  e a r l y  s even t i e s ;  and  the 
Union  took  the  mat te r  up—“wi th  a  re luc t ance,” they  s ay, 
“ tha t  they  do not  ca re  to  d i sgu i se.” But  a s  the  Union had 
already published a hymnal,  i t  might reasonably be expected 
to  make improvement s  in  i t  f rom t ime to  t ime,  “ to  secure 
i t s  proper ty,  and to prevent  undue mult ip l ica t ion of  hymn- 
books.” On this  occas ion, the committee to whom the work 
was  entrus ted,  in  thei r  anxiety  to make the book complete 
and serviceable, placed the f ir st draft of it  in the hands of “a 
number of pastor s and other s,  whose tastes and studies made 
i t  d e s i r a b l e  t h a t  t h ey  s hou l d  b e  con su l t e d .” A s  a  re s u l t , 
there was discussion and delay; but the book at last appeared 
in 1873.20

A f t e r  a n  i n t e r va l  o f  ye a r s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  a g a i n  m a d e 
i t se l f  fe l t .  The exi s t ing co l lec t ions ,  i t  was  urged,  were out 
o f  da te.  Many  o f  the  hymns  inc luded  in  them were  never

19 Congregational Year Book, 1860, 22; 1861, 15; 1862, 27.
20 Ibid., 1872, 23–24, 30; 1874, 6. Julian, Hymnology, 256–261.
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used in publ ic  wor ship;  and i t ’d id not inc lude noble hymns 
with which the Church had been enr iched of  la te  year s .  In 
some cases ,  too,  i t  was  fe l t  tha t  the or ig ina l  text  had been 
handled with a freedom that set editorial ethics at defiance.

The  Un ion ,  ag a in  w i th  re luc t ance,  de t e r mined  to  i s sue 
a new hymnal, but without withdrawing the book at that time 
in use. The Rev. George Bar rett, of Norwich, was appointed 
ed i to r,  w i th  an  adv i so r y  commi t t ee  to  he lp  h im.  But  the 
editor had the last  word; and to his  knowledge and ski l l  the 
success  of  The Congrega t iona l  Hymnal  i s  l a rge ly due;  though 
the services of E. J. Hopkins, Mus. Doc., who was responsible 
for the musical  par t  of  the book, should not be overlooked. 
The Hymnal ,  inc luding a  se lect ion of  chants ,  anthems,  and 
l i tanies ,  was publ i shed in 1887,  and by December,  1905,  the 
s a l e  had  amounted  to  nea r l y  1, 50 0 ,0 0 0  cop ie s .  A  mi s s ion 
hymn-book i s sued a l i t t le  la ter,  and a Sunday-school hymn- 
book publ i shed ten year s  ear l ie r,  have had sa le s  o f  250,0 00 
and 800,000 copies respectively.

X

In 1833 the leaders of the London Congregational Churches 
came to the opinion that  they must have a centra l  meeting- 
place of their own. Dr. Wil l iams’s Library, which had served 
the Three Denominat ions  for  many year s ,  was  in the hands 
o f  “P re sby t e r i an” t r u s t e e s ;  and  though  the  t r u s t e e s  we re 
wi l l ing that  the bui ld ing should s t i l l  be used by the repre- 
sentat ives of  the or thodox Churches,  the associat ions of  the 
place led to the refusa l  of  their  of fer.  To meet in the rooms 
o f  the  London Mis s ionar y  Soc ie ty  in  Aus t in  Fr i a r s ,  i t  was 
f e l t ,  wou ld  have  been  an  unwar r an t abl e  enc roachment ,  a s 
that Society at that t ime was str ict ly undenominational.  And 
yet it  was unseemly that the Congregational Board and other 
s imi l a r  soc ie t i e s  shou ld  be  fo rced  to  f requent  t ave r n s  and 
coffee-houses, for lack of better accommodation.

I t  wa s  re so lved ,  the re fore,  to  e s t abl i sh  a  Cong rega t iona l 
L ib r a r y,  w i th  rooms  a t t a ched  to  i t  t h a t  wou ld  hou s e  the 
societies of the denomination. A building in Blomfield Street 
was  bought ,  tha t  had been a  concer t- room. I t  was  adapted 
to  i t s  new pur po se s ;  and  by  deg ree s ,  ma in ly  th rough  the 
a c t iv i t y  o f  t h e  Rev.  John  B l a ckbu r n ,  Jo s hu a  Wi l s on ,  a n
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Ben j amin  Hanbur y,  a  co l l e c t i on  o f  book s  re l a t i ng  to  the 
history of the denomination was got together.21

XI

T h e  ye a r  i n  w h i c h  t h e  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l  L i b r a r y  wa s 
acqui red  a l so  s aw the  e s t abl i shment  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l 
Lec tu re.  I n  i t s  o r i g in  t he  Lec tu re  wa s  c l o s e l y  a s s o c i a t ed 
with the Librar y,  and the f i r s t  cour se  was  de l ivered in that 
p l a c e .  T h e  f o u n d a t i o n  wa s  d e s i g n e d  “ t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e 
evidence and impor tance of the g reat doctr ines of revelation, 
to exhibit the true pr inciples of philology in their application 
to  such doct r ines ,  to  prove the  accordance and ident i ty  o f 
genuine philosophy with the records and discover ies of Scr ip- 
tu re,  and  to  t r a ce  the  e r ro r s  and  co r r up t ion s  wh ich  have 
existed in the Chr ist ian Church to their proper sources,  and 
by  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  o f  s o u n d  r e a s o n i n g  w i t h  t h e  h o n e s t 
inter pretat ion of God’s holy word, to point out the methods 
o f  re f u t a t i on  and  coun t e r a c t i on .” The  f i r s t  l e c t u re r.  D r. 
Ward l aw,  took  fo r  h i s  sub j ec t  “Chr i s t i an  E th i c s .” He  wa s 
succeeded by Dr. Vaughan, who at that t ime was minister of 
a Church in Kensington, and Professor of Ancient and Modem 
His tor y  in  Univer s i ty  Col lege,  London.  Other  lec turer s  in 
the same ser ies were Mr. Gilbert, of Nottingham, Dr. Hender- 
s on ,  and  Dr.  Red fo rd .  A f t e r  186 0  t he  s e r i e s ,  wh i ch  h ad 
no t  been  con t i nuou s  t h roughou t ,  wa s  do s ed . 22 I n  1873  a 
f re sh  s t a r t  was  made.  The Union i t se l f  appointed lec turer s 
and assigned subjects, and, to mark the change, the Lecture was 
now entitled “The Congregational Union Lecture.” Mr. Henry 
Rogers, then living in retirement, was the f ir st to hold off ice; 
and  h i s  book  on  The  Sup e r h uman  O r i g i n  o f  t h e  B i b l e  wa s 
p u b l i s h e d  i n  t h a t  c a p a c i t y.  I t  wa s  u n d e r s t o o d  f ro m  t h e 
outset that the state of his health would not allow him to stand 
the strain of deliver ing his lectures before a public assembly; 
but they were wr itten as if they were to be actually delivered; 
and  in  wr i t ing ,  he  had  an  imag ina r y  aud ience  be fore  h im

21 Waddington,  iv.  (1800–1850) ,  351–353;  Stoughton,  Rel i g i on  in 
Eng land  (1800–1850) ,  i i .  102–103;  i d em ,  Remin i s c en c e s  o f  Cong r ega- 
tionalism, 27–30.

22 Stoughton, Rel ig ion in Eng land  (1800–1850) ,  i i .  130–133.  Wad- 
dington, iv. (1800–1850), 353.
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instead of an imag inary reader.23 The precedent was fol lowed 
by his successor in the lectureship, the Rev. Dr. Reynolds, who 
took a s  h i s  sub jec t  “ John the  Bapt i s t .” The other  lec turer s 
in the ser ies—Dr. Mellor, Dr. Guinness Rogers, Dr. John Brown, 
Dr. Eustace Conder, Dr. Cave, and the author of this history— 
de l ivered  the i r  l ec ture s  a t  the  Memor ia l  Ha l l .  Af te r  a  f ew 
year s ,  the new ser ie s ,  l ike i t s  predeces sor,  came to an end; 
and the lectureship is at present in abeyance.

XII

The  re f e rence  made  above  to  the  Memor i a l  Ha l l  reca l l s 
the  f ac t  tha t  the  Union had  now secured  a  more  spac ious 
and worthy home. At the autumnal meetings held in Birming- 
ham dur ing October, 1861, Mr. Joshua Wilson laid before the 
Assembly var ious proposals for commemorating the bicentenary 
of  the eject ion of 1662. He suggested that  a  fund should be 
ra i sed to bui ld f i f ty  new chapel s  in the larger  towns of  the 
k ingdom, and a  Cong regat iona l  Hal l  in  London that  might 
serve as a centre of administration and a place of conference. 
The scheme was  adopted,  and funds  were ra i sed to car r y i t 
out .  But  for  many year s  the new chapel s  eng rossed interes t 
and  ene rgy ;  and  the  p ro j e c t  f o r  e re c t ing  a  Ha l l  made ’no 
way.  A t  l a s t  a c t ion  wa s  t aken .  A  s i t e  wa s  bough t  in  New 
Ea r l  S t re e t ,  wh i ch  wa s  s o l d  a g a i n .  Abou t  t h e  s ame  t ime 
the  Me t ropo l i t an  Ra i lway  Company  p a i d  £8 ,530  f o r  t he 
Cong regat ional  Librar y—a substant ia l  addi t ion to the funds 
ava i l able  fo r  meet ing  the  cos t  o f  a  new bui ld ing .  Another 
s i t e  was  then  secured  in  Fan ingdon S t ree t ,  once  occup ied 
by the  F lee t  Pr i son;  and the  foundat ion-s tone was  l a id  on 
May 10,  1872.  Mr. J.  Remington Mil l s ,  Mr. Samuel Morley, 
and  o the r s ,  c a r r i ed  t he  p l an  t h rough ;  and  the  Memor i a l 
Ha l l  was  comple ted  and  opened on Januar y  19 ,  1875.  The 
total cost was £75,520, including £28,000 for the site.24

The  Memor i a l  Ha l l  h a s  now  be come  t h e  h e adqu a r t e r s 
not of the Congregational Union only, but of . al l  the var ious 
soc i e t i e s  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  Cong rega t iona l i sm.  The  L ib r a r y 
i s  housed there;  and s ince the transfer has  been enlarged by

23 Henry Rogers, The Superhuman Origin of the Bible, lviii.–lix.
24 Con g r e g a t i o n a l  Ye a r  B o o k ,  18 62 ,  6 0–72 ;  1867,  37–4 4 ;  186 8 , 

32–33; 1873, 36–38; 1881, 51.
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impor tant additions, especial ly by the bequests of Mr. Joshua 
Wilson and the Rev. T. W. Davids, of Colchester ; and under 
the care of the Rev. T. G. Crippen, the Librar ian, it is becoming 
ever y  year  a  more  comple te  and va luable  co l lec t ion o f  the 
literature relating to the history of English Nonconformity.

XIII

In  the  year  1881–2 the  Cong rega t iona l  Union ce lebra ted 
its Jubilee. The occasion was commemorated at the Autumnal 
Meet ings ,  he ld  in  Manches te r,  and cour se s  o f  l ec ture s  and 
addres ses  dea l ing with the pr incip les  of  the Cong regat ional 
po l i ty  and i t s  p rog re s s  were  de l ivered in  ever y  par t  o f  the 
k ingdom.  A  spec i a l  f und ,  wh i ch  amoun ted  u l t ima t e l y  t o 
£400,0 0 0,  was  organi sed to  s t rengthen the  pos i t ion of  the 
Churches ,  and to enable them to under take new work.  The 
g rea ter  par t  o f  i t  was  app l ied  in  the  d i s t r i c t s  where  i t  was 
raised, to remove exist ing debts on chapels and colleges. But 
a  large sum was voted to the Home Miss ionary and Church 
A id  Soc i e t y ;  a nd  t h e  Cong reg a t i on a l  Un ion  h ad  s eve r a l 
thousand pounds placed at its disposal for general purposes.25

25 Congregational Year Book, 1882, 17; 1886, 21.
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CHAPTER VI

INSTITUTIONS AND ENTERPRISES OF MODERN 
CONGREGATIONALISM

( i )  Colleges: Proposals for Reform—The “Senatus Academicus” 
—Ri se  and  E f f ect  of  the  New Unive r s it i e s—Mansf i e ld 
College  and the  Return to Oxford—(2)  Schools  Cater- 
ham—Sllcoate s—Mllton Mount—(3)  Homerton College— 
(4) Schools in which Congregationalists are associated with 
other Churches—(5) Congregational Societie s—(6) Chapel 
Building Societies—(7) Provident and Benevolent Societies 
—(8 )  S ett leme nt s ,  large ly,  but  not  wholly.  Cong rega- 
tional.

TO inc lude  in  a  work o f  th i s  k ind any de ta i l ed  account 
o f  the  va r ious  en te r pr i s e s  and  organ i s a t ions  a s soc i a ted 

with the Cong regat iona l  Churches ,  or  or ig inated by them, 
would  be  impos s ible.  Al l  tha t  can be  a t tempted i s  to  dea l , 
and that br iefly, with the var ious types and classes of institu- 
tions and to indicate their general character and aim.

I

An account  o f  the  Col lege s  e s t abl i shed  to  t r a in  s tudent s 
fo r  the  min i s t iy  o f  the  Cong rega t iona l  Churches  ha s  been 
g iven  in  a  p rev ious  chap te r. 26 But  the  change s  o f  the  l a s t 
sixty or seventy years should be recorded.

In  London the  three  founda t ions  o f  Homer ton,  Coward , 
and Highbury (or Hoxton) were united in 1850 to form New 
College; and in the following year the institution was removed 
t o  new bui ld ings  in  St .  John’s  Wood.  Hackney Col lege was 
not  inc luded in  the  scheme of  amalgamat ion,  and re ta ined 
a  s epa r a t e  ex i s t ence.  Bu t  i n  1887  i t  wa s  t r an s f e r red  f rom 
i t s  e a r l i e r  home  to  F inch l ey  Road ;  and  o f  l a t e  ye a r s ,  by 
mutua l  ag reement ,  the  two Col l ege s  have  combined  the i r

26 See ante, pp. 593 foll.
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professor ia l  s ta f f s  for some subjects  of  instruct ion. In York- 
s h i re  t h e  two  Co l l e ge s  a t  A i red a l e  and  Ro the rh am we re 
amalgamated in 1888 to for m the Yorkshire United Col lege 
a t  B r a d f o r d .  I n  L a n c a s h i r e  t h e  C o l l e g e  e s t a b l i s h e d  a t 
Manchester st i l l  occupies the buildings of which it took pos- 
se s s ion in  1843,  but  en la rged by  impor tant  a l t e ra t ions  and 
extensions in 1876. Western College has been removed from 
Plymouth to Br istol, and united with the Theological Institute 
e s t abl i shed there  in  1863. 27 That  In s t i tu te,  l ike  the  s imi l a r 
foundat ion at  Nott ingham, which dates  f rom the year  1861, 
was  des igned for  s tudent s  o f  a  spec ia l  type  who wi shed to 
give less time to literary studies than was given in the Colleges, 
and to place theolog ica l  ins truct ion and pract ica l  service in 
the foreground of their preparatory work.

These changes must not be regarded as casual or for tuitous: 
they are the outcome of a policy more or less definitely planned, 
and  fo l l owed  ou t  w i th  some  mea su re  o f  con s i s t ency.  Fo r 
many years the subject of College reform had engrossed much 
at tent ion and had g iven r i se  to much di scuss ion.  At a  large 
and representat ive conference of  delegates  appointed by the 
Colleges and Institutes, held in 1865, the whole question was 
considered at length—methods and details, as well as pr inciples 
and  a ims ;  the  min imum o f  educa t ion  wh ich  the  Co l l ege s 
ought  to  fu r n i sh ,  and  which  a l l  min i s t e r s  t r a ined  in  them 
should-be  expec ted  to  pos se s s ;  the  bes t  means  o f  secur ing 
a higher standard of Theolog ical  and Biblical  scholar ship for 
s tuden t s  o f  spec i a l  g i f t s ;  the  po s s ib i l i t y  o f  combin ing  the 
educational courses of the separate Colleges in some common 
system; the probable effect of the new Theolog ical Inst i tutes 
a t  Br i s to l  and Nott ingham on the Cong regat ional  mini s t r y ; 
and the  for mat ion o f  a  Federa l  Board  empowered to  g rant 
deg ree s  in  theo logy  to  cand ida te s  o f  d i s t inc t ion .  Some o f 
the papers dealt with the relation of students to the Churches, 
the cul t ivat ion of  per sona l  character  and convict ion among 
them, and the value of an organised system of co-pastorates.28

F i f teen year s  la ter,  in 1880,  the same subject  was  brought

27 The removal and union took place in 1901.
28 ############################################
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before the Cong regat ional  Union for  ser ious cons iderat ion. 
The points  on which stress  was chief ly la id were ( i )  the de- 
s i r ab i l i t y  o f  a  more  comple t e  s epa r a t ion  be tween  l i t e r a r y 
and theolog ical studies; (2) the necessity of a higher standard 
of general  knowledge as a qual i f icat ion for entrance; (3) the 
possibility of federating Colleges for educational purposes, and. 
of interchanging the members of their staffs, thereby lessening 
the range of instruct ion required of individual  teacher s .  As- 
the outcome of the discussion, it  was ag reed to establish two 
Boa rd s—one  fo r  t he  no r the r n ,  and  one  fo r  t he  sou the r n 
counties—which should represent the Colleges included in their 
re spect ive  a rea s ,  and should  car r y  out  so  f a r  a s  they could 
the policy that had secured a large measure of common assent. 
The Boards  were duly e lected.  They la s ted for  a  few year s , 
repor t ing  to  the  Union a t  in te r va l s .  But  a f t e r  a  t ime they 
seem to have become extinct.29

At  the same t ime the movement  was  making i t se l f  fe l t  in 
another for m. In 1879 the Cong regat ional  Col leges through 
the i r  Profe s sor s  and repre senta t ive s  had for med themse lves 
in to  an a s soc ia t ion,  known a s  the  Sena tu s  Academi cu s ,  wi th 
the  ob jec t  o f  r a i s ing  the  s t andard  o f  theo log ica l  educa t ion 
among  s t ud en t s  i n  t r a i n i n g  f o r  t h e  m in i s t r y.  I t  wa s  t h e 
conviction of those who took the lead in this enterpr ise, that 
the age, with its new intellectual developments, needed a larger 
amount of theolog ical  knowledge in those who were to lead 
i t s  rel ig ious thought and to shape i t s  rel ig ious l i fe;  and they 
were assured that they would serve the Churches and strengthen 
the hold of the Chr ist ian f aith upon the minds of men, i f  in 
any way they could induce those who had g iven themselves 
to the minis t r y to under take a wider range of  s tudy,  and to 
equip themselves for their work by a more thorough mastery 
o f  t he  p rog re s s  and  deve lopmen t  o f  s pecu l a t ive  t hough t . 
To s tudents  of  theology outs ide the Establ i shed Church the 
Univer s i t ie s  of  that  day of fered nei ther  encouragement nor 
recogni t ion .  The on ly  prac t i cable  method o f  making good 
this defect was to establish a system of study and examination 
on a scale suff icient to command respect. In car rying out their 
scheme, they sought to secure as examiner s men of approved 
l e a r n i ng ,  wha t eve r  t h e i r  Chu rch  m i gh t  b e .  I n  t h i s  t h ey 

29 Congregational Year Book, 1881, 39–41, 62–65.
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succeeded  beyond the i r  hope.  The  l i s t  o f  examiner s ,  a s  i t 
g rew, came to include the names of the foremost scholar s of 
England and Scotland: Churchmen, such as Cheyne, Gwatkin, 
Wace—now Dean o f  Canterbur y,—and the  l a te  Dr.  Hatch , 
of Oxford; the theolog ians of other Nonconformist Churches, 
such a s  Dr.  W. F.  Moul ton,  and the Rev.  J.  Agar  Beet ;  the 
mos t  eminen t  s cho l a r s  o f  t he  Sco t t i s h  Un ive r s i t i e s ,  s u ch 
a s  P ro fe s so r s  Mi l l i g an ,  A .  B.  Br uce,  and  F l in t ,  Dr.  W.  L . 
A l exande r,  P r inc ip a l  Dona ld son ,  and  P r inc ip a l  S a lmond ; 
to say nothing of the men within the Congregational Churches 
o f  England whose ser v ices  they could command.30 The ex- 
aminat ion was divided into two par t s—one for  the dip loma 
of Associate, the other for the diploma of Fellow; the second 
being taken a t  two s tages  with a t  lea s t  a  year ’s  inter va l  be- 
tween them. The plan of s tudy was so ar ranged as to ensure 
that those who presented themselves for examination should 
possess an adequate knowledge of subjects that were pr imary 
and essent ia l ,  whi le leaving them free to specia l i se  in those 
branches of study to which they were most strongly attracted.

The  exper iment  may  be  s a id  to  have  p roved  thorough ly 
succe s s fu l .  For  though compara t ive ly  few pre sented  them- 
selves for the higher test ,  a large number of students showed 
themselves  qua l i f ied for  the t i t le  of  Associa te,  and the l i s t s 
contained in the Calendar show how many men now actively 
engaged in the service of the Churches have been st imulated 
by its influence.31

But the educational movement of recent year s, and the new 
conditions that now prevail ,  have affected the whole position 
o f  the  Theo log ica l  Col l ege s .  The  e s t abl i shment  o f  a  Uni- 
ver s i ty  in  London tha t  teaches  a s  wel l  a s  examines ,  and of 
Univer s i t i e s  and  Univer s i ty  Col l ege s  in  many pa r t s  o f  the 
kingdom, enables the Theolog ical inst i tutions to concentrate 
t h e i r  s t r e n g t h  upon  t h e  wo rk  t h a t  i s  r e a l l y  t h e i r s .  And 
a t  the same t ime the new Theolog ica l  Facul t ie s ,  wi th thei i 
examinat ions and deg rees ,  now provide an author i tat ive test 
and hall-mark of theological learning.

Al ready the  e f fec t  o f  the  change  i s  making i t se l f  f e l t .  In 

30 R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e n a t u s  A c a d e m i c u s  o f  A s s o c i a t e d  T h e o l o g i c a l 
Colleges, 1901, 8–12.

31 Congregat ional  Col lege Calendar ,  1881. Firs t  Repor t  o f  the Senatus 
Academicus, 9–11, 14–17.
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London both New and Hackney Colleges have become integral 
p a r t s  o f  t h e  Un ive r s i t y.  The i r  s t uden t s ,  wh i l e  re c e iv i ng 
instruction in the subjects of dogmatic theology within their 
own wal l s ,  can go e l sewhere for  teaching in  other  par t s  o f 
-their course of study. And if their attainments are suff iciently 
h igh,  they can g raduate  in  the theolog ica l  examinat ions  o f 
the  Un ive r s i t y.  A t  Manche s t e r,  a g a in ,  the  Lanca sh i re  In- 
dependent  Col lege  i s  a f f i l i a ted  to  the  Vic tor i a  Univer s i ty. 
Many of the students, i f  not al l ,  take their Ar ts course in the 
c l a s s e s  o f  i t s  P ro f e s s o r s  and  Lec tu re r s .  And  Manche s t e r, 
like London, confers degrees in theology—restr icted, however, 
in this case to those who receive instruction in the University, 
or  in  the var ious  ins t i tu t ions  a f f i l i a ted to i t ,  and not  open 
to  candida te s  wherever  and however  t ra ined.  In  Yorksh i re, 
where the Col lege i s  a f f i l ia ted to the Univer s i ty of  Leeds,  a 
s imi l a r  a r r angement  ho ld s  good fo r  l i t e r a r y  and  s c i en t i f i c 
s tud ie s ;  and a t  Br i s to l  the  Univer s i ty  Col lege  provides  in- 
struction in the subjects of general education.

At present ,  i t  must  be admit ted that  the sys tem i s  incom- 
plete. Some of the students who enter the Theological Colleges 
are unable, owing to defects in their earlier education, to profit 
by the teaching tha t  i s  o f fe red them. But  the  deve lopment 
o f  s e conda r y  educa t i on  th roughou t  t he  k ingdom may  be 
expected within a few years to produce a race of students that 
wil l  not have to do in the college the work that should have 
been done in  the  school .  The burden tha t  ha s  weighed so 
heavi ly  upon the Col leges  wi l l  be  l ightened,  i f  not  whol ly 
removed. They wil l  be able to leave l i terature, and language, 
and hi s tor y  to  Univer s i ty  teacher s  and to  devote  the i r  un- 
divided energ ies to theolog ical studies. And the examinations 
and deg rees  o f  Univer s i t ie s  f ree  f rom sectar i an re s t r ic t ions 
will render other examinations and diplomas superfluous.

The associat ion of  the Theolog ica l  Col leges with the new 
Un ive r s i t i e s  i s  r i c h  i n  po s s i b i l i t i e s .  Bu t  t h e  l a s t  twen t y 
year s have witnessed another change of even g reater interest 
and impor tance.  In 1838 Mr.  George Storer  Mans f ie ld ,  and 
h i s  two s i s te r s ,  Mr s .  Glover  and Mis s  E l i zabeth Mans f ie ld , 
provided funds to establish a Congregational College at Spr ing 
H i l l ,  B i r m ingham.  E i gh t een  ye a r s  l a t e r,  t he  Co l l ege  wa s 
removed from the hear t of the town where it then stood, to a 
new building at Moseley, where i t  remained for thir ty year s .
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In i t s  ear ly  days ,  Henr y Roger s ,  a  br i l l i ant  man of  le t te r s , 
was  one of  i t s  Profe s sor s ;  and though i t  had no other  man 
of equal eminence again upon its staff , it was well served, and 
sent out a few men of dis t inct ion, and many men of wor th. 
After the passing of the Act that opened the ancient Univer- 
sit ies to Nonconformists in 1872, some of its more promising 
s tudents  were a l lowed,  and indeed encouraged,  to g raduate 
at Oxford or Cambr idge before returning to take their theo- 
log ical  cour se at  Spr ing Hil l .  The exper iment was not sat i s- 
f a c to r y.  Some men dr i f t ed  away  f rom the  min i s t r y,  i f  no t 
f rom Nonconfor mity :  other s  became res t le s s  and unset t led. 
A  b o l d e r  p o l i c y,  i t  wa s  f e l t ,  wo u l d  b e  b o t h  w i s e r  a n d 
safer.  The suggest ion of the Committee on Col lege Refor m 
that one or more of the Colleges should be removed to Oxford 
or Cambr idge took def inite shape, and an attempt was made 
to  a c t  upon  i t .  A t  Cambr idge  the  p l an  me t  w i th  no  en- 
couragement .  At  Oxford i t  was  rece ived more cord ia l ly  by 
men l ike Jowett ,  the Master  of  Bal l io l ,  and Dr.  Hatch.  Mr. 
T. H. Green32—the philosopher, not the histor ian—urged that 
the  s t ep  shou ld  be  t aken ,  no t  mere l y  fo r  the  s ake  o f  the 
Nonconfor mist  minis t r y,  but for the sake of  Nonconfor mist 
l aymen .  The  open ing  o f  t he  Un ive r s i t i e s ,  he  con t ended , 
as it had g iven the Free Churches new opportunities, had also 
laid upon them new responsibilities, to which they had shown 
themse l ve s  i nd i f f e ren t ;  and  he  s poke  ve r y  f r ank l y  o f  t he 
mischief that their indifference was doing.

“The  open ing  o f  the  na t iona l  Un ive r s i t i e s  to  Noncon fo r mi s t s 
ha s  been,  in  my judgment ,  an  in jur y  ra ther  than a  he lp  to  Non- 
con fo r mi t y.  You  a re  s end ing  up  he re,  ye a r  a f t e r  ye a r,  t h e  son s 
o f  some of  your  bes t  and wea l th ie s t  f ami l ie s ;  they are  a f ten a l to- 
gether uninf luenced by the services of the Church which they f ind 
he re,  and  they  no t  on l y  d r i f t  away  f rom Noncon fo r mi t y—they 
dr i f t  away  and lo se  a l l  f a i th ;  and  you a re  bound,  a s  soon a s  you 
have  s e cu red  the  open ing  o f  t he  Un ive r s i t i e s  f o r  you r  son s ,  t o 
fol low them here when you send them here, in order to defend and 
maintain their religious life and faith.”33

O t h e r  m e n  o f  i n f l u e n c e  a t  O x f o rd — M r.  J a m e s  B r y c e 
among  them—con f i r med  the  appea l .  Sp r ing  Hi l l  Co l l ege 

32 Fe l low and Tutor  of  Ba l l io l  Col lege,  a f terwards  Whyte ’s  Pro- 
fessor of Moral Philosophy in the University of Oxford.

33 Life of R. W. Dale, 496.
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was closed, and established at Oxford as Mansf ield College— 
so called in memory of its or ig inal founders—at the beginning 
of  the antumn ter m of 1886.  And three year s  la ter,  in 1889, 
it took possession of its new buildings, the cost of which was 
defrayed by a fund amounting to more than £40,000, specially 
raised for that purpose.

Mansf ie ld Col lege has  an indiv idua l  character  of  i t s  own. 
It is not a residential College, on the model of Keble at Oxford, 
o r  Se lwyn  a t  Cambr idge.  The  de s i gn  o f  i t s  f ounde r s  wa s 
th a t  i t s  member s  shou ld  be  g r adua t e s  o f  Ox fo rd ,  o r  men 
pu r su ing  the i r  l i t e r a r y  cou r s e  e i t he r  i n  connec t i on  w i th 
existing Colleges or as unattached students of the Univer sity. 
It was established to g ive a theological, not a literary, training; 
to supplement, not to super sede, the work of the Univer sity. 
And its students, even dur ing their course in theology, attend 
the lec tures  provded by the Univer s i ty  and the Col leges  a s 
well as those given by its own Principal and Professors.

Other Churches have fol lowed the same policy.  At Oxford 
the Unitar ians have es tabl i shed Manchester  New Col lege in 
c l o s e  p rox im i t y  t o  Man s f i e l d .  The  Eng l i s h  P re s by t e r i a n 
College was removed from Regent’s Park to Cambr idge, a few 
year s ago, and, as Westminster College, has taken a f irm root 
in  the p lace.  More recent ly  s t i l l ,  Cheshunt  Col lege—not a 
Congregationalist foundation, though to a large extent under 
Congregational influences—has been transfer red to Cambr idge 
a l s o.  Che shun t  wa s  o r i g in a l l y  one  o f  L ady  Hun t ingdon ’s 
foundations, and it  i s  s t i l l  open to students belong ing to the 
Established Church as well as to Nonconformists.34

II

In  dea l ing  wi th  the  problem o f  s econdar y  educa t ion  the 
policy of Congregationalists  has been less def inite, especial ly 
dur ing the last for ty year s. In the g reat centres of population 
public opinion has usually been strong enough to curb intolerance 
and to  re s t r a in ,  i f  not  to  suppre s s ,  s ec t a r i an  prose ly t i s ing . 
The Grammar Schools in the City of London, in Manchester, 
Birmingham, Bradford, and Leeds, were full of the sons of Non- 
conformists, even in the days when head masters almost without

34 Congregational College Calendar, 1885, 82–85.
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excep t i on  we re  requ i red  t o  h ave  t a ken  ho l y  o rde r s ,  a nd 
members of the assistant staff to conform to the doctr ine and 
r i tua l  o f  the Es tabl i shed Church.  Indeed,  when the change 
c ame  th a t  swep t  s uch  re s t r i c t i on s  away,  one  o f  t he  mos t 
tel l ing arguments advanced in the discussion was drawn from 
the conspicuous contrast  between f act and theory—from the 
numbers and successes of Nonconformist pupils in the schools 
that were supposed to give Anglican teaching and to be subject 
to Anglican control. And in the High Schools for g irls estab- 
lished dur ing the same per iod of time, the relig ious diff iculty, 
though not whol ly absent ,  has  rare ly g iven cause of  ser ious 
o f f ence.  I n  many  o f  t h e  l a r g e  t own s ,  o the r  s choo l s  o f  a 
di f ferent type have provided an undenominational  educat ion 
for the children of parents who were unwilling to expose their 
children to the risks of unfriendly influence.

Some  spec i a l  p rov i s ion ,  howeve r,  wa s  nece s s a r y  fo r  the 
chi ldren of  Nonconfor mis t s  l iv ing in rura l  d i s t r ic t s ,  out  of 
the  reach o f  c i ty  school s ;  fo r  o ther s  whom the  condi t ions 
of  a day school did not suit ;  and for the sons and daughter s 
o f  mini s ter s  ser v ing countr y  Churches  upon a  smal l  s a l a r y. 
The Congregational Churches have recognised the need, and 
have done their  best  to meet i t .  But whi le they have es tab- 
l i shed schools  of  their  own, di s t inct ively denominat ional  in 
cha r ac t e r,  f o r  pa r t i cu l a r  pu r po se s ,  they  have  p re f e r red  a s 
a rule to join with other Nonconformist  Churches wherever 
such runted action was possible.

The  on ly  s choo l s  tha t  a re  d i s t inc t l y  and  avowed ly  Con- 
gregationalist schools are those which were or ig inally designed 
to  educa te  the  ch i ld ren  o f  Cong rega t iona l  min i s t e r s .  The 
oldes t  of  these i s  the Cong regat ional  School ,  Caterham. I t s 
o r i g i n  d a t e s  b a ck  ne a r l y  a  c en tu r y.  I n  S ep t embe r,  1810 , 
t h e  Rev.  John  Town s end ,  o f  Jama i c a  Row,  Be r mond s ey, 
who had a lready taken an act ive par t  in founding an asylum 
for the deaf and dumb, issued a circular in which he proposed 
to establish a school for the sons of Congregational minister s. 
H i s  o r i g in a l  p l an  wa s  t h a t  t he  boy s  s hou ld  be  t augh t  by 
twelve ‘decayed’ mini s ter s ,  but  thi s  idea was  soon dropped. 
A public meeting in support of the scheme was held on Apr il 
18 ,  1811,  a t  the  King ’s  Head  in  the  Pou l t r y.  A sma l l  fund 
was collected; six boys were elected in the following October, 
and on Januar y  20 ,  1812 ,  the  school—“the Cong rega t iona l
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School for the Board and Education of the Sons of Minister s” 
—was  opened a t  Wes t  Square,  Newington.  Two year s  l a te r 
the school  was  removed to Manor House,  Clapham; and in 
1815 freehold premises were bought at Lewisham, which, with 
succe s s ive  add i t ion s  and  ex ten s ion s ,  were  he ld  fo r  nea r l y 
s even ty  yea r s .  Dur ing  tha t  pe r iod  the  s choo l  had  g rown; 
Lewisham had become a  crowded suburb;  and the  va lue  o f 
proper ty  had increased.  I t  was  fe l t  tha t  the t ime had come 
to move to a s i te in the country. Land was bought at Cater- 
ham,  Su r rey,  and  a  s choo l -hou se  bu i l t ,  a t  a  to t a l  co s t  o f 
£23,0 0 0 .  The  new home was  ready  fo r  occupa t ion  in  the 
autumn of 1884. Since then three acres and a hal f  have been 
added to the or ig ina l  th i r teen,  to extend the p laying-f ie ld . 
The school is maintained par tly by endowment, par tly by the 
con t r ibu t ion s  o f  ind iv idua l s  and  the  Churche s .  A  ce r t a in 
number of boys, elected on the foundation, are received with- 
out  payment ;  o ther s ,  be ing  sons  o f  min i s te r s ,  a re  rece ived 
a t  a  re duc ed  f e e ;  s on s  o f  l aymen  a re  a l s o  a dm i t t e d ,  bu t 
unde r  s a f egua rd s  to  s e cu re  th a t  they  sha l l  no t  c rowd ou t 
those  for  whose  benef i t  the  school  was  des igned.  S ince i t s 
foundation in 1811, 2,000 minister s’ sons have been educated 
there; 1,500 on the foundation, and the other 500 on payment 
o f  a  compa r a t ive l y  sma l l  f e e.  On ly  the  Gove r no r s  o f  t he 
school,  who receive the applicat ions for admiss ion, with ful l 
deta i l s  o f  the  parent ’s  income,  the number  of  h i s  ch i ldren, 
and the conditions of his work, can measure the value of the 
ser v ice that  the school  i s  render ing to the mini s ter s  o f  the 
poorer Churches throughout the kingdom.35

Si lcoates School was the outcome of a previous enterpr ise. 
In  the  spr ing o f  1820 i t  was  ag reed to  se t  up a  “Yorksh i re 
Dis senter s ’ Grammar School” a t  Wakef ie ld .  S i lcoates  House 
was  secured  for  the  pur pose.  In  Ju ly  o f  the  s ame yea r  the 
school was opened, but before long f inancial diff iculties arose, 
and it was determined to wind it up. But Mr. George Rawson, 
of Leeds, a man of decision and energy, made up his mind that 
the  scheme should  not  be  a l lowed to  end in  f a i lu re.  Af te r 
a preliminary canvass, a meeting was held on August 24,1831, 
at which it was resolved to establish a Congregational School 
for the counties of Yorkshire and Lancashire. In the following

35 Con g r e g a t i o n a l  Ye a r  B o o k ,  18 61,  2 0–23.  Ca t e r h am  Con g r e g a - 
tional Magazine, October, 1906, 76–78.
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year,  by a  change of  t i t le,  the school  became the Nor ther n 
‘Cong rega t iona l  Schoo l .  For  more  than  twenty  yea r s  on ly 
sons  o f  mini s te r s  and mis s ionar ie s  were  rece ived,  but  a f te r 
1855 the sons  of  l aymen were admit ted a s  wel l .  The school 
met  a  genuine  need .  I t  g rew in  number s ,  and  in  1871  the 
Silcoates estate, containing 100 acres, was bought for £16,000. 
In 1874 new buildings were erected at a cost of £8,000. Thirty 
years later, in 1904, the school was totally destroyed by f ire— 
happi ly in vacat ion t ime—and was lef t  in ruins .  There were 
s t rong  re a s on s  a g a i n s t  r e bu i l d i n g  on  t h e  s ame  s i t e ,  a nd 
Silcoates School—still keeping its name—was removed to Salt- 
bum-on-Sea .  I t s  work,  though on a  smal ler  sca le,  has  been 
very s imilar to the work of Caterham, and has proceeded on 
much the  s ame l ine s .  S ince  i t s  founda t ion i t  ha s  educa ted 
more than 800 boys, who owe to its influence no slight share 
of any success that they have achieved in after-life.36

III

The  boy s ’ s choo l s  h ad  been  e s t ab l i s h ed  f o r  many  ye a r s 
b e f o re  any  s e r i ou s  a t t emp t  wa s  made  t o  p rov i d e  f o r  t h e 
daughter s  a s  wel l  a s  for  the  sons  o f  mini s ter s .  And yet  the 
ca se  o f  the g i r l s  was  even harder  than that  o f  the boys .  At 
tha t  t ime  the  endowed schoo l s  o f  the  k ingdom,  wi th  r a re 
except ions ,  were c losed to them; and whi le  the propor t ion 
o f  women to  men  among  tho se  suppor t ing  themse lve s  by 
profe s s iona l  work was  a s  1  to  7,  the i r  share  o f  educa t iona l 
endowments  was  a s  1  to 92.  The daughter s  o f  mini s ter s ,  a s 
a  r u l e,  be longed  to  the  c l a s s  tha t  su f f e red  mos t  f rom th i s 
i n equa l i t y.  The i r  p a ren t s  we re  no t  wea l t hy :  t h ey  h ad  t o 
make the i r  own l iv ing .  Unle s s  they  mar r ied ,  or  unt i l  they 
mar r ied, they had to f ind work, and to f ind work for which 
they were f i t ted. A good school education was indispensable 
t o  t h e m ;  a n d  f ew  o f  t h e m  c o u l d  g e t  i t .  B u t  i n  18 7 3  a 
g irls’ school, Milton Mount, was opened at Gravesend, mainly 
through the exertions of the Rev. William Guest, who devoted 
h i m s e l f  t o  i t s  s e r v i c e  w i t h  e x c e p t i o n a l  e a r n e s t n e s s .  H e 
r a i s ed  funds  fo r  bu i ld ing  and  equ ipment ;  and  the  Col l ege 
as i t  now stands, with the addit ions made dur ing later year s, 
represents  a tota l  capita l  expenditure of more than £33,000. 
Mr s .  Joseph Cross ley ra i sed an endowment fund of  £3,000, 
which has since been increased, by legacies for founding scholar- 
ships, to about £7,700. Following the precedents of Caterham

36 Silcoates School Magazine, October, 1900, 1–3; June, 1904, 1–5.
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and S i l coa te s ,  Mi l ton Mount  re se r ve s  a  ce r t a in  number  o f 
places for the chi ldren of laymen, an ar rangement that tends 
to breadth and var iety in the corporate l i fe of the school. As 
to its success there can be no doubt. At the present t ime the 
College—including the Junior School more recently established 
i n  Be rke l ey  Hou s e—ha s  18 0  pup i l s .  I t  h a s  done  p ionee r 
work  o f  more  than  one  k ind .  I t s  gymnas ium was  the  f i r s t 
gymnas ium bui l t  spec ia l ly  for  g i r l s  in  Eng land .  I t  ha s  a l so 
combined the functions of a Training College with those of a 
secondar y school ,  and the older  s tudents  receive sys temat ic 
instruction in the theory and practice of education. Between 
the  t ime o f  i t s  founda t ion  and the  yea r  1889 ,  the  Col l ege 
educa ted  about  70 0  g i r l s—the  number  mus t  have  doubled 
s ince then—who have gone out into the world to do sound 
a n d  u s e f u l  wo r k  w h e reve r  t h e i r  way  i n  l i f e  m i g h t  l e a d 
them.37

III

Refe rence  ha s  a l ready  been made  to  Homer ton Col l ege. 
Hi s to r i ca l l y  i t  i s  connec ted  wi th  the  King ’s  Head  Soc ie ty 
establ i shed in 1695 and the Congregational Fund Board; and 
i t  p re se r ve s  the  name o f  the  Academy fo r med by  the  two 
societies after their amalgamation, and car r ied on successfully 
a t  Mi le  End and Homer ton.  But ,  a s  now organi sed ,  i t  can 
hardly be said to go back to an earl ier date than 1843, when 
the Cong regat iona l  Board of  Educat ion was  founded and a 
fund of £250,000 raised for educational purposes. Or ig inal ly 
Homer ton Col lege had under taken to t ra in teacher s  a s  wel l 
a s  min i s te r s ;  but  dur ing  the  l a s t  quar te r  o f  the  e ighteenth 
c en tu r y  t h a t  p a r t  o f  i t s  wo rk  h ad  b e en  a b andoned .  Bu t 
when new schools began to r ise in al l  par ts  of the kingdom, 
the  demand for  e f f i c ien t  teacher s  sudden ly  increa sed .  The 
Cong regat iona l  Board of  Educat ion se t  i t se l f  to  meet  these 
requirements, and opened Colleges in Liverpool Street, Jewin 
S t re e t ,  and  Ro the rh i t he.  I n  t he  cou r s e  o f  a  f ew  ye a r s  i t 
was  dec ided to  concentra te  the  work,  for  the  sake both of 
ef f ic iency and economy, and in 1850 Homer ton College was 
bough t ,  and  the  s ep a r a t e  i n s t i t u t i on s  we re  ama l g ama t ed . 
The Board  a t  tha t  t ime d i s t r u s ted  the  sy s tem of  S ta te  a id .

37 Waddington, v. (1850–1880), 575–581.
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They bel ieved that  the educat ion of  the people was no par t 
of the duty of the State, and for many year s the College did 
not accept Government g rants .  This  pos i t ion i t  consi s tent ly 
maintained ti l l  1869, when the earl ier tradit ion had died out 
and the leadership of the Churches had passed into the hands 
of a new generation. In 1894 Cavendish College, Cambr idge, 
wa s  in  the  marke t  and  wa s  bought  by  the  Boa rd .  A t  f i r s t 
bo th  men and women were  admi t ted  fo r  t r a in ing ;  but  the 
number s  o f  men fe l l  o f f  to  such an extent  a s  to  jus t i fy  the 
Board in restr icting its work, and for several years the College 
ha s  re ce ived  women on ly.  I t  h a s  been  en l a rged ,  and  now 
provides accommodation for 204 s tudents  in addit ion to the 
member s  of  the s ta f f .  Though a Cong regat ional  ins t i tut ion, 
and under Congregational control, it is absolutely unsectar ian 
in  i t s  work .  I t  impose s  no  re l i g ious  t e s t  o f  any  k ind ,  and 
draws i t s  s tudents  f rom al l  Churches;  and while making due 
provision for their rel ig ious needs, i t  does not seek to attach 
them to any particular denomination. 

T h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  a b ove  a r e  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l 
inst i tut ions,  establ i shed mainly,  i f  not whol ly,  by Congrega- 
tionalists, largely maintained by the .Congregational Churches, 
and des igned for  specia l  for ms of  ser v ice.  But  in providing 
school s  for  more genera l  pur poses ,  Cong regat iona l i s t s  have 
prefer red as  a rule to act with other s rather than alone; and 
f rom the ear l ie s t  year s  of  the nineteenth centur y they have 
combined with members of other Nonconformist Churches to 
establish schools that should not be restr icted either in theory 
or in practice to children belonging to any one denomination. 
In pursuance of this pr inciple, Mill Hill School was established 
in 1807, Taunton in 1847, Tettenhall College, on the outskir ts 
of Wolverhampton, in 1863, and Bishop’s Stor tford College in 
1868 .  But  none  o f  the se  s choo l s ,  i t  mus t  be  repea ted ,  a re 
d i s t inc t ive ly  Cong regat iona l  school s ,  and the i r  g rowth and 
deve lopment ,  and  the  change s  th a t  they  have  unde rgone, 
be long  to  the  h i s to r y  o f  Eng l i sh  Noncon fo r mi ty  and  no t 
to a history of English Congregationalism.

There is ,  however, one other institution, undenominational 
in character, but of such value to the Churches that it  serves
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as to require at  least  a pass ing reference—the Inst i tut ion for 
the  Educa t ion  o f  the  Daughte r s  o f  Mi s s iona r i e s .  I t  began 
its work in a house at Walthamstow in 1838, but was removed 
to Sevenoaks in 1882, where it  now provides accommodation 
for  n inety g i r l s .  A mis s ionar y ’s  l i fe  i s  one of  sacr i f ice ;  and 
the hardes t  sacr i f ice i s  the sacr i f ice that  touches  the home. 
In most cases, conditions of climate and conditions of society 
compel  mis s ionar ies  to send their  chi ldren away at  an ear ly 
age, lest health and morals should be permanently injured by 
l i fe at the mission station. Those of them who have relations 
or fr iends in England shr ink from imposing the burden of their 
children upon others, even where the burden would be willingly 
borne. And there are other s who have no one to whom they 
c an  l ook  f o r  h e l p  i n  t h e i r  d i f f i c u l t y.  Wa l t h ams t ow  Ha l l 
meets  their  need. Those who organised i t  a t  i t s  foundat ion, 
and those who have directed it since, have never failed to keep 
in mind the fact that for most of the children whom it receives 
it must be not only a school, but a home; and that the teacher 
has to take the parents’ place. The Home and School for the 
Sons  and  Or phan s  o f  Mi s s iona r i e s ,  e s t ab l i shed  in  1842  a t 
Blackheath, resembles it both in character and in aim. 

V

An accoun t  ha s  been  g iven  in  an  e a r l i e r  chap te r  o f  the 
older Congregational inst i tutions—the Home Missionary and 
Church Aid Society,  the Ir i sh Evangel ica l  Society and Con- 
gregational Home Mission, and the Colonial Missionary Society, 
a l l  of which were established in the year s 1814–1836, though 
s i nce  then  the i r  con s t i t u t i on  and  o rg an i s a t i on  have  been 
modif ied or even reconstructed. 38 The Cong regat ional  Tota l 
Abst inence Associat ion, founded in 1874, has taken i t s  place 
a t  their  s ide.  I t s  pur pose i s  c lear ;  i t s  pr incip les  are uncom- 
promis ing.  I t  enrol l s  abs ta iner s ,  and abs ta iner s  a lone,  in i t s 
member ship; and seeks to extend the pract ice of tota l  abst i- 
nence among those associated with Congregational Churches 
—and especially amongst the young—by all the var ious means 
t h a t  h ave  p roved  e f f e c t ive  i n  t h e  e xpe r i en c e  o f  k i nd red 
enterprises.

38 See ante, pp. 603–605, 714–715.
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VI

Wi th  the  r ap id  g rowth  o f  popu l a t i on ,  e spec i a l l y  i n  the 
g rea t  towns ,  i t  became nece s s a r y  to  bu i ld  new chape l s  in 
d i s t r i c t s  where  such  accommodat ion  d id  not  ex i s t ,  o r  had 
become inadequa te.  In  the  ea r l i e r  pa r t  o f  the  l a s t  centur y 
the task had been left to individual enterpr ise and to personal 
muni f icence.  Men l ike  Mr.  Thomas  Wil son and other s  had 
done what they could;  and the Metropol i tan Bui lding Fund 
which they raised buil t  Westminster Chapel and four other s . 
Mr.  Green  bu i l t  Tr in i ty  Chape l ,  Pop l a r,  in  1842 ;  and  Mr. 
Se th  Smi th  Ecc le s ton Square  Chape l ,  P iml ico,  a  f ew year s 
l a t e r.  Bu t  the re  wa s  no  v i go rou s  and  comb ined  e f f o r t  t o 
make  the  p rov i s ion  tha t  wa s  requ i red .  Wadd ing ton  a s s e r t s 
tha t  the  most  power fu l  Churches  were  indi f fe rent ,  or  even 
host i le,  to chapel extension. “The minister s ,” he says ,  “with 
l a rge  f l ou r i sh ing  cong rega t ion s  monopo l i s ed  the  d i s t r i c t s 
a round them, wi l l ing to es tabl i sh a  network of  school s  and 
preaching stations, but discourag ing every attempt to provide 
addi t iona l  accommodat ion,  even when a l l  the  e lement s  for 
a  wo rk i ng  Ch r i s t i a n  Soc i e t y  we re  p rep a red .” They  we re 
will ing to extend evangelistic work from the existing centres, 
bu t  were  ave r se  “ f rom mak ing  a  new cen t re  fo r  an  ac t ive 
Church.”39 

Such a  s t a tement  i s  mi s l ead ing  because  i t  i s  incomple te. 
And  much  migh t  be  s a id  on  the  o the r  s ide  a s  to  the  r i sk 
of dividing ef f ic ient organisat ions,  and of draining away the 
energ ies  of  some of  their  most  act ive worker s .  But the f act 
remains—after dismissing all imputations of indifference, blind- 
ness, and self ishness—that in the years between 1840 and 1850 
the Churches were failing to discharge an obvious and impera- 
t i ve  d u t y ;  t h a t  t h ey  we re  n o t  a d d i n g  t o  w h a t  t h ey  h a d 
received, not enlarging what they had inherited.

In 1848, as  the outcome of a ser ies  of let ter s  publi shed by 
the Rev. Charles Gilbert, the London Chapel Building Society 
was for med in Mr. Joshua Wilson’s  house.  I t  began i t s  work 
with the erect ion of  a  new chapel  a t  Nott ing Hi l l ,  and has 
taken an act ive par t  in the work of  chapel  extens ion in the 
metropol i t an  a rea .  Rather  more  than three  year s  l a te r,  the

39 Waddington, iv. (1800–1850), 602.
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Rev. J.  G. Gal laway read a paper before the Cong regat ional 
Union at  Nor thampton,  di rect ing a t tent ion to the needs  of 
the kingdom as  di s t inct  f rom the needs  of  London.  In 1853 
the  Eng l i sh  Cong rega t iona l  Chape l  Bu i l d ing  Soc i e t y  wa s 
f ounded  fo r  Eng l and ,  Wa l e s ,  and  the  Channe l  I s l and s .  A 
man s e  f und  h a s  b e en  added  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s cheme ;  and 
specia l  contr ibut ions are received for kindred enter pr i ses  in 
Ireland and the Colonies.  The Society makes g rants in some 
c a s e s ,  a nd  l o an s  i n  o t h e r s .  Bu t  an  impo r t an t  p a r t  o f  i t s 
work  t ake s  the  fo r m o f  adv i ce  and  gu idance.  I t  examine s 
p lans  and spec i f ica t ions ,  contrac t s ,  and t i t le-deeds ,  so  pre- 
venting many mistakes and much needless outlay. Dur ing the 
f i f ty- two year s  o f  i t s  ex i s tence the  Soc ie ty  has  g iven he lp, 
by loans or grants, in 987 cases (874 churches and 113 manses), 
to an amount of £205,444.40

Similar work,.on the same l ines,  has been car r ied on s ince 
1852 by the Lancashire and Cheshire Congregational Chapel and 
Schoo l  Bui ld ing  Soc ie ty ;  and  s ince  1872  by  the  L iver poo l 
Cong regat iona l  Chape l  Bui ld ing Socie ty,  which has  he lped 
to  c lea r  o f f  a l l  the  chape l  debt s  ex i s t ing  a t  the  t ime of  i t s 
founda t ion ,  and  to  r a i s e  l a rge  sums  fo r  church  ex ten s ion , 
in addition to contributions from its own resources. 

The Churches  have not  di s regarded the obl igat ion res t ing 
upon them to make provision for the support of aged or infirm 
minis ter s  and for the re l ie f  of  pas tor s ’ widows and or phans. 
But  the  va r iou s  o rgan i s a t ion s  e s t ab l i shed  fo r  th i s  pur pose 
are not co-ordinated in the way that  one could wish.  Some 
societies serve par ticular distr icts, or even par ticular counties. 
G louce s t e r s h i re ,  L anc a sh i re ,  Nor th  Buck s ,  and  t h e  We s t 
Riding of  Yorkshire  have Provident  Societ ie s  of  their  own, 
similar if not identical in character, and al l working on much 
the same l ines .  Another society inc ludes  Nott s ,  Derbyshire, 
and Le ice s te r sh i re.  In  addi t ion to  these  soc ie t ie s  there  a re 
t r u s t  f und s  i n  many  p a r t s  o f  t h e  k i ngdom app l i c a b l e  t o 
kindred objects. The most important of these—it is impossible 
to g ive a complete l i s t—are the Woodward Trusts ,  to enable

40 “The London and the English Congregational Chapel Building 
Societies were amalgamated about twenty years ago.
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pastor s of Churches in Lancashire and Cheshire to insure for 
the benef i t  of their widows and chi ldren, to provide help in 
c a s e s  o f  excep t iona l  need ,  and  to  pen s ion  min i s t e r s  a f t e r 
re t i rement  f rom the  pa s to ra te ;  and  in  the  Wes t  Rid ing  o f 
Yorksh i re  Ba lme’s  Char i ty  fo r  re t i red  min i s t e r s ,  min i s t e r s ’ 
widows,  and the i r  unmar r ied daughter s .  In  Sus sex another 
local fund exists to encourage and assist  l i fe insurance; while 
S tona rd ’s  Tr u s t  g ive s  s im i l a r  a id  to  min i s t e r s  educa t ed  a t 
New Co l l e g e,  and  t o  o the r s .  London ,  a g a i n ,  h a s  s p e c i a l 
funds  o f  i t s  own;  notably  the  Widows ’ Fund of  Cong rega- 
t ional Minister s  in Greater London, which in less  than for ty 
years has paid out more than £8,000 to widows and orphans.

The re  a re  o t h e r  s o c i e t i e s  a nd  t r u s t s ,  l e s s  r e s t r i c t e d  i n 
thei r  range.  The oldes t  of  these  i s  the Mini s ter s ’ Fr iend or 
Associate Society,  for med in London, in the year 1822.41 I t s 
annual income now amounts to nearly £1,400, and grants are 
made to mini s ter s  in  a l l  par t s  o f  England,  the s ix  nor ther n 
counties (included in Lady Hewley’s Char ity) alone excepted. 
The sum so distr ibuted in 1905 exceeded £1,200. The Chr istian 
Witness  Fund g ives  a l lowances  to mini s ter s  over  s ixty year s 
of age, whether retired or not, and also in cases of temporary 
di sablement or  except ional  d i s t res s .  The average number of 
benef ic iar ies  i s  about for ty,  and the tota l  average g rants  for 
the las t  f ive year s  have exceeded £300. The Cong regat ional 
Fund Board a l so  appl ie s  par t  o f  i t s  income to the re l ie f  o f 
poor minister s. The Pastors’ Retir ing Fund provides annuities 
for minis ter s  who are over s ixty and have been in charge of 
Churches for twenty-f ive year s .  I t s  income is  about £6,300, 
and at the present time it has more than 200 beneficiar ies who 
i n  19 05  re c e ived  b e tween  t h em  mo re  t h an  £6 , 850 .  The 
Pastor s’ Widows Fund, with an income of £1,400, has about 
10 0  annu i t an t s .  I n  19 05  t he  g r an t s  amoun t ed  t o  £1,18 0 ; 
and since the Fund began in 1871 the total amount distr ibuted 
has been about £34,500. Both of these Societies are Provident 
Soc ie t i e s ,  and  the i r  bene f i t s  a re  l imi ted  to  member s .  The 
Pa s to r s ’ In su r ance  A id  Soc i e t y,  w i th  compa r a t ive l y  s l i gh t 
resources—its income barely exceeds £400 a year—gives help 
of  another  k ind by paying par t  o f  the insurance premiums, 
usual ly about one-hal f—for i t s  benef iciar ies ,  now rather less 
than one hundred in number.

41 Bennett, History of Dissenters, 278.
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The foregoing account  i s  i l lus t ra t ive,  not  exhaus t ive.  But 
i t  i s  suf f ic ient to show the outl ines of the exis t ing system— 
if  sys tem be the r ight  word.  No one wi l l  mainta in that  the 
provis ion now made for  old age or for  death i s  adequate in 
amount  o r  s a t i s f a c to r y  in  method .  A l l  tha t  c an  be  s a id  i s 
tha t  what  i s  pos s ible  in  a  c lose ly  organi sed sys tem, such a s 
Wesleyan Methodism, is impossible under different conditions; 
and  tha t  no  p r ac t i c a l  sugge s t ion  ha s  been  o f f e red  fo r  the 
r e m e d y  o f  a d m i t t e d  d e f e c t s .  T h e  f a c t  r e m a i n s ,  t h a t  a 
man may spend his l i fe in the pastorate of humble Churches, 
on a smal l  sa lar y,  unable to make provis ion for hi s  own old 
age or for those who may survive him, and without any definite 
a s surance that  the t ime of  need wi l l  br ing with i t  the he lp 
that the need requires.

VIII

One other class  of inst i tutions cal l s  for notice—the Sett le- 
ment s  suppor ted main ly  by Cong regat iona l i s t s ,  though not 
real ly denominational in character,  and wholly undenomina- 
tional in aim.

The  Ha l l  f ounded  in  Ea s t  London  by  Ar no ld  Toynbee ’s 
fr iends in memory of the man, and to carry on his work, led the 
way. I t  was an attempt to br idge the gul f  of  c lass  separat ion 
to br ing together men and women of different types upon the 
basis  of a common l i fe;  and to leaven the dul l  uniformity of 
the crowded quar ter s of our g reat cit ies ,  long s ince deser ted 
by the profess ional classes ,  and cut off  from al l  contact with 
men of education and men of leisure, by introducing an element 
o f  a  d i f f e ren t  k ind .  The  Se t t l ement  wa s  de s i gned  to  be  a 
mean s  o f  re s to r ing  the  b roken  re l a t i on sh ip ;  a  c en t re  no t 
only of  recreat ion and ins t ruct ion,  but  of  per sonal  he lp,  of 
human in te rcour se  and  human sympathy.  Men and women 
were to l ive  there,  and by l iving to know the people among 
whom they lived, and to be known of them.

The  movemen t  h a s  s p re a d  s i n c e  t h en .  Many  Chu rche s 
have recogni sed that  the work i s  the i r  work,  and the Con- 
g regat iona l  Churches  have had thei r  par t  in  i t .  The Set t le- 
ment  a t  Browning Hal l ,  Walwor th ,  was  the  f i r s t  o f  severa l 
en te r p r i s e s .  There  a re  now two o the r s  in  Cann ing  Town; 
one,  fo r  men,  a s soc i a ted  wi th  Mans f i e ld  Col l ege,  Oxford ;



744 INSTITUTIONS AND ENTERPRISES

another,  for women, organised on a separate bas i s ;  but both 
united in many par ts  of  their  common work. At Manchester 
the Lancashire Independent College has a settlement in Embden 
Street, Hulme; the Yorkshire College has one in the Wapping 
Distr ict of Bradford. Kindred institutions have been established 
in  Ip swich,  She f f i e ld ,  and Middle sbrough.  I t  i s  not  neces- 
sary to enter into minute detai l s  of their work. Medical  and 
legal advice, recreation for mind and body, the encouragement 
of thr ift ,  guidance in the countless problems and perplexities 
of daily life—such are the requirements that claim to be satis- 
f ied. With pover ty as pover ty the Sett lements do not profess 
to deal: they are civilising, not relieving, agencies.

In some places  the re l ig ious e lement i s  s t ronger and more 
con sp i cuou s  th an  i t  i s  i n  o the r s .  Bu t  i n  a l l  t he  re l i g iou s 
e lement  i s  pre sent .  Al ready the Churches  a re  beg inning to 
fee l  the  in f luence o f  the  work.  The re s ident s  a re  in  ac tua l 
touch with the people;  and through them the Churches  are 
coming not merely to sympathise with the people whom as yet 
they have f a i led to reach,  but  to under s tand the condi t ions 
under which the people live—the f irst step to any real solution 
of the socia l  problem. And with larger knowledge has come 
a larger sense of obligation to social  service, a stronger con- 
ception of the function of the Church as a redeeming force. 
The Churches  a re  beg inning to  under s t and tha t  they  mus t 
go out to the masses, before they can hope to see the masses 
coming in to them.

S o m e  C h u r c h e s  h ave  g o n e  a  s t e p  f u r t h e r .  T h e y  a r e 
grafting this social work upon their relig ious organisation, and 
are making the development of social  inst i tutions an integ ral 
p a r t  o f  t h e i r  re l i g i ou s  wo rk .  Bu t  t h e  expe r imen t  o f  t h e 
“ in s t i tu t iona l  Church” i s  a t  p re sent  on ly  in  i t s  beg inn ing , 
and belongs rather to prophecy than to history.
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CHAPTER VII

THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL
Propo sal s  for  an  Inte rnational  Counc i l—Fir st  Me eting  in 

London—Cathol ic ity  of  the  As sembly—Its  Purpo se  and 
Character—The Past and the Present.

I

ON Monday,  Ju ly  13,  1891,  an  In te r na t iona l  Cong rega- 
t ional Council  met in London, and continued in sess ion 

until the evening of Tuesday, July 21. As the f ir st assembly of 
i t s  k ind,  i t  marks  a  s t age  in  the  h i s tor y  and g rowth of  the 
Cong reg a t i on a l  Chu rche s .  The  f i r s t  p ropo s a l  f o r  s u ch  a 
gather ing dates  back to 1874,  when Dr.  Hast ings Ross  pub- 
lished in The Congregational Quar ter ly—an Amer ican magazine 
—an ar t ic le ent i t led “An Ecumenical  Counci l  of  Cong rega- 
tional Churches.” His ar ticle was repr inted, and was circulated 
w ide l y  i n  Canada  a s  we l l  a s  i n  the  Un i t ed  S t a t e s .  A  f ew 
yea r s  l a t e r,  t he  sub j e c t  wa s  d i s cu s s ed  by  Dr.  Dex te r,  t he 
h i s t o r i an  o f  Cong reg a t i ona l i sm ,  and  Dr.  Hannay,  a t  t h a t 
t ime Secretary of the Congregat ional  Union of England and 
Wales .  A fur ther  s tep was  taken when on June 7,  1884,  the 
Cong regat iona l  Union of  Ontar io  and Quebec,  meet ing a t 
Montrea l ,  pa s sed  a  re so lu t ion  a f f i r ming  the  de s i r ab i l i ty  o f 
ho ld ing a  Genera l  Cong regat iona l  Counci l ,  and a sk ing the 
Congregational Union to convene one if it should seem feasible. 
In  1888 ,  when Dr.  Hannay and Mr.  Henr y  Lee  v i s i t ed  the 
Australian colonies as delegates of the Union, a similar resolu- 
t ion was  adopted by the representa t ives  of  the Churches  of 
Victor ia, which was afterwards endorsed by the Congregational 
Union of  New South Wales .  In 1889 these resolut ions were 
fo r ma l l y  con s ide red  by  the  Union  o f  Eng l and  and  Wa le s , 
a nd  a c c ep t e d  w i t h  e n t hu s i a sm .  The  con cu r ren c e  o f  t h e
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Amer ican Churches was secured, and action was taken to g ive 
effect to the proposal.

I t  wa s  ag reed  tha t  the  Counc i l  shou ld  mee t  in  London ; 
that it  should be International in the truest sense; that while 
rep re sen t ing  the  Cong rega t iona l  Churche s  o f  a l l  l and s ,  i t 
s hou l d  no t  b e  s o  l a r g e  a s  t o  b e  unw i e l d y.  F i n a l l y,  a f t e r 
careful consideration, it was decided that the delegates should 
not exceed three hundred in number—a third being ass igned 
to the Amer ican Churches, a third to the Churches of England, 
and a third to Wales, Ireland, Scotland, the Br itish Colonies, 
and the rest  of the world. In the appointment of representa- 
tives care was taken to include both local and national organisa- 
t i on s  a s  con s t i t uen t  e l emen t s .  In  Eng l and  fo r t y  member s 
were as s igned to the Cong regat ional  Union, as  represent ing 
the Churches in general; an equal number to the Church Aid 
and Home Mis s ionar y  Soc ie ty,  a s  repre sent ing  the  County 
Un ion s ;  and  twen ty  t o  t he  Theo log i c a l  Co l l e ge s .  I n  t he 
United States more than half the representatives were elected 
by the National  Counci l ;  but each of  the State Associat ions 
had the r ight to appoint a member, and the same pr ivilege was 
g ranted to the Theolog ical Seminar ies and cer tain benevolent 
institutions.

S p e c i a l  c o m m i t t e e s  i n  A m e r i c a  a n d  E n g l a n d ,  a c t i n g 
together, drafted the constitution and the programme of pro- 
ceedings, which on this occasion were accepted by the other 
organisat ions concerned, a wider consultat ion having proved 
impracticable.42

II

The f irst meeting of the Council, held in the Memor ial Hall, 
wa s  a  s t i r r ing  and  in sp i r ing  s cene.  As  the  ro l l  wa s  ca l l ed , 
and each delegate rose in his place and answered to his name, 
even those who were most loyal to the pr inciples of Congre- 
gationalism received a new impression of the g reatness of the 
Churches with which they were associated. The men who had 
helped to shape the relig ious life and thought of the Churches 
on e i ther  s ide of  the At lant ic  were there—known to a l l  by 
name,  but  seen by many for  the  f i r s t  t ime.  But  there  were

42 The  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Con g r e g a t i o n a l  Coun c i l  ( au t h o r i s e d  r e c o rd  o f 
proceedings), xxiii–xxv.
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others—men from the countr ies of Europe: Austr ia, Denmark, 
Ho l l and ,  Ru s s i a ,  and  Sweden ;  men  f rom the  co lon i e s  o f 
Br i ta in f ar  spread across  the world;  men from the provinces 
o f  t he  Domin ion  o f  Canada ;  f rom Nova  Sco t i a  and  New 
Brunswick;  f rom the Austra la s ian States ,  New South Wales , 
V i c to r i a ,  Sou the r n  and  Wes t e r n  Aus t r a l i a ,  New Zea l and , 
Ta sman i a ,  a nd  Queen s l a nd ;  men  f rom  Sou th  A f r i c a  a nd 
Nata l ;  f rom Jama ica  and  Br i t i sh  Guiana ;  men f rom Mada- 
gascar and the is lands of the South Seas—Samoa, Raratonga, 
and Hawai;  men from nor thern India,  and China, and Japan; 
“brethren—brethren in Christ—from many lands.”

Each and all had their own record of conflict and of victory; 
some in  the  d i s t an t ,  o ther s  in  the  neare r  pa s t .  But  among 
them there were men who had a story to tell of what they had 
seen accompli shed in their  own days .  Dr.  Waldenstrom, the 
de legate  f rom Sweden,  gave an account  of  an organi sa t ion, 
the Forbunde t ,  that  had g rown up s ince the year  1879;  con- 
g regat ions,  700 in number,  and with a member ship of  more 
than 100,000, bound together by the pr inciple that they would 
embrace only those who are believers in the Lord Jesus Chr ist, 
without reference to different forms of faith or different types 
o f  doct r ine ;  de s i r ing  a  d i s t inc t  par t i t ion wa l l  be tween the 
world and the Church, but none between those who bel ieve 
in  the  s ame Lord  and Sav iour ;  each  a s soc i a t ion  a  Church , 
independent  and se l f -gover ned,  but  uni t ing  wi th  other s  in 
evange l i s t i c  wo rk ;  po s s e s s i ng  a  Theo log i c a l  S emina r y  o f 
their  own; and maintaining miss ionar ies  in Lapland, Russ ia , 
Persia, in the Congo State, in North Afr ica, and in China, and 
car rying on mission work at home by means of a large band of 
travelling preachers.43

Not le s s  wonder fu l  was  the account  g iven by Mr.  Tasuku 
Harada of the spread of Congregationalism in Japan. When he 
s poke,  on l y  twen t y - two  ye a r s  h ad  p a s s e d  s i n c e  t h e  f i r s t 
miss ionary of  the Amer ican Board had set t led in Japan;  and 
only seventeen since the f ir st Congregational Church had been 
establ i shed with a l i t t le band of eleven member s.  Now there 
were seventy-one Churches, with a membership of 10,000, and 
among them men holding high positions in the state, in educa- 
t i on ,  and  i n  bu s i n e s s .  He  s poke  o f  D r.  Nee s ima—be t t e r

43 The  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Con g r e g a t i o n a l  Coun c i l  ( au t h o r i s e d  r e c o rd  o f 
proceedings), 26–27.
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known, perhaps, in Amer ica than in England—a loyal Congre- 
ga t iona l i s t  t r a ined in  the  Uni ted S ta te s ,  who had re tur ned 
to Japan and had founded a Col lege that  had seven hundred 
s tudent s  in  the  Facu l t i e s  o f  Theo logy,  Ar t s ,  Sc ience,  Law, 
and Medicine,  and in i t s  Theolog ica l  School  seventy young 
men prepar ing  themse lve s  fo r  the  Chr i s t i an  min i s t r y.  And 
with a  jus t  pr ide in  the s turdy independence of  h i s  people 
he refer red to the offer made to his fellow Chr istians in Tokio 
by a man of wealth and position who proposed to build them 
a  church a t  a  cos t  o f  150 ,0 0 0  do l l a r s .  But  they  s a id—“We 
should not be satis f ied with a church unti l  we could build it 
for ourselves,” and while acknowledg ing the offer with g rati- 
tude, they declined to accept it.44

III

The Counci l  did not meet “to def ine creeds,  to for mulate 
a r t i c l e s  o f  f a i t h ,  o r  t o  d r aw  up  c anon s  o f  d i s c i p l i n e.” I t 
came together to confer,  not to leg is late.  The quest ions that 
it considered were many and var ied, but all intimately affecting 
the life and work of the Churches. In the f ir st place—dealing 
with Congregat ional i sm in i t s  domest ic or inter nal  re lat ions 
—church  o rgan i s a t i on ,  chu rch  l i f e ,  pe r sona l  s e r v i c e,  and 
the  d r i f t  o f  theo log i c a l  though t  among  the  min i s t e r s  and 
member s  of  the Churches .  Secondly,  the loss  or gain in the 
sp i r i tua l  in f luence o f  the  Churches ,  and the  bes t  means  o f 
s e cu r ing  an  e f f i c i en t  m in i s t r y  i n  ye a r s  to  come.  Th i rd l y, 
Congregationalism, as it is concerned not with its own internal 
a f f a i r s ,  bu t  wi th  the  na t ion ,  and  the  need s  o f  the  na t ion ; 
how i t  i s  a f fected by the re la t ions  of  Church and Sta te ;  i t s 
r i gh t  a t t i tude  toward s  the  soc i a l  movement s  o f  the  t imes ; 
the r ighteous adjustment of  the conf l ict ing c la ims of  labour 
and capita l ;  the re lat ions of  the people to the land; and the 
per i l s  a r i s ing  f rom the g rowth of  the  l iquor  t ra f f i c.  In  the 
next place,  the relat ion of Congregat ional i s t s  to the Church 
Ca tho l i c ;  t h e  po s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  Ch r i s t i an  un i t y ;  t h e  du t i e s 
of the Churches in view of the g rowing sacerdotal i sm of the 
Established Church in England. And, last ly, the responsibil ity 
of the Churches in relation to their Lord’s commission bidding

44 The  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Con g r e g a t i o n a l  Coun c i l  ( au t h o r i s e d  r e c o rd  o f 
proceedings), 346–347.
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them go out into all the world and preach the Gospel to every 
creature.45

Such in outline were the problems submitted to the Council, 
and  deba ted  by  men d i f f e r ing  in  s t andpoin t ,  out look ,  and 
convict ion. The delegates ,  as  was to be expected, di f fered— 
and differed widely—one from another on theological, cr itical, 
social ,  and economic quest ions.  Some st i l l  c lung to the Cal- 
vinist ic creed which other s—probably most—had abandoned. 
Some held that modem cr it icism was imper i l l ing f aith; while 
other s contended that i t  was helping to restore not only the 
Living Chr i s t ,  but  the Living Scr ipture.  Some as ser ted that 
the special mission of Congregationalism—though not its only 
mis s ion—was to the educated c la s ses  of  society,  ra ther  than 
to the ignorant,  the vicious,  and the deg raded; a suggest ion 
challenged and repudiated by the major ity. Some, again, urged 
that  the ta sk  of  soc ia l  re for m should be under taken by the 
Chr istian Churches acting as such; while others maintained that 
this work was work for Chr istian citizens acting individually, 
not  for  Chr i s t ian Churches  act ing col lect ive ly,  and that  the 
Church would suffer ser ious injury if it set itself to service alien 
from the ends for which it had been established and organised. 
There were dif ferences of other kinds as well—differences in 
temper and spir i t ;  the buoyancy and ardour of the Amer ican 
de l ega te s  con t r a s t ing  sha r p ly  wi th  the  sober  and  cau t iou s 
at t i tude of  their  col leagues whose l ives  had been cast  under 
less friendly conditions.

Bu t  i n  l oya l t y  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  Cong reg a t i on a l 
polity, in conviction that Congregational Churches embodied 
a  t ruth that  they were ca l led to mainta in before the world, 
in consciousness  that the tradit ions of their  past  determined 
the measure of  their  debt to the present ,  the men who met 
in Counci l  were of  one mind and of  one hear t .  Their  fore- 
f athers had fought for freedom—for freedom to obey the will 
of  God as  i t  might be revea led to them. I t  was  for  them to 
use the freedom so dearly won for the regeneration of mankind. 
The Divine Life in man, the Divine Presence in the Church, 
were the sources from which they drew their f a i th and their 
hope,  the i r  s t rength and the i r  peace.  The g lor ious  idea l  o f 
the Chr i s t ian Church as  a  society and communion of  sa int s

45 Dr. John Brown, The Internat ional Congregat ional Counci l  (autho- 
rised record of proceedings), 20.
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they  too  be l i eved  tha t  they  might—tha t  they  mus t—make 
r e a l  i n  t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e i r  ow n  d a y s .  I n  m a n y  m a t t e r s , 
matter s  of  moment—aims,  methods,  doctr ines—the Counci l 
was  not  of  one mind:  the men who met there were men of 
many k inds ,  o f  d i f fe r ing  exper ience,  o f  var ied  knowledge ; 
men of  act ion,  men of  thought :  men who saw vi s ions ,  men 
bu sy  w i th  the  need s  and  du t i e s  o f  t he  d ay ;  and  they  d id 
no t  l e ave  the i r  mind s  and  the i r  cha r ac t e r s  ou t s i de  in  the 
l o bby.  B u t ,  w i t h  m a ny  m i n d s ,  t h ey  h a d  bu t  o n e  s p i r i t . 
Twice,  a t  l e a s t ,  du r ing  the  s e s s i on s  t he  con s c iou sne s s  o f 
onene s s  wi th  each  o ther  because  they  were  one  in  Chr i s t 
b roke  upon the  a s s embly  wi th  overwhe lming  power :  once 
when ,  a f t e r  t ak ing  the  b re ad  and  w ine  o f  the  s a c r amen t , 
brother gave to brother the r ight hand of fel lowship, blessing 
God for  the i r  common redempt ion ,  and re jo ic ing  in  the i r 
kinship in Him; and once again in the closing service at the 
Ci ty  Temple,  when the  whole  a s sembly  rose  and wi th  one 
voice declared their  f a i th in Jesus Chr is t  as  the one Saviour 
of the world, their love of al l  that love Him in sincer ity, and 
the i r  des i re  to  renew the i r  covenant  to  ser ve  Him with a l l 
faithfulness.

IV

Meeting where they met,  whi le reaching out in aspirat ion 
to the things which were before, it was not for them to forget 
the  th ings  tha t  were  behind.  The mar tyr s  who per i shed in 
the f lames of Smithf ield; the men and women who withered 
in the Fleet  pr i son—they could not forget  these.  For i t  was 
those who thought Cong regat ional i sm wor th dying for  that 
h ad  made  Cong reg a t i on a l i sm  a  l iv i ng  powe r ;  and  i t  wa s 
through the f a i th ,  the courage,  and the obedience of  those 
obscure  be l iever s  and humble  soc ie t ie s  tha t  “ the  l i t t l e  one 
had become a thousand, and the small one a strong nation.”
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and practised in the Congregational Churches in England, agreed 
upon  and  consen ted  un to  by  the i r  E lde r s  and  Mes senge r s  in 
their Meeting at the Savoy, October 12, 1658. [1659.]

 Dec la ra t ion o f  the  Fa i th ,  Church Order,  and Di sc ip l ine  o f  the 
Cong regat iona l  or  Independent  Di s senter s ,  adopted .   .   .  May, 
1 833 .  P u b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  C o n g r e g a t i o n a l  U n i o n .  [ 1 833 . ] 
International Council. Author ised Record of Proceedings. [1891.] 
Congregational Colleges. Minutes of a Conference held on January 
24–5- [1865.]

Congregational College Calendar, 1881, 1885.
C o n g re g a t i o n a l  H i s t o r i c a l  S o c i e t y,  Tr a n s a c t i o n s ,  19 05,  19 0 6 . 

Congregational Magazine, [v.d.]
Congregational Year Book. [v.d.]
Corni sh ,  J . :  The  L i f e  o f  Mr.  Thoma s  F i r m in ,  w i t h  a  s e r mon 

p re a c h e d  o n  t h e  o c c a s i o n  o f  h i s  d e a t h :  r e p r i n t e d .  [ 17 91. ] 
Corporation and Tests Acts.

 Nar rative of the Proceedings of the Protestant Dissenter s relat ing 
to the repeals of . . . from 1731 to 1734. [1734.]

— Facts relating to. [1789.]
— Debates relating to repeal. [1828.]
Cosin,  R. :  An Apolog ie  for  Sundr ie  Proceed ings  by  Jur i sd ic t ion 

Ecclesiastical, etc. [1593.]
Cotton, John: The True Constitution of a Particular Visible Church, 

proved by Scripture. [1642.]
Cowper, W., Poems. 2 vols. [1800.]
Croke: Reports. [Grimston]. [1658.]
Crosby Hall Lectures on Education. [1848.]
— T.: History of the English Baptists. [1738–40.]

D

Dale, R. W.: The Early Independents. Jubilee Lectures. [1882.]
— Manual of Congregational Principles. [1884.]
— Life of. [1898.]
Dalrymple, Sir J. :  Memoir s of Great Br itain and Ireland from 1681 

to 1702. [1790.]
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D’Aubigné,  Merle :  Hi s tor y  o f  the  Refor mat ion of  the  S ix teenth 
Century. London. [1843.]

Davids, T. W.: Annals of Evangelical Nonconformity in Essex. [1863.]
Davis, R.: Truth and Innocency vindicated. [1692.]
Declaration of Faith and Order. See Congregational Churches.
Defoe, D.: An Enquiry into the Occasional Conformity of Dissenters 

in Cases of Preferment: with a Preface to the Lord Mayor, occa- 
sioned by his carrying the Sword to a Conventicle. [1697.]

— An Enqui r y  in to  the  Occa s iona l  Confor mi ty  o f  Di s sen te r s  in 
Cases of Preferment: with a Preface to Mr. How. [1701.]

— Genuine Works. [1710.]
— The  Sho r t e s t  Way  w i th  the  D i s s en t e r s :  o r  P ropo s a l s  f o r  t he 

Establishment of the Church. [1702.]
Delaune, T.: A Plea for the Nonconformists. [1704.]
Denison, G. A.: Notes of my Life. [1878.]
D’Ewes, Sir Simon: Journals of all the Parliaments dur ing the Reign 

of Queen Elizabeth. [1682.]
Dexter, H. M.: Congregationalism of the Last Three Hundred Years. 

[1879.]
Directory of Government .  .  . practised by the Fir st Nonconformists 

in the Days of Queen Elizabeth. [1644.]
Dissenting Deputies.
 A Short Account of some of the Proceedings, etc. [1768.]
— — Ske t ch  o f  t h e  H i s t o r y  a nd  P ro c e ed i ng s  o f  t h e  Depu t i e s 

appointed to Protect the Civil Rights of the Protestant Dissenters. 
[1813.]

Dissenting Interest, some Observations upon the Present State of , and 
the Case of those who have lately deserted it. [1731.]

Doddridge, P. :  Free Thoughts on the most probable means of Re- 
viv ing the Dis sent ing Interes t ,  occas ioned by the la te  Enquir y 
into the Causes of its Decay. [1730.]

— A Course of Lectures on the Pr incipal Subjects in .   .   .  Divinity. 
Second Edition. [1776.]

— Correspondence and Diary. (Humphreys, J. D.) [1829–1831.]
D’Oyley, G.: Life of Sancroft. [1821.]

E

Echard, L.: History of England. Third Edition. [1720.]
Edinburgh Review. [1878.]
Education.
 Report of the Commissioners appointed to inquire into the kState 

o f  Popu l a r  Edu c a t i on  i n  Eng l a nd .  Newc a s t l e  Commi s s i on . 
[1861.]

— Report of the Royal Commission. [1886.]
— Report of the Committee of Council, 1870–1, 1885–6.
Emlyn, Thomas, Works. 3 vols. [1746.]
Evangelical Magazine. [v.d.]
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Evelyn, John: Diary and Correspondence. [1852.]
Examinations of Henry Bar rowe, John Greenewood, and John Penr ie. 

[1593.]
Exeter.
 A reply to the subscr ibing Minister s ’ reasons in their vindicat ion 

for  dec lar ing their  Fa i th a t  th i s  cr i t ica l  juncture ;  and in other 
t h an  exp re s s  S c r i p tu re  wo rd s .  Pub l i s h ed  by  a g re emen t  o f  a 
committee of non-subscribing ministers. [1719.]

— A true account of what was transacted in the assembly of the
United Ministers of Devon and Cornwall, met at Exon, May 5 and
6. [1719.]
— A Plain and Faithful Narrative of the Differences among the
Dis senter s  a t  Exeter  re l a t ing to  the  Doctr ine  o f  the  Ever  Ble s sed 

Trinity so far as gave concern to the London Ministers. [1719.]

F

Firmin, Thomas: See Cornish.
F i sher,  G.  P. :  A Hi s tor y  o f  Chr i s t i an  Doct r ine.  Second Edi t ion . 

[1897.]
Flavel, J. :  Remains .   .   .with a br ief Account of the Life and Death 

of the Reverend Author. By John Galpine. [1691.]
Fletcher, J. :  History of the Revival  and Prog ress  of Independency 

in England since the Reformation. [1847.]
Forster, J.: Debates on the Grand Remonstrance, [i860.]
Foxe, J.: Acts and Monuments. [1631.]
Froude, J. A.: History of England. 12 vols. [1872.]
Fulle r ,  T. :  Church  Hi s to r y  o f  B r i t a in .  ( J.  S.  B rewer. )  Ox fo rd . 

[1845.]
— The History of the University of Cambridge. (Nichols.) [1840.]

G

Galpine, John: See Flavel, J.
Gardiner, S. R.: The f ir st two Stuar ts and the Pur itan Revolution. 

Fourth Edition. [1880.]
— Fall of the Monarchy of Charles I. [1882.]
— H i s t o r y  o f  Eng l a nd  f rom  t h e  Ac c e s s i on  o f  J ame s  I .  t o  t h e 

Outbreak of the Civil War, 1603–42. [1884–9.]
— Constitutional Documents of the Puritan Revolution. [1899.]
Gibson, E.: Codex Juris Ecclesiastici Anglicani. [1761.]
Gilbert, Joseph: Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Edward 

Williams, D.D. [1825.]
Gillespie, G.: The Grounds of Presbyterial Government. [1641.]
xGladstone, W. E.: Gleanings of Past Years. [1879.]
Goadby, J. Jackson: Byepaths in Baptist History. [1871.]
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Goodwin,  T. ;  Nye,  P. ;  Bridge,  W.;  S impson,  S. ;  Burroughes,  J. : 
An Apologeticall Narration, etc. [1643.]

— See Reasons.
Gordon, J.  H. :  Ear ly  Nonconfor mity and Educat ion.  Manches ter. 

[1902.]
Gough,  Strickland:  An Enqui r y  in to  the  cause s  o f  the  decay  o f 

the Dissenting Interest in a letter to a Dissenting Minister. [1730.]
Green, J. R.: History of the English People. 4 vols. [1881–3.]
Greenhill, W.: See Reasons.
Greenwood, J. ,  and Barrowe, H.:  A Plaine Refutat ion of M. Gif- 

fardes Booke. [1605.]
— — A Collection of Certain Letters and Conferences. [1590.}
Greenwood, J.: See Examinations.
Gretser, J. :  Tr ias Scr iptorum Ad ver sus Waldensium Sectam. Works. 

vol. xii. [1734–41.]
Greville,  Robert:  Baron Brooke.  A Discour se opening the nature 

of that Episcopacie which is exercised in England. [1641.]

H

Haag, C.: La France Protestante.
Hadf ie ld,  George :  The  Repor t  o f  Hi s  Maje s ty ’s  Commis s ioner s 

concerning Dame Sarah Hewley’s Charity. [1829.]
Hagenbach, K. R.: History of the Reformation. [1878.]
Hale, Sir E.: Pleas of the Crown. [1800.]
Halifax, George Savile, Marquis of: A Letter to a Dissenter upon 

occasion of His Majesties .  .  . Declaration of Indulgence. (Signed 
T. W. but attributed to above.) [1687.]

Hall, Joseph: Works. [1863.]
— An Humble Remonstrance by a  Dut i fu l l  Sonne of  the Church. 

[1640.]
Hall, P.; Reliquiae Liturgicæ. [1847.]
Hallam,  H. ;  Cons t i tu t iona l  Hi s tor y  o f  Eng land .  E ighth  Edi t ion . 

[1867.]
Halley, R.: Lancashire,  i t s  Pur itanism and Nonconformity. [1869.] 

Hanbury, B.: Histor ical Memor ials relating to the Independents. 
[1839.]

Han s e rd  Kno l l y s  Soc i e t y :  Tr a c t s  on  L ibe r t y  o f  Con s c i ence  and 
Persecution. (Underhill, E. B.) [1846.]

Hardwick, C.: A History of the Articles of Religion. [1851.]
Heads of Agreement assented to by the United Ministers in and about 

London, formerly called Presbyterian and Congregational. [1691.]
Hearne, T.: Reliquiae Heamianæ. (Bliss.) [1857.]
Helwys, T.: A Shor t Declaration of the Mystery of Iniquity. [1612.] 

Henderson, A.: The Unlawfulness and Danger of Limited Prelacio. 
[1641.]
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Hetherington,  W.  M. :  Hi s to r y  o f  the  Wes tmin s t e r  As sembly  o f 
Divines. [1843.]

Hewlby’s, Charities: See Hadfield, G., and Hunter, Joseph.
Hickes, G. See Kettlewell.
Hoadly, B.: Works. Three Vols. [1773.]
— An Account of the State of the Roman-Catholick religion through- 

out the World .  .  .  by Monsignor Cer r i. With a large dedication 
to the present Pope by Sir  Richard Steele.  [But Richard Steele 
is really Bishop Hoadley.] [1715.]

Horsley, S.: Charges. [1813.]
Hoveden, R.: Chronicles. See Stubbs.
Howe, J.: Some Consideration of a Preface to an Enquiry concerning 

the Occasional Conformity of Dissenters. [1701.]
— Memoir of; See Calamy, E.
Howell, T. B.: Complete Collection of State Trials. [1816–1828.]
Huber, V. A.: The English Universities (translated by F. W. Newman). 

[1843?]
Hunt, J.: Relig ious Thought in England from the Reformation to the 

End of the Last Century. [1870–73.]
Hunter, Joseph: The Attorney-General ver sus Shore. An Histor ical 

Defence of the Trustees of Lady Hewley’s Foundations. [1834.]
— Ri se  o f  the  Old  Di s sen t  a s  Exempl i f i ed  in  the  L i f e  o f  Ol iver 

Heywood. [1842.]
— Collections concerning the Founder s of New Plymouth. Second 

Edition. [1854.]
— Collections concerning the Church at Scrooby. [1854.]
Huntingdon, Selina, Countess of: Life and Times, by a Member of 

the Houses of Shirley and Hastings. [1839.]
Husband, E.: A Collection of Orders, Ordinances, and Declarations.
1642–46. [1646.]
Hutchinson, Lucy: Memoirs of Colonel Hutchinson. [1885.]

I

Ivimey, J.: A History of the English Baptists. [1811–30.]

J

Jackson, T., Life of John Goodwin. [1822.]
Jacob, Henry: A Shor t  Treat i se concer ning the Trueness  of  a  Pas- 

torall Calling in Pastors made by Prelates. [1599-]
— A Defence of the Churches and Ministery of England. [1599.]
— A Treatise of the Sufferings and Victory of Christ. [1600.]
— Reasons .  .  .  proving a Necessitie of Reforming our Churches in 

England. [1604.]
— A Chr ist ian and Modest Offer of a Most Indifferent Conference. 

[1606.]
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Jacob, Henry: An Humble Supplication for Toleration and Liber tie. 
[1609.]

— The Divine Beg inning and Ins t i tut ion of  Chr i s t ’s  True Vis ible 
or Ministerial Church. [1610.]

— A Declaration and Plainer Opening of Certain Points. [1611.]
— An Attestation. [1613.]
— A Confession and Protestation of the Faith of Cer tain Chr istians. 

[1616.]
James,  John Angell :  Dis sent  and the Church of  England.  Second 

Edition. [1831.]
 T.  S. :  His tor y of  Li t iga t ion and Leg i s la t ion respect ing Presby- 

terian Chapels and Churches in England and Ireland. [1867.]
Jessop, A.: One Generation of a Norfolk House. [1879.]
Johnson, F. ,  and Ainsworth, H.:  An Apolog ie or Defence of such 

True Chr istians as are commonly (but unjustly) called Brownists. 
[1604.]

K

Kennet, W.: Complete History of England. [1719.]
— A Register and Chronicle Ecclesiastical and Civil. [1728.]
Kettlewell, J., Memoirs of the Life of. (Hickes.) [1718.]
Knighton, J.; Chronicon: See Lumby, J. R.

L

La Rue, C. de: Sermons. Migne, Orateurs Sacrés, t. 28. [1847.]
Lathbury, T.:  A History of the Nonjuror s ;  their Controver s ies and 

Writings. [1845.]
Laud, W.: Works. Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology. [ 1847–1860.]
Lecky,  W. E.  H. :  Hi s tor y  of  England in  the Eighteenth Centur y. 

[1901.I
Leslie, J.: See Rothes, Earl of.
Lightfoot, J.: Journal of the Proceedings of the Assembly of Divines. 

Works (Pitman, J. R.), vol. xiii. [1825.]
Lightfoot, J. B.: Epistle to the Philippians. [1869.]
— Apo s to l i c  F a the r s .  S.  C l emen t  o f  Rome,  S.  I gna t i u s ,  and  S. 

Polycarp. [1885–1890.]
— Dissertations on the Apostolic Age. [1892.]
Lingard, J.: History of England. [1819–30.]
London Christian Instructor. Congregational Magazine, [v.d.]
London Magazine. (Baldwin.) [v.d.]
Ludlow, E.: Memoirs, with a Collection of Original Papers. [1771.]
Lumby, J. R.: Knighton, Chronicon (Record Publications). [1889–95.J
Luttrell, N.: A Brief Historical Narrative of State Affairs. [1857.]

M

Macaulay, Lord: History of England. Five vols. [1855.]
McCrie, T.: Annals of English Presbyterianism. [1872.]
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Macintosh, Sir James: History of the Revolution in England, [1834.J
Manchester Socinian Controversy. [1825.]
Mann, Horace:  Educat ion in Great  Br i ta in.  Census  Repor t ,  1851. 

[1854.]
Mansi,  J.  D.:  Sacrorum Conci l iorum nova et  ampli s s ima Collect io. 

[1759–98.]
Marpre late,  Martin :  An Ep i s t l e  to  the  t e r r ib l e  P r i e s t s .  [ 1588 . ] 

Marshall, Stephen: See Smectymnuus.
Maskell, W.: History of the Mar tin Marprelate Controversy. [1845.J 

Mason ,  F. :  V ind ic i ae  Ecc l e s i ae  Ang l i c an s  ( t r an s l a t ed  by  John 
Lindsay). [1728.]

Masson, D. :  Li fe  of  John Mil ton,  nar ra ted in connexion with the 
Political, Ecclesiastical, and Literary History of his time, 1608–1674. 
[1875–1880.]

May,  S i r  Thomas  Er sk ine :  Con s t i t u t i ona l  H i s t o r y  o f  Eng l and . 
Third Edition. [1871.]

Miall, J. G.: The Ejection of the Episcopalians. Bicentenary Papers. 
[1862.]

— Congregationalism in Yorkshire. [1868.]
Michelet, J.: Life of Luther. (Bohn.) [1862.]
Milner, T: The Life, Times and Correspondence of Isaac Watts. [1834.]
Milton, John: Of Prelatical Episcopacy. [1641.]
— Of Reformation touching Church Discipline in England. [1641.]
—  A n i m a d ve r s i o n s  u p o n  t h e  R e m o n s t r a n t s  D e f e n c e  a g a i n s t 

Smectymnuus. [1641.]
Monthly Repository. [v.d.]
Monumenta Franciscana: See Brewer, J. S.

N

Nalson, J.: Impartial Collection of the Great Affairs of State. [1682–3.} 
Narrative of the Proceedings of the Protestant Dissenters relating to 
the Repeals of the Corporation and Test Acts from 1731 to 1734. 
[1734]

Neal, D.: History of the Puritans. (Toulmin). Five vols. [1822.]
Neander, A.: General History of the Chr istian Relig ion and Church. 

Clark’s Foreign Theological Library. [1847–1852.]
Newcomen, M.: See Smectymnuus.
Newman, J. H.: Apologia. [1864.]
Nicholl s ,  W. :  Appa r a tu s  ad  De f en s ionem Ecc l e s i a e  Ang l i c anæ. 

[1708.]
Noble, M.: Memoir s  of the Protectoral  House of Cromwell .  Third 

Edition. [1787.]
Nonconformists, General Conference of , held at Manchester, January 

23–5, 1872. Authorised Report. [1872.]
Nye, P.: An Apologeticall Narration. [1643.] And see Reasons.
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O

Objections answered by way of Dialogue .  .  . Wherein is proved .  .  . 
that no man should be persecuted for his relig ion, 1615. Hanserd 
Knollys Society. Tracts on Liberty of Conscience. [1846.]

Orme, W.: Memoirs of John Owen. Owen’s Works, vol. i. [1826.]
Orton, Job: Memoir s of the Life, Character, and Wr itings of Philip 

Doddridge. [1766.]
Overton,  J.  H. :  L i f e  in  the  Eng l i sh  Church ,  16 60–1714 .  [1885. ] 

And see Abbey, C. J.
Owen, John: Works (Russell). [1826.] And see Orme, W.

P

Palmer MSS.: See View.
Palmer, S.: The Nonconformist’s Memor ial. Second Edition. [1802.} 

Parliament: C. J. (Commons’ Journals). [v.d.]
— L. J. (Lords’ Journals). [v.d.]
Par l i amentar y  Debate s :  Debate s  and Proceedings  o f  the  House  o f 

Commons, 1660–1774. Chandler, Sandby, and Almon.
— Debates of the House of Commons, 1667–1694. Grey. [1769.]
— History, Debates, and Proceedings of both Houses of Parliament, 

1743–1774. Debrett. [1792.]
— Hi s to r y  and  P roceed ing s  o f  the  House  o f  Lo rd s ,  16 6 0–1743. 

Timberland.
Par l i am e n tary  D e bat e s :  H a n s a r d .  F i r s t  S e r i e s  ( F. S . ) .  N e w 

Series (N.S.). Third Series (T.S.). [v.d.]
Parliamentary History:  Par l i amentar y  or  Cons t i tu t iona l  Hi s tor y 

of England, from the earliest times to the Restoration of Charles 
II. Second Edition. [1762.]

—  —  C ob b et t,  W. :  Pa r l i a m e n t a r y  H i s t o r y  o f  E n g l a n d ,  f ro m 
1066–1803. [1806–1820.]

—  —  Pa r l i a m e n t a r y  R e g i s t e r ,  17 74 – 18 05 .  A l m o n ,  D e b r e t t , 
Woodfall, and Stockdale. [v.d.]

Parliamentary Paper s, 1810, 1812, 1837, 1838, 1845, 1847, 1851, 1852, 
1853, 1854, 1865.

Parte of a Register. [1590?]
Patrick, J.: A Century of Select Psalms turned into Meter. [1679.]
Peck, F.: Desiderata Curiosa. [1779.]
Peel, Sir R.: Memoirs by. Two vols. [1856–7.]
Pe i rc e ,  Jam e s :  V i n d i c i a e  F r a t r u m  D i s s i d e n t i u m  a d ve r s u s  V. C. 

Gulielmi Nicholsii Defensionem Ecclesiae Anglican®. [1710.]
— Case of the Ministers Ejected at Exon. Third Edition. [1719.]
— The  Wes t e r n  Inqu i s i t i on  t  o r  a  re l a t i on  o f  t he  Con t rove r s y, 

which has been lately among the Dissenters in the West of England. 
[1720.] And see Exeter and Salters’ Hall.
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Penry, John: An Exhor tat ion unto the Goveraour s and People .   .   . 
of Wales. [1587?]

— The Equity of an Humble Supplication. [1587.]
— A  V i ewe  o f  s ome  p a r t  o f  s u ch  Pub l i c  Wan t s  a nd  D i s o rd e r s 

as  are in the Service of  God within Her Majest ies  Countr ie of 
Wales. [1588.]

— The  Appe l l a t i on  o f  .   .   .  t o  t h e  H i gh  Cou r t  o f  Pa r l i amen t . 
[1389]

—  A  Tre a t i s e  w h e re i n  i s  p rove d  t h a t  R e f o r m a t i o n  a n d  t h o s e 
that favour the same are unjustly charged to be enemies unto Her 
Majesty. [1590.]

— Propositions and Principles of Divinity. [1591.]
— See Examinations.
Persecutio Undecima: The Churches Eleventh Persecution, or a Br iefe 

of the Pur itan Persecution of the Protestant Clergy of the Church 
of England. [1648.]

Peterkin, A.: Records of the Kirk of Scotland. [1838.]
Phillimore,  Sir Robert:  The Eccles ia s t ica l  Law of  the Church of 

England. Second Edition. [1895.]
Pre s se nsé,  E .  de :  L i f e  and  P r ac t i c e  in  the  Ea r l y  Church .  Ea r l y 

Years of Christianity, vol. iv. [1880.]
Price, John: Mystery and Method of His Majesty’s Happy Restaura- 

tion laid open to Publick View. [1680.]
Privy Council, Acts of. New Series. [1892–1904.]
Privy Council of Scotland, Register of, 1578–1622. [1880–95.]
Prothero, G. W.: Select Statutes Illustrative of the Reigns of Elizabeth 

and James I. Second Edition. [1898.]

R

Ranke,  L .  von:  His tor y  of  the  Refor mat ion in  Ger many.  Second 
Edition. [1845–7.]

Rashdall, H.: The Universities of Europe in the Middle Ages. [1895.] 
Reasons of the Dissenting Brethren against the Third Proposition 
concerning Presbyterial Government. [1645.]

Reed, Andrew, and Matheson, James:  A Nar rat ion of the Vis i t  to 
the Amer ican Churches by the Deputation from the Congregational 
Union of England and Wales. [1835.]

Rees, Thomas: A Sketch of the History of the Reg ium Donum and 
Par l i amenta r y  Grant  to  Poor  Di s sent ing  Mini s te r s  in  Eng land 
and Wales. [1834.]

‘Regium Donum: Brief S t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  R e g i u m  D o n u m  a n d 
Parliamentary Grant to Poor Dissenting Ministers by the Trustees. 
[1834?] And see Rees, Thomas.

Reid, T. Wemyss: Life of W. E. Forster. [1888.]
Reresby, Sir John: Memoirs. [1734.]
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Riley, H. T.: Walsingham, Histor ia Anglicana. Record Publications. 
[1863–4.]

Robinson, J.: Works. (Ashton, R.) [1851.]
Robinson R.; Works. [1807.]
Rogers, Henry: The Superhuman Or ig in of the Bible Infer red from 

Itself. With a Preface by R. W. Dale. [1893.]
Rogers, J. E. T.: A Complete Collection of the Protests of the Lords. 

(1624–1874.) [1875-]
Rothe s,  Earl  of :  A Rela t ion o f  the  Proceedings  concer n ing the 

Aff a i r s  of  the Kirk of  Scot land from August  1637 to July 1638. 
[1830.]

Rushworth, J.; Historical Collections, 1618 to 1649. [1721.]

S

Sachevere ll ,  H. :  The Po l i t i ca l  Union:  A Di scour se  shewing the 
Dependence of Government on Relig ion in general :  and of the 
Eng l i s h  Mona rchy  on  t he  Chu rch  o f  Eng l and  i n  p a r t i cu l a r. 
[1702.]

— The  Na tu re  and  Mi s ch i e f  o f  P re j ud i c e  and  Pa r t i a l i t y  s t a t ed 
in a sermon preached in Oxford at the Assizes held there, March 9, 
1703–4. Second Edition. [1704.]

— The  Pe r i l s  o f  Fa l s e  Bre th ren ,  bo th  in  Church  and  S t a t e :  s e t 
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