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THE CLERGY AND ALLEGIANCE AT THE OUTBREAK OF
THE ENGLISH CIVIL WARS: THE CASE OF JOHN MARSTON
OF CANTERBURY.

In The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellig¥#31660published

in 1966 Alan Everitt arguettat ‘it is easy to exaggerate the extent to
which provincial people were generally conscious of the political
problems of the period’ Subsequent research on a large number of
counties has led to the conclusion that it is also possible to underestimate
it. Everitt’'s emphasi®n the insularity of prancial society was initially
adoptecenthusiasticallyas a model for studies of other countiesing

the civil warsjncluding Cheshire and Susséx was not until the 1980s
that any direct challenge to Everitt's general thesis was matle work

of Clive Holmeson Lincolnshireand Ann Hughes on Warwickshire
During the same decade historians of the early Stuart period were also
developing a more sophisticated understanding of the complexities of
news circulation both in print and by word of mouthalseminal article
Richard Cust argued that people in the localities wereimfelimed

about thenews from a number of sourcesll before the civil war broke
out? These historianthusrejectecEveritt's model of a ‘onelass

society,” in which the concerns of all the inhabitants of the counties were
subsumed in those of the gentry. Yet even before the revisibats
challenged Everitt’'s workan alternative view of early Stuart Kent had
been developed. In 1948 Peter Ladbaitl characterisdthe intelkectual
milieu of the Kent gentry as cosmopolitand had traced their

intellectual links to the continent and to a national political cult@xeter
Clark’s study of precivil war Kent, publishe@ decade afterhe
Community of Kent and the Great Rebelliemphasisethe central role
played byKentin key nationakeligious, political and social
developments from theeformationto the civil wa.* More recently the
insights of theséwo historians anaf the revisionists have been applied
to Kentto arguethat the wider populatiothere wereengaged with

political events during the civil waend that parliamentarian sentiment
in the countywasmuchstronger than hagreviously been recogniséd

Everitt's bookwasmainly concerned with the gentand ore crucial

revision of his work on Kent arises framconsileration of the clergy

which providesus witha very different perspectivéhe clergy were

drawn into national debates at a very early stage as members of a national
institution, whichhad comeaunder extensive criticism from the start of the
Long Parliament and whickould largelybe dismantled by 1646lhey

also played a central role in the circulation of political news and



information as hey were expected to read central directives and to
adminster oaths of loyalty to their congregatiahging the 164Qsyet

the political influence of the provincial clergy during tiiell wars has

been very little studied in comparison with thathe gentry. Research
hasfocussed on the sermons of the period and there has been little
reconstruction of other ways in which clerics sought to persuade their
parishioners to suppoking or parliamenf The case of John Marston,

the rector of St Mary Magdalen Canterbury, whose criticisms of
parliament were delived out of the pulpit and were compounded by his
unauthorised readinof printed royalist manifesto&s his church at the
height ofthe propaganda wéetween the two sidegxemplifies some of
these issuedt also illustrates the political engagementledpopulation

of Canterbury as inhabitants @fregional capitalvith goodtrading
connections botto Londonand its local economic hinterlanthe

quarter sessions for east Kent were also held in Canterbury, which was a
parliamentary borough representadtwo MPs in the seventeenth

century as well as the administrative centre of the diocese of Canterbury.
Communications between the metropolis and Canteyldrngh are some

60 miles in distanceyere thus varied, frequent and well established.

On 28 July 1642 the House of LordsjectedJohn Marstorfrom his

clerical livingsfor having spoken ‘scandalous’ words agajestiament’

As both sides tried toontrol the flow and spin of newthe circulation of
information and its interpretatidsecamecrucial to thecorflict and at the
centre ofMarston’sstorylay the contest for allegiancéHistorians have

long recognised the importance of printed propaganda in moulding and
limiting the terms of debate during the English Civil Wars. Alongside
print, theoral dissemination of news also played an important role in
reinforcing religious and political divisiorisScholars have recently
expored the skilloof reading and hearing in the early modern period, but
a history of the reception of news and propagdnydeaders and listeners
in the 1640s has yet to be writttMarston’s activitiesplit his
congregation so badly that his opponents and supporters could ‘hardlye
looke on[e] upon another in Clize’ and his suggestsome lines of
enquiry specifically into the role of the clergy as mediators in the
reception of information about central politics by the Ialty.

Superficially,Marston’sejection might seem to have little importance
beyond the boundaries of the parish. It was only a small part of argreate
purge in the 1640s and 1650s, when nearly 3,000 sequestrations of Welsh
and English ministers took place for their alleged moral, religious and
political failings™ In December 164the House of Commons ordered its
members toeporton thestate of predangin theircounties The most



detailed responses to survive are a puritan survey of the parishes of
Herefordshire and a series of parish petitions against individual clerics
sent to the MP for Kent, Sir Edward DeritfgThis information along

with repots from other countiesvas considered by a selecmmittee

set upto consider ways of replacirigcandalous’ ministerand chaired

by Dering The committee heard accusations of insufficienmoynoraity

or the over zealous implementation of the religipakciesof Charles I's
‘Personal Rule’. Instances exaessive royalismvould later be added to
these allegation® The charges levelled against ‘malignant’ or royalist
clerics demonstrate the importance attadhathg the civil wargo the

role of theclergyassetters of local opinionn this respect Marston’s
case is of considerable significance: not only was he the first minister
from Kent to be removed by Parliament, but his ejection illustrates the
formation of civil war allegiances not just in the parish, but more widely
in Canterbury and Kent as wefl.

The local and national responses to Marston and the controversies that he
generated can be reconstructed in remarkable detail. The survival of
letters and petitions signed not just by Marstontaedtritics, but also by
his supportersevealshow the majority of householders in the parish
divided over his actions in the months prior to the outbrea@kvdfwar.
These sourcesan be contextualised by there survival of the poll tax
returns for @nterbury as well as the signatures of nearlydQfe
inhabitants on a prparliament petitioirom Kentdrawn up in April

1642 The poll tax recordsover the county of the city of Canterbury
consisting of six wards and thirteen parishesamdain tte identifiable
names of 1334 householddiksng therein February 1642The tax was a
graduated levy raised on all eligible adults aged 16 or ahtsieg
multipliers ofboth4.25 and 4 the number of papleliving in those
householdsvas between,300and 6000. Those in receipt of pooelief

did not pay the poll tax, however, and the parishes in the suburbs of
Canterbury, where many of the poor congregated, were not inahnded
the returnsThe total population of the city wésuscloser to the

estimates & between c. 7,000 to c. 8,506r 1676made by Duncan
Harrington and based dhe Compton Census returtidn 1642 the

parish of St Mary Magdalen had 82 households, which paid the poll tax
and containe@19 adults aged sixte@n more. Six households belonged
to members of the French speaking Walloon community in Canterbury,
none of whom took part ithese disputeshis is in keeping with the
desireof thestranger communitin the city to avoid engagement with the
civil war politics of their English neighbourEhe heads of 5household
and 26other adultsvould be involved irpetitioning theHouse of Lords

for or against Marston during June and July in 1642.



Together these documents show that the parliamentarian elite in the
parish pressed sfily and successfully for Marston’s removal despite
support for him from many of the less wealgfarishionersAs we shall

see, the events which took place in the parish of St Mary Magdalen
betweerMay andJuly 1642 illustratéhe availability of propagada and
newsin Canterburyand somef the local reactions to it. They also
demonstrate the conspicuous control that the clergy could exercise over
the circultion andmore especially thmterpretation of thignformation
Thepromotionof petitions in thearish and the city alseevealshe

political engagement of certain sections of the'spppulation Before
examining thesessuesthoughiit is first necessarpriefly to consider
Margon'’s career and characteotonly because hbad a track recordf
controversial behaviour, but also because he has been confused with the
poet and dramatist John Marston, who was ordained in, 560&d a

cure in Hampshirand died in 1634’

John Marstorof Canterburygraduatedn 1630asBachelor of Artsat
Magdden College, Oxford, andaspresented by the king asctor of St
Mary Magdalen in 1631. In 163¥% was also instituted as vicar thfe
Canterbury parish of St Mary Bredihln February 164Biewas cited

before the Archdeacon’s court in Canterbury for defamation by a
parishioner o5t Mary Bredin, the widovElizabeth Best, whaccused

him of falsely and maliciously claiming to have slepth hera‘thousand
times and saying ‘she was and is a whoreThe casavas referred to

the ecclesiasticalourt ofhigh commission in Londgmwhich heard cases

of ‘great & enormious Crimes, obstinencies & Offencesdune 1640
thecourt committedMarston to the Fleet prispwhere he remained for
three month$® He was now charged with forcing the chastity of
ElizabethBest by pursuing her into her own bed chamber and committing
adultery with her on several occasions. When she refused to see him, he
dramaticallythreatened teonmit suicide in her parlout* Further

charges alleged that he lived a ‘filthy, adulterous, lustfull and incontinent’
life and was a frequenter of taverns and ‘drinkinge howsspecially at
night. Late one nightvhilst drunk, he had allegedly shouted outglte
house of Elizabeth Best’s widowed neighbour Mrs Dunkyn ‘there lyes
that Jade Dunk’, with other ‘wicked and opprobrious termeAt.
anothettime he stood at Elizabeth Best’'s gate shouting that she was in
bed with two ‘whoremasters’, but he would spoil their sport, because he
was armed with a pistol. Not only had he tried to molest Best’s eldest
daughter, but he had tried to persuade Best herself that it was no sin to
sleep with him, because she was ‘a single wonTdre. case was still



being considered by the court in late November 1640 when the Long
Parliament had assembl&d.

Marston a married maradmitted that he had committed adulterymn a
undatedflorid letter to the Dean of Canterbury, Isaac Bargrédesaslked
Bargraveto hear him and Elizabeth Best privately together in order to
establish ‘heguilt as well as mine’ andcknavledged that he had
committed an ‘eminent wickedness’. Yet it was simply a ‘fraylty’, while
he considered that committing perjurydadyingwould be a
‘presumptuous sinrf® In 1643 John White, who replaced Dering as
chairman of the committee for ‘scandalous’ ministers, published his
account of the first 100lergy ejecédfrom their livings by the committee
under the titleThe First Century of Scandalous, Malignant Priests
Marston was not included in this tally, of course, because he had been
removed by tB House of Lords. Yet many of the accusations catalogued
in White’swork similarly concerned sexual improprieand drunkenness
Thefirstcaseagainst a minister from Sussex included chawoje
homosexualityand bestialityand the accusation that he veasexcessive
drinker. Thefinal caseinvolvedan Essex vicaaccused of compromising
the chastity of the widows in his pari$hHistorians have approached
such accounts with a degree of scepticism, yet the charges against
Marston were not conjured from thin air in order to reinforce the case
against him as a supporter of the king. They had been thoroughly
investigated by the Laudian church authorities in the most pronohent
the ecclesiastical courts. As archbishop, William Laud had been
particularly conerned tadiscipline ministerswho were ‘disorderly in

life’ and had in 163@énstructedhis registrar, William Somner, to inform
him about such ca&s in the diocese of Canterbury. In reply Sonfraer
sent Laudhe namesfahirteen men in and around Cartery, whose
main offences included ‘playing the goodfellow’ in taverns and
drunkenness. The list included the ministers of sevemeathirteen
parishes within the jurisdiction of the city of Canterbti¥his suggests
that drunkenness amongst the padigngy therevas perceived as a
particular problem byhediocesarauthorities. MoreoveiMarstons clear
admission of adultery and his previous attempt to defame Elizabeth Best
both strongly suggest that it would be erring on the side of caution to
dismiss anyaccusationsf sexual incontinenceut of hand.

During his imprisonmerthe profits from Marston’s livings were
sequestered and used to pay for the services of a curate named John
Terry. Whenthe court of high commissionas abolishethy the Long
Parliamentin July 1641 Marston overturned the order of sequestration
had John Terry removed from the cared returned to his ministduring



March the following yeaf® Before doing so he preached Sunday 6
February 1642 ‘before many of the worthy members of the Honourable
House of Commons’ at St Margaret’s in Westminster, the parish church
usedby MPs His sermon was later printed at the ‘importunity of many’

of the congregatigrdthough there is nothing in thiextto tell us who

invited him to preach at such a prestigious veamek before such notable
auditors®’ It is possible that Marston had simply achieved symbolic
status amongst the membergafliamentas a victim of the court of high
commission This alone may have given him an entrée tanttenal

political stage as a preacher to the Commons and as a patrticipant in the
printed debates of the d&yernons delivered to the Lorgarliament

were often the occasion for political commentary by preachers, but
Marstonwas careful to avoid commenting too closely on current events
andhereferred only generally to the woes and calamities suffered by the
English, alluding vaguely to ‘approaching evilf§He did, however,

remind his congregation that the rec&shops’ War’between England
and Scotland was evidence of the judgement of ‘Gooh us’, and
insistedthat now God was punishing the English with ‘hombred
divisions, our foes being chiefely those of our owne household’. He also
commended ‘this blesParliamenfor acting like a college offyysicians

to the state in trying to cure its distempers, but warned that by putting too
much confidence in man the nation had neglected Gadously, given

his own brushes with theariouschurch courts, halsoreferredin

passingo King David’sadultey with Bathsheba as ‘a sin of the béyd'.

Marston’s praise foParliamenshould not surprise us too much at this
stageas he hadlearlysuited his sermon to his audience of MPs.
Moreover,the LongParliameris early reforms receivedidespread
supportbothin London andn the provincesand Marston wastting his
sermon to a particular strain of acclaim for reform. The king had accepted
some restraints on his powers in 1641, including the introduction of the
triennial act andhedeclaration thashp money was illegal. Ae councils

in the North and in Wales as well as the courts of star chamber and of
high commissiornad beerabolishedMarstonmust surelynave been
extremely grateful for the removal of the latter coWet enthusiasnfor
reforms vas also waning in some quarterfasliamentdebated

measures to abolish bishogsdpressed forwardith the execution of

the Earl of Straffordn May 1641 The Grand RemonstranoéDecember
1641against Charles I'mule provoked further splits in thgposition to

the crownboth within and outside parliamemy the turn of the year
Charles | was desperately trying to neutralisepbigical opponents.

Most disastrouslyhefailed to arrest Lord Kimbolton (the future Earl of
Manchester anBarliamenanan general) and five members of the House



of Commons, including John Pym and John Hampden, on charges of
treason in early January 16#2n the ensuing political turmoil Charles
and his family fled the capital in fear for their livasdstayedinitially at
Hampton CourtOn 13" February Charles | was briefly in Canterbury,
where he was joined by the Queen en rowitdolland.During their brief
visit the royal couple heard a sermon in the cathedsalpportof the
divine right ofbishopsand against phament’s attempts to abolish
episcopacy’ After leaving Kenthe king began his journey north to set
up his heaguarters in York by the middle of MardWhenMarston
preachedn the first week of Februaythe extent of the political divisions
between kng andparliamentwerg thereforepecomingncreasingly
apparent.

This is whats known of Marston’slife before the summer of 164By

the time thahe hadreturnedo Canterbury fears of a civil war in England
werewidespreadind he was now more fortght. John Francklyn, a

draper, later deposed before the House of Lords that one evening in the
first week of Mayhehad spoken ttMarston in the cathedral precincts
andaskedhimif hehad heard the good newsntainedn ‘a booke

printed bye order of peament’that the English had beaten theslri

rebels three time&rancklyn’s comment is a good illustration of the
intersection between printed news and its oral dissemination. We do not
know if Francklyn had read the book himself, but he knew of is@xce
and contentsand waseagerto discuss them publicly in the cathedral
precincts Canterbury was regarded as a centre for the circulation of news
at this timeIn 1642 the Canterbuirpot post leftfor London twice a

week and a carrier left once aekdoound for Southwarklhe post men

and the carriers were likely sources of gossip and news, as well as the
bearers of written and printed informatidnwas via such means that the
gentleman Henry Oxinden okarbyBarhamwould havereceived

personal lgersas well as printed pamphlets, speeches and newsletters
purchased for him by friends and relatives in Londonousin in

London thusassured Oxindem the summer of 1642 that Canterbury
could also furnish him with more repofrfs.

In response to Freklyn Marstorheatedlyreplied thaparliamentput out
‘flames’ of news to cheat men of their monay)ear reference to the
recent spate of heayarliamenarian levies, which raisadorein

revenue thahadCharles I's unpogar taxation of the 1630%’ This
included thel641poll tax, which had raisefl632 5s.from Canterbury by
February 1642andatax to raise £400,000 for the defence of the realm
and the supression of the Irish rebellion. The first half@&nterburis
contribution of £818 14s. 9tbwards the latter was to be collected by



20" May 1642 .Cashwasalsobeing solicitecby parliamentunderthe act
for both a contribution and loan towards the relief of the king’'s
‘distressed subjects’ in Irelandnddonations fothis were to be gathed
by churchwardens by"une 1642? ThatMarstonhadcomplaired
aboutthe burden oparliamenary taxation was corroborated by one of
his parishioners, the grocer Thomas Bridge, who passed him and
Francklynas they were talking about Irelafdancklynalso deposed that
when theyreachedhe gate to the dark entry by the dean’s hpuse
Marston threatened tetabbe the heartes bloude’ of anyone who spoke
against the recent petition from Kgromoted by Sir Edward Dering,
who hadnow abandoned his earlienthusiasm$or reformand had been
disabled in February from sitting in the Commons for publishing his
speeches in the HoudeOminously,Marstonadded that blood would be
shed in England before midsummer’s day. In his deposition, Francklyn
drily observed that he believed that Marston was a ‘little’ distempered
with drink %

Dering’s petition has become famouslas’Kentish Petitioh, but in fact
it was only one of a series of petitions from the countyas addressed
to parliamentfrom ‘the Gentry, Ministers and Commonalty of Keaitid
had been drawn up at the county assizes held at Maidstone in.March
was exdorsed by a group of Kent gentiycluding Dering, before being
circulated for subscription in the county. In his account of Kent during
thecivil wars, Alan Everittmisleadinglydescribedhe ‘Kentish Petition’
asreflecting the essentially localist, moderate and ‘mildly royalist’
opinions of the ‘county community’, by which he meant the county
gentry *’ Paliament however, recognisedfitr what it was- an

extreméy royalist document. Superficially, the petition called for
reconciliation between king andrliament but it did so on wholly
royalist terms, whilst simultaneously accuspayliamentof contravening
the ‘precious liberties of the swgjt’. It alsoattacked parliamens puritan
supporters adepravers of religion and denounctt ‘schismatical and
seditious sermons’ of thearliamenarian clergy® Themembers of the
House of Commons did not regard it as a mild docuntkeyordered

the hangman to burn copietit andimprisoned itdeading promoters
while Deringwasthreatened with impeachmemtering in particular was
sea as a turncoat for having abandoned his earlier supptirfor the
puritan clergy in Kenand for thereform of episcopacy’. Marston’s
hostility towardsanyone opposinthis petition would have been seen as
clearevidence ohis support for the king’s cause

Dering’s‘Kentish Petition’purported to represent the views of the whole
county, but a countepsition from Kentin favour ofparliaments



policies was drawn up in April. Its chief promoter Widgomas Blount, a
Kentjustice of the peacand itwaspresented tparliamentn early

May. It specifically rejected Dering’s petition asdmmended parliament
for its care and labourbothin the advancement of the ‘true, reformed
religion’ andfor the ‘honor and welfare’ of the king and his kingdoms. It
emphasised in particulparliamens resolution of § April 1642 to

reform the government and liturgy of the church in consultation with
‘godly and learned divines’ and to establish ‘learned and preaching’
ministers throughout the kingdomheresolution was the origin of the
Westminster Assembly of Divines, which nfieim 1643 to discuss

reform of Churchiturgy and governmengome of the petitioners, but by
no means all, had previously signed a ‘root and branch’ petition from
Kent to abolish episcopacy, which had beendensedbo less than a
quarter of its original lengtandemasculated by Dering befdne had
presented it to the House of Commamsanuary 164.1Dering later

stated that he had considered the petition to be a ‘parat’ or copy of the
London ‘root and branch’ petition and in setingratulatory mode added
that he had ‘taught it a new and menodest languagé’.

Blount’s petitionwas said to have been signeihin weeks by 6,000
people in Kenand, unlike Dering’s petition, the original signatures have
survived on the copy now in the House of Lords archiVike petitioners
camefrom key towns in Kent including Canterbury, Rochestard the
CinquePorts,as well asrariousparishesincluding Chatham, Dartford,
Maidstone, Goudhurst and Woodchurch, where the faityalready

written to Sir Edward Dering or petitioned the House of Commons
against their minister. Canterbury amslsurrounding areprovided 185
signatorieded bythe mayor, Clyve Carteand eleverof the city’s

twelve aldermepandthesdocal petitionersvere themostlikely targets

of Marston’s hostile comment8.Specifially, the petitionhadstrong
support in the parish of St Mary Magdalen, where at least eighteen men
signed it, thirteen of whoratersigned apetition against Marston, which
was presented to the House of Lorddvtomday 27" June 1642? The
exanple of the two county petitions circulating Kent in March and

April 1642 may well have encouraged Marston'’s critics to draw up their
own parishpetition against himt remains an open question, though, why
they chose to petition the Lords rather than the Commons. The work of
the committee for ‘scandalous ministeingld beenaboriously slow

which may have been one reason why Marston'’s critics had turned to the
upper HouseAnother reason may halan in the fact William Laud, the
Archbishop of Canterbury, was currently in the Tower of London
awaiting the outcome of treason charges made against him by the House
of Commons. The petitioners may have hoped that as Laud was a



disgraced member of their own House, the Lords would take especial
notice of the disorderat the heart oiisown diocese

The Junepetitioners complained about Marstofssandalous course of

life and beeinge ill affected to the proceedings of the High Court of
Parliamenit Theyrehearsed the reasons for Marston’s appearance before
the courtof high commission and claimed that if the court had continued
in existence a little longer, then he would have been removed from his
ministry for adultery. The petition alleged that on his return to the parish
Marston had not only failed to reform his immoral behaviour, but had
also opposed the proceedingpafliament He had spoken out several
times to make ‘devision and distraccon’ between the king’'s subjects and
to persuade people to have an ‘evill opinion’ of plagiament The
petitionersclaimed hat theyhad been driven to attend other parish
churchedecause of Marston’s pronouncemeiitsey askedhe House of
Lordsto replace him with an honest, capable man so that they could
return to their parish church to hear services and receive the satsame
with ‘quiett minds’*® Marston may have felt particularly safe in making
antiparliamentarian comments in Canterbatyhis time because the
cathedral was a centre of royalist preaching and sentimemighout

1642 In January the sutlean Thomas Paske had preached that ‘all were
revolted from the King, and must come as Benhadad'’s servants did with
ropes about their necks’. He was reportethenHouse of Commons for
this sermon, but no further action was then taken against'him.

Margon could hardt have beemnaware of the existence of tpetition
against him and on Sunday"28une, the day before it was presentes,
deliberatelychallengedhe parliamenariarsin his congregation by
readng a royal pamphletloud‘without any order or warranth

church® The pamphlet can be identified &8s Majesties Answer to a
Printed Book entitled A Remonstrance or The Declaration of the Lords
and Commons assembledHarliamentMay the26 1642.This was a
lengthy repudiatioy Charles lof parliamens chargethat he wanted to
start a civil war. It contained an explanation of viighad refusedhis
consent in March to the militia biNyhich placed the nomination of the
countyLords LieutenantinderParliamens control. The kingelieved

that thisplaced an armed force in the hands of men who wanted to
destroy the monarchyde went on tattack Sir John Hotham for refusing
to surrender the military arsenal at Hullhion in April andaccused
parliamentof undermining the principle of property, becauséae the
same title to the town of Hull and its magazine as his subjects had to their
lands and moneyhe king mad thefurtheralarmingclaims thathe
members oparliamenintended to depose him, to alter the government



of the state and the church, asetome ‘perpetual dictators over the king
and people’Charlesended the pamphlet with his pledge that those who
obeyedparliamens militia ordinance would immediately be treated as
seditious enemies of his ‘sovereign powér'.

Marston was in defiant moaahd when he had finished readihis
nineteerpage pamphlete told the congregation that he knew that some
of them might question his authority to read the book to them,ebut h
would answer that objection ‘well enougfihe clergy had traditionally
been called upon to reaafficial crown documentérom the pulpitwhich
was one of the most effective ways of ensuring that a majority of the
population would hear them. Crucially, it was also designed to ensure that
those who could not read would know abaytal policies. here were

no specific instructions for the readingHit Majesties Answer to a
Printed Book but dher royalist pamphlets dicbntain directions to the
clergy to read them to their congegions This includedThe King’s

Answer to the R#iament’s Petition, which at the king’s ‘expresse
pleasure’ was to be read in all churches and chapels in England and
Wales.In late Julygroups of armed mein royalist areas ithe Midlands
challengedparliamentarian mintsrs toreadit by force*’ Royd
proclamations weralsotraditionallydistributed via the county sheriffs to
be read aloud and then publicly display€de House of Commons
officially copied this form opublicationon 6" June 1642when it
orderedthat printed copies of its publicagrs and declarations should be
distributed by the sheriffs to all constables, headboroughs or tithingmen
to be read in the presence of the inhabitants of each town or fdtish.
was specificallyn response tthis order that Marstotinencalled onthe
parish constabléo read out a ‘roll’ of papers fromarliamento his
congregation. There is nothing in the surviving evidence to tell as wh
thepaperscontained, bubMarston explained that it ‘will cost you five or
six houes time to heare them’. Helised anyonevho wanted to leave
that they couldlo sq and therhechallengedhose who remained to

place their hands on their hearts, take up their bibles and find a
justification for takingup arms against theitkg.*

Two days latetenparishioners wre to the lawyer Thomas Denne to
complain about this verbal challenge and Marston’s attempts to influence
how the two sets of documents were heard by his parishidwemnse
wasresident inCanterbury in St Alphege’s parish, but the letter was
addressed thim at his legal chambers in the Inner Temple in Lonétan.

had been retained as counsel to the city corporation since 1617, when he
was also made a freemdn 1624 he had been elected kdP Canterbury

and from 1630 he had been a Kent justice of theqdde continugto



serve the city under successpaliamenarian regimesnd n 1643 he
waschosen as recorder for Canterhubyring the 1640s and early 1650s
he acted as chairman of tharliamenary committee for assessment in
the city.Although Denne has been characterised as a puritan and a
republican, it is more likely that he was a committed city administrator.
The letter reminded Denne of Marston’s ‘former lewd and malignant
practises’, of whicthe had sufficient ‘information & proofe The useof

the words ‘lewd’ and ‘malignant’ strongBuggesthat Denne had already
beeninformed of the petitiomgainst the minister, which focussed on
Marston’s immorality and his anpiarliamentarianisoNow the letter
described Marston’s provocative actiammsSunday26 June and

pointedly complained that far from takifige or six hours to reathe
papers fronparliamentit had takerthe constabla mere ninety minutes
to get through themThe signatories were largely householdetso had
alsopreviously sgnalled their support fgrarliamentoy signing Blount’s
petition.>® Eight of then were heaslof a householdncluding the
aldermanWilliam Bridge, andthe two church wardens, John Croft and
Richard HarrisonEight of themhad signed Blount’'parliamentaan
petition andnine had signed theetition against Marston, the only
excigtion being William Lythall, who would soswitch sides to support
him.

The petition against Marston had besigned by a larger group 2€

men, eighteen of whom had been heads of a household at the time of the
poll tax>® The social hierarchy wagearlyreflected in the ordén which
they placed their names in onetlafee distinct columns on the petition
(see Figure 1)Thefirst to signwasprobablyThomas Denne esquijrthe
youngest son adhelawyer, who signed at the top of the left hand column.
He was followed byoth ofthealdermeriving in the parishWilliam
Whiting, awoollen drapeand William Bridgea grocerand by William
Reeve, gentlemaihe two churchwardes, Richard Harrison and John
Croft, signed together at the top of a third column on thlketihand side

of the petition. John Denresquire the lawyer’s eldest son, squeezed his
signature above those of the churchwardens, in a clear demonsitfation
his social superiority” In the summer of 1642 thggoup included the

core supporters of parliament in the pariBhirteenof the signatories had
previouslysigned Blount's prgparliamentpetition includingthe
churchwarden, Richardarrison the two alderme, Bridge and Whiting,
and the latter’s son, William Whiting junior, also a woollen drajrer
January 1649 William and Thomas Bridge would both sign a petition to
the House of Commons from Kent calling for the trial of Charles | along
with John Nutt, theviP for Canterburglemonstrating their support for
Parliament throughout the civil wars and trial of the Kihgmongst the



sixteen men who had not signed Blount’s petition was Thomas Bridge,
William’s son, who had made the deposition off 2dne along wit John
Francklyn about Marston’s outburst agaipatliamentn early May>®

The impression that Marston’s opponents were amongst the more
substantial residents of the parish is reinforced by the fact that the two
aldermenWhiting and Bridgehad both sefed as mayor in 1625 and
1636 respectively, while Reeve, Bridge and William Whiting junior
would all later serve as mayor. Bridge in particwlauld benotorious

while mayor for trying to suppress the apéirliamenarian riots in
Canterbury at Christmas in 1647, while Reeve was elected in 1649 after
the execution of the kingnd Whiting was elected in 1651.
Furthermorefourteen of the signatories paid the poll &éakhe higher

rates. As aldermen, Whiting and Bridgachpaid £5, the attorney John
Collbrand paid £3, and Thomas and John Denne each padféither

eight men paid 5skeach, John Grant the innkeepad paid 12d. as
resident of neighbouring St George’s paraid four otherpaid the

basic rate 06d. per head. The remaining eleven men, who were not
individually named on the poll tax, were probably also ratéd agach

and may have been apprentices or in the case of Thomas Bridge, a son
resident in his father’'s househoflch dependents mighave signed the
petition to oblige théaead of their househotat they may have held their
own views There weretherstrong family and household connections
amongsthesepetitioners The joinerJohn Tucker anthe tailorThomas
Simpson for examplewerefather and soin-law. The chandlerThomas
Gibson, had been apprenticed to William Bridgaile William Taylor
wasliving in the household of Bridget and Dorothy Denne, the youngest
sisters othe Dennebrothers™®

Further evidence of the social and econostétus of this group is
providedby the fact that only three of thremade a marknstead of

signing the petitiorfsee Fig. 1)This is not always evidence of an

inability to write, butthe fact that 26 men were able to sign indicates that
Marston’s opponents were amongst the more literate members of his
congregationkull literacy was associated withe elite and middling

social groups, but rates of literacy are notoriously harGtgyeg

accurately in this period. David Cressy has estimated that at the time of
the civil war 70% of men and 90% of women were unable to sign their
names and could thus be regarded as illitefakkis though, is a rather
blunt measure of illiteracy and more recently it has been argued that an
inability to write did not prevent an individual from being abledad.
Historians have become increasingly sensitive to the great range of
writing and readingbilitiesdisplayed by people at the time, as well as



the importance of the oral dissemination of information. We are no

closer, however, to calculating the expetcentage of men and women

who were able to read and write competently, and even further from
calculating the percentage of those who could read but not write. We can,
though, be confident that even if the three men who made a mark could
not read, they wuld have ld access to the contents of h&tition,if not

as readerthenbecause it wagsualfor someondo read documents to
thosewho could nof®

At the end of July aival petition in support of Marston wasesented to
theHouse ofLordsfrom the parish bearing 48 signatures. Blipprters
were not oblivious to Marstonscandalous behaviour, but they claimed

to be fully satisfied by the punishments he had alréackydof

imprisonment and loss of earnings. They maintainetisihae his return
Marston had been diligent in praying, administering the sacrament and
preaching. They asked that his ministry should be continued, despite the
earlier petition to the contrary, which they alleged was subscribed only by
a few ‘apprentice boyes, Journeymaylers’ and some others, who

rarely or never went to church. The accusation that only social inferiors
had signed the opposing petition was a typical slur used to discredit riva
groups throughout the period, but as we have,$kmsnwas certainly not
thecase Threeof the petitioners against Marston were freemen tailors,
Stephen Asherndedohn Crofand Thomas SimpsowhileThomas

Long was also a taildY. Same of the other signatories, who were not
householdersnay have beeapprenticeshut in generaMarston’s

enemies werelearlymore socially influential in the city than his
supportersBoth factions contained very similar numbers of freeraén,
leastl? in the case of Marston’s critics and at ld&sin the case of his
supporters, but it was the former group which contained the highest
number of men who were actively involvedelite city government in

the 1640$? The identification of freemen is not as straightforward as the
identification of petitioners, but the survival of the poll tax has aided the
assumptions made about an individuféemanstatus heré?

The mosfprominent men to sign thiuly petition werelJames Wilsford,
esquire, Mainwaring Hammond, gentleman, dredwoollendraper
Leonard Lovelace, gentlemadf these three, only Lalace was
involved with city government having been sworn as a common
councillor in 1638 34 of the signatories were heads of a household,
nearly double the number who had signed thikeegoetition against
Marston, but they werey no means as wealthy as atversariesThere
was aconsiderablalifference in the emnomic status of the two groups
sincethe highest rate of poll tax known to be paid by ahllarston’s



supporters was £daid by James Wilsford. A further five of his
supportersincluding Lovelace paid 5s., three paid 2and 25 paidbd.
each.Thirteen of Marston’s supporters were not listed by name on the
poll tax return, but would have probably been rategbatwhile the
gentleman Mainwaring Hammond undoubtedly paid more, but did not
pay the poll tax in Canterburyrhere are also some striking gender
differencesas Marston’s supporters includsia widows, two ofwhom
were heads of a househpjeét no womerhadsigned thesarlierpetition
againstim. ® Theremay have been a delibergtelicy on the part of
Marston’s enemies to exclude womeecause femalgupport was often
derided at the time as having little political weidtf or nearly halfof
Marston’s supporteralsomade a markather than signed artldis group
included thesix women and seventeen men. laisosignificant that the
names of the majority of those who made a mark are to be found in two
columns on the margins of the petition, which suggests that they were
approached to endorse the petition only after $wgialsuperiors had
done sqSee Fig. 2)There is also evidence of strong family ties amongst
this group of petitioners, dse surnames Brett, Bullock, Mar[r]able, and
Pilkington were shared by two signatories in each case, although the
exact relationship bewen them is not clear. John Lambard and William
Lamport may also have been related, while the coopers Nicholas and
Moses Best were father and S8it.is unclear if they were related to
Thomas Best, who made his mark on the petition against MarstonlyF
and other social ties did naif coursejnevitablydictate how individuals
reacted to the disputes of the 1640s. Ledhavelace had been
appreniced to alderman Whiting, he had become a freeman in 4632
had marriedVhiting’s daughter Martha in theame yeamow the two
menfound themselves in opposing camps over the actions of their
minister, whileMartha’s death in 1640 maJsohave weakened the ties
between the two meH.

Finally, there was a&learpolitical division betweeithe two groups of
petitioners aonly five of Marston’s supporters had earlier signed
Blount’s praparliamentpetition, includingWilliam Lythall, whohadalso
signedthe letter to Thomas Denne against Marsto2®dune® It is
plausible thatheyhad experienced a changenahd assome civil war
allegiances were notoriously fluidlternatively, theymaynever have
supported Parliament, but haigned Blount'parliamenarian petition
out of peer pressuréhere is some doubt about whether a sixth man,
Abraham Edmond®ndorsedoth petitions, as someone of this name
signed Blount’s petition, but made a mark on the petition supporting
Marston, raising obvious doubts abalgntity. Some ofMarston’s
supportergnay have beeroyalistsof varying huesbut their lower social



standing makes it difficult to trace a consistent pattern of allegiance. In
1651, in the aftermath of the Second Civil War in Kéviginwaring
Hammond compounded with tparliamenary committeeas a delinquent
for the sum of £80suggesting he waonsistatly antiparliamentn the
1640s William Lythall was also modtkely the baker of the same name
who was arrested during the apéirliamentarian riots at Christmas 1647
The rioters were prosecuted at the Canterbury quarter sessions at a
hearing presield over by the mayor William Bridge, the city recorder
Thomas Denne, and the aldermen John Lade, Daniel Masterson, Clive
Carter and John Pollethe last of whom had been responsible as sheriff
for the collection of the poll tain 1642°°

Marston’s oppoantsdid, however, contain a committed core of
parliamenarian supportersdutthis should not leatb the assumption that
they were aopuritans.Theycomplained to the House of Lords about
Marston’sscandalous behaviour and his grdrliamenarianismbutthey
did not mention his religious views. There is no evidence of grass roots
puritanism in the parish of St Mary Magdalandthe predominance of
thepatronage of thking, thearchbishop and théean and chaptewer
parish appointments in Canterpumeant that there were very few
genuinely puritan ministers @anterbury Edward Aldey of Saint
Andrews was probably the only long term incumbent in thetaite
regarded as a purita the time’® Even John Terry, who hadriefly
replacel Marston, does not appear to have been a pdfifurthermore,
Marston’ssupporters did not mention the religious stance of his critics
and f they had been puritans this surelguld havebeen spumgainst
themasa group of dangeroueeligious schismaticOnly William

Reee’s will, drawn up in 1651, reveals any clésanings towards
parliamentariamgodlinessHe left £5 each to his ‘pastor Mr John Player’,
who had helped to form a congregational church in Canterbury ir7,646
and to his ‘loving ffreind Master Thomas Ventris’, the curate of St
Margaret's Canterburgince May 1642, whwasto preach his funeral
sermon’? Player had refused to read Beok ofSportsto his

congregation at Kennington in 1633 and his casecited against Laud

at his trial whileVentriswas ejected at the Restoration and was later
licensed as a congregational minister in 167&s such men flocked to
take up posts in Canterbury from the mig40s onwards, the city took on
more of a ‘puritan’ character in terms of preaching and el
observance.

As a group, Marston’s opponents werditically, socially and
economically more influential than his supportamnsl it is this, rather
than overt puritanism, which provides the key to their actibhsy



counted not onlglite members ahe paristamongst their numberbut

of the city as wellThe aldermen Bridge and Whitimg particularwould
have shared the concerns of mémyn governors about Charles I's
policies in the 1630%\fter the 1635 ship money writ for £500 had been
issuedfor Canterbury, like many other authoritié® mayor and common
council had complained to the privy council thaywere charged for

ship money ‘far beyond their abilities’ and twice as much as other
inhabitants of Kent. As a resufie amount imposeah the city fell to

£300 in 16367 In February 1637 Bridge, as mayor, had paid £%80

ship money from Canterbury to Sir William Russell, the treasurer of the
navyand was thus well aware of the burden that it represénted
Moreover, agldermenn a cathdral city, Bridge and Whitingvould

also havébeenengaged in the jurisdictional disputést frequently arose
between thaecular an@cclesiatical authoritiesin 1636 Archbishop

Laud had challenged the city’s jurisdictiath a writ ofquowarranto
andin March and April 1642 the town couroits hadplanredto petition
parliamento settle the privileges, liberties and extent of ‘the county of
this city’. They specifically wishetb remedy thgurisdictional
encroachments of the cathedral and the former friaries and priories, which
they said were claimed as fully as in the ‘tyme of pop&ry’.

There was a rapid response to the complaints against Marstonrait in
July hewas taken into custody Iparliamentand two weeks later, d28

July 1642, he was brought before the bar of the House of Lords accused
of speaking scarmalous words againsParliamentwhich he deniedOn

the same day the petition in his support was delivered to the lbwrds,

the upper house resolved that Marston should be ejaotethat he

should not be allowed to hold any further office in the church or state. He
was to be imprisoneat Westminster andvhen the House thought fit, he
would be released on surety for his future good behaVidtromprison
Marston attempted to accelerate his release by writing to Lord
Kimbolton, the speaker of the House of Lords and the peer accused of
treasorby Charles | in January 1642iHindatedetter has erroneously
been attributed to John Marston the poetpwied in 163, butAlbert

Tricomi has definitively shown that it was written by John Marston of
Canterbury in the summer of 1642. The letter was probably written before
Marston’scensure in the Lords, &a& makes no reference to it. In his
typically florid and enigmatic style, he explained that he was now
‘conseducle]d’ from his former temper and wished to sboth

Kimbolton andparliamenin a matter of no little concern. He did not
divulge what this might be, but asked Kimboltorsend a messenger to
him, who could ensure that lsle in this revelation would be kept

secret. Marston urgetie peeto act swiftly, for he could not judge when



it would be too late to impart hrews Marston may have picked up
some antparliamenarian gossip ithe prison but the nature of the
information remainsunclear. He ended by assuring Kimbolton that he
would in future be a ‘faithfull servant’ to him andgarliament®

Kimbolton’s response to the letter is unknown, but Marston later tried
another rout®f ingratiaton. Just over a week afthis ejectio from his
livings, he penned a grovelling petition to the Lords asking them to
mitigate his punishment, which he claimed would otherwise reduce his
family to utter ruin and inexpressible calamities. He apologised fulsomely
for any rash words or actions caused by his ‘seduced iudgml[en]t, or
troubled brayne’. Now, having been touched by great remorse, Marston
implored forgiveness and vowed that he would use all public and possible
ways to be constant in the service of the House. He askedreete

having been imprisoned for nearly three weeks and he prayed for the
prosperity both of the Lords and pédrliament’® A few weekdaterhe

was released and headed for his alma mater, Oxford, which was soon to
become the royalist headquarters afteinldecisive battle of Edgehill in
October 1642.

Mardon'’s story resurfaces once again inesition of September 1653

to the Council of Staten whichhe explaned that through lack both of
judgement and ‘heavenly illumination’ he had supported thelisi

cause by remaining at Oxford. Gradually, though, he saw the light and
surrendered tparliamentin December 1643Viarstonlaterbecame
minister at Henbury in Gloucestershinaving successfully satisfied his
scruples about taking the engagemerd,ahth of loyalty to the
Commonwealth regime imposed in 1649 after the execution of Charles |
He alsomade the fantasticalaimthat he would have raised a troop of
horse to combat the invading Scots at the battle of Worcester inH&51,
Cromwell notdefeatedhem so swiftly He maintained that following the
agitation of a few people he had been ejected from Henbury by the
parliamenary committee for plundered ministers, because he had been
disqualified from any church office by the Lords in 1642.insisted
however that this act of severity had not diminished his aiftector the
present governmefit This time his pleagor restitutionwere successful
and in November 1653 the commissioners of the great seal granted
Marstonthe vicarage of Standish Gloucestershire on the
recommendation of members of the county committee, various ministers
and the parishionerkle probably died soon afterwards, as a successor
was admitted to the living in the following yedMarston’s political
allegiance wasas we have seahough entirely unreliable. He may have
had some inclination towards royalism, but he was never prepared to



support the crown at the expense of his owntgaféile his proffeed
support foparliamentwasalwayspragmatic rather than prindgal.

How far Marston persuaded any of his parishioners to support the crown
in the summer of 1642 is unknowable. Most probably his anti
parliamentarian stance served to strengthen and to define existing
prejudiceslt is clear that Marston’s moral character had already come
under scrutiny long before he was charged with speaking out against
ParliamentThe divisions amongst his parishioners were based on
existing fault lines between those who were scandalised by their
minister’s failings and those who believed that he had atoned for them.
His critics in the pariskthusemphasised his evill reputation and
behaviour, as well as his ill affection to parliament, in order to ensure his
removal.The House of Lords chose, though, to focus solely on Marston’s
scamalous attacks on Parliament. During the paper war of 1642,
parliament could ill afford the mobilisation of potential royalist
supporters by their ministers, especially when the king was actively
recruiting soldiers to his cause. The parish churchseasasa crucial

point of contact between central politics and people in the provinces. It
provided an arena in which the majority of the adult population and the
illiterate could hear staged readings of printed royalist and
parliamentarian pamphlets, ordarsd declarations.

Marston’s decision to preface the official reading of the ‘roll’ of paper
from parliament by the constable with his admitteduthorised reading

of the king’sAnswer to a Printed BookJong with his invitation to
parishioners to leave before they could hear the constable and his
challenge to find a justification for rebellion in the Bible, all illustrate the
type of manipulation the clergy could bring to bear on the laity’s
reception of such information. His opponents were thus péatlg
aggrieved that he had ‘discouraged’ his congregation from hearing ‘those
things read w[hi]jch came from the Parliament’. John White’'s committee
heard many similar cases including that of William Evans of Suffolk,
who instead of a sermon on the Lorday read the same royalist
pamphlet to his congregation as Marston had to his flock, and Edward
Alston of Essex, who read out declarations from the king, but refused to
read those from parliamefftThe charges against Marston wereréfore

by no means unique, but the extensive documentation surrounding his
case is unusual and allows a detailed reconstruction of the context in
which thechargesgainst him were made.

Despite Everitt's suggestion that people outside London were not aware
of the politicalproblems of the period, Marston’s cadsoillustrates the



access to news that people outside London might have and which would
have allowed them to judge the merits of the two causes. Information was
availableoutside the churches as well as within thehtourse, all the

more so in an important urban cergteh asCanterburywhere the
circulation of political news from the capital and the subscription of
county petitionsurtherserved to politicise the inhabitants of the city. Yet
the clergy were uguely placed to comment on the ndvadh within and
outside theoulpit. Marston’s case demonstrates that the clecgydccplay

a significant role not only in relayingformation but alsdoy intervening

in the reception and interpretation of news and agepda.His rapid

ejection from his livings by the House of Lords demonstrat¢®nlythe
great importance that was attached to the political influence of the clergy
at the timeit also illuminateshe engagement biis parishionerérom

the disenfrantised widows to some of Canterbury®st notableivic
leaderswith the politics of the English Civil Wars



Appendix | Signatories to the Letter dated 28 June to Thomas Denne
Esq®

Richard Beacham

Wm Bridge alderman
John Croft churchwarden
Richard fforstall

Richard Harrison churchwarden
William Lythall

John Lewknor

John Philcox

Thomas Simpson

Andrew Treadcraft

Appendix Il- Signatories to the petition against John Marston delivered
to the House of Lords on Juine 1642* Freemerare indcated by the
letter f, buseholderat the time of the poll tax are indicated by the letter
h, signatories to Blount's prparliament petition of April 1642 are
indicated bythe letter p.

William Alexander

Stephen Ashernden f p
Richard Beacham f h p
Thomas Best his marke

Thomas Bridge f

Wm Bridge Alderman f h p
Georg Carlton f

Jo: Collbrand junior h

John Croftchurchwarden f h

John Denne Esquire h

Tho: Denne Esquire h
Richard fforstall h p
John ffry p
Thomas Gibson f h p
John Grant f h
Richard Harrisorchurchwarden f h p

Edward Iffry [?]

John Lewknor

Thomas Long his mark f h
George Oacke [?]



John Philcox f h p

William Reeve gentleman f h
Thomas Simpson f p
Willi: Taylor

John Thatcher his marke
Andrew Treadcraft

John Tucker

William Whiting Alderman
William Whiting Junior
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Appendix Il — Signatories to the petition in favour of Marston delivered
to Parliament 28July 1642%° Freemen are indicated by the letter f
householderat the time of the poll tax are indicated by the letter h,
signatories to Blount's prparliament petition of April 1642 are indicated
by the letter p

Thomas Argalles

The marke oflames Badcock f h
Willi am Baker f h
Edwad Barrett f h
William Bennetts marke h
Moses Best f p
The marke oNicholas Best f h
John Brett

The marke oNicholas Brett h
Richard Bromley h
The marke oRichard Bullocke f
Thomas Bullocke f h
Mathew Burnley f h
The marke oElizabeth

Carlgonwidow

The marke oMargaret

Chandlemwidow h
The marke offrustram Downer h

The marke ofAbraham Edmonds p [signsf®
The marke oEtlizabeth
Egglestorwidow

Richard Fenn P
The marke of widowroster

The marke oNicholas Fowler h
Ffrances ffrankh

John Halden h

Mainwaring Hammondsentleman



Robart Harnby f h p
The marke of James Harnet

The marke offhomas Hildersonne f
Nichi NI Justice f
John Lambard

The marke oWilliam Lampart
Noah Leeds

Leonard LoelaceGentleman
John Lun

William Lythall

The marke oAnne
Marablewidow

Richard Marable f
Clement Pilkington

The marke offhomas Pilkington
The marke ofAnne

Sedgemwidow

Thomas Short

The marke ofaurenceStephens  f
Thomas Tatnall

The marke of Daniel Wakelen f
The marke of William Verren

The marke offimothy White

James Wilsford Esquire

Tristrim Wilson f
John [?]
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