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INTRODUCTION 

1 

A great deal of what appeared new in the religious policies 

of James II had already been tried in the previous reign. The 

Restoration ecclesiastical settlement had left some problems 

unsolved and had created others. The opportunity of amalgamating 

the two largest religious communities in the country had not been 

taken and the Presbyterians, who took the credit for bringing in 

the Kingq had not only been left without comprehension but were 

persecuted in common with the sects. And the sects themselves had 

not only been persecuted but politically excluded. Given these 

facts - and added to themq its active sympathy with an excluded 

group whichq it seemedq could not be freed unless the Dissenters 

were too - it was not surprising that the government should period- 

ically revert to the expedient of ameliorating dissenting grievances 

under the ecclesiastical settlement as a means of ensuring civil 

peace and tipping the political balance. 

In general the Church - with the exception of a smally mainly 

London-based comprehension party - stood for the persecution of 

Dissenters) until the crisis of 1688 effected a dramatic change in 

her interest* The attitudes and practices of Dissent in the face of 

Church persecution and occasional Court toleration presented a much 

more intricate picture. A wide variety of stances was adopted by a 

whole spectrum of groups; to be rendered even more complex when 

Church and Court joined forces to destroy Dissent and the Whig 

political interest after 1681. The more intense persecution there- 

after produced changes in Nonconformity social deteriorationp the 
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growth of quietismv the devolution of congregationsq the decline 

of the ministries and rebellious sympathies amongst the laity in 

districts where Nonconformists were numerous yet persecuted - whicho 

together with the political attitudes which had hardened by 1685P, 

were to be of great importance during James II's reign. When in 

1686 James abandoned the policy of persecution which he and Charles 

had pursued in conjunction with the Church since 1681 and began an 

attempt to enlist Dissenting support for his political and religious 

programmel. these attitudes and changes predisposed most groups 

against collaboration and rendered them of minimal use to any polit- 

ical alliancep whether they were willing to co-operate or not. When 

Dissenters began to be subjected to converse pressures from Church 

and Courtq the inter- and intra-sectarian fissures which divided 

them dictated the amount and degree of support either side could 

expect. 

In the course of 1685 mounting persecution served to confirm 

the attitudes evident among Nonconformists before the accession; 

though it was undertaken by 'right-wing' Anglicans who saw an oppor- 

tunity to extirpate Nonconformity in alliance with the Crown it 

served to revive the Dissenters' visceral apprehension of Popery 

and confirm their basic suspicion of a Popish King. It also served 

to provoke a Nonconformist rebellion. in the 'Nest which in turn 

confirmed the King's own suspicions of the Dissenters. 

The influence of the Quaker courtiersq and the special position 

of William Pennp helps to explain why the Xingp despite this suspicionp 

began to look on Dissenters as potential allies in a programme aimed 

at toleration and political emancipation for Dissenters and Roman 

Catholics. The first moves which signalied the volte face - positive 

instances of attempts to protect Quakers from the effects of perse- 

cution - may be dated from March 1686. During the last half of 1686 
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James was also using his dispensing power to protect Baptiste and 

was prepared to use itv when his intervention was solicitedp to 

protect any Nonconformists. 

The limited success of this policy of selective relief, 

because of the resistance put up by the agencies of persecutiong 

was among the factors which prompted the introduction of the 

Declaration of Indulgence of April 1687. The suspicions enter- 

tained by Nonconformists (after an initial outburst of enthusiasm) 

as to the King's motives in granting this Declarationg and their 

reluctance to commit themselves to his programmey were the natural 

consequence of developments evident as early as 1685; only small 

groups of Dissentersp many of whom had received a pardon or felt the 

benefitsof the dispensing power in the co'urse of 1686, were disposed 

to view 'enticement' favourably. Hencep despite the vigour of Non- 

conformist religious activityp 1687 produced only addresses from 

scattered groups of believers and the faint hope that those which 

contained undertakings of support would be meaningful in electoral 

terms. 

The importance of attracting Dissenters away from a tolerat- 

ionist policy pursued by the Court toward a comprehension policy 

held out by the Church, was foreseen by the Latitudinarian clergy 

as early as November 1685- Butt despite the pamphlet war with the 

Catholicsq which improved the image of the Church in Nonconformist 

eyesp little was done to achieve this endq and Anglican-Dissenting 

relations did not begin to soften until the end of 1687- Signs of 

a rapprochement evident in May 1687 disappeared in a reaction against 

both the Church and the Dutch interest which took place among 

Dissenters in the second half of the year and which The Letter to a 

Dissenter did nothing to offset. The rapprochement achieved in the 
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early months of 1688 received the support of the High Church divines 

as a result of the crisis of the seven bishopst and had as its 

upshot a scheme for toleration and comprehension sponsored by the 

Archbishop of Canterbury in July. This schemeq and the offers which 

preceded ity served to harden Dissenters still further against'offers 

of local government office. 

The pivotal position between Church and Court which the 

Dissenters occupied in the constitutional struggle from 1686-1688 

inevitably raised hopes among all groups of achieving the religious 

and political goals for which they had striven since the Restoration 

in a permanent Settlement. The group favouring comprehensiony and 

auspicious of tolerationy and more especially of toleration based on 

a prerogative actp responded to the overtures of the Church. But as 

far as the other dissenting factions were concernedo whose aims lay 

in the direction of some kind of toleration and from whom the King 

might reasonably have expected help for his Programme: 'enticement' 

had been tried beforeq its methods, and the constitutional dilemma 

they entailedy were more than familiar. The attitudes which had 

evolved from this familiarity and the enhanced prestige of the 

Nonconformist comprehension party as the Church took on the position 

of a bulwark against Catholicismt ensured the failure of enticement. 

The remodelled corporationsy shrievalty and magistracy of 

1687-8 did receive a modicum of Nonconformist support. Many of those 

who filled the official positions made vacant by the removal of 

recalcitrant Anglicans and who staffed the King's electoral machinet 

howevert were drawn from a medley of dissident groupings. Some were 

isolatedq poor and powerless - the effects of long years of perse- 

cution -'to whom the constitutional issuej if understood at allp 

seemed remote. Another was made up of individuals who had changed 
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sides or adopted the dissenting label merely to increase their 

usefulness to the Courtt but who were not owned by any of the sects. 

Others who collaborated with the King's programme were in a precari- 

ous positiony having been involved in the Rye House Plot and the 

Monmouth Rebellionp and, though shunned by the sects, owed their 

pardons to the Y-ing's clemency and were eager to eke a livelihood 

out of the King's generosity. There were urban groupingsq which 

included Dissentersl who saw persecution as the major threat to 

their economic interest and were prepared to take a hand in rendering 

its cessation permanent. In some arewgroups in local politics saw 

an opportunity of paying off old scores by replacing the Tories on 

the borough corporations; individuals, ousted from political position 

during the concluding years of Charles II's reignq who might more 

properly be styled 'Whig' than 'Dissenter. '. There was a disprop- 

ortionate number of Roman Catholics and more Tories than is usually 

assumed. Finally there was a handful of relatively prominent 

Dissenters who believed in toleration and thought that the King did 

toot who were not from one but many sects and whop whilst still in 

sympathy with the King's objectivesq had lost sympathy with his 

methods by June 1688. 

The reportB of James II's electoral agents were inaccurate 

and any hopes of a Fonconformist Parliament which they generated 
4 

were unfounded. Idany Dissenters who were appointed to official 

positions were, as time went ong increasingly opposed to the King's 

objectivesq and it is more than probable that all Dissenters who had 

been hPs previously held views which were incompatible with the 

King's objectives. 

From April 1687 Dissenters enjoyed toleration and political 

emancipation. The Revolution led to the imposition of limits on 

these freedoms. The Nonconformist groups who looked forward to 
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comprehension and welcomed William's landing as the event that would 
bring it abouts were disappointeds the landing removed the sense of 

crisis which had made comprehension appear advantageous to Anglicans. 

For groups who looked for a parliamentary toleration and greeted 

William's arrival with suspiciony the Toleration Act represented 

more than they had hoped for; but it encouraged tendencies toward 

inter-sectarian strife and fragmentationp and doomed the cherished 

scheme for union between the two larger sects. For those who looked 

to the Convention to enact political emancipation and hoped for a 

favoured position in the new regimep the Revolution represented a 

return to the pre-1687 restrictions and forced them to resort to the 

familiar device of occasional conformity to secure a voice in Parlia- 

ment and local government. 

Hitherto the extent of Nonconformist involvement in James II's 

policy of toleration has been in considerable doubt2 and the motives 

of those who refused and those who accepted his advances have been 

caricatured or misunderstood2 and a variety of other misconceptions 

harboured. 
(l) 

A major reason for this has been the fact that much 

of the work which has been done on Nonconformity in the period has 

T. B. Macaulay, A History of England from the Accession of 
James iI, ed. C. H. Firth (1914) IIt 858t 864-6t 870t 871- 
2,872-84P 982-49 991-2; J. P. Kenyonp Robert Spencer Earl 
of Sunderland (1958), 186p 1889 200; J. Carswell'O The Descent 
on England (1969)t 106-7; J. R. Jonesp The Revolution in 
England in 1688 (1972)9 11P 14P 51-52p 98-999 114-115- 
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been in the nature of sectarian apologetics(l) or has been limited 

in scope to an individualp 
(2) 

to the comprehension themep which has 

received a new vogue in the age of'ecumenismg(3) or to a particular 

group; 
(4) 

or has arisen from the fact that the glib generalisms of 

Whig history die hard. 
(5) 

A further reason has been a failure to 

appreciate the complex nature of the post Restoration Nonconformist 

spectrumg with its inter- and intra-sectarian fissures and the 

political attitudes which attached to them. 

2 

The most evidentg and perhaps most fundamental division was 

(1). e. g. D. Nealp A History of the Puritans (revised edit. 1797); 
A. H. Drysdaleq History of the Presbyterians in Ehgland (1889); 

H. M. Dexterg The Congregationalism of the last Three Hundred 
Years (1880); R. W. Dalep A History of Ehglish Congregation- 

alism (1907); J. Ivimeyq A History of the &glish Baptists 
(1811-1830); W. T. Whitleyp A History of British Baptists 
(1923); A. C. Underwoodq A History of English Baptists (1947); 

W. C. Braithwaiteg The Second Period of Quakerismq 2nd edit. 
ed. H. J. Cadbury (1961). Almost all of the regional histories 

of Nonconformity published in the lastp and the first two 
decades of the presentq century fall within the same category 
and have had to be used as historical sources with extreme, 
caution. Details of these will be found in the Bibliography. 

(2) e. g. V. Buranellij The King and the (Zuaker (1962); M. M. Dunn, 
William Penn Politics and Conscience (1967); F. J. Powickep 
The Reverend Richard Baxter Under the Cross 1662-1691 (1927); 
G. F. Nuttallp Richard Baxter (1965)- 

(3) G. F. Nuttall and Owen Chadwick (eds)p From Uniformity to Unity 
1662-1962 (1962); C. G. Bolamp J. Goringt H. L. Short and 
Roger Thomas, The' &glish Presbyterians (1968). The latter 
work does not confine itself to the comprehension scheme but 
has nothing to say about the political role of the Presbyterians. 

(4) D. R. Laceyq Dissent and Parliamentary Politics in England 
1661-166eg (1969). This is by far the most scholarly work on 
Nonconformist history in the period, but Lacey mainly concerns 
himself with the dissenting politicianav more especially those 
in Parliament under Charles 119 James II and in the Convention. 

(5) One fairly recent work on Nonconformity which fits into none of- 
these categories is G. R. Craggg Puritanism in the Age of the 
Great Persecution (1958). Apart from two brief chapters of 
narrative the author is concerned to analyse the nature of 
post-Restoration persecution and the Nonconformistst reaction 
to it. 
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within the ranks of the Presbyterians. Notes left by Sir Joseph 

Williamson dated 13 December 1671 identified the division in the 

Presbyterian leadership as being between 'Donstp or 'the Five-mile 

Men', and 'Ducklings', or 'the Young Presbyterian ministers$. To 

the first group he assigned William Batest Thomas Manton and Thomas 

Jacombeg and to the latter, Samuel Annesleyy Thomas Watson and 

Nathaniel Vincent. 
(') 

Roger Thomas, who included the name of Richard 

Baxter with the list of 'Dons', added that they were 'the old- 

fashioned Presbyterians still hoping for comprehension$. 
(2 ) 

The 

'Ducklings' were clearly those who favoured toleration outside the 

Church for all Protestant Nonconformist groups. Richard Baxter was 

aware of the same division and saw it as being between the 'Presby- 

terians' - 'a great number of ministers and people who had addicted 

themselves (sic) to no seat or party at all' - and the 'Reconcilersly 

among whom he numbered himselfv who accepted the principle of a state 

churchp the parish systemf the royal supremacyp a fixed liturgyp and 
(3) & 

a 'moderated episcopacy'. Whilst it was possible to forsee - as A 
Williamson may well have done(4) - that the Ducklings with their 

belief in toleration andq thereforep separation would engross the 

next generation of Presbyterian clergy born outside the establishment 

(1) CSPD 1671-2t 28-29. Dr. Samuel Annesley was first cousin of 
Arthur Annesleyj Earl of Angleseyp one of the political leaders 
of Nonconformity until his death in 1686. W. Orme, Memoirs of 
the Life, Writings and Religious Connexions of John Owen (1EZO), 
373-4- 

(2) Roger Thomas, 'Comprehension and Indulgencelp Nuttall and Chad- 
wick, 207-208. 

(3) RD IIt 142-4* 146t 387- For a detailed discussion of Baxter's 
own position see , 'Roger Thomasp 'The Rise of the Reconcilerst, 
Bolamq 46-48; J. Huntp Religious Thought in England (1870) Iv 
265-6. 

(4) Notes by Williamson dated 21 September 1671 included the comment 
that 'if the Savoy business had taken effectq there had not been 
a fanatic in &gland.. ' butp as things were 'the people grow more 
fanatic; all the Presbyterians . %re growing to Independentt and 
so m%st the teachers'. CSPD 1671P 496. 
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and educated in Nonconformist academiesp the Dons included for many 

years to come the most respected and prolific pamphleteers among the 

ejected ministry. In factp though a proportion of the ejected clergy 

of 1662 were dead by James II's accession - including two of those 

Williamson had designated Dons - the comprehension party was strong 

enough to make assimil ation within the Church-in-danger a major 

topic of discussion between 1686-9 and a practical-p`r`trýility from 

lay 1688. Strong enough alsop with the aid of articulate Anglican 

clergy, to exert a powerful, influence against addressing after the 

1687 and 1688 Indulgencesp to lead informed opinion at Court to rule 

out the Presbyterians as a whole as potential collaborators in the 

reformed corporations of 1687-8 andq through the exceptional circum- 

stances of the timep to help\preate a situation in which toleration 

on James II's terms had hardly any support among even the younger 

Presbyterians. 
(') 

But co-operation between the comprehension party in the Church 

and the comprehension party among the Presbyterians was not only 

based on their common aim. It was also founded on a common theolog- 

ical pcsition -a position which separated the Dons from much of the 

rest of Nonconformity; a common attitude towards toleration and) what 

it impliedp a similar view toward the Church and the sects; and 

personal friendships which arosep after the ejectionp from common 

residence in the London area. 

Referring to the community of feeling between himself (with his 

associates)p and the young intellectuals of the established churcht 

Baxter asserted that the important line of demarcation in religion 

was not that between Conformity and Nonconformityq but that between 

(1) Roger Thomas ('Parties in Nonconformitylq Bolamp 100) asserted 
that the influence of the Dons enjoyed 'an Indian Eummerl 
1686-8. 
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'reasonable religion' and 'fanaticism in all its formal. (') 
The 

terms Ireasonablelp 'rational' and Ireasonlo and the views expressed 

in the remainder of the treatise in which Baxter made this distinct- 

ionp on election, reprobation and free will, are an accurate reflect- 

ion of the opinions. which had been expressed by an articulate group 

of London-based Anglican clergymen since the Restoration who had been 

popularly designated Latitudinarians. And his arguments against 

predestination were the stock in trade of the Arminians who had been 

placed in the high positions of the Church when Baxter himself had 

been offered the bishopric of Hereford in 1660. 
(2 ) 

The most influen- 

tial writers and preachers of the Interregnum - John Oweng Philip 

Nye, Stephen Marshall and Thomas Goodwin - had all been Calvinistsp 

evidence of the destruction of Laudian Arminianism in the Civil 

- (3) Wars* But the return of Charles II had not only meant the over- 

throw of the Puritan Party but the defeat of Puritan theology. The 

'high church Calvinists', like Iforleyp Bishop of Winchesterp who were 

restored to important positions in the Church in 1660 were a dying 

breed. The most remarkable development in theology between 1660- 

1688 was the 'gradual eclipse' of Calvinism within the Church of 

England. 
(4) 

The restored Churchp howeverg not only demonstrated the 

revival of Arminianism but a reaction against the lenthusiasmlp the 

obscurantism and 'the crude incoherences' of religious life in the 

(1) R. Baxterp The Judgment of Nonconformistsv of the Interest of 
Reasong in Matters of Religion (1676). 

(2) J. Huntp Religious Thought in Eagland (1870) 1,2829 368-9p 
374-8; A. R. Ladellp Richard Baxter Puritan and Mystic (1925)9 
7; Cragg Ip 18-229 29p 31p 33- 

(3) Cragg Iv 169 17- 
(4) J. Hunt, * OP cit-p 368-99 410 &.; Cragg 1,139 18-22; H. H. 

Oakley2 Beginnings of Congregationalism in Sheffield (1913), 38. 
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Interregnump and a renewed emphasis on the importance of reason in 

religion. 
(') 

The term 'latitudinarian' had been used initially as 

a designation of the Canbridge Platonistsy and it was from them that 

John Tillotsong Edward Stillingfleetp Simon Patrickp Thomas Tenison, 

Gilbert Burnet and Edward Fowler derived their emphasis on reason. 

Most of them were Cambridge men and had heard Moreq Cudworth and 

Whichcote (the Platonists) argue that the repudiation of reason 

meant rebellion 'against Gods there was no conflict between faith and 

reasong reason -enlightened1the material of faith'. 
(2) 

But Baxter's Arminianism had not come with the Restoration. 

In essential respectshe was and always had been a Latitudinarian* 

His first worky Aphorisms of Justification (1649), had attacked the 

Antinomian views of Tobias Crisp from a 'reasonable' Arminian. 

standpoint vhen it was unpopular to do so. 
(3) 

Probably because 

of its Laudian connotation, however, Baxter disliked the label 

'A. rminian'. On the basis of this Alexander Gordon insists on 

regarding Baxter as a Calvinist. 
(4) 

Indeedq on occasion2 Baxter 

himself claimed to be one 'but he explained Calvinism so as to make 

it appear Arminianisml. 
(5) 

A recent authority has argued that 

'Baxter in common with the Cambridge Platonists and Anglican 

Rationalists ... while welcoming divine grace to make good 

human deficiency and save the elect, thought it intolerable 

(1) J. Hunts op cit-v 
(2) J. Hunts op cit-s 
(3) J. Hunts op cit-9 
(4) A. Gordont 'Richa 

35- 

(5) J. Hunts op cit. 9 

368-9p 374-8; Cragg Ip 10-13- 

410-11,416-18P 431-2; Cragg Ip 38P 40,44- 

251-2. 

xd Baxter's Calvinism', JPHS I (1914-1919)p 

265. 
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that the rest of mankind should be predestined to be lost 

through no'fault of their own'. 
(') 

in 1672 Baxterp Bates and Manton disrupted a Joint Presbyterian- 

Independent lecture at Pinners Hall by arguing that predestination 

was neither intellectually nor morally defensible. 
(2) 

In 1676 they 

(3) 
were involved in the same controversy with Annesleyv a 'Duckling'* 

Like the Independentsp Annesleyp John Howe and their associates were 

traditional. -Calvinistsp denying man virtually any part in his own 

salvation. 
(4) 

Simon Patrick was guilty of a conscious over- 

generalisation when he identified Calvinism with Antinomianism and 

charged. all Nonconformists with both errors. 
(5) 

The 'Dons' were 

separated from their fellow Presbyterians and fellow Nonconformists 

by the most virulent theological debate of their time. It wasq in 

factp the intransigence of Bates, Baxter and Daniel Williams on the 

Arminian-Antinomian controversy which was to destroy the nascent 

'Happy Union' which the Presbyterians and Independentsp after years 

of negotiationy achieved in 1691* 
(6) 

If the Dons had more in common with the Anglican Latitudinarians 

theologicallyp they certainly shared their attitude toward tolerationo 

and expressed views toward monarchy and church administration typical 

of those of moderate churchmen. Before the death of Cromwell both 

(1) Roger Thomasp Daniel Williams Presbyterian Bishop (1964), 12-13- 
See also R. Thomasp 'Parties in Nonconformity19 Bolamq 103. 

(2) Ibidq 104; RB IIIp 1039 154- 
(3) Baxter MSS (Treatises) Vy 143; R. Thomas, OP Cit-o 105- 
(4) J. Huntq op citj 250-19 253; R. Thomaegop cit., 103. 
(5) Simon Patrickp A Friendly Debate Between a Conformist and a 

Nonconformist 
f 

Ih& C74 (1669)p 12P 479 145P 238. See 
also S. Patrickq A Brief Account of the New Sect of Latitude 
Men; Together with Some Reflections on the New Philosophy 
(1662). 

(6) Powickeq 174P 175Y 177; R. Thomasy'Parties in Nonconformitylp 
BolamJ03,101-102i Williams I, xii-xiii. See J. Hunty op cit. p 
253- 
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Baxter and Bates had spoken in favour of a restoration of the 

Stuarts, taking the view that Charles I had been innocently 

mistaken. 
(') 

The attitude of both groups toward the Revolution was 

also surprisingly similar: suspicious at first, and then neatly 

swapping their belief in the divine sanction of hereditary success- 

ion for 'the providential revolutionlp orp as one Latitudinarian 

had itq 'the Divine Right of Providence'. 
(2 ) 

Baxter's own 

(unpublished) justification of the Revolutiong written immediately 

prior to his deathy contained the quintessence of many moderate 

Anglican arguments to the same endq but bore no relationship to 

what Dissenters were saying about William's accession. 
0) 

As far as church organisation was concerned the 'Dons' and 

correspondents in the provinces who shared their views - like Philip 

Henry and Adam lartindale - were firmly wedded to the parish system 

and initially had no patience with those who wanted separate congreg- 

ations, 'gathered churchesl. 
(4 ) 

The sectaries 'unchurched the 

nation' and 'plucked up the hedge of parish order'; the Congregat- 

ional concept of the 'gathered church' 'was the way to spoil many 

churches for the new making of one'. The sectaries 'made too light 

of ordination't ordination by presbytersy as well as by bishopsp 

should be recognised but it should not be taken out of the hands of 

(1) R. Baxter to Sir*Edward Harley, 15 September 1656v Baxter MSS 
(Letters) Up 166-7; RB Iq 2149 229; CRP 35; A. R. Ladell, 
Richard Baxter Puritan and Ilystic (1925)) 109-110- 

(2) William Lloydp A, Sermon Preached on the Fifth Day of November 
1689 (1689), 32. See G. M. Straka, Anglican Reaction to the 
Revolution of 1688 (1962)p viiip 50-52. 

(3) R. Baxter, King James His Abdication of the Crown Plainly 
Provedp October 1691, Baxter MSS (Treatises) VII, 230-235- 
See G. M. Strakap op cit, 26-291 30-37- 

(4) The Independent conception of a 'gathered church' is to be 
understood in opposition to Christendom, the national church 
or the parish system. See G. F. LTuttallt 'The Early Congregational 
Conception of the Churchlp CHST XIV (1940-1944)t 197-200. 
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these two officials. The role and function of the dissenting 

ministry, it was argued, ought to approximate more closely to the 

Anglican model. 
(') 

Baxter deplored the gradual movement of the 

Presbyterians into the role of separatistsp especially when such a 

role was thrust upon them by the necessity of taking out licences 

under the 1672 Indulgence. Notwithstanding that they held this new 

role in common with the sectsp howevery the attitude of the Dons 

toward toleration did not change after 1672. 
(2 ) 

The Latitudinarians 

took the view that comprehension was the. only safeguard against the 

triumph of Popery: 'the ready way to overthrow a church j, s first 

to divide it'. 
(3) 

Toleration or indulgence could only undermine the 

church system and render it vulnerable to the twin threats of Cath- 

olicism and extreme sectarianism. Those elements in the ecclesi- 

astical spectrum capable of digestion within the national church 

should be comprehended by a policy of concessionp whilst indigestible 

elements should be persecuted; 'a general unlimited toleration to 

dissenting Protestants will . 
bring confusion among US and in the 

end Poperyl. 
(4) 

Baxter endorsed this view. 'Christ hadibut one 

Catholic Chdrchl and those who did not profess the essentials of 

its belief put themselves beyond its pale and should be 'constrained 

to alterl. 
(5) 

Calling upon Parliament to persecute what he regarded 

(1) RB IIp 13- IýW ; Bolamy 55; J. Huntp Religious Thought in 
England 

T1870) 
Ip 279-80. See Walter Wilson. MS. I, v, 221-222. 

(2) G. F. Nuttally Richard Baxter (1965)p 102; Bolamt 89-90. 

(3) Thomas Tenisonp An Argument for Union taken from the True 
Interest of those Dissenters in &gland who profess and call 
themselves Protestants (1683)9 19 18-19, QCdward Stillingfleetp 
The Unreasonableness of Separation: or An Impartial Account 
of the History, Nature and Pleas of the Protestant Separation 
(1681), lxxxviii. 

(4) Ibid. p lxxxii-lxxxivp lxx3lv-lxxxv. 
(5) Richard Baxterq A Key to Catholicsp to open the Juggling of 

the Jesuits and Satisfy all that aresstruly willing to under- 
stand Whether the Cause of the Roman or Reformed Church be of 
God (revised edit. 1674). 
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as extreme sectarians - 'seekers's 'Paraclesianalp 'Quakers' and 
'Behmenists' - during the Interregnum Baxter had argued, 'What more 

easy to know than that the best cause may seem bad through. disad- 

vantage$ and that it is as easy to deceive the common people if men 

have liberty? ' Error was 'more consistent with carnal interests 

and suitable to depraved nature'. It was not enough to argue that 

truth was stronger than error(') and naededlno policies or strata- 

gems or licences to make her victorious's as Milton and Penn did. 
(2) 

In Part IV 'On Christian Politics or Duties to our Rulers and 

Neighbours' of his compendious Christian Directory Baxter made it 

clear that the responsibility to constrain or persecuis lay with the 

magistrate. In Memorandum V to the 'Civil Ruler' he admonisheds 

'Let none persuade you that you are such terrestrial animals that 

have nothing to do with the heavenly concernments of your subjects'. 

The magistrate must concern himself with the spiritual wellbeingf as 

well as the temporal wellbeingp of the individual; this was as much 

his concern as it was the minister's. He roundly condemned 

'those Libertines that under the name of liberty of conscience 

do plead for a liberty of. ovicious practices and in order there- 

to would prove that the magistrate hafhnothing to do in 

matters of religion'. 
0) 

But the magistrate was reminded 'how strict a judgment he must 

undergo' when he #gave an account of his stewardship'; 'neither 

(1) Richard Baxterp The Worcesterýhire Petition to the Parliament 
for the Ministry of Bagland Defended (1653), 37P 38. 

(2) Cited, J. Waddington, Surrey Congregational History (1866), 
84; Pennp vii-viii. 

(3) Richard Baxterp A Christian Directory: or a Summ of Practical 
Theology and Cases of Conscience. In Four Parts (1673)9 IV, 
5p 79- 
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unlimited liberty in matters of religion... nor unnecessary force 

or rigourl should be usedq 'but tolerable differences and parties 

should be tolerated and intolerable ones by the wisest means 

suppressed'. There was an 'open' and acceptable persecution aimed 

at bringing the schismatic into the fold and there was 'an hypo- 

critical persecution when the pretended cause was some odious crimeq 

but the real cause was mens religion or obedience to God'. The 

differences which separated him from the Church were 'tolerable' 

and the persecution under which he suffered was 'hypocritical' and 

lunjustl. 
(l) 

The anti-tolerationist views of Baxter and other 

eminent Presbyteriansý lay and clericaly were to be used against 

them by Anglicans who saw no distinction between 'tolerable' and 

'intolerable' separatistst when they began to bleat. under the post- 

1681 persecution. 
(2) 

The final tie which bound the 'right-wing' of the Presbyterians 

more closely with the Anglican 'left' than with other Nonconformist 

groups was personal friendship. Richard Baxter counted Tillotsong 

Stillingfleetq Fowler and Tenison among his friendsp though there is 

evidence in his letters that his friendship with Tillotson and 

Tenison did not preclude the possibility of occasional-acrimonious 

recriminations. 
(3) 

The information provided by Tillotsony then 

Archbishop of Canterburyq to Baxter's biographer after Baxter's death, 

inakeSit clearg howevert that the two men had been close friends even 

(1) Ibidt 5,67,69P 78- 
(2) Roger LIEstrange, The Dissenters Sayingsp Second Pat (1681) 

1 
1-4. Tj 

Cragg Ip 195- 
(3) J. Tillotson to R. Baxterý 2 June 16809 Baxter MSS (Letters) 

IIp 68; T. Tenison to R. Baxtery 25 September 16859 ibid. 
ing 67; RB IIIp 109-110. 
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before the ejection. 
(1) 

In 1673 when George Morloyt Bishop of 

Winchester was negotiating the terms of a Bill of Comprehension 

with the Donsp Baxter told the Earl of Orrery that 

'were but Dr. Stillingfleet, Dr. Tillotsoný or any such 

moderate men appointed to consult with two or three of usp 

on the safe and needful terms of concord [instead of Morleo 

we should agree in a week's time'. 
(2) 

Bates was also on terms of friendship with at least two of the 

Latitudinariansp Tillotson and Fowler, and had been since before the 

Restoration. 
(3) 

Roger Morrice whop after his ejection from DUffield 

in 1662 hadýbecomej in successiont chaplain to Lord Hollis and Sir 

John MaynarNand was part of the group sharing Baxter's opinion. sq v 

counted among his friends Tillotsonp Stillingfleetv Powlerp Dr. 

Richard Kidderp and Dr. John Moore. 
(5) 

In his Will he 014CIL 

Fowlerv then Bishop of Gloucesterp Kiddery then Bishop of Bath and 

Welln, Moore, then Bishop of Norwichq as well as to John Strype and 

John Wilkesp Vicars of London parishes. 
(6) 

Stillingfleet would also 

appear to have been on friendly terms with Presbyterian ministers 

outside London and to have given support to some after the ejectioný7) 

Another moderate Anglicant Robert Mayot of Oxfordy left money to 

Baxter and Bates. 
(8) 

(1) J. Tillotson to M. Sylvesterp 3 February 1692p Baxter LISS 
(Letters) 119 68. 

(2) RB IIIp 110. 
(3) W. Bates to R. Baxter, 5 August 1658P Baxter MSS (Letters) IIIp 

153. 

(4) CRP 355- 
(5) Morrice F, 204p 254- 
(6) CR) 355. 
(7) Bunyanp 185; CRp 102. 
(8) lJorrice Pt 435- 
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The rapport between the Presbyterian 'right' and the Anglican 

'left' - reinforced by a distinctive theologyp nerved by common 

aims and attitudes, and invigorated by the ties of personal friend- 

ship - kept the comprehension issue alive from the ejection until 

the High Churchmen adopted the policy as their own in May 1688. 

During the reign of Charles II Bills of Comprehension came before 

Parliament no less frequently than Bills of Toleration - in 1660, 

1667t 1673t 16759 1681, 
(1) 

- but whilst it was the 'sober Churchmen' 

and 'sober Dissenters' who sponsored these projects9 it was not 

always they who negotiated terms andy in any eventp Parliament and 

Convocation made the final decisions. The Worcester House Declar- 

ation of 25 October 1660 envisaged considerable changes in a 

direction approved by Presbyterians, including Baxterp but when 

introduced into the Commonsp the Bill 'was defeated at the instig- 

ation of the King's own ministers' now that the ploy had served its 

turn. 
(2) 

Before the Savoy Conference of 1661 was over Convocation 

was busy making its own revision of the Prayer Book and determining 

the 'pattern of uniformity$ leaving Parliament to lay down the terms 

under which it would be enforced. 
(3) 

'When the comprehension issue 

was revived in 1667 the Dons found themselves in negotiation with 

John Wilkinsp Bishop cf Chester$ Sir Matthew Halep Lord Chief 

Justice, and Hezekiah Burtony Chaplain to the Lord Keeperp Sir 

(1) H. F. R. Smithp The Theory of Religious Liberty in the Reigns 
of Charles II and James IIp Cambridge Historical Essays 7M 
(1911)) 5- 

(2) Cragg IIP 5-6. 
-Set, Nuttall and Chadwickp 61-72, 

193-4- 
(3) Cragg IIv 6-7; H. H. Oakleyp Beginnings of Congregationalism 

in Sheffield (1913)p 38. See Nuttall and Chadwickq 91-146. 
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Orlando Bridgman. 
(') 

In 1673 they had to contend with Morley and, 

only in 16759 in response to Baxter's complaintp were Tillotson and 

Stillingfleet among the chief negotiators. It was significant that 

the concessions offered in 1675 were 'much more ample than any 

granted hitherto'. 
(2 ) 

Baxter - whop though 'a champion of the cause 

of comprehension' was often 'an unconciliatory one$ - was still dis- 

satisfied on the point of discipline; and this despite the liturgical 

concessions and the provision of a face-saving compromise device on 

the ordination issue proffered by Churchmen. 
(3) 

Nevertheless, on 

the failure of the discussionsq TillotEDn wrote a letter of commiser- 

ation to Baxter$ bemoaning the difficulties in the way of the 

implementation of their common ideal andq in a sermon before Sir 

Robert Clayton Lord Mayor of London in 16809 Stillingfleet suggested 

making an attempt at 'finding out a certain foundation for a lasting 

union'. Informal discussions were held and includedv at various 

times in addition to Tillotsonp Stillingfleetp Bates and Baxterp 

John Howe and William Lloyd; 
(4) 

the former by virtue of his increased 

influence among the Dons (despite his Calvinism(5))q and the latter 

Probably by virtue of a recent commitment to comprehension and his 

(1) When a schemep broadly acceptable to the Donsp had been worked 
out it was abruptly disowned by the Anglicansq and the nego- 
tiations broken off* Everyp 109 11; Nuttall and Chadwickv 
196-8; Cragg 111 15-16; J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational 
History (1866)9 55; Morrice P9 359- 1 

(2) A. B. Hinds (ed)o-Calendar of State Papers and Manuscripts 
Relating to English Affairs existing in the Archives and 
Colbations of Venice XXXVII (1939)p 225; XXXVIII (1940)9 
317s 358; RB IIIp IP9-110; Morrice P9 359- 

(3) RB 1119 156-157; Everyq 109 11; CR9 39. 
(4) Edward Stillingfleetv The M: bchief of Separation; A Sermon 

preached at Guildhall Chapelp 11 May 1680 (1680)p epistle 
dedicatory; RB 111$ 157; Calamyq Howet 71-4- 

(5) J. Huntp Religious Thought in Ragland (1870) 19 253. 
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connections with the Dissenters of his diocese. 
(') 

The efforts of 

the Latitudinariansy by sermon and pamphlett to maintain the cause 

of comprehension in the bleak days for Dissenters which followed the 

dissolution of the Oxford Parliamentp and to enliven its appeal to 

Nonconformists by invoking the Popish Peril as an argument for itj(2) 

were to earn them a great deal of unpopularity within their own 

communion. But what looked like the fulfilment, in the early months 

of the next reignp of their gloomy prophecies, was to increase the 

urgency of the comprehension issue for the Dons and contribute to 

the image which the more left-wing Nonconformist sects gradually 

gained of the Church as the Bastion against Poperyp hence increasing 

the resistance of Nonconformity in general to 'enticement' once it 

got under way. 
(3) 

But the means by which the Church could influence the behaviour 

of Dissenters were not limited to the activities of the Latitudin- 

arians. Williamson's distinction between 'Dons' and 'Ducklings' 

overlies a more complex system of fractures apparent in Presbyterian 

ranks after the enactment of the Restoration ecclesiastical settle- 

ment2 caised by the extent to which different groups were prepar6d 

to conform to the Church of England. This influenced the degree of 

support which each of the two sides could expect in the strugole for 

the loyalty of Dissenters between 1686-8. The phenomenon of 'partial' 

(1) A. T. Hartq William Lloydq 1627-1717p Bishopq Politicianp 
Author and Prophet (1952)p 41,42P 46; Calamyq Howe$ 71, -7,; 
CR, 185; R. F. Skinner, Nonconformity in Shropshire 1662- 
1816 (1964) 9 16. 

(2) Ldward Stillingfleetp oP citt 3-4; Samuel Bolde, A Plea for 
Moderation towards Dissenters (1682)9 5-6; Thomas Tenisong 
An Argument for Union taken from the True Interest of those 
Dissenters in England who profess and call themselves Prot- 
estants (1683), 18-19- 

(3) See below pp-139o 1419 151-167- 
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or 'occasional' conformity on the part of Presbyterians at times 

made it very difficult to draw a distinct line between Dissent and 

the Established Church. Edmund Calamy, in his catalogue of ejected 

ministersy had to admit occasionally that 'it Cadd A(VOO. be dis- 

cerned what judgment he was oft whether Presbyteril 
Vrg 

EpiscopaLlý A 
This was the casep 

for examplep with Robert Armitage and John Chandler. 
M 

Many 

Presbyterians - like Ralph Thoresby 
(2)_ 

though regularly hearing a 

Nonconformist preacher in secretp were unfailing in their church 

attendance. After the Act of Uniformity for many Presbyterians 

'the perplexities which they faced were all the greater because the 

barriers in their way seemed less insuperablel. 
(3) 

Baxter asserted that not to join in 6hurch worship would be 

Idivisive0f Iscandalousland bffensive.. 
(4) 

In 1683 John Corbet wrote 

a Justification of the practice of 'communion with parish churches 

in the worship of Godp at those times in which our own cx)ngregations 

do not require fouffpresence therein'. Parish churches were 'true 

churches' where they had 'a competent minister and a number of 

credible professors of Christianity'. Under such conditions regular 

attendance and participation was not only justifiable but might be 

spiritually beneficial. 
(5) 

(1) Calamyp Abridgement IIv 315; CRP 15- 
(2) J. Hunter (ed), The Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) Is 1711 1739 

175- 
(3) Cragg 112 8. 

(4) Richard Baxterp A Christian Directoryt or A Summ. of Practical 
Theology and Cases of Conscience. In Four Parts (1673) IIIv 
Mill-711.0. 

(5) John Corbetq The Nonconformists Plea for Lay-Communion with 
the Church of &gland (1683)t 5-6. 
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Exactly how far the Presbyterians were prepared to go in 

'conforming' depended very much on the individual. For the ministry 

the chief obstacles to complete conformity were the necessity imposed 

by the Act of Uniformity (1662) of episcopal ordination for those 

ordained under the Commonwealtho and the obligationg imposed by the 

same statutep to use the orders, ritesp ceremonies and prayers of the 

Book of Common Prayery and to give 'unfeigned assent and consent' to 

all of the thirty-nine Articles. 
(') 

For lay Presbyterians, the 

Sacrament posed the greatest obstacle. Those laymen most in the 

public eye appear to have found it less of a problem than others. 

Of the group of Presbyterian IT's in the 1661-79 Parliamentp 
(2) 

only 

seven had not received the Sacrament by July 1661p and of these all 

but two had complied within a few weeks. 
(3) 

Many Presbyterian 

laymen were prepared to attend an Anglican Church but would avoid 

the Sacrament; some would also avoid Common Prayer. 
(4) 

John Corbet 

was at pains to reassure his readers that the liturgyp Sacrament and 

Common Prayer of the Church were 'in the main ... good for the sub- 

stance or, matter thereofl. 
(5) 

In fact the Presbyterian ministry 

seem to have viewed the Sacrament as much less of a problemp though 

Baxter represents the extreme of 'conformity' in stating that he 

Would even kneel for the Sacrament; POjrAaPS JMCPW 

(1) 14 Car. 119 c-4- J. P. Kenyon, The Stuart Constitution (1966)p 
378-382; Cragg-II9 7-8. 

(2) Laceyq 30-32y estimates their number at approximately thirty- 
seven. 

(3) Laceyp 32. 
(4) Richard Baxterp Epistle'to the Nonconformists and a Vindication 

of the Church of England in Her Rites and Ceremonies (1682)9 4; 
Cragg 112 242-340J. Huntp Religious Thought in England (1870) 
Iv 285-6; Calamyy Abridgement. II) 23-2 

(5) John Corbet) The Nonconformist Plea for Lay-Communion with the 
Church of England (1683)p 5-6. 



23 

would participate in Common Prayer and the Sacrament, 

but would take the latter in a sitting position. 
(') 

The extent to 

which Nonconformists had attended Anglican services became very 

apparent after April 1687P when many Anglican congregationsp like 

the one at Deptfordq were 'left exceeding thin'. 
(2) 

Only rarely was 

occasional conformity the subject of violent controversy among Prps- 

byteriansp and more rarely still did a congregation of Presbyteriansv 

as a body, refuse even to attend Anglican services during the whole 

of the period between-1662 and 1687. There was such a congregation 

at Newbury in Berkshire but the situation was only made possible by 

the fact that its members were already socially disqualified from 

taking civic positiong and hence had no incentive to comply with the 

terms of t he Corporation Act. 
(3 ) 

Looking in from the outsidep these 

diverse practices and the casuistry which rationalised them$ seemed 

strange indeed. In 1673 one bemused observer wrote: 'And some 

UPresbyterian. ]s were for three-fourths conformity, some for one halfq 

some for one-fourthp and a few for none at all,. 
(4) 

Clearlyý those Presbyterians who were for 'three-fourths 

conformity' would be far more amenable to pressure from the Church, 

whilst those less disposed to participate in Anglican rites would be 

more amenable to pressures aimed at the achievement of toleration - 

as they were in the reign-of Charles II. But their experience 

during that reign rendered this latter group more discerning as to 

(1) Ibid; Cragg 119 244; Henryp Diaries and Lettersq 170. 

(2) Evelyn IVY' 546-7; morrice Q9 90. 

(3) DWL KS-38.66p ff 9Y 32. See 13 Car. 11 14619 J. P. Kenyon, 
The Stuart Constitution (1966)9 376-378- 

(4) B. M. Stowe MSS, 185Y f- 172. 
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the sources from which those pressures came. 

Whilst partial c0r1formity might act as a measure of'Noncon- 

formist support for- the Church, however, it did not - except in 

the case of moderate churchmen who welcomed it(l)- recommend 

Dissenters to Churchmen. On 2 October 1683 a Quarter Sessions 

meeting at Exeter Castle passed three resolutions against Noncon- 

formistsq the second of which was that all persons open to the 

slightest suspicion - for exampleg 'partial conformers - were to 

be closely watched for signs of seditious activities - 
(2) 

In 1687 

Beth Ward, Bishop of Salisbury, in a letter to William Bancroft, 

Archbishop of Canterbury, deliberately made it clear that as far 

as he was concerned even regular attendance at Anglican services 

(including acceptance of the Sacrament) did not make a Dissenter 

any more pleasing to the Church if he continued to attend convent- 

icles. 
(3) 

Old guard Anglicans could never erase from their minds 

the old equation formulated during the civil warsp of conventicles 

as meetings of subversion. In factp Chief Justice Bridgman actually 

defined a conventicle as 'a meeting together to plot against the 

King and Statel. 
(4) 

The utterances of George Jeffreys indicate 

that the old equation still had currency in judicial circles in the 

reign of James',,. 
(5) 

In 1683 even a relatively moderate Anglican 

of the stamp of Thomas Lamplughp Bishop of Exetery could still 

equate conventicles with 'treasonable designs' and say that he 

Matthew Henry to Philip Henry, 22 December 1685,5 January 1686 
and 6 April 1686, Henry MSS 6, letters 9,11 and 25- 

(2) Powicket 132-4- 
(3) Tanner YS. XXXVIt f. 196. 
(4) Cragg Ut 35- 
(5) See Calamyt Abridgementi 369-72. 
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especially disliked Dissenters 
-who 

Jappear ZOAC Church with a false 

show of conformityp only to save their moneyp and the better to serve 

their faction [in civic office] t. 
(') 

Writing to the Bishop of 

Chichester on 4 September 1683 Thomas Barretircomplained that the 

trouble in his corner of the diocese was 'not owing so much toyhe, 

professed separatists as to others P who go to churchp take all the 

oaths and tests and crowd into public offices'. 
(2) 

Whilst the Latitudinarians looked upon the moderate Presbyter- 

ians as the only amenable part of Nonconformity, there were some 

Anglicans who thought that Presbyterians were mcre dangerous than 

other Dis6enters. The Presbyterians posed the greater threat to the 

ecclesiastical settlement precit&y because they continued to attend 

church (they could not conceive that this practice enabled Anglican 

preachers to influence Dissenters in the congregationp as well as 

vice versa)2 and precisely because they sought changes in the liturgyq 

practices and administration of the Church to facilitate their compre- 

hension. One of these was Roger LIFistrangey Surveyor of the Imprimery 

(the Press)v Middlesex JPq editor of a propaganda broad-sheet vari- 

ously titled The Intelligencerg The Yewso The Public Intelligencerg 

The City Mercuryq and The Observator, avid persecutor of Dissenters 

and self-appointed Keeper of the Church's Conscience. 
(3) 

, 

L'Estrangý 4t that 'Lobby Ferguson and Collins', 'the more. 

(1) Thomas Lamplughý A Condemnation of the Dissenters, Section 2, 
published for purposes of refutation in R. Baxter, The Ehglish 
Nonconformity as udder King Charles II and King Jarres 11 (1689). 

(2) CSPD 1683 (July-September)p 362. 
(3) DNB XIý 1000-1003. LIEstrange became Surveyor of the Imprimery 

on 15 August 1663 with the sole privilege of publishing any- 
thing in the character of a newspaper (this monopoly was broken 
by the advent of The Gazette in 1665); he became a Yliddlesex 
JP in March 1680. 

Lniver 
'Ity 

j 'r Li, a; 
1.11 
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violent pastors I weft 4C)lemble, but if one Ferguson 

came to the parish churchy he did as much harm as forty Pergusons 

in as many conventicles . 
(l) 

Ever since the Restoration LIEstrange's 

most virulent pamphlets had been directed against the Presbyterians 

in general cr Baxter in particular. The Presbyterian 'fanatics' and 

their doctrine were responsible for the civil wars and the death of 

the King, and wouldl if they were not extirpated, proceed to under- 

mine the political and ecclesiastical settlement of the Restorationý2) 

In addition to the-motive ascribed by Lamplugh and LIEstrange 

for the partial conformity of the Presbyteriansý and further to the 

assuned motive of, the spiritual compatibility of the Anglican service 

and the habit of the years before 16629 fear-may also have been a 

motive. In the years that followed the withdrawal of the 1672 

Indulgence escalated persecution in many districts appears to have 

brought even the recalcitrant Presbyterians to church. In the 

diocesan report for Canterbury of 1676 the Presbyterians were said 

to be 'divided: some of them come sometimes to church' and as for 

the otherss 'the sending forth of these enquiries hrS caused many 

to frequent the church 

The gradual change in the balance of power in Presbyterian 

ranks from those who supported toleration from whatever source it 

might come; in favour of thosep to some degree under Anglican 

(1) Kitchint 352Y 353- 
(2) e. g. Roger LtBstranget State Divinityl or a Supplement to the 

'Relaps'd Apostate' Wherein is Presented the Discovery of a 
Present Design against the Kingv Parliamentp and Public Peacet 
or Notes upon Some late Presbyterian'Pamphlets (1661) ; 

Interest Mistakent or The Holy Cheatq Proving 
from7'thi'Ujýdeniable Practices and Positions of the Presbyterians 
that the Design of That Party is to enslave both King and People 
under the 'Masque of Religion (two editions 1661; two more edit- 
ions 1682) Toleration Discussed (1663) 122tldý 

(3) Turner 19 27- 10 
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influence, who thought in terms of a limited toleration ratified by 

Parliamentp cry of comprehensiong owes itself to a large extent to 

Charles's two attemptsat lenticementlp in 1662 and 16729 Buckingham's 

attempt of 1668 and the Duke of York's attempt of November and 

December 1674- 

The singular lack of response to the Duke of Buckingham's bid 

for Nonconformist support by backing toleration early in 1668, is 

significant in that it demonstrates that no group was so mindless as 

to back any scheme for toleration. There musty it seemedl be some 

guarantee of success and permanence. Although Buckingham was known 

to have secured pardons for a number of Nonconformists he had already 

lost any support from the Presbyterians in Parliament before'the 

toleration project was inaugurated in 1668. The project got little 

support in the country as well as in Parliamenty though it must be 

conceded that the Dissenters' reasons were not subtle or political 

and largely ce-ntred around a distrust of the Duke's sincerity and 

the improbability of the whole venture. 
(1) 

Charles II's Declaration of Indulgence of 15 March 1672 
(2) 

came at the end of a long series of negotiations with both Presbyter- 

ian groupsp as well as the Independentsý in which Charles II had 

gravitated away from the sponsorship of a comprehension project 

toward the view of Annesley (a 'Duckling' ) and Dr. Tohn Owen (an 

Independent). 
(3) It was believed that 'eminent 

(1) RB IIIp 23; Laceyp 409 43-44; A. Browningg Thomas Osborne 
Earl of Danby Duke of Leedsp 1632-1712 (1951) 19 59-60; 
H. H. Oakleyp Beginnings of Congregationalism in Sheffield 
(1913), 46,47- 

(2) J. P. Kenyonp The Stuart Constitution (1966), 407-408- 
(3) CSPD 1671P 496Y 562-3; 1671-2p 28-29; RB iiip 87-88; R. T. 

Jonesp Congregationalism in England 1662-1962 (1962)t 90-92; 
Nuttall. and Chadwickp 207-209. 
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Dissenters in Londonly including Nicholas Butler, were being 

'employed' to write to 'their country brethren' to encourage them 

to apply for licences under the terms of the Indulgence, 

I1 
(1) 

Presbyterians did acquire 

licences to preach 
(2 )but 

there was more reticence about addressing. 

Although a group of leading Independents showed no qualms - the 

Presbyteriansy after prolonged debate, decided to confine themselves 

to 'a verbal Extemoorate Thanksgiving'. 
(3) 

The substance of the 

debate appears to have been a topic, the pros and cons of which were 

later to become all too familiar. some, 

'scandalously maintain, 
_,. 

that it ;sa weakness on the part 

of the Nonconformists to thank the King for his grant of 

liberty of conscience, as they thereby approve the authority 

which he#*j; arrogateS to himselfq in violation of the oath 

taken by him to observe the laws'. 

Commenting on this attitude Girolamo Albertiv the Venetian ambassadorl 

ruminated that 

'the re-establishment of the Roman Catholic religion in 

England js not impossibleg but it will be necessary first 

of all for the King to render himself absolute and.. then 

seize his opportunity'. 

Many Presbyterians feared that the King was taking the first step 

toward this goal by tolerating Roman Catholics. Somep like Philip 

(1) J. Murch, A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches 
in the West of England*(1835)9 378-9- 

(2) See below P- 34- 
(3) Nuttall and Chadwickq 209, 
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Henry, feared that Indulgence would be the death of comprehension 

and 'the parish order'. Had the King the right to dispense with 

laws? Were they compromising their principles and their country's 

liberties by addressing at all and by accepting licences under the 

Indulgence? Were they aiding the King to revive and establish 

'Popery'? Should they instead be 'preparing for a coalition with 

the bishops for self-defence'? 
(') 

The action of Parliament relieved the Presbyterians of the 

necessity of providing concerted answers to many of these questionsy 

or of taking concerted action based on those answers. 
(2) 

The number 

of questions asked, the level of sophistication of the debate, showed 

a major improvement on that provoked by Charles U's Declaration 

favouring toleration issued on 26 December 1662.0) Many Presbyter- 

ians had been reluctant to accept anything short of comprehensiont 

but those who did believe that the issue permitted of discussion had 

displayed only the customary gut fear ofCatholicism: Philip Nye and 

his Independents might be prepared to countenance toleration of Roman 

Catholicsq but not they. Vtlaen Parliament convened in February 1663S 

the 'angry Presbyters of the Housep supposing Popery to be the gameg 

(1) A. B. Hinds (ed)y Calendar of State Papers and Manuscripts 
Relating to English Affairs existing in the Archives and Collec- 
tions of Venice and other Libraries in Northern Italyp XXXVII 
(1939)9 225-226; Cragg IIp 19; Miller, 118; George Trosse, 
The Life of the Reverend Kr George Trosse Late Minister of the 
Gospel in the City cf Exon 

47109 
91; J. Kurchy OP Cit-, 378; 

J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational History (1866), 71- 

(2) Though the Dedlaration of Indulgence was cancelled in M= ch 1673 
the licences for meetings which it had authorised were not with- 
drawn until February 1675- 37uring the three years of relative 
freedom 'the Nonconformists had won convertep self-respect and 
a new stability'. Many dissenting congregations in England 
date 'their formation and continuous life' from the Indulgence 
of 1672. Warwick CR VIII9 lxx; B. Dale, 'The History of Early 
Congregationalism in Leedsly CHST II (1905-1906)p 261. See 
G. W. Boag, 'Congregationalism in Northumberland and Durhamlo 
CHST IV (1909-1910), 82. 

(3) J. P. Kenyony The Stuart Constitution (1966)t 403-406. 
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would not come up,. 
(I) 

The added sophisticati6na of debate which 

the decade had produced wares onep a full awareness of the constit- 

utional issue involved; twot the idea that a political coalition 

with the persecuting Church of England might be the answer in the 

face of a monarch bent on toleration for Catholic as well as Protest- 

ant Dissent, and - by enacting a toleration at all - on destroying 

the cherished dream of comprehension. 

After Charles's surrender over the 1672 Indulgence and when the 

first Test Act had been passedp 
(2) 

the Duke of York's vested interest 

in toleration was obvious not only to Presbyterians. From where he 

sat the Dissenters seemed to be one of the most powerful sections 

of the community; London had a high and ever increasing number of 

ejected ministers resident within its boundariesp and the numerical 

strengthy as well as the wealth, of lay Dissenters was more in 

evidence in London than elsewhere. On 30 November 1674 the Venetian 

ambassador wrote: - 

'The sect of the Presbyterians.. comprises the clearest 

intellects and the longest purses in the kingdom... If the 

Court takes the Presbyterians into its confidence and gives 

them a taste of what is goingg affairs will doubtless take 

another turng this party of men of substance being preferred 

to a fickle faithless band of mercenaries such as those who 

have been the ministers and confidants of the Court since 

the Restoration'. 
(" 

(1) Laceyy 52; Cragg Up 11. 
(2) J. P. Kenyont OP Cito 408-409- 
(3) A. B. Hinds (ed)p Calendar of State Papers... Venice.. YMVIII 

(1940), 316-317; CRY -Xii. 
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Whilst Charles II reflected that the Presbyterians were 'too strong 

to be correctedor discarded.. once in possession' the Duke of York 

was, expressing the belief thatq once he had won over the 'disloyal 

faction1p he could, with their support, be reinstated in the 

Admiralty and on the Council and have his succession assured. 
(') 

To this and James entertained 'the leaders of the Presbyteriansly 

being convinced that he would never achieve his aims through 'the 

Protestant Church'. 
(2 ) 

During December 1674 negotiations between 
V, - his 4di(isoors; 

the Duke4and certain leading Presbyterians and Independents regarding 

a new 'General Pardon' or 'public proclamation' were in earnest. 

Much was made of the argument thaty 

'even if God permitted the Duke to be a Papist, as they could 

not prevent him from succeeding to the Crownp it would be to 

their interest to derive what little good they might from a 

misfortune and make the best terms they could with him, as 

there was no instance of his ever having broken his word'. 

To assure them of his good faith James obtained pardons for a group 

of Bristol Presbyterians and 'admonished' the over-ardentBishop and 

clergy of Bristol. As 'a first pledge' he undertook to 'procure 

for them through the royal clemency, pardon and suspension of the 

penal statutesly whilst 'on their side' they 

'should give their support to a bill expressly declaring that 

he be not included in the acts which would have excluded him 

from the Privy Councilp the Admiralty and all authority in 

government 1. 
(3) 

(1) A. B. 11inds (ed)t oP citt 316-317P 327; Millerp 136-7. 

(2) The Venetian ambassador frequently used this designation for 
the Church of England and the context makes it clear that he 
was doing so here. 

A. B. Hinds (ed)q oP citv 3249 326-7. 
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That the scheme for another Indulgence was scotched by Danby 

almost before it. really got off the ground(l)is significant in that 

Danby's rise represented a watershed in the Court's relations with 

Dissenters: from this time to the end of the reign the government 

made no further effort to save them from 'the consequences of their 

convictions'. 
(2 ) 

That the scheme continued to be a part of James's 

thinking even after the order of 3 February 1675 to enforce the 

penal laws - and despite the fact that he 'normally' regard6d Diss- 

enters as 'enemies of the monarchy' - is interesting as part of the 

"Ogg 
explanation for his reviving it in 1686.0 

) 
Thatulthe stumbling 

blocks in the negotiations were suspicions of the Duke entertained, 

by the Presbyterians and their unwillingness to express approval of 

a Catholic succession orýeven the inclusion of Catholics in a General 

Pardon(4)is auspicious in that it indicates thatp for Presbyteriansy 

the way was already prepared for the Whig alliance and Exclusiong and 

that the issues of the reign of James II were already under discussion. 

That the Bishops offered the Presbyterians an act of comprehension' 

in February 16759 
Mis 

a pointer to the reaction of the Church in 

competition with the Court for the loyalty of Dissenters. on 15 

February the Venetian ambassador wrote; 'the Duke haS warned the 

King to prevent the coalition of the bishops and Presbyteriansy 

who are too strong to be commanded'. 
(6) 

(1) A. 13rowningg Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby Duke of Leeds 1632- 
1712 (1951)T)148- 

(2) Cragg 111 22. 

(3) Millerg 137P 198- 
(4) A. 13. Hinds (ed)q Calendar of State Papers... Venice.. MVIII 

(1940)v 316 -317,318p 327,358-' 
(5) Ibid, 358. 
(6) Ibid. 
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Had the Duke of York been able to get further with his plan 

to persuade Charles to introduce another Indulgence in December 

1674, he would have Imown in 1687 that any support available for 

this kind of programme would be from Independents and Baptista. 

It would be totally incorrect to assume from this analysisp howeverv 

that the line of demarcation between the Presbyterians and the Con- 

gregationalists was at all a clear cut onep as between the party 

supporting comprehension or a parliamentary toleration and the party 

prepared to back any scheme of toleration regardless of source and 

extent. C. E. Whiting has asserted thats 

'The English Independents were, mcre than any other sect 

except the Quakersp in favour of toleration all round... Their 

tolerant spiritq howevery did not lead the Independents in the 

direction of occasional conformity'. 
(') 

To - the extent that the first generalisation implies uniformity of 

concept and enthusiasm in the ranks of the Independents, it must be 

severely modified, and, unless one takes the writings of the most 

eminent Independent as representing the conSensus of the whole body 

of Independents) it is difficult to uphold the latter at all. 

Almost by definitionp homogeneity of opinion and practice was 

not a characteristic of the Independentsp and the same kind of 

'anatomy' of their internal structure will be necessary to explain 

their part in the reign of James II as was undertaken for the 

Presbyterians. 

Of all the inter sectarian divisions in the Nonconformist 

(1) Whitingt 80. 
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spectrum the most meaningless and arbitrary is that between the 

Presbyterian 'Ducklings' and the Independents. Theologically the 

difference between the Calvinism of the Ducklings and the quasi- 

Antinomianism of many of the Independents was merely one of degreev 

and the lack of uniformity of belief in both groups makes. it imposs- 

ible to use theology as the criterion of difference. 
(') 

Of the 

1)434 Nonconformist 'teachers' who took out licences under the 1672 

Indulgenceq 854 categorised themselves as Presbyterians, 375 as 

Congregationalists and 202 as Baptists. 
(2) 

The first two groupsl 

however, showed a total indifference to nomenclature. Some ministers 

licensed themselves in one place as Presbyterians, and in another as 

Congregationalists-0) Others, including John Faldo and Stephen 

Lobb, who both before and after 1672 were known as Congregationalists, 

deliberately took out licences as Presbyterians. 
(4) 

But one possible 

difference between the two labels which did emerge from the 1672 

Indulgence returns related to the Office of minister: almost all of 

those designated Presbyteriang as compared with a much smaller prop- 

portion of those designated Congregational, were ejected ministers. 

In Kentp for examplep of the nineteen 'teachers' licensed as Presby- 

terians seventeen were ejected ministers; of the fourteen licensed as 

Independents eight were ejected ministers. 
(5) 

There were thoseq like 

Thomas and Timothy Jollyp who clearly had a foot in both camps. The 

(1) Bolamp 48,569 102 103. WR. T. Jones, Congregationalism in 
England 1662-1962 

j1962)p 2,1! ýq 83. 
(2) CRI xv. 
(3) Bolamp 90. 
(4) Turner 119 1191; Ze lqj; T. Perryp An Independent People 

16 69 -19 69 (19 69)p 2) V, T, *Tpneg', Op a., I ;. +l, 10, 
(5) Bolamq 90. See G. F. Nuttallp 'Dissenting Churches in Kent 

before 1700'. JEH XIV (1963), 176. 



latter was described by the Presbyterian Oliver Heywood as 'Cong- 

regational.. yet of an healingp humble spirit'_. 
(') 

Only rarely 

was there actual distrust between the Presbyterian and Independent 

clergy of a particular areaý as there was between James Fisher and 

Henry Newcome. Here it would appear to have arisen from the sus- 

picion that Fisher - pastor of an Independent Congregation at Sheffield 

- was or had been involved in seditious activities. 
(2) 

There weret 

perhaps, many Nonconformists whoy like the Disney family of Lincoln, 

'were simpl Puritanst and cared more for the thing itselfv than for Y 

any particular form of church givernmentlý Presbyterian or Independ- 

ento(3) As far as'the ministry was concerned 

#the theological and ecclesiological differences which these 

distinctions in denomination represented tended to mean more 

to those.. denominated Congregational or Baptist than to those 

denominated Presbyterianl. 
(4) 

In the years between 1672 and the 1689 Act of Toleration there 

were scores of dissenting congregations in most parts of England and 

Wales which included both Presbyterians and Independents, and at 

different times used either label or described themselves as 'of 

mixed. communionl. 
(5) 

In East Anglia the difference between the two 

sects hardly existed. 
(6) 

In Leeds 
- 

(1) H. H. Oakleyt Beginnings of Congregationalism in Sheffield 
(1913)t 62,67- 

(2) Ibidt 47; J. E. 11anningg History of Upper Chapel, Sheffield 
(1900)t 15-17- 

(3) J. C. Warrenp 'From Puritanism to Unitarianism at Lincoln't 
Transactions of the Unitarian Historical Society II (1919-22)p 
Part Onep 15- 

(4) G. F. Nuttallt 'Dissenting Chuches in Kent before 1700', JEH 
XIV (1963), 177- 

(5) MIL MS. 24-7i 55; Walter Wilson KS. I, iv 1369 196y 248P 414; 
iiij 20,190. 

(6) Harmer MS-76-9,7Pý129 26P 31t 35P 509 52,64t 66P 71P 769 85p 
89,108Y 1399 149f 161; YIS-76.1o, 18,65- 
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the Presbyterians and Independents werey after 1674Y Isubstantially 

one'. 
(') 

At Lincoln . 'the dividing lines between 

Presbyterianism and Independency' were 'very blurred and indistinct.. 

So far as church government was concerned the Presbyterians were as 

independent as the Independents themselves'. 
(2) 

In parts of Lanca- 

shire there was no clear distinction between the labels 'Presbyterian' 

and 'Independent' and the two appear to have been used interchange- 

ably. 
(3) 

Elsewhere where some effort was made to preserve the 

distinctive connotation of the two labelsý as in Devon and Cornwally 

there was a long tradition of co-operation between the two sects. 
(4) 

Prom the report made by Walter Blandfordt Bishop of Oxfordy to the 

Archbishop of Canterbury in 1669 it is evident that Congregationalists 

as a distinct sect did not exist within his diocese at allp but that 

Independents worshipped with either Presbyterians or Baptists. 
(5) 

One of the effects in many parts of the country of the post 1681 

persecution was to force Presbyterians and Independents (and 

occasionally Baptists) closer together. 
(6 ) 

This processq and the 

indifference regarding nomenclature shown by the two sectsq was also 

evident among the ministry. Presbyterian ministers often pastored 

congregations which described themselves as Independenty and 

(1) B. Dale, 'The History of Early Congregationalism in Leeds', 
CHS'T II (1905-1906)p 314 

(2) J. C. 1-Yarrenp OP 15-16. 

(3) B. Nightingale, The Old Independent Chapel at Tockholes (1886), 
74- 

(4) DIUL MS-38.66P 39- 
(5) Turner III, vii. 
(6) 

-, Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 IX56p 669 68; Cragg IIj 
182-3; G. 'E. Evans, Come Wind Come Weathers Chronicles of the 
Tilehouse Street Baptist Churchp Hitchin (1969), 4-5; T 
Whiteheady History or the Dales Congregational Churches 

4930)p 
25; T. G. Crippen, 'The Attercliffe Academylp CHST IV (1909- 
191O)v 341. Sk. lbllj5lýF. 
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Independent ministers were occasionally acceltable to congregations 

designating themselves Presbyterian. Where Nonconformity was 

weaker people from various sects were more likely to Join together 

and accept ministers of varying labels. Despite this fluidity and 

indifference, howeverv it was often noticed that a determined pastor 

could mould a congregation in accordance with his own viewsp andp on 

occadong that an attempt to do this might result in the splitting up 

of a congregation of 'mixed communion' intoseparate congregations on 

sectarian lines. John Langston found this in 1686 when he tried to 

divert the Presbyterian congregation at Ipswich 'back to the more 

regular congregational order'. 
(') 

With some congregationsp as with 

Guestwick in Norfolkp the inclination of the minister was the sole 

determining factor in the sectarian complexion of a congregation. 
(2) 

In others what made it easier for a congregationp or a minority 

within a congregationg to accept a pastor of the opposite persuasion 

was a co=on Calvinistic theology. 
(3) 

The cross-fertilisation which took place between the congreg- 

ations and clergy of the Presbyterian and Independent sects -a 

process which was increasing during the 1681-6 persecution - doubtless 

acted as a restraining influence on the political response of the 

laMer to enticement and hence may help to account for the relative 

restraint shown by Congregationalists in the face of James II's 

policies. But another important development which tended to the 

same end was that, taking advantage of the measure of fellow-feeling 

(1) Harmer MS-76-99 32p 669 76; Walter Wilson YS. I, iiiq 20; 
A. Goodall, -'Early Independency in Essex1p CHST VI (1913-1915)p 
149; G. P. Nuttallp op citv 177- 

(2) Harmer US-76.10p 18. 
(3) See J. E. Manningp History of Upper Chapel Sheffield (1900), 

32-3. 
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between Independents and Presbyterians which existed at the end 

of the great persecution, and building on groundwork done by a 

previous generation of negotiators during Charles II's reign, 

influential clergyq and local leaders, of the two denominations 

were negotiating an organic union between their organisationsp a 

union which had been substantially achieved by 1688. 
(') 

Despite 

the theological differences between the Presbyterian 'right' and 

the Independentsp their differing attitudes toward church admini- 

stration became purely a matter of academic debate at the Restor- 

ation. 
(2 ) 

Those who wished to negotiate a union thereafter were 

the realists who understood that, given the existing state of affairs, 

there werep in fact, few essential differences between Presbyterians 

and Independents. Ironicallyq among this group of realists were the 

same group who aspired toward comprehension inside the Church of 

Englandq Richard Baxter and his associates. Hence the ultimate 

failure of union after 1691 was inbuilt when the idea was first 

conceived: whilst the Presbyterian negotiators were prepared to 

concede in fact that there was little to separate them from Indep- 

endents, union was always a second best to comprehensiong and theo- 

logically they continued to have a great deal more in common with 

the Latitudinariansp Tillotson and Stillingfleetp than with the Con- 

gregationalistsp John Owen and Philip Nye. 

After the Restoration the Presbyterians made no attempt to 

Robert Harley to Sir Eclward Harleyp 21-july 1688, HUC 14th 
Report, ppendix Part II: Portland MSS III (1894)t 415-At 8610MI, 

4-101. 
(2) The allsence among English Presbyterians of 'any close ecclesi- 

astical polity' after the Restoration did not prevent them 
from producing leaders of national statusp like Richard Baxterp 
Daniel Williams and Edmund Calamy. R. Thomasq Daniel Williams 
Presbyterian Bishop (1964)p 2. 
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revive the Presbyterian formcf church organisation. Although they 

believed in a definite hierarchical system of ecclesiastical govern- 

ment it was impossible to maintain that system given conditions as 

they were after 1660. In the absence of this organisation Preaby- 

terians developed into separate isolated groups. The points at issuep 

therefore, between Presbyterians and Independents were minimised. 
(l) 

It is piquant thatq whilst the Presbyterians were undergoing devolu- 

tiony the Congregationalists felt it necessary, to ensure their 

continued existencep to create a church organisation in which several 

individual congregations coalesced to form a church: a practice 

followed by the Presbyterians under the Commonwealth. 
(2) 

Circumstances, 

therefore, had pushed the two groups together in so far as chuch 

government was concerned. But as time was to provep there persisted 

two major exceptions to the common practice thus producedt the 

attitudes of the clergies of both sects to the moral discipline of 

their congregations and the question of ordination. In the years 

before union was achieved on a national levely all instances where 

the sects had worshipped together on a local levely and then broken 

up, divided on, the issue of discipline-M Congregationalist church 

authorities exerted their discipline over the laity through restric- 

ting communiong and through disciplining those 'of insufficient 

lives' (first by warning and admonition, then expulsion). 
(4) 

The 

(1) Warwick CR VIII9 lxxiv; H. Shawo 'Congregationalism in Manchester 
its beginnings and developmentIq CHST 1 (1901-1904), 68. For a 
description of the differences on church government between Pres- 
byterians and Congreg&. ionaliats after the Restoration see B. 
Dale, 'The History cf Early Congregationalism in LeedsIq CHST 
II-(1905-1906)p 311-313. 

(2) 
- 

R. T. 
(1962), "83, $XH- fl- 
Sheffield (1913)9 

(3) Walter Wilson MS. 

Jonesp Congregationalism inEhgland 1662-1962 
Oakleyp Beginnings of Congregationalism in 
50-53- 

iq iiip 20; Harmer KS-76.9,66P 76; 76.10,18. 

RB 111,46'; -Bolarat 93-94- 
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difference over ordination arose from the fact thatp to Congreg- 

ationalists 'ordination is the public recognition that God's Spirit 

has made a man overseer of a particular congregation', and that the 

congregation should decide when to ordain; whilstq to Presbyterians, 

ordination should only be carried out after appropriate 'tests' and 

by senior ministry. 
(') 

It was an apprehension of the differences that divided Presby- 

terians ýLnd Independents which led William Crompton of Barnstaplep 

after ten years of hard work 'to heal the breach' between the sects 

in his immediate localityp to conclude in 1672 that the breach was 

'incurable'. 
(2) 

But others thought not. Whilet Baxter had anathema- 

tised Congregationalist, practice on virtually every aspect of the 

discipline questionp he had also fulminated against the 'more rigid' 

Presbyterians who were $not tender enough to the dissenting brethren' 

and 'too much against liberty as others were too much for itl. 
(3) 

It was this curiously Janus-like position which made Baxter an 

anomaly in the ecclesiastical spectrum of his time. On the one hand 

he was regarded by the Latitudinarians as the Nonconformist leader 

nearest to their own positiony but notwithstandingy on the otherp 

he was in a position to negotiate with John Owen for a union with 

the Independents. Baxter's informal negotiations with Philip rye 

over a period of years since before the Restoration had got him 

nowhere. 

'For Nye the gathered church was the norms for Baxter the 

(1) G. P. Nuttall, 'The Early Congregational Conception of the 
Church', CHST XIV (1940-1944), 200. See Bolamp 55P 94Y 
113-114- 

(2) DIM MS-38-34, Quick MS. Ip pt. lp 219. 

(3) Cited Bolamp 48- 
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parish church was the normp and the gathered church was an 

inferior alternative to be discouraged as much as possible 

and to be permitted only under stringent conditions' 

to facilitate the union of dissident groups inside the framework of 

a national church. 
(') 

The rapprochement may have begua after the publication of the 

Act of Uniformity when ministers of both groups began'to contemplate 

ejection. On I June 1662 it was noted thatt 

'The Independents and Presbyteriansy who could scarcely give 

each other a good wordp on the publi3k%lk! ) of the Act of Uni- 
6 

G, f 6AL- formitypt%9JOI a great meeting at(St. Bartholomew'sp Thames 

Streetý received the Sacrament together and have appointed 

a fastl 

The first real attempt at hammering out terms for a union was made 

by Baxter and Owen in 1669, 
(3) 

but the development of a personal 

enmity between the two negotiatorsp combined with fierce argument 

on the discipline question and the free will-predestination issuev 

worked against the, success of the project. 
(4) 

Although they failed 

to reach agreementv Owen and Baxter did draw up a list of proposals. 

These proposals were discussed at a meeting of clergy of both persua- 

sions at Bristol in 1680 and, later in the same yearp were given an 

(1) BolamI 56; RB 111 188; IIIp 67v 108; G. P. Nuttally 'The 
Early Congre6ational Conception of the Church', CHST XIV 
(1940-1944)9 197-200t 202-204. 

(2) CSPD 1661-2v 396. 
(3) W. Orme) lemoirs of the Life of John Owen (1820)9.; Cq- 
(4) Ibid; RB IIIf 103; Whitingo 77Y 80P 81. Before the publication 

of the Reliquiae Baxterianae in 1696 Calamy edited out Baxter's 
acrimonious reflections on Owen. A. Gordonq 'Calamy as a 
Biographerlt CHST VI (1913-1915), 235. 

ID I 
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airing again at a meeting of London clergy andy. amid an atmosphere 

of compromise made possible by the sickness of Owen and the absence 

of Baxterq amended to mutual satisfaction. 
(') 

Before the death of 

Charles II CI 
Pftrý, 

0 

djsrm 0 (2) 04 M4001 

. -- 10 
4ýC AW T 

Negotiationsý against. a background of friendly relations between the 

two sects, continued until the final scheme for agreement between them 

was worked out in 1688. Howeverp the matter was temporarily shelved 

by the Independents when the Court indicated its disfavour. 
(3) 

Despite this setback, howevery relations between the two sects con- 

tinued to be on the most cordial terms and in some localities the 

union went ahead regardless. One such area was Worcester, where in 

1687 a common agreement was made on theological questions (based on 

Calvinism) as well as on disciplinary ruestions. 
(4) 

Perhaps the only 

practical result of this period of amity was an acknowledgement by 

the Dons of the necessity of conciliating sectarian opinion - 

evidenced by the fact thatp atýthe same time as negotiating the'terms 

for their own comprehension in July 1688p they were also negotiating 

the terms of a toleration for the sects - andp on the part of the 

Congregationalistsp a movement away from the minority view of 

ltolerationý on any terms and from whatever source it may come'. 

This helps to explain the reaction of both sects to James II's efforts 

(1) YSL Occasional Papersp VI and IX (1957; 1960); Bolamq 100. 
See Morrice P9 375- 

(2) Gordon, 154- 
(3) Robert Harley to Sir Edward Harleyq 21 July 1688, HMC 14th 

Reportp Appendix Part ID Portland LISS 111 (1894), 415; 
Whiting, 81; Bolam, 100 n. 2. 

(4) W. Urwickt Nonconformity in Worcester (1897), 739 75 - 82; 
Walter Wilson MS. Iq iiip 39-40; DIR MS-38.66P 39. The Happy 
Union was achieved in 1691., 
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to enlist Nonconformist support. 

The moderating influence of the Presbyterian rapprochement on 

the political behaviour of the Congregationalists may have been 

further reinforced by the influence of the Church. C. E. Whiting 

was undoubtedly wrong in his assertion that the attitudes of Congreg- 

ationalists toward 'partial conformity' were uniformly negative. 
(') 

There were, in factý two main Parties. The onev representirig the 

older tradition, was typified by the Nye family; attending the parish 

church to hear the sermon was quite acceptablej though Participation 

in Common Prayer-or the Sacrament was not. The source that the Nyes 

were fond of quoting was the renowned John Robinson's A Treatise on 

the Lawfulness of Hearing of the Ministers cf the Church of Englandq 

written long before the civil wars. 
(2) 

Philip Nye's treatisey 

A Cases Whether we may lawfully hear the Now-Conforminp Ministers, 

who are Re-Ordained and Have &2nounced the Covenantp was written 

around 1668 to defend a practice which had already become established 

in many areas. 
(3) 

However, the matter was still sufficiently open 

to dispute in 1683 to cause his song Henry Nyep to republish this 

workq together with that of Robinsonp under the title The Lawfulness 

of_Hearing the Public Ministers of the Church of England Proved. In 

his preface Henry ITye AWP 
.7 

lyhahw WL, * there had been an 

increasing tendency for Congregationalists to participate in the 

Anglican liturgy and to be 'occasional communicantsIq as well as to 

attend church; he &14 41 Od'that they had done so with the approbation 

(1) Whitingg 80. See above p. 33- 

2) Laceyy 16-17. John Robinson had sailed to the United Provinces 
in 1611; his treatise was published posthumously in Amsterdamp 
1634- 

(3) Laceyp 16-18p 271 n-14- 
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of many Congregationalist leaders. The 'design# behind the republi- 

cation of these two pamphlets was 'to satisfy the consciences of 

those Dissenters that hold communion with the Church of England 

unlawful 1. 
(1) 

The second party, which opposed even church attendanceg was 

probably of diminishing influence butv since it included the two 

most articulate Independentst John Owen and Stephen Lobbq has an 

extensive literature. In 1672 Owen published anonymously A Discourse 
VIC 

concerning Evangelical Love, Church Peace, and Unity, WithlOccasions 

and Reasons of Present Differences and Divisions#-jWritten in Vindi- 

cation of the Principles and Practice of Some Ministers ana Others. 

According to his biographer he brings his arguments to bear 

'on the controversy then warmly agitated by Baxterp and some 

othezsq respecting the Dissenters attending parish churches; 

to which Oweng for weighty reasons, was decidedly opposed'. 

In the pamphlet 'he stateS, the corruptions and defects of national 

churches' as the reasons which justified total separation from them 
ý2) 

Owen was always adamat that 'Christ hath ordained no power or order in 

his chdrchq no office or dutyq that should stand in need of the 

civil authorityp sanction or force to preserve it,. 
(3) 

Stephen Lobb 

wrote two pamphlets against partial conformityq(4 
)the 

second of which, 

published in 16859 was The True Dissenterg or The Cause of those that. 

(1) Philip Nye and John Robinso ny The Lawfulness of Hearing the 
Public Ministers of the Church of Digland Proved (1683), 
preface. See Laceyq 17,271 n. 16. 

(2) W. Ormep Ilemoirs of the Lifey Writings and Religious Connexions 
of John Owen (1820)9 360-1. 

(3) J. Waddingtonp Surrey Congregational History (1866), 84- 
(4) Lacey, 17-18p 271 n-17- 
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. are for Gathered Churches. In the preface he recognised that 

those 'that are against all compliance' - 'thorough Nonconformists' - 

among the ranks of the Independents were decreasing. But he refused 

to be drawn into the argument over participation in Common Prayer 

or the Sacrament; total non-compliance alone was acceptable. 
(') 

In 

fact by the time Lobb wrote this pamphlet 'thorough Congregational- 

ists' had disappeared in some areas. In February 1685 Launcelot 

Addisong Dean of Lichfield, in a letter to Archbishop Sancroftv 

asserted that he had 'so thoroughly practised the Nonconformist 

Dissenters' that all Presbyterians and Independents in and around 

Lichfield not only came to church but 
, took-communiong and that 

only Three or four Baptists and one Quaker still refused to do 

so* 
(2 ) 

This movement to the 'right' among the Independents was 

doubtless partially a response to intensified persecutionp but it 

can also be seen as a response to Presbyterian influences during 

the poriod of the rapprochement. 

But the relative moderation which was to ch'aracterise the 

political behaviour of Independents in the face of James II's 

lenticementIq was becoming evident by 1672. It is difficult to 

find evidence in the reactions of the Independents to Chcrles IIs 

Indulgence of that year of the uniform belief in 'toleration all 

round' which 0. E. Whiting believed had disposed their behaviour 

throughout the period between 1660-1688.0) Ebticement was already 

becoming somewhat hackneyed and the conviction widely held that its 

(1) See preface and pp. lp 132-147,. 
(2) Cited A. G. Matthews. y Congregational Churches in Stafford- 

shire (1924), 79-80- 
(3) whitingg 80. See above p. 33. 
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twin objectives were to facilitate the infiltration of Roman 

Catholics into the high offices of state and the subversion of 

Parliament's Constitutional rights. But in discussing the approach 

of the Independents to toleration it must first be conceded thaty 

since it was difficult to conceive of their being comfortable in 

any scheme for comprehensionp they had a strong vested interest in 

the ideal. 
(') 

Neither their conception of itp nor their enthusiasm 

for itp WOLSý uniform howeverp and varying opinions were held as to 

the extent of toleration. And to these modificati6ns - evident at 

the time of the 1662 Indulgence - was added an increasing fastidious- 

ness as to the source of the toleration which came through a more 

widespread grasp of the constitutional issue. 

The Independents gave a qualified support to the 1662 Indul- 

gence. ' Veteran Congregationalist Philip Nye was a frequent visitor 

at Court during the last few months of 1662 when Charles II was 

endeavouring to get support for ity and was used by the King in an 

endeavour to get the support of the Presbyterians. But there is 

evidence that even hep short of 'all round tolerationip had severe 

tholics. 
(2) 

misgivings about the inclusi ou of Roman Ca 

There were always some Independentsp howeverp who would argue 

that there was no reason why Catholics should not be included in a 

general toleration. 
(3) 

The most eminent Independent of the periodp 

Dr . John Owenj(Owas an avowed tolerationist, and not only for 

(1) G. F. Nuttall, 'Independency and Toleration', CHST XIV (1940- 
1944), 63-64- 

(2) Mather Papers, CMHS 4th Seriesp VIII (1868)t 207-209; LOC%$7ýVA 

(3) WhiJ-** 

(4) Dean of Christ Church and Vice Chancd1lor of Oxford under the 
Commonwealth. 
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reasons of sectarian interest. 'Comprehensionp he believedv was 

totally unrealistic, and the Presbyterians would come to see this. 

Unrealistic becausel as far as, the King was, concerned, it precluded 

the possibility of the emancipation of Roman Catholics - the achieve- 

ment of which he understood as the prime mover behind the King's 

policy - and becauseý as far as the majority of the Bishops were 

concerned, it was simply unthinkable. 
(') 

There is evidence that Owen 

was instrumental in quashing the Wilkins Proposals for comprehension 
(2 

in 1668, 
)but 

it is significant to note that in the counter project 

of a toleration which he put forward Roman Catholics were specifically 

excluded and that in his pamphlet published after the Conventicle Act 

of 1670 he stressed the necessity of Parliamentary approval for any 

scheme of indulgence. 
(3) 

Placed in a situation, however, in which he 

had no say in the terms of the tolerationg he was prepared to acquiesce 

in the inclusion of Catholiosp as he did in 1672. Oweng along with 

two other prominent Congregationalistsy George Griffiths and Anthony 

Palmer, WAS the first to thank the King for his mercies. The 

addressf however, was less than effusive and, in places, almost 

sardonic. Owen's excuse for addressing at all was 

'We were glad to take a little breathing from our troubles, 
I 

tuider His Majesty's royal protectionp'designed only as an 

expedientp as was usual in former times7for the peace and 

security of the Kingdom, until the whole matter might be 

settled in Parliamentt. 
(4) 

(1) Nuttall and Chadwick, 204-207- 
(2) Nuttall and Chadwick, 203-204- 
(3) J. Waddington, Surrey Congregational History (1866). 67; 

Nuttall and Chadwick, 206. 
(4) CSPD 1671-2p 609 (28 March); W. Orme, Memoirs of the Lifep 

Writing and Religious Connexions of John Owen (1820), 355-6. 
For the text of the addressEee ibido 357-8. 
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It is likely that, had he been alive in 1687-820wen wouldq like his 

disciple George Griffithsy have opposed collaboration with a scheme 

for toleration based on the royal prerogative. 
(') 

Many Independent pastors were distinctly suspicious of the 

1672 Indulgence. Although 375 accepted licencesy 
(2) 

they were 

anxious to avoid the embarrassment of a personal application. Hence 

John Hickes found himself on a pilgrimage to London to collect 

licences for by far the greater number of Independent clergy in 

Hampshireq(3) andý. Thomas Taylor went on the same mission from Bedford- 

shire2 and returned armed with fifty-seven licences to be distributed 

among the Independent and General Baptists pastors of Bedfordshire, 

Buckinghamshirep Leicestershirey and Cambridgeshirey who had sponsored 

his visit. 
(4) 

Whilst a few Independent clergy were prepared to travel 

miles to collect their licencesp twenty-two prominent Independent 

ministersq including Matthew Meadq Thankful Oweng John KhowleB and 

Robert Gouge, flatly refused to apply, though taking full advantage 

of their new freedom. 
(5) 

Six hundred and forty-two householders were 

A licensed to have 'congregational conventicles' on their premiseag 

but by far the greater number of both householders and licensees 

refused to address. Their reasons varied from those who were merely 

sceptical as to how long the Indulgence would lastv to those who 

thought they would be abetting the advaice of Popery and those aware 

(1) B11 Add 1,13-34515,65,66; Portland Misc. 19 PwA 2161e; Morrice 
Qq 255-89 263. 

(2) CRP xv. 
(3) Lyon Turner IIS. 89.259 25,26. 
(4) R. T. Jones, op citp 92. 
(5) Ibid; J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational History (1866), 71- 
(6) R. T. Jones, op cit, 92. 
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of the constitutional implications of the Indulgence. (') 

Despite his disappointment when this Indulgence was withdrawng 

it is likely that John Owen placed the idea of getting the support of 

the Nonconformists through backing toleration into the mind of the 

Duke of York in 1674- What kind of toleration the Independents had 

in mind may be drawn from the fact thaty in Aprilp Independent leadersp 

with other Nonconformistsq were putting pressure upon the King to 

dissolve the doggedly Anglican Parliament which had brought about 

the withdrawal of the 1672 Indulgence. In the ensuing elections they 

would 'rely on getting seats' and would seek to 'persuade the nation 

to sanction such liberty of conscience'as mightobe granted by the 

King'. 
(2 ) 

The terms of the toleration were doubtless discussed by 

Owen and the Duke of York in their meetings at Tunbridge Wells during 

the summer. On Owen's return to Londoný the Fing and the Duke sent 

for him to discuss likely Nonconformist reactions to a scheme for 

freedom of worship. Charles even gave him a thousand guineas to 

distribute among distressed Dissenters. 
(3 ) 

There is no evidencep 

however, that Owen envisaged another Indulgence based on the royal 

prerogativeg which he had already acknowledged as a precarious and 

undesirable basis for a tolerationy(4) or that the scheme envisaged 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89.24v 25; DU MS. 24-7,82; 
G. G. Waddington, 

A Histbry of the Independent Church at-'Greenacres (1854), 28; 
W. Ormev Uemoirs of the Lifeq Writing and Religious Connexions 
of John Owen (1820)p 355- 

(2) A. B. Hinds (ed)v Calendar of State PaperB.. Venice.. XXXVIII 
(1940)9 243. 

(3) W. Ormeq lemoirs of the Lifep Writings and Religious Connex- 
ions of John Owen (1820)v 377-8; Whitingo 79. See P. B. 
Meyerp Historical Associations of Some of the Free Churches 
in Kent and Sussex 1642-1904 (1904)p65- 

(4) W. Ormet OP Citt 356, Wj. Waddingtont Surrey Congregational 
History (1866), 67- 
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by the Duke for a complete toleration which had emerged by December 

had his support at all. Indeed on 7 December the Congregationalists 

and others favouring toleration were reported to have reduced their 

sights to a General Pardon onlyp and that the Court was hoping that, 

when it had been draftedq its terms ýmight$be interpreted in favour 

of##Catholicslv as well as Dissenters. It was anticipated that 

Charles would only agree even to this if the Dissenting politicians 

undertook to leave 'the question of succession at rest'. Thatj on 

21 December, leading Congregationalists were being chided for 'want 

of respect for his Highness (the Duke)' would seem to indicate that 

the undertalcing had not been made and that the Court was preparing 

the way to drop the whole matter. 
(') 

In the atmosphere of heightened suspicion and greaterlaware- 

ness' in 1687P many of the arguments and patterns of behaviour noted 

among Independents during and before the 1672-4 period were to 

re-emerge. First the concern shown by articulate Dissenters at the 

inclusion of Roman Catholics in a scheme of tolerationg was to be an 

element in the situation. Secondq the tendency shown in 1672 to see 

the Indulgence as part of a 'Papist DesignIq was to be much exacer- 

bated in 1687. Third, the concern shown over the constitutional 

implications of an Indulgence was to be more widespread in 1687, 

through the over-use of enticement and the increased abundance of 

pamphlet admonition. Finallyp there were many in 1672 who were 

prepared to avail themselves of the freedom afforded by the Indul- 

gence but not to apply for licencesp and many more prepared to apply 

for licences but not to address. In 1687 all were prepared to use 

A. B. Hinds (ed)p Calendar of State Papers ... Venice ... XXMII 
(1940), 318-99 327. 
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the new freedoms, but only a few would address. And even those who 

would address, regarded an address of thanks for an Indulgence as one 

thing$ but acting as a JF in the reformed commission of the peace, or 

a common councillor in a remodelled corporation as quite another. 

Perhaps the greatest change in the attitudes of the Independents 

between 1672 and 1687P partially induced by the influence of the 

Presbyterian rapprochementp was an increased emphasis on the import- 

ance of parliamentary ratificationy a point laboured in 65% of the 

Congregationalist addresses of thanks in the latter year. 
(') 

4 

Structurally, the Jýaptists were in some respect6 mcwe complex 

than the Independentst in other respects simpler. The term 'Baptist' 

was used after the Restoration as a blanket term for a compendium of 

independent-sects, each with its own organisational framework. one 

historian has spoken of four independent 'Baptist' sectsp 
(2) 

and 

from a theological point of view this division would appear to be 

correct. Howeverg there appear to have been only three separate 

administrations: General Baptistsq Particular Baptists and Sabbat- 

arian. Baptists. 
(3) 

The distinction between the first two groups was 

social as well as theologicaly the Particular Baptists drawing their 

(1) See Appendix Twoý Table B. 
(2) Strict and Particulary Open and Particulary Seventh-dayq and 

General. Whiting, A. 
(3) B. R. White, 'The Baptista of Reading 1652-171519 BQ =I 

(1967-8), 2519 254; M. F. Hewittp 'John Gibbs, 1627-16991, 
BQ 111 (1926-7)9320-1; IvimeY IP 523. See D. Coomer, English 
Dissent (1946), 20-26. T, he Particular and General Baptiste 
were united in 1892. Warwick CR VIII2 lxxv-lxxvi. 
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converts from a higher echelon Of society. 
(') 

The Sabbatarian 

Baptists were a much smaller groupq including among their number 

Dr. Peter Chamberlaing Physician-in-Ordinary to James Ip Charles I 

and Charles IIp 
(2) 

and the influential Stennet family who provided 

the mainstay of the sect's ministry - it boasted only eleven con- 

gregations - for the period 1660-1688. (3) 
The Sabbatarians were 

most numerous in London; the funeral of the pastor of the Mill, Yard 

congregation in 1684 was attended bY Owhole rabble of Dissentersvý4) 

The theological difference between the two larger baptist sects was 

a fairly basic one: the General Baptists derived their name from 

their Arminian emphasis on Salvation for all meng subject to choice; 

the Particular Baptists derived theirs from their Calvinistic insist- 

ence upon the doctrine of 'particular redemption'. The 8abbatarians 

had leanings toward Antinomianism and resembled the Particular 

Baptiste save in one respects their distinctive doctrine of the 

Saturday-Sabbath. (5) 
The expansion of the Particular Baptists at 

iý e. ý. 1, the expense of the General Baptists in the years 0 tc #'- CY 

(1) R. Barclay, The Inner Life of the Religious Societies of the 
Commonwealth (1876), 596. 

(2) d. 1683. Chamberlain left the Independents to join the Seventh- 
day Baptists in 1651- Whilst Henry Jessen, Hanserd Knollys, 
Prancis Bampfieldý and many other leading Baptiste were subjec- 
ted to distraints and imprisonment after the Restorationg 
Chamberlain was subjected to neither. J. W. Thirtle, 'A Babb- 
atarian Pioneer - Dr. Peter Chamberlainly TBHS 11 (1910-1911)9 
99 199 111-1129 113- 

(3) Walter Wilson FIS I, iiiv 17; vq 90; E. A. Paynep The Baptiste 
of Berkshire (1951)9 47-509 50-51; IT. T. Whitleyp A History of 
the British Baptists (1923)ý 86; E. A. Paynep 'More about the 
Sabbatarian Baptiststp BQ XIV (1951-2)p 161; W. T. Whitleyp 
'Seventh-day Baptists in England', BQ XII (1946-8)9 253-4- 

(4) HMC Ormond 113. VII (1912), 198. See W. T. Whitleyp 'Thomson's 
List of Conventicles in 1683'9 CHST IV (1909-1910)9 50P 53. 

(5) Whit 82 83; B. R. Whitep 'The Baptiste of Reading# 1652- 
1715 4 

ig'2-54; T. W. Thirtley op cit, 21-24- 
4ýý 

At least one 
Sabbatarian congregation was theologically Arminian. Whitingp 
131- 
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serves to emphanise that 'the eclipse of 

Calvinism' was a phenomenon more apparent in Anglican circles than 

among the Nonconformists. 
(') 

At the Restoration the minor Imilitantf 

sectsp confused and discreditedy began to disappear 
(2 )but 

after the 

failure of Venner's Rising in 1661 'there was a rapid evolution of 

the passive Fifth Monarchists into Seventh-day Baptiste' andy for a 

timep the Sabbatarians threatened to become a powerful sect on the 

extreme 'left' of Nonconformity. But the influence of the Stennet 

clan, and the professional contingent of the sectv like Chamberlainy 

as well as of certain moderate pastors like Francis Bampfieldq led 

to the painless assimilation of this lunatic fringe, so that the 

Sabbatarians became a small but responsible group largely isolated 

from the rest of Nonconformity. 
(3) 

The Particular Baptistst conscious of their distinctive stand 

on baptism by immersion, were also relatively exclusive and only in 

the most stringent conditions of persecution would a local group 

condescend to seek the safety in numbers concomitant on a temporary 

coalition with another sect for purposes of clandestine worship. 
(4) 

General Baptists were rather less exclusivep perhaps because of the 

absence of doctrinal uniformity. Even on the central question of 

(1) DWL MS-38.821 under 18 April 1688; W. T. Whitley (ed)o Minutes 
of the General Baptist Churches in Digland (1908) 10 xix; &a 
Warwick CR VIII9 lxxiii. 

(2) Cragg IIp 2y 252. 
(3) W. Beek (ed), The London Friends' Meetings: Showing the Rise 

of the Society of Friends in London (1869), 359 37; E. B. 
Underhill (ed)q Records of the Churches of Christ, gathered 
at Fenstantony Warboys and Hexham 1644-17209 Hanserd Knollys 
Soc- (1854)9 xxi; W. T. Whitleyq 'Thomson's List of Convent- 
icles in 1683't CHST IV (1909-1910)9 50; E. A. Paynev 'More 
about the Sabbatarian Baptists', BO, XIV (1951-2)9 1619 162-4; 
W. T. Whitley, 'Seventh-day Baptists in Englandlq BO, XII 
(1946-8)9 253-4; J. W. Thirtleg 'A Sabbatarian Pioneer - Dr. 
Peter Chamberlainlq TBHS II (1910-1911)ý 23-9t 114-116. See 
Bunyan, 340. 

(4) Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 IX 58. 
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baptism by immersion there were widely differing opinions; some 

regarding it as a test of fellowship, others, like John Gibbs and 

John Bunyaný regarding it as an unimportant external. 
(') 

Baptists, P, 

of whatever typep were usually by far the smallest of the Noncon- 

formist groupings in a particular area; orily in Kent did they 

predominate and, rathe. r surprisingly, almost all the Kent Baptiste 

were Arminian or General Baptiste. 
(2) 

The absence of doctrinal 

uniformity facilitated the shelving of whaty further to the 'right' 

in Nonconformityp would have been an insuperable theological variance) 

and General Baptists were often found fraternising with Independents. 

In factp this fraternisatign occasionally led to a situation inwhich 

it was difficult to determine a man's precise religious affiliation. 

One such case was that of Bunyan. On 24 November 1671 he was 

'elected elder' of a congregation in Bedford of 'mixed communionIq 

but principally made-up of 1paedo-Baptists and Anti-Paedobaptists' 

(and. whose members were styled 'Anabaptists''when brought before the 

courts). Bunyanp neverthelessp was a firm friend of John Owenp who 

once secured his release from prisong preached to Independent 

congregations when he went to London andq in 1672, took out a 

licence 'to teach as a Congregational person, being of that pers- 

uasionl. 
(3) 

Bunyan's friends and associates in Bedfordshire and 

Northamptonshireq twenty in allq also described themselves as 

(1) Bunyanp 219-222p 236-238; U. F. Hewittp 'John Gibbs 1627- 
16991, BQ (1926-7) IIIP 320. 

(2) G. F. ITuttallg 'Dissenting Churches in Kent before 17001, 
JEH XIV (1963)9 181. 

(3) Walter Wilson MS. Iv 1) 136-81 138-9,1451 146; Lyon Turner 
ms. 89.27t 15,30; H. M. SPLIffordy 'Dissenting Churches in 
Cambridgeshire from 1660-1700 9 Proceedings of the Cambridge 
Antiquarian Society LXI (1968; 9 859 86; Banyan 1779 212-213; 
V. Ormog Memoirs of the Life, Writings and Religious Connex- 
ions of John Owen (1820)v 398. 
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'Congregational' in their applications for licences in 1672. 
(l) 

It has, ha7everg been generally assumed that Bunyan and his associ- 

ates were baptists. (2) 
Apart from the usual imprecision in the use 

of sectarian labels it would appear that Bunyan styled himself 

'Congregational' because he was, at that timeq 'vigorously ojposedl 

to making baptism a test of fellowship. His indifference to labels 

would also tie in with his advocacyp in contrast with Particular 

Baptistsq of open communion. 
(3) 

Perhaps because of their-social weighting, the Particular 

Baptists were by far the mcx3t significant group by 16859 and 

included William Kiffinv Hanserd Knollyst and Nehemiah Co 
9. 

among Xh 

its most respected ministers. 
(4) 

Kiffin, one of the earliest Partic- 

ular Baptistso was a very wealthy London merchant in addition to 

being pastor of a Particular Baptist congregation in Devonshire 

Square-(5) His 4"P Orit-anct., under Cromwell put 

him in a very dangerous position -at the Restorationq(6 
) 

but his 

relations with Charles III and later James III were usually cordial. 

He first made the acquaintance of the King after Charles had sent 

to him a request for a loan of X409000t in response to which Kiffin 

(1) Bunyaný 217- 
(2) Bunyanv 217p 238; G. E. Pageq 'Some Baptist Churches on the 

Borders of Bedfordshire and Huntingdonshirelp BQ. XI (1942-45)t 
226; Whiting2 86. 

(3) H. M. Spufford, op cit, 86; Bunyano 236-8; E. B. Underhill 
(ed)y Records of the Churches of Christ gathered at Fenstanton, 
Warboys and Hexham 1644-1770p Hanserd Knollys Soc. (1854), xxiii. 

(4) J. Culcross, The Life cf Hanserd Knollys (1895), 16,82,88-89p 
102-105; Wilson 11,185-187; Whitingg 83014F. Ynollys was 85 in 
1685 and had undergone a long imprisonment. Morrice Py 431o 

(5) Kiffin was born in 1616, was apprenticed to John Lilburnp owed 
his religious inception to Thomas Foxley and John Davenport, 
was baptised in 16389 and had made handsome profits as a mer- 
chant during and after the Civil Wars. Kiffinp ivq 2-91 2399$-9-f. - 
101. 

(6) Ibidý 28t 29. 
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made him a gift of Z101000ý with an explanation that the former 

sum was beyond his means. 
(l) 

A measure of his political influence 

was that on one -occasiong through intervention at Court, he was 

able to preserve twelve Ailsbury Baptists from an excessive penalty 

after they had been found guilty of meeting in a conventicle; that 

on two other occasions attempts by Buckingham to have him arrested 

for treason were rendered abortive; and that-on a further occasion, 

he was able to use his influence to prevent the creation of a 

monopoly which would have ruined his. business. (2) 
Of the other 

influential Particular Baptistst Knollys, who pastored a Baptist 

meeting-house in Great St. Helen Streetp'Londong hady before the 

Interregnump been an ordained Anglican clergymany 
(3) 

and Nehemiah 

Coxe, 'Q, Uerl of a congregation in Petty Francep between 1675-1688, 

was a practiSing lphysicianl. 
(4) 

Nevertheless the 'most widely 

respected Baptist was John Bunyan. One of the small group of Non- 

conformist pastors between 1660-1688 who were well-known beyond 

their own localitiesý it would appear that his prolonged imprison- 

ments 
. 
were not too inhibitive of his influence. 

(5) 

Despite the complexity of doctrinal divisions among the 

Baptistsy their attitudes toward politico-religious issues, such as 

(1) Kiffin afterwards told his friends that by giving XlOpOOO he 
had saved himself X309000- Ibidp 160. 

(2) Ibid) 32-W, 17-1ý-S) 111- 120- 

(3) J. Culcrossp The Life of Hanse3d Knollys (1895), 13-15; Whitingg 
84. 

(4) Wilson 119 185-187; t4orriceIGIpM. 

(5) Like other imprisoned Dissentersq such as Margaret Fellq John 
(ýratton and Francis Holcroftp it would appear that Bunyan 
could leave the prisonp even to preach. Cragg 119 1149 115; 
H. M. Spuffordp 'Dissenting Churches in Cambridgeshire from 
1660-17001,, Proceedings of the Cambridgeshire Antiquarian 
Societyp LXI (1968)9 72; W. T. Whitley, 'Bunyan's Inprison- 
as nts; a legal studyI9 TBHS VI (1918-19)9 1-24- 
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'partial conformity' and tolerationy can be catalogued with 

relative simplicity. For most of Charles II's reign their response 
IM 

to 'partial conformity was emphatically negative; it went without 

saying that the Anglican Sacrament and Common Prayer were out of the 

questiong and most Baptists would have strong objections to listening 

to any lunbaptisedt preacher. 
(1) 

The only significant exception 

was John Tombesq an academic, and one of the best educated Baptiste 

of the period. Before the full impact of persecution had been felt, 

he asserted the 'lawfulness' of church attendance, and the taking 

of the Sacrament. (2) 
When a ome Baptista did begin to attend Churchy 

however, it was not in response to his influencep but merely a 

temporary accommodation to escalating persecution. 
(3) 

'Occasional 

conformity' never became an accepted practice, and those who became 

'episcopal Nonoonformists, 
(4)were 

'heinously censured' by týeir more 

stalwart brethreny many of whom refused to celebrate communion with 

them when they returned to the fold. 
(5) 

After the lastv bitter 
wwr A" f 

-1 
ia 

spate of persecution in 1686 a group of Baptists 
ýt 

x 

(6 
T WorcesterShire who had never attended Church. here were 

probably many mcre like them. 

Toward. toleration Baptist attitudes were equally clear-cut. 

(1) R431r 437* CR, 81; "Nhiting, 861 A. Tuckert 'Porton Baptist 
Churct, 16'55-85', BHST 1 (1908-1909)t 59- 

(2) John Tombesý A Just Defence of Hearing the Sermons and other 
Teaching of the Present Ministers, of &gland (1667)y 1-101 141 
15- See Laceyp 16; W. T. TIhitleyq 'Dissent in "Yorcestershire 
during the 17th Century', BHST VII (1920-21), 2. 

(3) Tombeý'was very much out-on-a-limbs by writing in favour of 
the Oath of Allegiance and Supremacy in 1660 Tombes 'forfeited 
the little sympathy he had ever had from Baptists generally'. 
V1. T. Whitleyv OP ett, 7- See Lacey, 270 n. 6. 

(4) Baxter's phrase. RB IIIv 100. 
(5) Lacey, 16; VYL US. 38.82, under 19 February and 17 September, 

1685- 
(6) W. T. Whitley, 'Prosecutions of Worcestershire Dissenters 

under the Stuartsly BQ I (1922-3)t 381. 
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Their right to worship must be exercised regardless of-governments 

since it came from God. 
(l) 

And since it came from Godp man was 
T 

presumpt(&ous to deny or limit itp or even to declare it. One of 

the few addresses of thanks received by Charles II from Baptists 

after his Declaration of Indulgence in 1672 was from General Baptists 

in Lincolnshire, expressing thanks brieflyp and then pointing out at 

some length that the Declaration in fact fell rather shcrt of what 

Christians had the right to expect and urging him to extend complete 

liberty to all such as God had decreed should enjoy t. 
(2 ) 

Hanserd 

Knollys had already made his position clear on addressing. He 

wanted 'no concernment' with it; 

'it was in vain, because if he could go two or three steps 

with the [the. government] he should not be liked of because 

he was sure he could not hold out with them to their journeyts 

endl. 
(3) 

Before beginning his long term of imprisonment in 1683 Knollys was 

visited by 'a lord' who 

'asked him whether his friends of his persuasion would accept 

of a Toleration gladly. He replied he was old and knew few 

mens' mindsp but being further pressed for an answery he said 

he thought no liberty but what came by Act of Parliament would 

be very acceptable, because that would be stable and firm and 

certain 
(4) 

(1) Bunyan's life and utterances aptly exemplify thisp as do the 
records of many Baptistv congregations. Whitingp 117; Dmyanp 
201-29 2119323t 329. See Laceyq 66. 

(2) A. Taylorp A History of the English General Baptists (1818) 
Ij 207; Whitingt 117- 

(3) Writing in 1684 Morricep doubtless incorrectly, dated this 
incident 1661. Morrice Pt 431. 

(4) Ibid. 
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Some Baptists simply ignored the 1672 Indulgence, all dis- 

trusted itj suspecting that Popery was behind it. 
(l) 

In Worcester- 

shireq though Presbyterians and Independents applied for licences, 

Baptists did not; the one application which was received came almost 

too late to make it effective. 
(2) 

Only one yardstick is available 

to measure the extent of Baptist reaction to the 1672 Declaration 

of Indulgence: the ratio of the total number of Baptist ministers 

(which can only be approximatep because of the nature of the Baptist 

ministry) against the number of applications for licences under the 

Indulgence. A study by possibly the most authoritative historian of 

the Baptists, W. T. Vihitleyp based on the diocesan reports of 1669, 

arrived at the figure 420 as an approximate representation of the 

number of Baptist ministers in that year. 
(3) 

It would appear that 

of these 420 most were very tardy in making application, and many 

did not apply for licences at all. Outside London ninety-. 15406Cwl, 

licences were issued to General Baptistsp(4) whilst in the four 

northern countiesq despite considerable congregations in Newcastle 

and Co. Durhamp no applications were received at all; even in 

Lancashire only o. ne licence was taken out. 
(5) 

Estimates of the 

total number of licences issued to Baptist preachers vary from 

(1) Cragg 119 19; Warwick OR VIII9 lxxii; A. B. Hinds (ed), 
Calendar of State ýapers.. Venice.. XXXVII (1939)p 225; 
Lacey, 66. 

(2) W. T. Whitleyp 'Dissent in Worcestershire during the 17th 
Century'PTBHS VII (1920-1), 10-11. 

(3) W. T. Whitley, A History of the British Baptists (1923), 123- 
When Whitley was critically revised in 1932 the figure was 
upheld (1932 edit. 123-5); it was also accepted by A. C. 
Underwoodq A History of the English Baptists (1947), 102. 

(4) W. T. Whitley (ed)q Minutes of the General Assembly of the 
General Baptist Churches in &gland (1909) 1, lvi-lxvi. 

(5) W. T. Whitleyq 'The Baptist Licences of 16721, TBHS I 
(1908-9)9 156. 
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between 202(l) and 210. 
(2) 

Recourse to the past practice of Baptiste in an&logous situ- 

ations as a prediction of their behaviour under the pressures of 

James II's 'enticement' would have been less than encouraging for 

James. If by 1687 James's memory did stretch back as far as 1672p 

he could only have hoped that the second generation of those who had 

fought against the prerogative rights of his father would be less 

fastidious than the first generation had been in the face of the 

prerogative exercise of his brother. Or perhaps he believed that 

the 1681-6 persecution had rendered the Dissenting 'left' more 

servile, more apt to receive the King's Indulgence with a gratitude 

that would make them willing to co-operate. 

If the Baptists were little inclined to recognisep by addresses 

and requests for licencesp the King's suspending power in 1672, the 

Quakers were even less so. They 'solicited no licences either for 

preacher or Place, not-admitting the need of any'. 
(3) 

Man had the 

right to complete freedom of conscienceg a right which was inalibn- 

able since it came from God. 
(4) 

If Bunyan's post-Restoration 

(1) CRy xv. 
(2) Laceyý 291 n. 89. 

(3) Braithwaitev 82; Warwick CR VIII9 lxxii; Cragg IIy 19; 
F. B. Meyerp Historical Associations of Some of the Free Churches 
in Kent and Sussexp 1642-1904 (1904)v 90. Girolamo Albertiq 
the Venetian Ambassadorp was incorrect in listing Quakers along 
with the other sects who 'requested the royal placet for their 

-meeting houses and ministers'. A. B. Hinds (ed)p Calendar of 
State Papers.. Venice... XXXVII (1939), 225- 

(4) W. Penng The Great Case of Liberty of Conscience once more 

, 
&, fs; a (I -1,01vo, i Briefly Debated and Defended (1670), j; VfkS, zr 

r, AV 
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career was a living expression of this beliefq then the history of 
the Quakers in this period was a fortiori so. They were the firstp 

and perhaps until 1688t the only genuine protagonists of complete 

liberty of conscience: 'complete' in the sense thatp whilst other 

dissenting sects claimed it for themselvesy Quakers claimed it for 

all. Civil compulsion in religious affairs was antipodal to their 

theology and to their political philosophy. The only foroe. they 

recognised was the operationcE the Holy Spirit through the 'inward 

Light': the government of conscience was God's prerogative and 

could not be delegated. The end of civil government was justice 

and peace: persecution was contrary to both. 
(') 

From their beginningsp howevery Quakers were heavily perse- 

cuted and whilst in theory they could hold that. liberty of conscience 

could not be delegated by God to'the Princep the situation after 1660 

taught them that, in practice'9 the Prince was the only source of 

clemency. There was a high premium upon the King's friendshipy and 

the Quakers were prepared to expend considerable efforts to secure 

it and make use of it. All the more so sincep because of their 

scruples about oath-takingg it was difficult to get redress through 

the courts. 
(2) 

Immediately after Charles II's accession, numerous 

attempts were made by individual Friends to gain his support by 

proving their innocencep an d that of the seat they representedo of 

the politLcal and military crimes of the Interregnum. 
(3) 

Throughout 

(1) Ibidq Penn, vii-viiip 44-459 51-52. 
(2) 'Refusal to swear.. barred Quakers from holding office because 

of Acts passed to exclude recusants; it sometimes became an 
obstacle at the polls; and it often prevented them from seeking 
redress im the Courts'. Pennq 9. 

(3) A number of letters written to the King at this time were pub- 
lished in A Visitation of Love unto the King (1660). 
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the reign the persecution of Quakers was always of sufficient 

intensity to elicit regular appeals to the King for pardons; usually 

through George Whiteheadq Gilbert Lateyp Richard Carver andp after 

16749 William Penn. 
(') 

Charles II almost invariably made himself 

accessible to Quakers trying to secure releases; their efforts were 

not always fruitless. In 1660 Margaret Fell secured the release of 

700 Quakers impris oned under the Protectorate. 
(2) 

As persecution 

was intensified their sense of dependence on the King increased* 

Braithwaite illustrates the intensity of persecution by recourse to 

the Middlesex County Records for the period between 24 July 1664 and 

31 December 1665- During this brief period there were 901 convic- 

tions in Middlesexof which at least 859 were Quakers. He also 

asserts thatp in Londong there were 29100 imprisonments in connection 

with only meeting houses during twelve months cArounct the same 

period. 
(3) 

In their Two Weeksq Monthly and Six Weeks Meetingsq and 

the Meeting of Sufferingsp the Quakers had machinery geared to corre- 

late information on persecution from differen&- parts of the 

country to make them a more effective pressure group in securing 

(1) R. Hawkins (ed)p Friends Libraryt Consisting Principally of 
Journals and Extracts from Other Writings of Members of the 
Society of Friends IX (1834)o viiip xii-xiiij 65-69, 
77-78; Pennt 21; A. J. Eddingtonp The First Fifty Years 
of Quakerism in Norwichp Friends Historical Society (1932)9 
1859 191. 

(2) Cragg 119 124-5; Sewel. Ip 251- see Neal IVv 7; Whitingg 
155-6. George Whiteheadp Richard Hubberthorne and Edward 
Burrough were permitted to plead the case of the Society 
before the Bar of the House of Commons against the 'Quaker 
Act' of 1662, W. Beck (ed)p The London Friends' Meetingst 
Showing the Rise of the Society af Friends in London (1869), 
35-6,1399 175- 

(3) Braithwaitep 41-42. Despite heavy persecutiony the Quakers 
(probably alone among the sects) grew numerically between 
1660-1685- Warwick CR VIII9 lxxiii-lxxiv, 
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releases. 
(') 

Hence, in 16729 Quakers were prepared to make continued use 

of the King as their potential ally against the ecclesiastical 

establishment, as they had done since 16609 in order to procure 

pardonsy but thougIt it unnecessary to solicit licences whichrecog- 

nised rights which they Imew were inalienably theirs* George 

Whiteheadp Thomas Moore and Thomas Green secured an audience with 

the King almost as soon as his Declaration had been published and 

received a pardon for 'One hundred and twenty-five praemunired 

personsp besides six1yunder sentence of banishment'. 
(2) 

Charles 

then went further and called for returns of prisoners from a number 

of gaolsp andq when they had been receivedg inoluded 491 names in 

the Patent. 
(3) 

It is symptomatic of Whitehead's attitude to toler- 

ation thatp on his advicep many included in the final Pardon were 

non-Quakersp and thatq of thesel at least one had been a strong 

opponent of Quakerism. 
(4) 

With -the renewal of persecution and its intensification after 

the dissolution of the Oxford Parliamentq efforts were again made by 

Quakers to ingratiate themselves at Court with a view to lessening 

Persecution and gaining pardons* But, because Charles II associated 

them - along with other Dissenters - with the Whig cause and the 

Exclusion they found him less amenable. 
(5) 

In February 1683 George 

(1) W. Beck (ed)p The London Friends' Meetingst Showing the Rise of 
the Society of Friends in London (1869)9 929 93. See J. R. 
Westernv Monarchy and Revolution (1972)9 161; Alan Coleg 'The 
Quakers and the &glish Revolution', Crisis in IkroPe 1560- 
16609 ed. T. Aston (1965)9 354- 

(2) Braithwaitep 83; W. Beck (ed)p OP Citt 176. 
(3) Braithwaiteg 13-Sp Whiteheadq 350-366. 

(4) Braithwaiteg 85; Bunvant 177- 

(5) Pennq 73-4; A. J. Eddingtong The First Fifty'Years of Quakerism 
in Norwichq Friends Historical Society (1932), 191o 

I 
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Whitehead and Gilbert Latey appealed to Charles II on behalf of a 

group - variously numbered at sixty-three and eighty-two - of Quakers 

whop through the persecuting ardour of the Sheriff of Norfolkv were 

'under severe sufferings and close confinement' in Norwich Jail. 

Although Charles ordered the Assize judges on the eastern circuit to 

investigate the conditions in which the Quakers were imprisoned and 

although Whitehead, and othersq put further pressure onIhe judges, 

the Lord Keeper and the Kingj no action was taken*(') In the meantime 

Lateyp a successful merchantp was using his business contacts with 

gentry and ecclesiastics to greater effect in securing the release 

of Friends M* prison. ' Indeed from a letter from Thomas 

Lamplughp reproduced in Latey's Journal and dated 24 March 1684, it 

would appear that during the prece_cling twelve months the Bishop 

'had done him several favours in respect * Friends under sufferings 

in his dioceset. 
(2) 

What caused'Lamplugh to make an exception of Quakers and what 

led the King ultimately to facilitate the release of the Norwich 

Q, uakersp(3)was that Whitehead and Latey had reconvinced them that 

the Quakers were, in George Fox's wordsp a 'harmless and innocent 

peoplel; 
(4) 

innocent, that iso of polibical involvement. Once 

oDnvincedg Lamplugh assured Latey 'that such as live quiet and 

peaceable in the land, by any order from mep are no way disturbed.. 

(1) Ibidp 183-59 185P 186-9; R. Hawkins (ed)j Friends Librarys Con- 
sisting Principally of Journals and Fatracts from other Writings 
of Members ofthe Society of Friendsp IX (1834)9 65-69. 

(2) Ibid, 70-72P 74-75v 76-77- 
(3) In the Norwich Sessions held in August 1683 'Judge Hollowayq 

probably by special command from the Kingg released all the 
Quakersp then numbering eighty persons'. A. J. Eddington, 
OP Citt 195- 

(4) Bunyang 182. 
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I never wasp nor will beg for persecutionl. 
(') 

Whitehead brought 

about the King's change of heart in an audience on 26 April 1683- 

Remarking that many Quakers were imprisoned for refusing to take 

oathsq Charles added sarcasticallyp but 'many of your Friends can 

swearp or take an Oath# rather than lose their voices in Can] 

Election'. At this Whitehead assured him that 'though some few 

persons had sworng who had sometimes gone under a professiong yet 

they were no longer in (the) Society with them I- Latey also respondeds 

'We are as much dissatisfied with such as have so done as the King 

can be'. 
(2) 

Not long after this audience a directive to be read at 

Quaker meetings was sent out by Quaker leaders in which Priends were 

formally advised to keep but of politics. 
(3) 

There had always been a tradition of passivity or 'quietism's 

among the older Quaker leadership typified by George Fox. Trevor- 

Roper regards this 'quietism' as 'the plebeian counterpart of the... 

Tory doctrine of non-resistance'. The quietism which became almost 

universal among English Quakers in the post 1681 periodp howeverp. 

was at first more like a practical accommodation tothe harsh logic 

of events. 
(4) 

But even the quietists had political aims - tolerationt 

the abolition of tithesy the reform and simplification of the law 

and were prepared to exert pressure on behalf of the Society to 

achieve them. Before 1681 the line between the quietists and the 

activists had been finely drawn and depended upon the methods that 

(1) R. Hawkins (ed)q OP Cito 76-77- 
(2) A. J. Eddingtong op cits 191; Whiteheadq 534- 

(3) Friends MSS9 Book of Cases Ig 98. 

(4) Alan Colev 'The Quakers and the rýlish Revolution1v Crisis 
in Europe 1560-166op ed. T. Aston 1965)v 343P 344-59 346; 
Penng 25P 429.74; A. J. Eddingtorit op cit, 182,183-5- 
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one was prepared to use to achieve these political aims*(') There 

are examples Of 1riends who were prepared to exert Pressure through 

local government. During the political struggle of 1675-81 the 

Morning Meetings and the Meeting of SuffeAngs urged Friends in the 

various constituencies-to discuss their voting intentions and to act 

collectively in General Elections in support of candidates who 

favoured toleration, In the two elections of 1679 Quaker support 

went to Whigsp like Algernon Sidney. In the elections to the Oxford 

Parliament the Meeting of Sufferings 'cautioned the Quakers to elect 

soberv discrestp and moderate men friendly to the Quaker cause . 
(2) 

Behind much of this activism and political direction was 

William Penng a member of the Meeting of Sufferingso Penn was onAhe 

hustings in the elections of 1679 in support of the candidatures of 

Algernon Sidney and Sir Charles Worseleyp Whigs though not of 

Shaftesbury's camp. For the period 1678-9 he has been described as 

'a leading Whig writer and agitatorl. 
(3) 

Penn's absence from the 

scene between 1681 and the end of 1684 doubtless enabled the tradit- 

ional leaders of the movement to recover control and redirect the 

faithful away from political involvement and to the familiar paths 

of quietism; pressure on the Court to secure releases being left to 

the influential Whitehead and Latey. Even before the affair of the 

Norwich Quakersp the older Quaker leadershipp-repudiatingethe active 

Policies of the younger menly through the Meeting of Sufferings 

'insisted on a withdrawal behind the walls of passive resistance'* 

(1) See Alan Colet op cito 346; Pennp 212 25- 

(2) R. F. Skinnerp NonconformitY in Shropshire 1662-1816 (1964)9 
8; A2an Colep op cito 354; renng 259 36v 42. 

(3) Penng 28-32y 38v 419 42; Alan Colev OP CLto 356. 
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Friends were told to stop using 'those reflecting, disgusting terms 

of distinction of Whig and Tory; or any such nicknames tending to 

provoke one neighbour against anotherlp and to keep well clear of 

politics. In a letter dated December 1682 George Fox said that the 

Timecf Trouble had come; it must be expected that 'they that will 

live godly shall suffer persecution by the ungodly'. But the faith- 

ful should not 'kick back's God's purpose and plan were being 

fulfilled and He would not impose upon them greater persecution than 

they could bear. 
(1) 

The Quakers had learned all the right lessons from the post- 

Exclusion persecution; although it is likely that only a small 

minority had been politically involved they saw clearly the pass 

to which it had brougUthems 
(2) 

Since the directive from the Quaker 

leadership in 1683 had forbidden them even to discuss political 

matters(3) _ and despite the occasional outbursts from an irrespons- 

ible(4)-- a total form of quietism developed among Quakersp anti- 

thetical to any kind of political involvement. Howeverp this total 

quietism on the part of almost all Quakersp involving a disdain for 

political involvementp rendered the only sect who believed in 

complete toleration and were accustomed to looking to the King for 

- favoursg less than useful in James II's post-Indulgence programme, 

(1) Penn, 42,73-4; A. J. Eddingtonp The First Fifty Years of 
Quakerism in Norwichp Friends Historical Society (1932)v 182p 
183-5; Alan Colep OP Citt 354-59 

(2) See W. Beek (ed), The London Friends' Meetings: Showing the 
Rise of the Society of Friends in-London (1869), 32. 

(3) Friends MSS, Book of Cases Ip 98. 
(4) CSPD 1682P 538- 
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6 

The phenomenon of quietism, howeverp was apparent right across 

the Nonconformist spectrum in the years immediately prior to James 

II's accession and was just one of the effects of two decades of 

sporadic persecution. Among the other symptoms of decline which 

persecution had produced was a falling off in the number and quality 

of the ministries of the two most important Nonconformist sects. In 

addition a deterioration took place in the social weighting of the 

laity of each of the sectsp accompanied by a diminution of the 

economic status of Nonconformists as against other religious group- 

ings. Another consequence of persecution was an increase in the 

prevalence of partial conformi, ty among the sects not aspiring toward 

comprehension and an increase in the extent of conformity among the 

groupthat didg a development partially accounted for by the deter- 

mination of a politically motivated minority among the Dissenters 

(in contrast to the quietism of the majority) to hang on to some 

semblance of power in the municipalities after 1681. Finallyp in 

certain areas where congregational-conventicle logistics favoured 

the Dissenters but persecution continued to escalatep there was 

evidence of a latent propensity for civil defiance (again in contrast 

to the prevailing quietism elsewhere)y which the authorities con- 

verted into rumours of armed Nonconformist rebellion. These'symptoms 

of declinep compounded by the rout of the political interest with 

which the Dissenters had been allied during Exclusion, led some 

surrealistic thinkers in the Anglican camp to envisage the imminent 

extirpation of Nonconformity through the conjunction of a determined 

Church policy and a compliant monarchys 
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The persecution which produced these Polymorphic results was 

sporadiev not consistent, and multiplex in its application at a given 

timep rather than geographically uniform* The variable factors which 

produ ced this inconsistency in its applicationy geographically and 

chronologicallyp were the prevailing policy at Court, the vagaries - 

or occasionally, the perverse consistency - of local opiniong the 

varying zeal of local sLeriffs and magistrateeg the local ratio of 

Nonconformists to AnglicanEý the prevalence of plots and rumours of 

plotsp whether Parliament was in session or notp and, at diocesan 

levelp the at-14-0itudes of the Deans and Bishopse The much-persecuted 

Quakery John Grattonp believed, that the major factor determining the 

intensity of persecution was the character and prejudice of the local 

magistrate. 
(2) 

In 1670y because the Hull 

magistracy was 'much disaffected to the government of the ChurchIl 

they were prepared to turn a blind eye to conventicles. When the 

Earl of Plymouth became Governor in December 1682 one JP, Humphrey 

Duncalfj told him that Hull Dissenters were 'peaceable men' and he 

would have no hand in persecuting theme(3) One pressure which might 

(1) See CRv lix; Millery 519 59-62; Morrice P9 330; L. A. Fere- 
dayp The story of the Falmouth Baptiste (1950), 26; w. m. 
Tigfieldv 'Recusancy and Nonconformity in Bedfordshiretv The 
Publications of the Bedfordshire Historical Record Society 
XX (1938)p 152; Cragg 119 18. 

(2) John Gratton, Journal of the Life of John Gratton (1795)p 78p8o. 

SQQ PASO 

A. G. Matthewsp Congregational Churches in Staffordshire (1924), 
79 

(3) A* E. Trout, 'Nonconformity in Hull't CHST IX (1924-26) A41. 
See also G. F. Nuttall, 'Diseenting Conventioles in Kent before 
1700't JEH XIV (1963)v 

. 
186. 



69 

force a complacent JP or constable to act against oonventicles was 

from informersg who under the terms of the Conventicle Act of 1670 

stood to gain financially from a successful prosecution. The press- 

ure was especially great where Nonconformists owned goods worth 

despoiling; there was usually an enormous disparity between the 

fine levied and the goods plundered in lieu of the fine. 
(') 

Deans 

and Bishopsp themselves agents of persecution through the church 
OAd MIýWMAWMC_ 

courtsp could also exert pressure on JP The ebb and flow of 

persecution in Lincolnshire had a great deal to do with who was 

bishop. 
(3 ) 

At Lichfield a complacent Dean shielded Nonconformists 

from persecution untill684P when his death provided the occasion-for 

the appointment of Launcelot Addisont whom local Dissenters soon 

discovered to be an avid persecutoro(4) The contemporaneous appoint- 

ments of a new Sheriff and a new, -Bishop in Bristol resultedin 'the 

stirring up of officials$ and the fining of a record number of 

non-attenders, 
(5) 

The most important factor which made persecution more wide- 

spread and mcre intense after 1681 was the changed attitude of the 

Crown. By their support for Exclusion Dissenters had forfeited the 

King's good-will and now he was quite prepared to acquiesce in all 

the consequences of the Church-Court alliance as it affected 

, 
R. Hawkins (ed)p Friends Libraryt (1) Cragg 119 16-179 34Y 579 60,. ýZW 

Consisting Principally of Journals** of members of the Society 
of Friendsp IX (1834)9 146. 

(2) Go W. Boagg #Congregationalism in Northumberland and Durham'q 
CHST IV (1909-1910)9 82-83; A. B. Hinds (ed), calendar of 
State Papers**. Venice... XXXVI. M(1940)p 353-4- 

(3) J. 0. Warreng"From Puritanism to Unitarianism at Linooln1p 
Transactions of the Unitarian Historical Society II (1919-22)p 
Part Ones 3-4- 

(4) A. G. Matthewsp op cito 799 80; Morrice P, 368* 
(5) Lyon Turner MS-89-13p IX 77- See also ff. 689 72. 



70 

them. 
(') 

In June 1681 the King ordered that conventicles and 

seditious meetings be suppressedp and on 15 December 1681 he was 

reported to be determined #to have the laws effectually executed 

against Dissenters$* 
(2) 

BY 3 January 1682 Roger Morrice knew that 

JPs had been in receipt of a 'new order with direction from the 

King and the Board to suppress all c9nventicles' and that JPs and 

constables were in the possession of general warrantsp and lists of 

Nonconformist preacheraq of oonventicles, and of 'the most conspicu- 

ous fzequentersl. 
(3) 

By 14 January Lord Herbert knew 'how acceptable 

it was to His Majesty to have the laws against Dissenters*. put into 

executionl. 
(4) 

On 10 November 1682 a Privy Council Order was issued 

'for preventing tumultuous meetingsoo(5) Dissenters thought it 

significant that this was followed by 'Several presentments. *. upon 

the statute of the 35 of queen Elizabeth$. one of those presented 

was Nathaniel Vincent. He was tried at the Surrey Sessions in 

January 1683, got his case postponed until the next term by present- 

ing a Writ of Error in Februaryp was 'bailed at the King's Bench Bar 

upon his Writ of Errorl in Mayq was totally discharged' in June but 

soon had Itwoother indictments., pending against him upon the same 

statutel. 
(6) 

Crushing financial burdens upon non-attenders were 

initiated wheng in February 16839 

$the King's Bench gave judgment unanimously that the statute 

of E20 a month, 23 Elizabethp does extend to persons of any 

(1) Cragg 119 24- See Bunyant 315- 
(2) Morrice Po 320; Millerp 190o 

(3) Morrice Po 321, 
(4) 'CSPD 1682p 24-25- 
(5) Morrice Po 344- 
(6) Morrice P, 351P 3521 353P 355P 357P 3679 36BY 368t 424- 
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persuasion that are guilty of the offences contained thereint 

as well Protestant Dissenters as Popish Recusants'-(l) 

6n 18 Way the ]King's Bench re-stated this decision in more general 

termst Protestant'Dissenters could be tried under Elizabethan 

legislation aimed against Catholic Recusants. 
(2) 

At every level there was evidence of a court-inspired tighten- 

ing up on the machinery of persecution. At the Easter Sessions in 

Warwick in 1683 parish constables were ordered to present lists of 

non-attenders every three weeks. Shortly afterwards Sir Charles 

Holt was placed in the Commission of the Peace for Warwickshirev 

Shropshireq Worcestershire and Staffordshire almost certainly, 

because of his known hostility toward religious dissent and because 

'in his house at Aston he was conveniently placed to harry Dissenters' 

in all four counties* By the Epiphany Sessions 1684 constables and 

Re were working together effectively to harry non-attenders and 

conventiolers, 
(3) 

Elsewhere orders were issued in 1683 to beadles to 

'make presentments of all such persons within their several 

wards that do not repair to their respective parish churchess 

and that those presentments be made every Tuesdayl. 
(4) 

On 16 January 1684 the Grand Jury for Middlesex issued a statement 

to the effect that Nonconformist ministers were 'the cause of all 

the dangers to the government' and whenp ten days later a list of 

a hundred of them resident in London had been presented to the King, 

it was expected 'that there would be some public instructions given 

(1) Morrice Pv 356. 
(2) Morrice Pp 368. 
(3) Warwick CR VIII, lxvo 
(4) W. Camfieldj 'Religious Life in the 17th Centurylp CHST VIII 

(1920-23)9 157- 
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for apprehending them'* Prosecutions followed thick and fast. (') 

On 29 April the Lord Chief Justice was reported to have told the 

Recorder of Abingdon that the King regarded the presence of three 

conventicles in the town as 'a reproach to the government'. 
(2) 

In July he went 

'to the assizes at York with special instruction and comm- 

ission from the King to prosecute all Protestant Dissentersp 

beside Quakers' and adding that it wasIthe King's pleasure 

to root out all fanatics through the land'. 
(3) 

A high density of Nonconformists in the population usually 

following a high density of ejected ministers resident in a partic- 

ular locality; persecution was heaviest in the South Westo more 

especially Devon (where 121 ejected ministers were resident) 9 

Yorkshire (where 110 ejected ministers were mainly concentrated in 

the West Riding), East Anglia (Essex and Suffolk had 178 between 

them) and London (where the original seventy-six soon increased as 

a reBUlt of migration). 
(4) 

A high density of Nonconformists in the 

South Western counties is also indicated by the number of licences 

taken out in 1672 and by the number of prosecutions for religious 

offences. In the twelve months during which the 1672 Indulgence 

held good $the number of licences taken'out for dissenting preachers 

and meeting houses in Devonshire [160] was higher than in any other 

county'* Somersetp including Bristolp an important Nonconformist 

(1) Morrice Pq 4159 416,417P 423- 
(2) Morrice Py 433-4- 
(3) MS. Notes by Dr. John Hallp Kipping, Bradfordy cited B. Dalep 

'The History of Early Congregationalism in LeedsIp CHST II 
(1905-1906)p 317- 

(4) CRq . -. xii-xiiip xiv. For a discussion of the migration of 
Nonconformist clergy to London see below PP-133-1349 1369 138. 
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centreý was a close second. 
(') 

From the number of licencesp the 

odd church book which survives to corroborate the size of an indiv- 

idual congregation and the statistics of persecution it is clear 

that the density of Nonconformists in Dorset and Wiltshire was also 

unusually high. 
(2) 

The records of the Exeter City Sessions show that the worst 

phases of persecution in Exeter were 1673-1676 - the period of Danby's 

ascendancy - and the spell after 16819 during which convictions for 

conventicles mounted year by yearp reaching a peak in 1685- 
(3) 

They also make it clear that the persecution was being deliberately 

aimed at the ejected ministry in the city orv to be more exactq 

against those ejected ministers (chiefly Presbyterians) who had 

taken out licences under the 1672 Indulgence. 
(4) 

Elsewhere, where 

Congregationalists often took the brunt of the first onrush of 

persecution after 16810' - it was also the ejected ministers among 

them who were singled out for persecution. I. John Oweny 

George Griffiths, John Collinsp Samuel Slaterp Matthew Mead and 

Robert Ferguson convicV41, In 1682 John 

Jamesq Matthew Mead and John Humfrey were fined E100 each at Middle- 

sex sessions for preaching. 
(6) 

(1) H. P. R. Finberg and w. G. Hoskinsp Devnnshire Studies (1952)t 
372-3; S. W. Carruthersp fConventicles and Conventiclers, 11 
JPHS Xv No- 3 (May 1954)9 1029 103P 115-117; S. Schofield, 
Jeffreys and The Bloody Assizes (1937), 99-100- 

(2) VCH Dorset 11 (1908)9 40; Roberts Ip 258-9; A. Tuckery 
'Porton Baptist. phurchp l655-85'qTBW' I (1908-9)t 56-57- 

(3) Morrice Pp 437-89 438,440- Statistics from Exeter Sessions 
reproducedq Brockettp 39 *- See also Presentations from Non- 
conformity in the Archdeaconry of Exeterp 1673-1683*9 Lyon 
Turner MSt8g. 129 ff. 19 29 4p 5-6p 9-20p 26p 27p 29. 

(4) Brockett, 41s 43- 

CSPD 1680-lt 5929 613; CSPD 16829810; CRp '236-'237p'376, -'? 17j 
(6) Middx. cR ivi65-6v 1829 186. In each case OMdr, offences 

were taken into considerationp C20 being levied for the first 
offence and FAO for each of the pubsequentcffenceso See 
below pp. 222-223. 
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But even where persecution was not focused on the ejected I 
ministers themselvesp the equation between the intensity of persecu- 

tion and the density of ejected ministers still holds. Between 

1682-1684 Bristolp the West Ridingv London and Norwich (in that 

order ofintensity) took the brunt of persecution. About two-thirds 

of the leading inhabitants of Bristol were Nonconformists of výkrious 
Amd MCCO 

shades of opinion. 
(lV, 

1rjo9iS9(M9 Dissenting meeting houses were p la edt 

in the second half of December 1681t 
(2) 

and soon Bristol's Newgats 

Prison was 'crowded *oo almost to suffocation' with Diseenters. 
(3) 

Ikormous fines were levied on Bristol Dissenterat the aggregate 

takings were estimated as high as E1009000 by August 16829 a total 

which one observer believed to be the highest for any corporate 

town in Digland. 
(4) 

When all the Nonconformist ministers of the 

city were in jail a committee of eight lay-personsp representing 

all the sectsp #met to consider how the life of the congregations 

might best be maintainedl. 
(5) 

The discovery of the Rye House Plot 

had a major impact in the West. An ejected ministery turned 

I physiciang from Bristol, Dr. Ichabod Chauncyp wrote to Increase 

Mather that the Plot was likely to prove 'the greatest advantage 

4o our popish adversariesIq 
(6) (in which compendious expression he 

seemed to be including the Tories and the Established Churchl). 

(1) Morrice Pt 330Y 322; Braithwaitep, 8p gge 
(2) Lyon Turner'MS. 89-13i IX 66,68; E. Terrill (ed)p The Records 

Of the Church of Christ, Meeting in Broadmeadq Bristol, 1640- 
87 (1865)PIA201-16 See Cragg 119 38. 

(3) %von Turner MS-89-139 Ix 72; Braithwaitep 102. See Penny 110. 
(4) Lyon Turner MS. 89-13v IX 72; Besse It 54-74; 'E. Terrillp op 

2,1q. 20, city Z15t 2-7-81 231) 236) 
41SO241,1 If 

(5) Cragg 119 183- 
(6) clied L. 0 C; /JP.? 

"I 
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Within weeks Chauncy discovered the extent to whichlis $adversaries' 

were prepared to use their advantage: he was arrested and only 

narrowly escaped the death penalty under 'the Act of 35 of Queen 

Elizabeth I* 
(1) 

Pro6&(6lYv West Yorkshire had the highest number of dissent- 

ing prisoners of all the countiesp 
(2) 

though, from Whitehead's account 

of Norwich (which had recently undergone an ill-timed evangelical 

revival) Norfolk must also have had a very high average. 
(3) 

In fact 

there were so many Quakers in Norwich jail in September 1684 that the 
(4) 

Monthly Meeting of Friends had to be held there. In Londonp 

howeverg there was a lull before the storm finally hit the Dissenters. 

Although George Jeffreys was appointed Chairman of the Middlesex Jrs 

in 1681 'for the express purpose of enforcing the laws which the 

Cavalier Parliament had enacted against all classes of Nonconformist' 

the disturbance of meetings did not begin in earnest until January 

1682. Even then when the cases were brought before the Hicks Hall 

Sessions on 17 February they were 'thwarted' by 'ignoramus juries, 
ý5) 

During the summer the disturbance of meetings occurred with increas- 

ing frequency andq once the Whig Sheriffs had been removedg many 

Dissenters were fined and imprisoned under the terms of the Corpor- 

ation and Conventicle Acts and under the Act of 23 of Elizabeth 

(1) Morrice Pt 446-7; , Braithwaitep 107; E. Terrill 
(ed), The Records of the Church of Christ Meeting at Broadmead 
Bristol (1865)P261pl-11, 

(2) Besse 119 154. - 
See also B. Dalep 

'The History of Early Congregationalism in LeedsIq CHST II 
(1905-1906)9 3179 318- 

(3) See Whiteheady 524ý--536; Morrice Pq 360; A. J. Eadingtont 
The First Fifty Years of Quakerism in Norwich, Friends Hist- 
orical Society (1932), 172-196. 

(4) Ibidq 218. 
(5) Morrice Pq 3229 328; S. Schofieldp Jeffreys of The Bloody 

Assizes (1937)v 569 96-7. 
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(which imposed the E20 per month fine for non-attendance)o 

London Dissenters believed that 1683 had been the worst year of 

Persecution they had experiencedp but 1684 was to be worse still, 
(2) 

In February. 1684 the Ichisfest business' at the Hicks Hall Sessions 

was 'the Prosecution of Dissentersj. 
(3) 

George Whitehead described 

the Plight of London Nonconformists in the winters of 1682,1683# 

1684v during each of which the Thames was frozen sufficiently solidly 

as to make bridges superfluous for traffiop and wheng because they 

were shut out of their meeting-housesp meetings had to be held in 

the open. 
(4) 

The suffering of Nonconformists under the nationwide 

persecution of this period was such that two moderate Anglicans 

wrote pamphlets pleading for- 
--Jlf 

OCkra Moj4 
. 
(5) 

The consequence of these years of persecution sporadic before 

1681, pandemic thereafter - which was most apparent to contemporaries 

was the decline of the Nonconformist ministry. It was not that 

persecution, in the direct sensep resulted in many deaths - only 

eight ejected ministers died in prison between 1662-1687 
(6) 

- but 

that persecution created a situation in whichp once the old gener- 

ation of ministers expiredg it was difficult to recruit replacements 

and difficult to train those who were recruited. Of the original 

(1) Morrice Pt 3309 336-79 339-40v 341v 343,345; S. Schofieldq 
OP Cito 569 58-590 62. See Millert 529 539 54-55. 

(2) Morrice Pq 360,3629 364,3659 3709 376P 4099 437-8v 438; 
E. B. Underhill (ed)q Records of the Churches of Christ gathered 
at Fenstantong Warboys and Hexhamq 1644-1720p Hanserd nollys 
Society (1854)9 280. 

(3) HMC Ormond MSS. VII (1912)9 203- 
(4) Whiteheadt 543-4; W. Beck (ed)t The London Friends' Meetingst 

Showing the Rise of the society of Friends in, London (1869)9 
1739 198p 202. See Besse It 449-414; Whitingg 177. 

(5) Samuel Boldep A Plea for Moderation towards Dissenters (1682), 
1-4; W. Snithieso A Reply to The Observator (1684), 

(6) CRO ix. 
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number of ejected ministersp variously Put at 192009 198009 and 

1,8979(l) which had comprised the ministry of the two largest 

Dissenting sects in 16629 there were an inordinate number of deaths 

after 16819 including some of the most influential men in both sectst 

and the remnant included many who were sick and elderly, and hence 

of declining effectiveness* 
(2) 

When Burnet left England for the 

Continent in 1684 he took away with him the impression that when the 

present generation of Nonconformist clergy 'were once laid in their 

gravesq [Nonconformita would sinkq and die and come to nothing'. 
0) 

The Puritan Grammar Schools had been closed in 1660 and the 

Nonconformists barred from the Universities andy by the Five Mile 

MA, * projý66(r Acty-forbidden to teach under the penalty of E40.15 4AaE. 
the faithful few whop regardless of persecution, did enter the 

illegal ministry were of inferior education by comparison with those 

whom . they succeeded. 
(5) 

But until the new freedom made possible by 

the 1687 Indulgence led to a number of secret ordinations in diff- 

erent parts of the countryp entrants into the Nonconformist ministry 

represented no more than an insignificant tricklep and even in 1687 

only minute groups of ordinands (often the sons of ejected ministers) 

were involvedv in some cases the persons who had been acting as 

(1) CR9 xvq xxxviii; Williams It 59. Alexander Gordony after a 
detailed study of the evidencep favoured 11800. Contempor- 
aries put the figure as high as 29465. A. Gordong 'Calamy 
as a Biographerly CHST VI (1913-1915)p 239- 

(2) Walter Wilson MS-Iq iiip 589 599 1359 1379 149t 1509 1569 
191-2p 2219 2619 288t 3699 3909 4069 4079 427; ivp 69 65t 
66p 919 929 265P 329, 

(3) Calamy, Howe, 127-8-' 
(4) 1. Parker, Ussenting Academies in England (1914)t 471 

R. T. Jonesp Congregationalism in Englands 1662-1962 
(1962)9 86. 

(5) Brockett, 48. 
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pastors during the years of persecution. 
(') 

Those who did enter the Presbyterian and Congregationalist 

ministries after the ejection were doubtless the graduates of the 

twenty-two academies and 101 schools whichp despite the lawp the 

two seats operated (sometimes jointly) at various times between 

1662 and 1687- 
(2) 

In 1682 there were said to be 'great numbers in 

and about London' of unlicensed school masterog school mistresses 

and private academies. 
(3) 

The most respected of the Nonconformist 

academies was that operated by Richard Frankland whichy after a 

series of moves necessitated by the vicissitudes of persecutibn in 

different areas, ultimately settled at Attercliffev near Sheffield 

Charles Morton operated 'the Congregational Academy in 
(5) 

The latter institution London' at Newington Green* wastheld in 
(6) 

V 

high regard by Sir Edward Harley and its curricula and teaching 

methods were in advance of the time. Latin was abandoned and Morton 

is given the credit for being the pioneer of English as the medium 

of instruction. In addition to theologyp many academies taught 

logiog mathsp science_and modern languagesq but in addition modern 

(1) See below pp-301,303-3049511'; G. P. Nuttallq 'Lyon Turner's 
Original Recordelp CHST XIV (1940-1944)p 112. Among the first 
to enter the post-ejeotion Nonconformist ministry and the 
first to be ordained, were Daniel Williams and Timothy Jolly, 
Williams Ip vii-ix; Ho H. Oakleyj Beginnings of Congregation- 
alism in Sheffield (1913)v 62. 

(2) CRO Ivq lvi; I. Parkerg op citq 137-9. These figuresexclude 
a number of small establishments for the education of the 
children of Quakers. W. Beek (ed), The London Friends , Meetingst 
Showing the Rise of the Society of Friends in London (1869), 
143. 

OY CSPD 1682t 609. 
(4) Lyon Turner MS-89-13v IX 6a; Walter Wilson MS-553 D, 69# 70; 

T. G. Crippeng 'Richard Frankland and His Academylp CHST II 
(1905-1906)t 423-4t'425; H. McLachlanq Diglish Education 
under the Test Acts (1931)v 106. 

(5) Ibidp 76* 
(6) Sir Edward Harley to Robert Harleyo 5 July 1681, HMC 14th 

Report, App. Pt. M Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 369. 
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history and political science were taught at Newington-Green. 
(') 

The academies run by Francis Tallents (at Shrewsbury) and John 

Woodhouse (at Sheriffhales) may also be considered innovative in 

that their curricula included, respectivelyp modern history and 

Practical science. 
(2) 

Edward Reyner's academy at Lincolnp Thomas 

Cole's at Nettlebed and Matthew Warren's at Taunton would doubtless 

also have been considered progressive in that their curricula 

included rhetoriop philosophy and science. 
(3) 

A more traditional 

emphasis on Latin and Greek was to be found in the academies at 

Bethnal Greeny Highgate and Clerkenwello(4) Frankland's curriculum 

was also fairly unrevolutionary. 
(5) 

Thomas Doolittle's academy. at 

Islington and John Flavell's at Dartmouth may have been typical of 

the smaller academies in sticking to a 'Bible-centred' curriculum 

and being distrustful of 'human learning'* 
(6) 

'Among the smaller 

academies were those at Ipswichp Sulbyp Wappingp Bridgewaterg Ogwell, 

Coventryp and Whitchurch-(7) 

At a given time only a fraction of the 101 Nonconformist 

(1) J. W. Ashley Smith, The Birth of Modern Educationg the Contrib- 
ution of the Dissenting Academies 1660-1800 (1954)p lp 56-61p 
237; Ho McLachlanp OP City l5p 76,77-799 80; _; ' 

- 11, 
- 

I. Parkerp op cL tp 559 59-60, 
619' 63. 

(2) J. W. Ashley Smithy op city 51-53P 53-56., T. G. Crippenp'Early 
Nonconformist Academies1p CHST IV (19og-191o), 252. 

(3) J. W. Ashley Smithy op city 26-299 29-31; T. G. Crippent op 
city 233-5,236-9p 242; W. Tongp Some Memoirs of the Life and 
Death of the Reverend Mr. John Shower (1716), 6-7. 

(4) T. G. Crippeng Early Nonconformist Academies: second part'. 
CHST VI (1913-1915)t 20-24- 

(5) J. W. Ashley Smithy op citt 17-18t 19- 

(6) Ibidq 24-5v 49; I. Parkert op city 138 T. G. Crippeng 
'Early Nonconformist Academieslq CHST IV (1509-1910)9 252. 

(7) 1* Parkerp op, city 138-139;, E. Windeatt, 'Early Nonconformity 
in Ashburtontv Transactions of the Devonshire Association 
XXVIII (1896), 8; T. G. Crippent OP city 41-44; Palmer IIp 
21; 1119 127,272; H. McLachlanq op city 29 10P 14; Walter 
wiason MS*Iy it 301; J. Marchp A History of the Presbyterian 
and Baptist Churches in the West of England (1835)t 17Z)17.7, 
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schools were actually in operation: most existed for only a few 

Years before being smoked out by the rekindling of persecution and 

they werey in any eventp very small. 
(l) 

The academiesp with the 

exception of those of Frankland and Mortong would also appear to 

have been in operation for relatively short periods. 
(2) 

These academies would in 

addition appear not to have been primarily training centres for 

Nonconformist ministryq though most had been founded with this end 

in mind. In view of the exclusion of Nonconformist youth from all 

access to higher learningt the academies - as their curricula 

demonstrate.., - were mainly geared to the provision of a general 

education to facilitate entry into any profession. Only a third of 

Frankland's graduates went into the ministryp the rest going into Law 

or 'Physickl. 
(3) 

Many, academies were very small. Only four students 

are known to have been tutored by Flavel at Dartmoutho During the 

twenty-two years of its life the largest academyp Frankland'sp tutored 
(4) 

only 303P and in a typical year might have sixteen. In view of 

the instability caused by persecution and the fact thatv in each 

institutiony one instructor was responsible for teaching all subjects 

to all studentsp standards of attainment were not high and the 

academies failed to produce a new generation of clergy to replace 

the old until after the Revolution. (5) 

(1) Turner Ip 91; Palmer 19 212; My 36640 9,7, viTotwf, opatý *7. 
(2) 1. Parkerp op city 137-139- 
(3) T. Whiteheadq History of the Dales Congregational Churches 

(1930)p 52; T. G. Crippeng 'Frankland and His Academylp CHST 
11 (1905-1906)9 424-5; CR9 lvp lvi; Walter Wilson MS-553 Dp 
145; 1. Parkerp OP city 64-65- 

(4) Ibidq 64-659 137-9; R. E. Leaderp 'The Origin of Nonconformity 
in Sheffieldip CHST VI (1913-19r5)v 398. 

(5) See I. Parkerp OP city 589 62p 64-65; T. G. Crippen, 'Richard 
Frankland and His Academyll CHST II (1905-1906)t 423Y 424-5- 
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When Dissenters were given the freedom to meet and preach in 

1687 there was a chronic shortage of ministersp especially in the 
Ad q kwe' 

north of Ehglandq and Thomas Jolly, Henry Newcome, and Oliver Heywo'bd A 

between them had to pastor the congregations of Lancashireq Cheshirep 

Westmorlandv and part of the West Riding. 
(l) 

In Yarmouthp in the 

absence of any regular pastorp one large congregation negotiated with 

a succession of London pastors (Independent and Presbyterian), a 

Scottish Presbyterian, as well as a local Independentp in an effort 

to induce one of them to settle as their pastor after the Indulgence, 

and when all refusedv pleading commitments elsewherep settled for a 

localp unordained Independent preacher called Hannotp (on 26 April 

1688). (2) 
A nearby congregation at Wattisfield had the same diffi- 

culty in finding a pastor and complainedt Ithe harvest is great but 

the labourers are fewp especially that will take upon them the 

office of pastor'. 
(3) 

A congregation of Presbyterians at Boston in 

Lincolnshire had to search far and widep after they had received 

their freedom to meetv in order to find a minister*(4) When Francis 

Crowq a Nonconformist pastor who had fled to Jamaica in 1684 to 

escape persecutiong returned to Ehgland in 16879 he was peppered with 

invitations from congregations all over the countryl before he 

decided to return to his old congregation at Clare in Somerset. 
(5) 

When John Pinneyp who was over seventy and broken in health and 

(1) Heywood 1119 229: 
m234; 

Tollyp 82-85; Henry Newcomep Auto- 
biographyq Cheth Soo. (1852). 111 264, - 26-1. 

(2) Harmer MS-76.2p 1469 147P 1489 149-51; J. E- Clowes (ed)p 
Chronicles ofthe old Congregational Church at Great Yarmouth 
(1906)v 45- 

(3) Harmer MS-76.9,1529 153. 
(4) Walter Wilson 16S. Iq ij 256. 
(5) Walter Wilson Ms. I, 11,33. 
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I 

morale due to family tragediesp returned from Ireland in 1688 

pressure was put on him to accept a congregation. 
(') 

An ejected 

minister who had pastored an underground Presby -terian congregation 

at Frome since 1662, found himselfp because of the nationwide short- 

agep in charge of five dissenting congregationst in addition to 

Fromet after the 1687 Indulgence. 
(2) 

Young-ministersp newly gradu- 

ated from Newington Greeng found themselves under constant pressure 

to accept appointments from a multiplicity of congregations. 
(3) 

One 

Independent pastor found that his services were in demand from 

congregations. as far apart as Leicester and Kent. 
(4) 

Whilst a 

pastorless congregation thought automatically of 'sending to 

LondonIq among the London congregations themselves 'there was a 

great demand for young ministers' and somep like Matthew Clarkeg 

moved in from the provinceso(5) The poverty and paucity of the 

ministries of the two dissenting sects which boasted regular clergiesp 

devalued the Nonconformists as political allies for James II. It 

also created a situation in which many isolated congregations in all 

Parts of England and Wales - sheep without sheph9rds - were left 

without guidance and direction in the face of the pressure to 

address instigated by the Court in 1687Y the pressure to accept 

(1) John Pinney to Hester Pinneyp 26 July 1688, G. F. Nuttall (ed), 
Letters of John Pinney 1679-1699 (1939)9 57- See also pp 
52-56. 

(2) Walter Wilson MS. I, iif 272. 
(3) Walter Wilson MS. Iv UP 330; W. Urwickp Nonconformity in 

Cheshire (1864), 125 
(4) T. Coleman, Memorials of Independent Churches in Northampton- 

shire (1853), 124- 
(5) Walter Wilson MS-553 Dy A-15 (Obituaries)p 7. See W. Urwick, 

Nonconformity in Worcester (1897), 86-87- 
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positions on the remodelled corporations and commission of the peace 

in 1687-89 and the pressures from Robert Brent's agents to make 

voting commitments in 1688. 
(') 

The second effect produced on the Nonconformist sects by the 

post-Restoration persecution was a widespread deterioration of the 

social and economic status of their membership. Ironically, this 

deterioration was less apparent among the ministry of the sects - 

who might have been expected to have borne the greater incidence of 

persecution - than among the laity* Inevitably theincome and 

standard of living of the ejected of 1662f who formed the hard core 

of the Presbyterian and Congregationalist clergies until at least 

1687p did decline. But this decline, though enough to disqualify 

many pastors from fulfilling political functionsp including voting 

under most types of franchisep rarely ended in poverty. Even 

Edmund Calamy could enumerate only thirty cases of acute distress 
MaHAS141 (2) 

out of his 1P8979 and A regarded these as exceptional' . On the 

other handq it is evident that at least 100 ejected ministers were 

of independent meansp 
Mthat 

a further lOr made a living keeping 

educational establishmentsp(4) that fifty-nine practiSed mediciney 

that forty-seven held chaplaincies in the homes of nobility or 

gentryp and that nine took to trade and ten to farming*OY It is 

also clear that Nonconformist pastors and their widows were 

(1) Many congregations had been pastorless since the early days of 
the post 1681 persecutiong like the Baptist groups in Bristol* 
E. Terrill (ed)v The Records of the Church of Christ meeting in 
Broadmeadp Bristolp 1640-1687P Hanserd Knollys Soo* (18*7), 
4759 481,490t 491- 

(2) CR9 lvii. See Cragg 119 9. 

(3) CR9 Iv. 
(4) CRp lvv Ivi; Walter Wilson MS-553. Dp 699 70- 

(5) CR9 lvio 
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frequently the chief beneficiaries of the Wills of merchants and A 
traders who were either Dissenters or were men who sympathised with 

Dissenters. 
(') 

Those who frequented conventiclesp however poorp 

usually managed to make some contribution toward the livelihood of 

their pastors. Eatries made in Baptist churchbooks provide evidence 

that even they allocated sums of money to defray the expenses of 

their preachers. 
(2 ) 

The amounts allocated by other Nonconformist 

congregations for #the upkeep of the ministry' varied considerably. 

A (3) 
j,. IM c6 For 1682 John Heywood's congregation at SedburghC, ýZ d him only 19 

whilst Michael Drake at Lincoln was receiving C15 Per year(4) and 

George Trosse at Exeterp E50 Per year. 
(5) 

There were many instances 

in which charitable relief was given by wealthy benefactors who 

regarded themselves asp to some degree, morally responsible for the 

welfare of ejected ministers in their districts. The list of those 

who gave this kind of relief included Philip Lord Whartong the Earl 

of -8edfordp Lord Fairfaxy his daughter Lady Dorothy Noroliffep Lady 

Hewleyq the Harleys in Herefordshire, the Barringtons in Essexp the 

Bakers in Shropshirep the Lamberts of Calton Hall in the West Ridingg 

the Foleys in Staffordshirep the Barnardistons in Suffolk, the 

Boseawe, ns in Cornwallp the Le Grays in Sussexp and the Dunches in 

Hampshire and Berkshire* 
(6) 

Howeverp whilst this gives the lie to 

(1) Lyon Turner MS-89-13i X50-57Y X72-75, X112; CR, 3P 989 525- 

(2) B. R. Whitep 'The Baptista of Reading 1652-171519 BQ XxII 
(1967-8)v 253-4. 

(3) T. Whiteheady History of the Dales Congregational Churches 
(1930)t 360. 

(4) J. C. Warreng 'From Puritanism to Unitarianism at LincolnIp Tran- 
sactions of the Unitarian Historical Soc. II (1919-22) Part Onep 
12. 

(5) G. Trossep The Lifeýof the Reverend Mr. George Trosse (1714), 91. 

(6) CRp lvi; C. E. Darwent, The Story of the Fish StreetChurch 
Hull (1899)9 5; R. Fý Skinnerp Nonconformity in Shropshire 
1662-1816 (1964) 0 16; 

(JT* 
Whiteheadp History of the Dales Con- 

gregational Churches 930)9 259 82,839 134-6; Cragg 119 180* 
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many of those who cried ruing there is no doubt that Nonconformist 

pastors did live under constant pressure and uncertaintypwere - like 

Stephen Lobb, Samuel Annesley and William Bates - subjected to 

recurrent fines# did suffer a significant diminution in their social 

and economic status as a groupp and were forced to expend a great 

deal of physical and intellectual energy in the business of obviating 

the disastrous effects which could have resulted from persecution*(') 

On 10 November 1685 Edward Harley reported to his brother Robert a 

conversation he had had with Richard Baxter: 'He says the old 

ministers are many of them dead, and the young ones that are coming 

upp he hears are... some of them in great want'. 
(2) 

But the effects of persecutionp direct and indirect, had the 

greatest impact upon the laity* Whilst it led to a greater indiff- 

erence to sectarian labels than would have been believed possible 

before 1660, it produced a fragmentation of congregations into smallq 

separate groups (often in and around the same town)v tight-knit, 

introspective, preoccupied with mutual support and aid and of 

necessarily narrow mental horizons*(3) Lyon Turner's breakdown of 

the social composition of theisolated Nonconformist congregations in 

Leicestershire in the years after the withdrawal of the 1672 Indul- 

gencep demonstrated thatp coeval with the devolution of congregationag 

the social weighting of each group was also changing: whilst there 

was no evidence of a significant number of apostasiesp conversions 

were no longer being made amongst the monied and landed classes, 

(1) alward Pearcep The Conformists Plea for the Nonconformists 
(1683)9 45; Morrice Pq 343p 3459 3489 3499 370; Cragg IIp 
66-67; T. Whiteheadq op citp 111-112. 

(2) HMC 14th Reportv App. Pt. II: Portland MSS III (1894)v 390- 

(3) Lyon Turner, MS. 89.279 1569 34-36; Brownep 260. 
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Listed under occupationsp by far the greater part of all congreg- 

ations were made up of Ilabourerolp with only the occasional 

'artisan' or lapothecaryl. 
(I) 

Many of the diocesan returns sent to 

Archbishop Sheldon in 1669 portrayed the Nonconformists in their 

parishes as Imeane persons' or Ilabourers'. 
(2) 

By the same year all 
t* Ca SAC 64k 

the 'considerable members' among the Nottingham Congregationalist 

were 'dead and gonelt leavingftiala'destitute peoplee. 
(3) 

Whilst 

this picture may not have been general as early as 16699 it would 

undoubtedly become more nearly so as persecution took its toll on 

the Nonconformist skilled tradesmen and merchant classeso(4) The 

Dissenters brought before the courts in Worcestershire were invari- 

ably working men and their wives. 
(5) 

Of the 1400 of all sects who 

appeared before Dr. William Fosterp Commissary of the Archdeacon's 

Court at Bedfordp 1668-994twenty were styled tgentlemanly eight 

'esquire$ whilst 'the vast majority were drawn from the ranks of 

Ethjeartisans 
and the labouring poor'. In the period of perseoution 

after 1670 no 'gentlemen' passed before Posterp all were cordwainersp 

hempdressersp fellmeng heel-makersp pipe-makers and others of the 

Ilabouring poor'. On 20 August 1672 six (probably the wealthier) 

members of Bunyan's congregation in Bedford paid E50 for the purchase 

of a barn in which to hold their meetings. On the indenture one of 

(1) Lyon Turner, MS, 89.27t 44-57- See Cragg IIP 154- /60. 

(2) Warwick CR VIII9 l-xxxixq op oviii; C. Thomasp The History of 
the First Nonconformist Congregational Church in Hinckley 
(1962), 15t 16; Bunyanp 203. See H*H. Oakley, Beginnings of, 
Congregationalism in Sheffield (1913)p 49- 

(3) A. R. Hendersong History of the Castle Cate Congregational 
Church Nottingham (1905), 66. 

(4) See Cragg Up 26p 409 43- 
(5) W. T. Whitley, 'Prosecutions of Worcestershire Dissenters under 

the Stuartdj BQ I (1922-23)p 375- 
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the signatories described himself as a brazier, two as haberdashersp 
Atmq 

two as drapers and one as a last-maker. 
(') 

During 1683ýh: 
ý145 

Nonconformists summoned before the Archdeacon's CourtocotBishop 

Stortford were .I categorised as various types of labourerý2) 

During the local government re-organisation. in 1687-8 Ambrose Marnes 

drew up a list of the Nonconformists of Newcastle who were suitable 

to serve in civic office. The listp. broken down into occupationsp 

was entirely made up of artisanst shipwrightst marinersp slaters, 

-fAA4jWSp barbersp weaversp coopersp gloversy house-carpentersp 

S"(JrSp glaziers, and colliers* 
(3) 

In Warwickshire, 

'the Presbyteriansy Congregationalists and Baptists ceased to 

attract new gentry adherents after the Restoration; between 

166o and 1689 their wealthp as measuredby the hearth taxp 

declined perceptibly'. 
(4) 

Whilst the pattern among Quakers may have varied considerablv from 

county to countyp a detailed study of IVckinghamshire has revealed 

that 'after the first decade or twos the Quaker movement ceased to 

attract upper middle class members and drew more consistently from 

the lower ranks of society, 0(5) From the information in Quaker 

archives a table has been compiled of marriages within the Society* 

It is interesting to compare the 250 marriages which took place in 

(1) Bunyan, 201-202,205-208p 208-209,215- 

(2) M. G. Lewisy The Congregational Church Water Lane Bishops 
Stortford 1662-1962 (1962)p 7- 

(3) W. H. D. Longstaff (ed)p Memoirs of the Life of Mrs Ambrose 
Barnesp Sartees Boo. Vol. L. (1866), 178. 

(4) It would appear that the same trend was not evident among 
Warwickshire Quakers. T. T. Hurwichq 'Social Origins of the 
Early Quakers1p Past and-Present. NO- 48 (August 1970)p 158. 

(5) R. T. Vannq paraphrased Ibidq 156. See also PP 156-79 161. 
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1680 with the 250 marriages in 1780 'with reference to Cthqdes- 

cription given of the bridegrooms$. * The table clearly demonstrates 

the weighting of labourers and craftsmen in the movement in 16809 and 

the weighting of bankersp merchants and manufacturers in the movement 

in 1780. 

In July 1685 Launcelot Addison told Archbishop Sancroft that 

the Dissenters resident in Staffordshire townsy once wealthy and 

influentialy were nowl through persecution 'of inconsiderable 

quality'. 
(2) 

Any social deterioration evident before 1681 was 

undoubtedly exacerbated by the severe persecution thereafter* The 

wealthy and influential were often the main targets of persecution* 

Quakers knew that those among them with any wealth or land were 

watched more closely and any meeting which they attended was much 

more likely to be broken up. 
(3) 

Under the terms of the Conventicle 

Act of 1670 'a ten shilling fine was to be levied by Distress and 

Salep the rich paying for the poor of the meeting up to E10 each. ' 

In 1682 many Norwich Quakers were reported to be 'in sadly straight- 

ened, circumstances' because of this practice. Anthony Alexander had. 

the fines of twelve of his poorer brethren levied upon him. (4) 
An 

even more rapid means by which a relatively wealthy Dissenter could 

(1) W. Beck (ed)q The London Friends' Meetings: Showing the Rise 
of the Society of Friends in London (1869)t go. See also 
A. Coleg 'The Quakers and the English Revolution', Crisis in 
Europe 1560-1660, ed. To Aston (1965)p 341- 

(2) Tanner MS. CXXXIq 113. See also A. Go Matthewsq Congregational 
Churches in Staffordshire (1974)p 79j 80. 

(3) R. Hawkins (ed)v Friends Library: Consisting Principally of 
Journals and Extracts from-other Writings of Members of the 
Society of FriendspIX (1834)9 139-152. 

(4) W. M. Wigfieldý 'Recusancy and Nonconformity in Bedfordshirell 
Publications of the Bedfordshire Historical Record Society XX 
(1938)p 151; A. J. 'Eddingtonj The'First Fifty Tears of 
Quakerism in Norwichp Friends Historical Society (1932)9175- 
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be reduced to poverty was through the repeated distraint of the 

E20 per month fine for non-attendance. 
(') 

The Nonconformist 

'husbandmen and yeomen of Cambridgeshire found their farm stock and 

household goods disappearing to satisfy demands for fines of E20 a 

mojýth for not attending church'. In the same countyp under the 

Conventicle Actq $the records show the same members of the same 
(2) some 

meet ings distrained on again and again'* In MarchI684 ; Bristol 

BaptistS a4fiC4.042W Ak4 ý0 
of a E240 fineq the annual I- 

111Y 
- 

accumulation of the E20 fine. 
(3) 

In Bedford there was an example of 

'the monthly accumulations for persistent refusal to come to church' 

for a group of Baptists amounting to 4070. 
(4) 

On 22-November 1680 

twenty-five Herefordshire Quakers wrote to Sir Edward Harleyp their 

UPv to complain that theyý'had been1proceeded against upon the Act 

made against Popish Recusantsp whereby two-thirds of their landf? had 

been'brought into sequestration'. 
(5) 

In March 1684 Rdger Morrice 

believed that the authorities had belatedly realised the deleterious 

effect that excessive fines were having on the national economy and 

had given the judges 'instructions to drop the Statute of E20 per 

month this circuity and not let it fall with its weight on Dios- 

enters'. 
(6) 

But the damage was already done. Because of repeated 
Ahm ; At aleb i- a4o( 

victimisation once wealthy Dissenter t ould no longer give : ft nancial 

(1) John Grattono Journal of the Life of John Gratton (1795)v 78-79; 
E. Terrill (ed)v The Records6f the Church of Christ Meeting in 
Broadmeadl Bristol 1640-879 Hanserd Knollys SOO* (18441)9 464-5- 

(2) H. M. Spuffordq Dissenting Churches in Cambridgeshire from 
1660 to 1700't Proceedings of the Cambridge Antiquarian-Society 
LXI (1968)9 91. 

(3) E. Terrill (ed)y op cit, 482-3- 
(4) Bunyanj 211, 
(5) HMO 14th Report, App. Pt. IIs Portland MSS III (1894)v 367- 
(6) Morrice P9 424- 
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assistance to the ministryt advance bail or assist others in the 

payment of fines*(') It was increasingly the case that Nonconform- 

ist merchants and tradesmen, because of distraints and confiscationg 

could no longer pay their fines in cash or kind and had to go to 

prison. The period in prison almost invariably completed the ruin 

of their business enterprise. 
(2) 

On 28 July 1685 a group of impris- 

oned Norwich Quakers sent-an abortive appeal to 'the Mayor and 

Justices of Norwich' that because their farms and businesses faced 

ruin they should be released before the harvest . 
(3) 

The great concern 

of the'Quarterly Meetings for Norfolk was the number of debtors among 

them and the fact that there were no longer funds available to 
(4) WS 

alleviate poverty. Nonconformist groups in many parts of &gland 

were worried at the extent of absenteeism among the faithful; some 

congrigations disappearing altogether. 
(5) 

It is likely that the ruin 

of many of the Nonconformist gentry was completed by the aftermath 

of the Rye House Plot'* 
(6) 

In the relentless harrying of Dissenters between 1681-1686 in 

places like Bristol, Exeterp London and the towns of Eaýt Anglia 

(1) Morrice Pt 409t 4139 415,423Y 425; William It 58-59; HMC 14th 
Reportv OP Cito 376; W. Beck (ed)p The London Friends' Meetingst 
Showing the Rise of the Society of Friends in London (1869), 
296-7. 

(2) Cragg III 26t 40t 58; Morrice Pt 423; A. J. Eddingtont The 
First Fifty Years of Quakerism in Norwichp Friends Historical 
Society (1932)p 176,176-99 194-5p 219-220y 221p 222-6. 

(3) Ibidp 219-220. 
(4) Ibidy 222p 222-69 2259 226-31p 233-51 2379 2399 241-2. 
(5) E. Terrill (ed)q op cit, 493; Bunyanj 192-49 195P 196-7; 

R. Hawkins (ed), OP citt 154; HMC Ormond MSS. VII (1912)9 
104; Warwick CR VIIIy ovi-ovii; A. J. Eddingtong op citp 
182. See Cragg 111 78; -G. F. Nuttallp 'Dissenting Churches 
in Kent before 1700'9 JEH XIV (1963)9 178t 179. A pamphlet 
was published to strengthen Nonconformist waverers. John 
Humphreysq Persecution for Conscience Sakep Most Vain, Cruel 
and Destructive to the Promoters and Abettors of it. (1682). 

(6) Morrice Pt 371-2t 377-89 382-7p 3889 3899 392P 393t 394P 396t 
398P 400-401- 
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and the West Riding many obstinate Dissenters were undoubtedly ruined 

by a persistent application of the penal laws. And with their ruin, 

creditorsy partnersp employersý employeesp apprenticesp servantap 

landlords, and tenants could not but have been seriously affected. 

Hencey whilst the social and economic decline of Nonconformists 

reduced their potential usefulness in James II's programmep it also 

created a vested interestq which included many non-Dissentersp in 

urban areas who stood to lose by the economic disruption which 

religious ýersecution arbitrarily caused. Hence the second major 

effect of persecutiong whilst devaluing, Dissenters as political 

allies through the diminution of their wealth and social weighting 

and through the process of devolution, also provided one of the 

major motives which led many pseudo-Dissenters to accept positions 

on the remodelled corporations of 1687-1688. 
(') 

The process of devolution, brought about by the advisability 

of meeting in groups of five or six rather than in meetings of fifty 

or sixtyp 
(2 )led 

Nonconformity in many parts to take on the form of 

smallp scattered communities of believers with little contact with 

one another. 
(3) 

The absence of contact worried Thomas Jollyj who 

urged the small Independent groups to 'keep up their associations., 
(4) 

(1) Jones, 1149 115- 
, 

(2) Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 IX43-45; Walter Wilson MS. 19 it 189 304; 
iit 51-52y 142; Re T. Jonesp Congregationalism in Diglands 
1662-1962 (1962)9 31! 14ý'. ý (3) As Re Hendersong History of the Castle Gate Congregational Church 
Nottingham 1655-1905 (1905)0 66; We Beck-jed)j The London 
Friends' Meetings (1869)9 140; Re E* Leaderp 'Origins of Non- 
conformity in Sheffield', CHST VI (1913-15)p 397-403. See 
G. G. Waddingtonp A History of the Independent Church at Green- 
acres (1854), 8p 9,26-27; We J. Palmerg A Short History of 
Dronfield Independent Church (1934)9 12; E, Be Underhill (ed)p 
Records of the Churches of Christ gathered at Penstanton 
Warboys and Hexham 1644-1720p Hanserd Knollys Soo. (18Mp 2639 
279p 280; 1. Sellersy 'Baptista in Liverpool in the Seventeenth 
Century', BQ xx (1963-4)9 198- 

(4) Re T. Jonesp op, city 83- 
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In the absence of information about national affairs and discussion 

with other groupop congregations gravitated away from any idea of 

political involvement and concentrated on the hard business of 

economic survival. 
(') 

Among the Quakersp as has been observedp 

quietism was almost total after 1681 and any Friend guilty of 

political 'meddling' could expect discipline and perhaps expulsion. 
(2) 

But the same attitude of mind - passivity in the face of persecution 

which may be termed 'quietism' was being recommended to the other 

sects by their pamphleteers. The Presbyterian Samuel Shaw counseled 

against discontent with the civil authorities; it acted as a canker 

to the soul. 'To prefer power and advancement.. before Godl before 

truthp and a good consciencep was to be a lover of the world'. In 

a 'corrupt age' political position should be eschewed; to accept 

'civil office' was to lay oneself open to the 'distractions', 

'crueltiesy commissions and omissions' which were its concomitants. 

Political parties and factions represented 'worldly interests which 

God had not consecrated'. To seek political power was to 'prefer 

party and advancement of it before the propagation of the Gospelf. 
0) 

In 1683 Baxter published A Preparation for Sufferingal or The Best 

Work in the Worst Times. He made no reference to contemporary 

persecution and, because his argument was replete with complex 

biblical imageryp his purpose was not clear for the first eleven 

Pages. From his parallels with the persecution of Christians in 

Ancient Rome thereafter it became clear that he was preaching the 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89.22p lt 39 4- See Lacey, 155- 

(2) See above pp. 63-66. 

(3) Samuel Shawq The True ChristianIs Test 
(1682)t 709 13ý9 136. 
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virtues of resignation and non-involvement*(') The Congregationalist 

John Shower also preached resignation. It was 'seasonable' in that 

'troublesome.. world' and would 'compose their spiritst and quiet 

their thoughts under the vicissitudes of human affairs'. Christian- 

ity, lenjoined1them toflook for persecution and the cross' and not 

to try to alter the course of human affairs by political meddling. 
(2) 

John Bunyan. said that, from his experience during the crisis of 1678-9p 

he had learned his lesson not to put his faith in institutions and 

concluded that he had been wrong in forgetting the exhortation 'Let 

Israel hope in the Lord's In 1684 he published Seasonal Counsell or 

Advice to-Suffererss All Christians must walk in the wqys of peace 

and loyalty; persecution should be borne as a purifier of the soulp 

with complete subservience. 
(3) 

The Anglican pamphleteers who pleaded 

for moderation in the treatment of Dissenters from 1681-5 argued that 

they had now eschewed political involvement and were 'peaceablell 

Nonconformity was a movement of religiousp not politicalp diseent. 
(4) 

The consequences for Dissenters of the rout of Whigs in 1681 and the 

discovery of the Rye House Plot in 1683, recommended 'quietism' or 

'resignation' to the sects even more eloquently than their pamphlet- 

eers. 

A further effect of persecutiong which at first glance looks 

like a by-product of quietism, was the increased prevalence of 

(1) See PP. 3-6, Up 12-15- 
(2) John Showerp Resignation to the Divine Good Pleasure in Every 

Condition: Recommended as the Duty and Happiness of Every Good 
Man in a Sermon from 2 sam. xv. -26 (1684), Letter to the Reader 
and p. 8* 

(3) Bunyanj'295v 304,329. 
(4) Samuel Boldet A Plea for Moderation towards Diseenters(1682)p 

29-30P 33-35; Edward Pearcep The Conformists Plea for the 
Nonoonformists (1683), 46-47- 
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partial conformity among Presbyteriansp Congregationalists andp 

evenp Baptists. 
(1) 

Ralph Thoresby was prosecuted for Nonconformity 

in December 1683; from January 1684 he attended church regularlyp 

though still hearing a Presbyterian preacher in secret. 
(2) 

Baxter 
'0 0 

Iv ile pro vdialtv m fijwiao 6an fer &wccqpf #fts& 
Y CVWCAýW in Common 

Prayer and the Sacramente(3) A Baptist preacher in Bristol in March 

'1684 exhorted his hearers 'to watch over one anotherp that none draw 

back to the world's worship'; knowing that some of his flock already 

had. 
(4) 

Between 1682-1685 the Government and the Bishops received 

repeated complaints that 'Nonconformists and Fanaticst were on the 

increase at morning service in Anglican Churchesp and would even 

take the Sacramentý but invariably proceeded to their conventicles 

on Sunday afternoons. The motive universally ascribedq short of 

quietistio compliancep was the desire of Nonconformists of all 

shades to 'crowd into public offices,. 
(5) 

In fact, whilst quietism 

was evident right across the Nonconformist spectrump it wqe by no 

means general. It produced its own converse reaction. In April 

(1) W. Beck (ed)v The London Friends Meetings(1869)o 140; Luttrell 
It 250; -DWL MS-38.82t under 19 February and 17 September 1685; 
Whitingg 129. Kitchint 352-353; Powickel 132-134- See Roberts 
It 298; Millerl 191; Cragg Ilp 160. 

(2) J. Hunter (ed)p The Diary%of Ralph Thoresby (1830) It 170-173P 
175- 

(3) R. Baxterp Epistle to the Nonconformists and a Vindication of 
the church of England in Her Rites and Ceremoniesp Discipline 

and Church Orders (1682)p 2-3. 
(4) E. Terrill (ed)j The Records of the Church, of Christ Meeting in 

Broadmead, Bristolp 1640-87p Hanserd Knollys Boo. (1807), 464P 
482-3. In Kent some Nonconformists went completely over to the 
church. Of the fifty-odd dissenting congregations in existence 
in or before 16729 'the grave and the Church of England$ had 
swallowed up most by 1690-2; G Nuttallp 'Dissenting 
Churches in Kent before 170 to 

ýAN(1963)9 188. 
(5) CSPD 1682P 362j 608-9; 1683 (July-September)t 362; R. Baxterg 

Ehglish-Nonoonformity as Under King Charles II and King James 
11 (1689)9 Preface and Bishop Lamplugh's Condemnation of the 
Nonconformists (written in 1683 and quoted in full by Baxter)t 
part 2. 
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1684 Roger Morricel with unconscious subjeotivityl wrote of the 

'censorious sort of Dissenters that condemrjothers for comply- 

ing in anything in Church and State(who haý absented themselves 

.0 from all p4blic places or dourts where they were memberep for 

these two years, last'. 
(1) 

The issue of political involvement divided the Dissenters into two 

groupsp one which shied away from itp and another which sought to 

conform in order to continue to qualify for offices. 

Exactly what the partially conforming activists intended to do 

with the political power which they were so determined to hang on top 

became evident in the late summer of 1681p when William of Orange 

visited England. They gave support to him in his pressure at Court 

for a parliamentp and even constructed lists of candidates and -made 

all the interestithey could in their support. 
(2) 

Their renewed 

activism was short-livedt howeverp and died in the face of government 

retaliation fo I llowing the Rye House plot. 
(3) 

But behind this insight into the political leanings (given an 

opportunity) of the political set among the Nonoonformistep there was 

evidence of more disturbing grass roots political activity among rank 

and file Dissenters in certain areas where Nonconformists were 

numerous and persecution bitter. Even before the Rye House Plot 

rumours were circulating that Dissenters were ItIvolvict in ;j varlouf fofoo* 

v/ $gdjj; Cg. j acQgtý4) Reports came in from some parts of the country 

(1) Morrice P. 430- cited Laceyj 157- 
(2) Laceyp 150-151. Dissenters were also in evidence on the juries 

which failed to indict the Whig leaders at this time. Morrice 
Py 3089 3189 3229 355; S. Schofieldq Jeffreys of the Bloody 
Assizes (1937), 549 56-57; Laceyp 1519 152. 

(3) CSPD 1683 (January to June)p 362; Morrice Pr 371-29 377-8p 
382-7p 388P 3899 3929 393P 3949 396t 3989 400-401- See Cragg 
IIp 25- 

(4) CSPD 16829 237; Roberts Ij 210; S. W. Carrutherep 'Convent- 
icies and ConventiclersIq JPHS Xt No- 3 (May 1954), 115-117- 

.1 
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that Dissenters were involved in seditious talk or practices or even 

Para-military training in preparation for an armed rebellion. 
(l) 

Everywhere it was the concern of local authorities to represent 

conventicles to the government as being subversive; at Taunton the 

Presbyterians were said to worship with pistols in their pockets. 
(2) 

At Canterbury and Rye Nonconformists were alleged to be involved in 

seditious activities and attempts to thwart the government's policy 

to destroy the Whigs. (3) 
Discontent was especially rife in the West 

Country. It was alleged that letters had been sent out from a 

central source to Dissenters in Bristolt Devonp Dorset and Somerset 

which amounted to incitement. (4) 
From the reports he received Ormond 

seemed to be expecting some kind of risingj5 
) 

Anglicans believed that 

the Rye House Plot was a confirmation of their suspicions and poliCS9 

The nationwide search for suspects took the form of a pogrom of the 

Dissenters in whichg of all the sectep perhaps the Congregationalists 

were most hardly hit- Most of their leadersp including William 

Carstairsp Matthew Meadp John owent George Griffiths, Stephen Lobb 

and Isaac Bugsbys were arrested and brought to trial in connection 

with it. 
(7) 

In London and Bristol Dissenters Of all sorts were 

either arrested and imprisoned or inplicated and forced to prove 

(1) CSPD 1682P 54 (2 February)y 538 (13 November); Roberto 1.210 
(February 1682). 

(2) CSPD 1682P 36-37 (21 Januarv); S. W. Carrutherej OP Citt 115- 
117; XII No. 1 (May 1960)9 30- 

(3) CSPD 1680-it 436; 1682,250P 338P 366-8. See CRP 173. 
(4) CSPD 1682,4359 493 (28 September; 24 Ootober); Dneraon, 16-17; 

S. Schofieldp Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes (1937)9 99-100. 
(5) HMC Ormond MSS VII (1912)9 62v 65- 
(6) CSPD 1683 (January to June)p 346-7; HMC Ormond MSS VII (1912)9 

go. 
(7) CSPD 1683 (January to June)p 3569 357; (july to September)v 14- 

159 41,8o, 113,163-59 1669 1959 250-19 265-69 317-318P 368 - 
369; Morrice Po 371; CRP 348* 
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their non-involvement*(') On 6 October 1684 an order was given to 

the constables 'of the City and Liberty of Westminster' 'that 

several disaffected and dangerous persons, who are suspected to be 

concerned in the latep horrid conspiracy$ should be taken up and 

brought before the magistrates. Both the order and the attached 

schedule were reprDduced in full by Morrice. The schedule included 

110 namesp and among them probably those of all Nonconformist 

ministers resident in London* The list included Baxterp Rosewellp 

Jenkinsp Calamyp Batesq Vincentp Howep Mayoq Silvester and Alsop 

(Presbyterians); Lobbq Meadep Griffithp Lorrimerp Doolittle and 

Faldo (Congregationalists); and Khollysq Collinsp Kiffin, Danvers 

and Stretton (Baptists). 
(2) 

The backlash was so severe that many Dissenters, including 

Sir Samuel Barnardiston, arrived at the view that it was a 'sham 

plot'l manufactured by the authorities to make possible the final 

destruction of Nonconformity. Some of the Dissenterstreated especi- 

ally harshly after the Restoration had been prosecuted under similar 

pretexts. 
(3) 

The reports of Nonconformist sedition between 1680 and 

1683 were doubtless exaggerated and# in part, intended to rationalise 

the severity of the persecution which followed the Popish Plot and 

Exclusion. Neverthelessp the reports were ubiquitous and numerousp 

. ra's 
(13 Kiffint 51-53,;. Whiting, 80* 7. (2) Morrice Pt 444. A similarly comprehensive list of leading 

Dissenters was prepared by Alderman Martin Headley of Leeds 
'to be devoted to destruction'. Be Dalep 'Early Congreg- 
ationalism in Leeds', CHST 11 (1905-1906)p 318. 

(3) E. Pearce, The Conformists Plea for the Nonconformists (1683)9 
47; Morrice PP 352; HMO 14th Report# Appe Pte IIs 

Portland IISS 111 (1894)9 3779 378-9; CSPD 1684-5t 177- See 
He He Oakley, Beginnings of Congregationalism in Sheffield 
(1913)9 399 44P459 46P 47-48; Je E, Manningp History of 
Upper Chapelt Sheffield (1900)t 17- 
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and complicity in the plot of 1683 so considerable, as to provide 

evidence that the persecution which had shown some Dissenters the 

advantages of quietismy others the need for greater conformity to 

avoid the destruction of Dissenters as a political forcep had driven 

others to contemplate armed rebellion. Anglican JPs in the West 

Country understood thisp and on 2 October 1683 the Exeter Quarter 

Sessions passed three Resolutions - ordered to be read in all churches 

by the Bishop - which provided that in every division of the County 

'sufficient sureties for their abearing and peaceable behaviour' 

should be required of all persons attending conventiclesl that Diss- 

enters open to the slightest suspicion were to be closely watched by 

Church Wardens and Constables (who werd to report to monthly meetings 

of the Session); that $strict warrants' were to be left in the hands 

of all Constablesp in every parish in the county, to seize Noncon- 

formist preachers as 'the authors and fomentors of4htpeatilent 

faction'l that-Ahey and their followers might be tried under the 35 

Elizabeth I. 
(') 

The preface of one of Baxter's pamphletsp dated 

28 September 1683, though not published until after the Revolutiong 

provides evidence thatt at that stage at least, he believed that 

Nonconformity was about to give way under the pressure of persecution 

and that extirpation was being attempted. 
(2) 

In the same par Morrice 

was disposed to believe that troops would be used to destroy the 

remaining Nonconformist. meetings in London and that 'the more 

An Act for the Keeping of Her Majesty's Subjects in due Obedi- 
ences originally levelled primarily at Roman Catholicsq involv- 
ing imprisonment or transportation or death for the firstq 
second or third offence respectively* Powicke 133j note 1. 
Text of the three Resolutions. Powickel 132-133- 

(2) Richard Baxtery The Ehglish Nonconformity as Under King Charles 
II and King James 11 (1689)9 preface. I 
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I 

considerable hearers and ministers' would be scuttled by indictments 

under the Act of 35 Elizabeth I. 
(') 

Years after the event Penn wrote 

that when he returned to England in 1684 he believed that 'the men of 

authority' were resolved to ensure that Dissenters would either 'bow 

or break'. 
(2) 

Undoubtedly most of the Tory magistracy did look upon 

the rout of the Whigs and the extirpation of Dissenters as one and 

the same thing. Between 1681 and 1685 Roger LIEstrange's propaganda 

broadBheet embodied this ideaq rubbing in the connection between 

Dissenters and sedition* It was as if the Anglican 'right' looked 

to the accession of a Catholic King as their opportunity to complete 

the rout of the Dissentersp the King joining with the Church in a 

final revenge on the 'exclusioners and Plotters,. 
(3) 

This expectation was shared by the Dissenters 
(4) 

and helped 

to reinforce the effect persecution had already had on their politi- 

cal attitudes and expedite the changes it had wrought in the 

morphology of the sects, Both species of change, rubbed home by 

the last bitter years of persecution before James II's accessionp 

served to render the heterogenous factions of Nonconformity of even 

less potential utility as allies in any political programme* Of the 

political attitudes evident among Dissenterepcne revealed the dis- 

inclinationý on the part of manyp to any form of political activiamp 

(1) Morrice Pt 352. 
(2) Penns 108. 
(3) CSPD 1682v 24-2 

(4) 

CSPD 1682V 24-25P 36,179-180; BunyanO 323; Lyon Turner MS. 
89-139 XIj 1; S. Boldej A Plea for Moderation towards Dissenters 
(1682), 6; G. Trossep The Life of the Reverend Mr. George 
Trosse (1714), 93; K. Feiling, A History of the Tory Party 
1640-1714 (1924)9 199-200. At his accession the Tories believed 
James II to be theltrue Cavalier'. Ibidq 204. See Perry III 
473P 474; The Observatorg lst Seriesp Nose 1 (13 April 1681), 
165 (5 July 1682)9 96 (4 February 1682), 310 (29 March 1683); 
2nd Series No. 8 (28 February 1685)- 

Calamyq Abridgemento 366; R. Baxter, Against the Revolt to a 
Foreign Jurisdiction (1691)9 324-9; G. Trossep op citj 
93-4. 
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exposed a proclivity for civil disobedience on the part of somej 

and the third illustrated that those who were still desirous of 

office had not changed their opinions since Exclusion. Of the 

changes in composition - devolutiong social and economic debili- 

tation and the decline of the ministry - all contributed to a 

situation in whichl by the 1687 Indulgencet Nonconformity in many 

parts of Ehgland had been rendered politically supinev innocuous 

to both sides in enticement. 

b 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1685: BEFORE THE: VOLTE-FACE 

: i. 

When James II acceded to the throne on 6 February 1685 the 

Church-Court alliance hadrarely been stronger. Quite apart from 

the King's assurances in his accession speech there were other 

cementing factors; the influence of the in-laws of his first 

marriagep which had engendered in his mind an almost exaggerated 

respect for the Anglican Establishment, and the strong sense of his 

indebtedness left by the unfailing loyalty of the Church of England 

in his 'late distressesto Maintaining this alliance meant maintain- 

ing the Established Church integral 'as by law established' and 

hence inescapably involved persecuting dissenters from it. 
(') 

Given the sincerity of the King's religious convictions (and the 

necessity that they imposed upon him of improving the lot of those 

who shared them)v and given the inflexibility of the Church's 

conception of itself (uniform in dogma and liturgyp but still 

comprehensiveýnot exclusive) a collision was bound to come if an 

accommodation could not be arrived at. That such a collision, and 

the re-distribution of forces that would follow itp was not foriseen 

by Dissenters in February 1685 was probably owing to an understand- 

able assumption on their part that Anglican Non-Resistance was 

nothing less than rock solid, to the relative positions in the 

Barillon to Louist 1"9 Februaryp C*J* Foxp A History of the 
Early Part of the Reign of James II (1808)p appendixg xv. %, v;; 
London Gazette no. 2006t" 5-9 February 1684/5; Calamy, 
Abridgemento 366; Luttrell It 327- 
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ecclesiasticl spectrum of a Catholic King and even the most 'right- 

wing' Dissenterp and to the assumed necessity of the King's depend- 

ence upon the Anglicans in view of the numerical inferiority of 

Roman Catholics. The same postulates prevented the King from seeing 

that the policies implied by the continuance of the Church-Court 

alliance and those necessary to the achievement of his desideratum 

were conflictingg perhaps incompatible. His whole conception of the 

Church and of Nonconformity at his accession worked against his 

envisaging the achievement of his aims through any other medium but 

the combination of forces which had brought success to the concluding 

years of his brother's reigns a firm alliance with the Church and 

Tory interesto and the financial backing of Louis XIVo 

In James's mind the Church was synonymous with loyalism, and 

Nonconformity with exclusion, republicanism and seditiono(l) His 

close friend William Penn saw that fundamental to the King's 

religious feeling was a belief in an institutionalised Churchq with 

a hierarchy and a sacramental systemp with the full apparatus of 

altarst surplices and censers; that in all of these respects, and 

reinforced by an affinitive theologyp the English High Church looked 

to him like a near approximation to Romep lacking only the final 

essential of obedience to the Pope. 
(2 ) 

The King's minimisation of 

the importance of this 'final essential' led him to hope for con- 

versions among High Church ecclesiastics and this, in turnt 

(1) Barillon to Louist 26 February, 0. J. Foxp Early Part of the 
Reign of James II (1808)t appendix xxxii ; Barillon 10 February 
16867-7p Baschetp 168; Millerp 207-208; James to Williamp 
10 September 1685P Dalrymple Up appendix part I bko 29 53. 
See K. Feilingy A History of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)p 
1809 205. 

(2) Ibidq 205; Buranellit 689 118. 
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reinforced his desire to remove the disabilities on Roman Catholics 

It wasp perhapsp the religious affinity which James felt with the 

Church whose loyalty had withstood-the test of the civil warsy the 

interregnum. and exclusiong which caused him to expect so much of her 

alliance. His actions and words regarding the Church often revealed 

a disappointed mang baffled and incensed that those in whom he had 

put so much trust should drag their heels. The explanation was often 

to be found in the vicious circle of a friendship betrayed, injuries 

recoiling upon themselves: Anglicans opposing the King because he 

appointed Catholics to civil and military office; the King ostent- 

atiously making such appointments because of Anglican opposPiono 

James had believed that it was in 'the interest of monarchy to 

preserve the Church of &gland as by law established''and asserted 

that he had 'constantly joined with the Bishops and [th3 loval party 

in Parliament'. He failed to understand 

'how men could apprehend danger from Poperyp which was so 

inconsiderable a body and forclosed from all employments, 

while they overlooked the imminent danger of being swallowed 

up by Presbytery and Fanaticism, which had already overspread 

the face of the Kingdomy'and had the impudence to propose in 

Parliament the repeal of the Act of the 35 of Queen Mizabeth 

and the Corporation Actq and indeed all such laws asAOYVbeen 

counted the Church of England's only bulwark against them'. 
(2) 

Hencep whilst James might talk to Penn about tolerationj(3) 

(1) Miller, 71,202; Buranellip 118. 

(2) J. S. Clarke (ed)v The Life of James the Second King of Bigland 
&c* Collected out of Memoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) It 656. 

(3) Janney, 265-6. 
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employ the odd Nonconformist Physiciang(l) and be at pains to demon- 

strate to the Anglicans at Court that he believed it 'unlawful' to 

force a mang much less a whole Kingdomp to apostaSisep 
(2) 

the idea 

of a general indulgence was one of the farthest thoughts from his 

mind when he acceded. Jacques-Benigne Bossuetp 'intellectually thel 

most powerful and persuasive of A contemporary Catholic thinkersit 

had just castigated the idea of toleration for heresy as destructive 

to Roman Catholic order and the advancement of the Faithp as well as 

inhibitive of the good governance of a Christian Kingq and was 

currently reviving St. Augustine's arguments for persecution to 

rationalise Louis XIVIs measures against the Huguenotsp thus removing 

from the minds of the faithful the last doubts on the score of forc- 

ible extirpation. 
(3) 

Although James well understood-the differences 

between the political environment in which Bossuet wrote and the one 

in which he ruledp he appreciated enough of his 'good governance' 

argument to oppose the idea of toleration for Dissenters if only 

because it would unleash their political potential which hep like the 

Churchmeny had learned to fear (and possibly exaggerate). 
(4) 

Before 

his accessiong he had told Charles that to ruin the Dissenters 

politically was the only way to control a section of society whichp 

by long experience, 'he had found was never to be gained by concessions 

(1) Samuel Haworth. DNB IXj 247; CRv 254- 

(2) J. S. Clarke (ed)q op cit, it 656; 11,3j 6,14- 

(3) J-B Bossuetp Discours sur 11histoire Universelle (Paris 1681), 
41-42; H. Daniel-Ropsq The Church in the Seventeenth Century 
(Eng. edit. Lond. 1963)v 264-266; Jonesp 77t 89. The Works 
of Bossuet were widely circulated in England during James's 
reign. M. V. Hayp The Enigma of James 11 (1938)9 101Y 104-59 
107; VCH London (1909) It 345- 

(4) illon to Louis, 16 VUY 
,, 

16859 Ce Je Foxt Early Part 
the Reign of James 11 (1808)9 appendix tO Cragg 

It 166; m. V. Hayp op citv 80. 
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nor indulgence'. (') 

On 19 February 1685 James spoke to Barillon of $liberty of 

consciencetv but only in favour of Catholics. Barillon told Louis 

'I do not-imagine his plans will include the Nonconformists and the 

Presbyterians'. 
(2) 

Howeverp by January 1686 James was telling 

William that he had always been against 'persecuting anX, for their 

religion'. 
0) 

Although by the beginning of 1686 he may have begun 

to entertain the idea of a general toleration as one-of a. number of 

political possibilitiesp it is equally probable that he was merely 

telling Louis and William what he thought they wanted to hearp or, 

that he had rationalised the continued persecution of Dissenters as 

the har-assment of politic4l dissidents. His enthusiasm for the 

suppression of 'field conventicles' when the Scottish Parliament met 
(4) in 1685 was because he believed them to be potentially subversive. 

In his fairly sympathetic interpretation of the motives behind 

James's policies John Miller does not include the belief in or the 

pursuit of liberty of conscience as one of them* Before the accessiong 

and afterg-James 'advocated a policy which would strengthen the Crownt 
-to 

afford relief to Papists (but not A Dissenters) and open the way for 

the employment of Catholics in Irelandl*(5) Even the apologists of 

James II have not inferred that James had always believed in liberty 

of conscience; presenting it rather as an expedient forced upon him 

. by the '-defection' of the Anglicans. 
(6 ) 

To doubt the consistency 

(1) J. S. Clarke (ed)p op oitv 1,690. 
(2) Barillon to Louisq 19 February 1685, Dalrymple 110 app. pt. 19 

bk. 29 3; M* V. Hayq op citj 81. 

(3) James to William, 26 January 16869 Dalrymple 119 pt. ll appendix 
to bks. 3 and 49 108-109- 

(4) J. S. Clarke (ed)v op cito 119 13. 
(5) Millery 197P 1989 1999 201o 
(6) J. a. Clarke (ed), op oitq Ijq 102-103. See also pp 111-112. 
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and sincerity of James as a tolerationistp howeverg is not to imply 

that he intended to impose Catholicism by force; the near- 

inevitability of a Protestant succession would have made thatj at 

bestp something to dream about. 
(') 

It was perhaps not insignificant that Roger LlEstrange - with 

twenty-five years as the Church's most outspoken opponent of Noncon- 

formity, and proponent of severe persecutiong behind him 
(2)_ 

should 

within weeks of the accessiong receive a knighthoody direct royal 

support as one of the candidates for Winchester, in the March Electiong 

and a warrant ordering him strictly to enforce the regulations con- 

cerning treasonable and seditious publications (which he took to 

include Baxter's ]Paraphrase of the New Testamýnt). It was even 

rumoured in high places that he was about to become a peere(3) 

In addition to James II's affinity with the Church of Fhglandq 

and his aversion for Nonconformityp there was enough on purely 

pragmatic grounds to reoommend the Church - which he knew well 

enough would never approve a general toleration - as his political 

ally rather than the Dissenters in a programme aimed at the civil 

emancipation of Roman Catholics. First, he knew only too well that 

Catholics were a small minorityp powerless on their own. 
(4) 

He may 

also have realised that they were far from being a cohesive minority. 

The conservative, recusant aristocracy and gentry had little in 

common with the cosmopolitan court Catholics, and nothing at all 

with the Irish Catholics. Andl like the Nonconformist gentry and 

(1) Miller$ 199. 
(2) DNB XIq 999-1004- 
(3) HMC Ilth Reporty app, pt. Vp 123; DNB XIj 1004-1005; 

Luttrell Ip 340- See alsop 367- 

(4) J. S. Clarke (ed)q op cito Ip 656. 



107 

for the same reasonsp they were of much diminished wealth and 

influence in their localities. 
(I) 

On the basis of Sheldon's 

diocesan reports of 1676 it is clear that even had a coalition of 

political forces been possible between Catholics and Dissenterap 

the numerical weakness of such a coalition in the face of the great 

Anglican preponderance would have been such as to render it of 

dubious viability. 
(2) 

Hence the requirements of the King's policy of aid to his 

co-religionists at the outset increased rather than diminished the 

strength of the Church-Court alliance. From this timel until the 

two great absolutes the Xing's desideratum and the Church's 

conception of itself came into collisiong the Policy toward Non- 

conformists changed very little. The evidence which exists shows 

signs of increased persecution at local level. Thisp frequently 

taking the form of the victimisation. of particular dissenting pastorog 

led to a large-scale migration and emigration of Nonconformist clergy 

who had withstood previous storms of persecution. It was also one 

of the factors whichp together with the attitude of the Nonconform- 

ists toward the new King and the concomitant fear widespread among 

them of the imminent triumph of Popery in &gland through his 

policiesp led to the two major political developments involving 

Nonconformists in 1685. The first was the ripening of the latent 

propensity for civil disobediencep evident in certain areas at the 

end of the previous reignp into a Nonconformist Rebellion. The 

(1) Joneav 79-80; Millerg 26,27p 206; Peanp 138* Hugh Aveling 
describesthis latter development as it affected the Catholic 
gentry families in the North Riding of Yorkshire between 1642- 
1691. H. Avelingp Northern Catholiost the Catholic Recusants 
of the North Riding of Yorkshire 1558-1790 (1966)9 352-9. He 
concluded (P- 358)s 'Our survey of the Catholic gentry of the 
Riding leaves us with a very strong impression of aristo- 
cratic decayq well-advanced'. 

(2) A. Browning (ed)v English Historical Documents 1660-1714 
(1953)9 413-414- 
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second was the reappearance of the Nonconformist politioikne, whose 

political bent had been made evident during Exclusionp William of 

Orange's visit to England in 1681 andq in some cases through the 

Rye House Plotp as anti-Court candidates in the 1685 Election and 

the nucleus of thecpposition in the second session of the 1685 

Parliament. Yet during this periodl thanks to the efforts of William 

Penn and the Court Quakersp the feasibility of winning over the 

Dissentersp through a general indulgencep to a programme involving 

the abrogation of the Test and Penal Laws, first dawned on the King's 

mind* 

It was unfortunate for the prospects of such a projectl 

howeverp that the dawn of the idea should have been contemporaneous 

with the arrival in England of the exiles from Louis XIV's final 

onslaught on the Huguenots. The tales of woe that the Huguenots 

broughtwith themy the increasing persecution in Diglandy the beginn- 

ings of the anti-Popery preaching campaign of the Anglicansp and the 

rumours which surrounded the dissolution of Parliament in Novemberp 

led to a Popish Peril scare of traditional dimensions among Noncon- 

forMiBtS. Thisp together with the developments of the previous reigno 

served to case-harden the Dissenters against anything that a Catholic 

King might propose. 

2 

With the Anglican-Court Alliance reaffirmed by the new King in 

the first utterances of his reignp neither activist nor quietist 

among the Dissenters found much hope of relief* A few Quakers, 
r 
aware of the friendship between the King and William Penn, might hope 
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for ease from persecutiong but even they believed thatp with equal 

probabilityq 'worse timesImight be at handp and that'burning of 

hereticst. might comein vogue again'. 
(') 

Dissenters in Bristol, 

still suffering the excesses of the magistrates and ecclesiastical 

authoritiesq half hoped that James would 'stay the persecuting fury 

of the AnglicansIq but were not surprised when he did not* 
(2) 

Most 

Dissenters had anticipated the accession with the gravest appre- 

hensions. (3 ) 
Those who had attributed the great persecution since 

1681 to Popish influences upon the late Kingq now had the grim 

satisfaction of having their fears voiced as facts by certain high- 

placed young Anglican divinesp and looked forward to perilous timesf4) 

Ralph Thoresby bewailed the gloomy prospect of Popery'. 
(5) 

Baxter 

believed that the very worst could be expected now that 'bare-faced 

Popery lifted7its head among us'. With the Anglican-Court alliance 

consolidated, the Dissenteradhould not only expect 'greater rigours 

and severities than before' butp if it were possibleplextirpation,, 
(6) 

In publiog however, Dissenters declined to comment on James's 

accession. Certain of the Anglicansy who had expected outrages from 

themp may have interpreted this silence as evidence that Nonconformity 

was already broken. On 10 February Rochester commentedý . 1, Cvery- 

(1) Sewel 119 443- 
(2) Lyon Turner MS-89-139 XI 2. 
(3) Benneto Memorialv 294; Palmer It 66; W. B. Shawq The Story of 

Presbyterianism in Wigan (1912)v 43- 44- 

. 4brdq"g4e, 
(5) Jo Hunter (ed)p The Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) It 180. 
(6)' Calamyp Abridgementv 366. Part of this quotationg as well as 

others from the same sourcet is based on the assumption thatv 
in the Abridgemento Baxter's statements in the first person 
were often reproduced in the third person by Calamy. A. Gordon, 
'Calamy as a Biographerlp CHST VI (1913-15)p 236. 
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thing iS calm and quiet to a wonder'. 
(1) 

On 21st Ormond referred 

to the 'alacrity and quietness' of the King's accession as if it 

were surprising, and seemed to be putting it down to the fact that 

substantial opposition had not survived the 1681-5 Purge- 
(2) 

Sir 

John Reresby said that 

'it was a strange effect of power from above that so strong 

a party as had not long before appeared in Parliament to 

exclude the Duke of York from the Crown of his ancestors 

should submit to his now coming to it with so great deference 

and submissionl. 
(3) 

It is likely that the silence of the Nonconformists surprised no one 

more than the Ringo who during the Exclusion years had come to 

anticipate quite a different reception from them. 
(4) 

Of the 361 

laudatory addresses printed week by week in the Gazettey none came 

from a Nonconformist source. 
(5) 

The Nonconformist apologist Daniel 

Neal reproduced an address allegedly sent to the King by a group of 

Quakersp and his lead was followed by a Quaker historiang (6 ) 
but 

despite the fact that an identical address appears in Lord Preston's 

Letter ýookp(7) it is fairly certain that it was composed by a non- 

Quaker with a satirical purposes its style is overdone - especially 

its use of the Ithees' and Ithous' - and is out of line with the 

(1) HMCq Ormond VSS VII (1912)t 317- 
(2) Ibidv 325-6. 
(3) Reresby, 352. 
(4) See HMC 15th Report, app. Pt- 59 Savile Foljambe USS (1897)v 

133-4; Barillon to Louisj 26 Februaryp C. J. Foxg Early 
Part of the Reign of James 11 (1808) v app. xxxi, XVWI*I, 

(5) London Gazette Nos. 2007-2027; Luttrell 1,3299 331Y 332-9v 
3409 342-4- 

(6) Neal V. 2; J. Goughp A History of the Quakers (1789) IIIP 
160-161. 

(7) HMC 7th Reporty appendix (1878)v 379. 
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style adopted by the Quakers in their addresses of 1687-(') This 

bogus address was of a piece with a number of scurrLlous verses, 
full of flattery for James, that were doing the rounds in March 

1685 bearing the initials 1W. P. 1 and which made necessary a published 

denial by Penn. 
(2) 

The pseudo-address and the verses were the first of a series 

Of lampoons levelled against the Quakers in general and William Penn 

in particular which continued until the end of the reign and left 

their mark in Whig history. As such they were the first evidence of 

public recognition of the special position which the Society of 

Priends was to occupy in the reign of James IIp and of the influential 

status which Penn was to enjoy at Court until his moderate ideas were 

outpaced by events in 1688. Among the dissenting sectsp only the 

Quakers noted any marked decline in persecution after James's 
(3) 

accession. Only the Quakersy long accustomed to looking to the 

King as their potential ally against the remainder of the politico- 

ecclesiastical, establishmentp were prepared to make unlimited use of 

James to allay persecution and promote toleration. And only the 

Quakers - unaware of the 'Popish Peril' 
(4) 

and with no brief for or 

against the royal prerogative - would have no compunction about 

extending the toleration which they soughtp together with complete 

(1) London Gazette Nos. 2238y 22459 2252p 2270,2273,2282p 2287- 
Neal gave Sewel as his sourcep but SeWel (119 443) does not 
mention the address. J. Toulminp who revised Neal in 1797P 
believed the address to be apocryphalp as did Janney (266-7)- 

(2) W. Pennq Fiction Found Out (April 1685); Janney, 271; 
Buranelli, 83,84. 

(3) Besse IP 473. o. f. J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational History 
(1866)p 87- 

(4) Penn did not believe in a 'Catholic Menace'; he asserted that 
the Tories and the Churchcf England were the main enemies of 

'. the radical sects. A. Colep 'The Quakers and the English 
Revolution', Crisis in I)aroPe'1560-1660. ed. T-Aston (1965)t 
357. 
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political equalityp to the King's co-religionists. For these reasons 

the Quakers must be discussed as a special casey separately from the 

other sects. 

Basicallyq the 'special' position of the Quakers was founded 

on a paradox: their dogmatic intransigence made them the obvious 

targets for persecution; yet from the accession of James they wereq 

though theologically the least congenialy the most favoured of the 

dissenting groups. 

Their rigid fundamentalism brought them into conflict with 

the authorities on a number of headst their refusal to pay tithest 

which they held to be a Levitical custom abrogated by the death of 

Christ; their literal interpretation of the'biblical injunction 

'swear not at all'i their $levelling' customs - especially the 

refusal to do 'hathDnourl - which so often incurred the wrath of 

local magistrates; their determination to assemble and evangelise 

regardless of the law or the current approach to its enforcement; 

their refusal to make use of the Anglican clergy for marriages and 

funerals; andp as pacifists, their refusal to join the militia. 
(') 

Quakersp in every locality where they were to be foundp were regul- 

arly being brought before the local magistrate for meeting in convent- 

icles, and before the ecclesiastical courts for non-payment of tithes 

and non-attendance. In each case the instigator of the prosecution 

was the parish priest working through the hated informersp a situation 

which the Quakers clearly understood and which the quaker courtiers 

tirelessly pointed out to the King during 1685- 

Besse 1,1-2; Sewel IIv 444-450; Cragg 119 32,35Y 399 43p 
47i See W. M. Wigfieldp 'Recusancy and Nonconformity in Bedford- 
shiretp Publications ofthe Bedfordshire Historical Record 
Society XX (1938)p 187- 
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The favoured position of the Quakers was owing partly to the 

sheer persistence with which theSr ha brought their sufferings before 

the Court since 1660p(l)butj more importantlyl to the unique position 
I 

of William Penn. The curious'personal friendship between James and 

Penn dated back to 1673p had been consolidated by the committal of 

Penng by the wish of his aying fatherp to James's care; and subsequ- 

ently had been strong enough to weather many pressures and tensions 
! 2) 

That Penn was an influential figure at Court from the accession of 

James II and that he continued to enjoy that status for most of the 

reign that followedv says a great deal for the King's magnanimity. 

Although Penn sympathised with James's objective of ameliorating the 

lot of his co-religionists, the King was constantly treated to the 

spectacle of his close friend vigorously castigating the Catholic 

Faith and denyingg in the most explicit terms9 charges that he was a 

crypto-Catholic. Penn's Seasonable Caveatagainst Popery, 9 originally 

published in 1670, went through a number of re-printso Fiction Found 

out (1685) did not stop at a denial of Penn's authorship of the 

scurrilous doggerelp but went on to villify the King's religion. 
(3) 

His publicised. self-defence against John Tillotson's persistent 

accusations of crypto-Catholicism revealed a grim determination to go 

to any lengths to shake off the Romanist labelp but it did not upset 

his relationship with the King. 
(4) 

Even this was not enough to 

convince Nonconformist and Anglican opinion and, in an effort to stave 

off the widespread accusations that he was a Jesuit current in the 

(1) See above pp. 60-63; Penng 12,199 20-28P 45-46. 

(2) Janneyp 265-6; Buranellip 49-66; Penno 51 219 739 113- 

(3) Buranellip 83t 84- 

(4) janneyl 273-6. 



114 

summer of 1688 Penn published another execration of the King's 

faith on 24 October 1688. It is perhaps significanty howeverp that 

in the same pamphlety written when James's plans had collapsed and 

an invasion was impending, Penn could attest tha 'He [James] never 

refused me.. repeated proofs' of the sincerity of his belief in complete 

toleration 'as often as I had any poor sufferers for conscience sake 

to solicit.. help forl. 
(l) 

But Penn's open disavowals of Catholicism 

were not the only things calculated to annoy James. In 1678-9 he 

had professed faith in the Popish Plotý and was involved in Whig 

electioneering. In 1683 he had published EnglandIs Great Interest 

Discoveredq described by his biographer as 'pro-Sidney propagandalp 

and in 1684 he was 'informed of for meeting with men of the Whig 

stamp$. As far as is knownp James never made Penn pay for these 

indiscretions. 
(2) 

In fact Penn and James, despite the differences of their 

religious beliefsp had a substratum of opinion in common. Both had 

a deep respect for the Church of Englandp but wished to abolish its 

powers to oppress non-Anglicans. 
(3) 

Both abhorred Puritanismg Penn 

at least as much as James. Having reacted against the Calvinism 

taught him at Oxford by John Owen and at the college at Saumur by 

Moses AmyrasAtq he hated it with the anger of an apostateg and he was 

a strong believer in free will and salvation for all. 
(4) 

They were 

United in their hope for the immediate religious toleration of an 

oppressed and spurned minority; both advocated strong central 

w. Pennp Letter to William POPPle (24 October 1688)t Works of' 
William Pennp ed. J. Besse (1726) Iv 135-6; janneyp 341-7. 

(2) Buranelli, 74P 759 84-85; Penng 31-389 73P 108-109- See above 
pp. 65-66. 

(3) Buranellig 120. 
(4) Ibidq 69. 
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government by a God-appointed King. 
(') 

Both abominated the memory 

of the Great Rebellion and the political behaviour to which it had 

ledp identifying respectively with the two outcast religious groups 
4 

which had borne the brunt-of its persecution. 

10 what did not the Bloodthirsty Spirit in its day? ' fulmin- 

ated Penn; 'these were the great pretending Presbyteriansp 

Independentsq and Anabaptistsv fightingg kickingg knockingy 

robbingg imprisoningp and murthering an Innocent People$. 
(2) 

To the substratum of opinion common to James and Penn in 1685, howeverp 

was also. to be added, as the reign progressedo the common experience% 

of motives caricatured and intentions misinterpreted by the same 

national hysteria. 

The lampoons against Penno sometimes from vithin his own secto 

were especially unfairg since his position at Court, as he tirelessly 

pointed outp was unofficial and unsought, the bent of his advice 

moderatep And his presence there at all merely activated by the same 

aim that had brought Qualoars to Whitehall ever since the Restorationg 

to . 
secure releases. 

(3) 
In factv Penn's objective in returning to 

England had been partly to solicit the liberation of certain of his 

friends recently imprisonedv and partly to obtain a favourable 

settlement on the Pennsylvanian boundary dispute. Beyond the 

achievement of the latter objectivel he repeatedly promised his 

Steward that he would not remain in England 'another daylp but 

would return to Pennsylvaniai where his presence was necessary to 

Buranellip 70; rennp 111-113- 
(2) w. renng The Christian Quaker (1674)t preface. cited Buranellip 

70- See W. -Beck (ed)q The London Friends' Meetings: Showing 
the Rise of the Society of Friends in London (1869)9 30-31- 

(3) Buranelliq 779 78P 79- 
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solve certain problems of paramount importance to the colony which 

had emerged since his departure. 
(') 

Even as late as October 16851 

he was still intending to sail as soon as the boundary dispute was 

settled* 
(2) 

An Order in Council settling this dispute in Penn's 

favour was issued on 13 November 16859 
Mbut 

in March 1686 he was 

still writing to his Steward telling him that he was in a hurry to 

(4) 
get away. In September he felt-it necessary to go into a detailed 

explanation as to whyp even nowp he could not quit England. By the 

use of obstructionist tacticsp Lord Baltimore was successfully 

preventing the implementation of the Order in Council of the previous 

November; hence Penn had decided to remain in England 'to see an end 

to that', and had* determined1not to leave unfinished that which I 

came for'. 
(5) 

But the rectification of the rennsylvania border was 

only part of what Penn had 'come forlp and the limited aim of solic- 

iting the liberation of a few personal friends had by this time, and 

perhaps months beforeq developed into a wider objective of assisting 

in the establishment of liberty of conscience in &gland. This 

prospect had already involved him in a visit to the Hague in an 

, (6) 
effort to persuade william, to endorse his cause and had led him 

to r4CVlfO Holland House in preparation for a longer stay in 

'(7) Ragland than he had originally anticipated* 

While William Penn was the most influential Nonconformist at 

(1) W. Penn to J. Harrisont 11 July 16859 Janneyq 267-8- See Pennq 
vii-ixt 73- 

(2) Janney, 2a-lDj 27fo. 
(3) Janneyp 276. 
(4) W. Penn to J. Harrisong tj March 16869 Janneyq 281-1. 

(5) W. Penn to J. Harrisong 23 September 16860 Janneyp 284-5- 

(6) Janneyq 281-% 1 284- 
(7) Whiting, 181; janneyt 267-8. 
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the Court of James II andp with the possible exception of the 

Presbyterian Sir John Baberp(l) the only one of any standing until 

the 1687 Indulgencep there were other Quakers who periodically 

presented themselves at. Whitehall from MarchI685 and undoubtedly 

contributed toward the indulgence policy. One of these was Robert 

Barclayt who felt it necessary to publishp after the Revolutionp 

a complete account of his dealings with James. It is interesting 

that his connection with Jamesy which dated from 1676, had led him 

to accept on trustp as Penn didp the sincerity of the deposed 

monarch's expressed belief in toleration. Through the influence of 

James when Duke of York the Barclay family had acquired an estate at 

Urie in Scotland. 
(2) 

George Whitehead, who had had a great deal to 

do with the 1672 Indulgencep(3) Alexander Parkerp and Gilbert Lateyj 

were other Quakers at the Court of James 11; 
(4) 

the three last 

presented a petition on behalf of the Society of Friends to James II 

on 2 March 1685. This 'humble petition' pointed out that 19460 

Quakers were at that time in prison in England and Walesp among whom 

were at least 200 women; 'Many under, sentence of. praemunire... and 

more than 300 near it; not for refusing the substance of allegiance 

itselfp but only because they dare not swear'. It asserted thatp of 

the 320 Quakers who had died in prison since 1660, tnear 1001 had 

been since 1680, The counties with the highest number of Quaker 

prisoners were Yorkshire (279)9 Devon (104)9 the City of Bristol (103)9 

(1) Morrice Pt 594; R. A. Beddardq 'Vincent Alsop and. The Emancipa- 
tion of Restoration DissentIp JEH LUVpNo. 2 (1973)p 175- 

(2) Pennv 113-114; Braithwaitep 118-119. 

(3) Braithwaitev 82-83; W. Beok (ed)f OP Citt 176-7. 
(4) R. Hawkins (ed), 'Friends Library: Consisting Principally of 

Journals.. of Members of the Society of Friends (1834) IXv 
779 78; Whiteheadp 575-9; Whiting, 179- 
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Suffolk (79), Lancashire (73), and London and Middlesex (66). 

Quakers were being 'convicted unsummoned and unheard in their own 

defence1q many had been fined C20 a month over a long Period or had 

had two-thirds of their goods confiscatedq and they were being 

sPoliated by rapacious informers who left them without furniture, 

cattle or implements. Whitehead concluded his reading of the petition 

by reminding the King that his brother had issued a Declaration of 

Indulgence 'and put forth letters of pardon under the Great Beal. 

He also cannily urged that the defence of the Church of England and 

an indulgence for Dissenters were not mutually exclusive objectives.. 

Somewhat to the surprise of the three Quakersp James agreed with this 

assertiong promised a pardon and undertook 'to see what measures could 

be taken' to curtail the endeavours of the informers. 
(') 

BY 4 March 

Whitehead and Latey had lobtainedg by the King's commission' from 

the Lord Treasurer a 'warrant to the Clerk of the Pipe' for a stay of 

process till the next term on four sheets (fourteen columns) of 

names. 
(2) 

The rumours of the King's response to the petition circulated 

rapidly among the Quakers and softened the attitude of many towards 

him. The petitioners themselves believed that they had provoked the 

discussion of liberty of conscience at Court as a practical exped- 

ient. 
(3) 

William Penn was more cautious. on 16 March he wrote to 

a friend that 'severities continue stillp but some ease to us [is] 

faintly promised.. [the King] said he desired not that peaceable people 

(1) Sewel IIP 443-49 451-4; Janney, 266-7; R. Hawkins (ed), op citt 
77- 

(2) R. Hawkins (ed)p Friends Library: Consisting Principally of 
Journals.. of Members of the Society of Friends (1834) IXv 77- 
78. 

(3) Sewel 119 453- 
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sliould be disturbed for their religion'. He was careful to point 

out., however, that the King had given him to understand that no 

releases could be expected untilp at the earliest, when Parliament 

met. 
(') 

In generaly howeverp Quakers were confident, some believing 

that 'liberty of conscience was in the press' but that the King was 

being delayed by Anglicans who had promised to support toleration 

(2) 
Probaotq 

for Roman Catholics but not for Dissenters. Pa t*5is'belief 

Margaret Foxg the wife of the aged founder of the Quaker movementp 

aided by William Meadeq drew up two papers to present to James and 

began to seek an opportunity to present theme 

They were received by James, who listened patiently to their pleas 

to end persecution but made no commitment. At home in Newcastle- 

under-Lyme Margaret Fox noted that persecution was unabated. There- 

foreplix- IOAO after her visit to Londong she wrote to the King* 

Although she received no direct response to this letter she concluded 

that, 'as her persecutors troubled her no 

mcre.. the rrivy Council given them a private cautionl. 
(3) 

George Whiteheadq Wlilat jL, 1iCC4MjC tl(INr4L-ý that the pardon promised 41 

in March was somewhat overduep(4) paid a second visit to Court in 

Mayp accompanied by Robert Barclayy and presented a second petition. 

This petition rehearsed the arguments of its predecessorp but 

contained a subtle twist. The heavy fines levied on Quakers were not 

being paid into the Exchequer it was argued, but were feathering the 

(1) W. Penn to T. Lloydq 16 March 1685P imneyp 263-4. Luttrell 
reported talk of 'a toleration' before the end of Februaryp 
though he believed that it would be onlyfbr Roman Catholics. 
Luttrell IP 3269 332. See Millerp 195- 

(2) Sewel 11,453-4- 
(3) 1. Rossq Margaret Fell Mother of Quakerism (1949), 3259 327-328. 

AW 
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nests of informersp who were awarded one third of the fine as 

compensation for services rendered. Appeals against fines were 

'too 6xpensiveg having regard to the treble costs against an 

unsuccessful appellant, but no costs or restorations were granted 

against informers who made unjust or unsuccessful prosecutions*(l) 

This petition led to the first positive action by the King onbehalf 

of the Quakers; all writs for the seizing of Quakers' estates were 

suspended until the next law term* Whitehead, who had hoped for 

morep was very disappointed. 
(2) 

Despite jiia and the hints of the Quaker courtiers on the 

feasibility of an indulgence for persecuted Nonconformists and despite 

the continued efforts of-Penn to direct the King's mind toward such 

a project, 
(-? )there 

was as Yet no evidence at all of the emergence of 

the policy of favouritism which the Court was to extend toward Quakers 

after the General Pardon of Marchl686. 
('P 

In factp the only signifi- 

cant action taken by the Court to shield anY religious group from 

persecution was the continuation of a policy which pre-dated the 

accession of James. On 27 February 1685 the King issued warrants to 

(1) Whiteheado 575ý-587; Whiting, 180. 

(2) Whiteheadq 6og-614- See R. Hawkins (ed), op cit, ix. In fact 
the Quakers mentioned in the Lord Treasurer's Warrant of 4 March 
1685 did not receive a pardon until March 1686. R. Hawkins (ed)p 

OP Cito 78-79; See below pp. 2349 241-242. 

i6- -7'0-. - -S'ee -'P-e'n'n^ Jaaneyp' 265-69 267-8,117- 

See belowp pp. 238-253. 
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the Justi. ces of Assize for the Midlandq Northernp Western, Homep 

Norfolk and Oxford circuitsp to the JPs of Westmorlandp Cumberlandq 

Northumberland and Durhamt and to the Mayor of Newcastle-upon-Tynep 

to the effect thatp in pursuit of his late brother's intention of 

pardoning the offences against the laws relating to church attendance 

and taking the Oaths of Allegiance and Supremacy of 

$such of his subjectsivhohad been sufferers in [the] late 

Rebellion for their loyaltyp or whose parents or nearesi 

relations had been then sufferers for their loyalty)or who 

hAVEthemselves testified their loyalty and affection to the 

Government Iv 

they should discharge and set at liberty all such of His Majesty*s 

subjects in prison or under restraint for'these offences who should 

produce certificates of loyalty 'under the hands of two or more of 

the Justices of the Peace or Deputy Lieutenants ý. the respective 

counties,. 
(') 

This policy was reinforced by a further warrant, on 18 Aprilq 

to all persons *OrdS44J ecclesiastical jurisdiction-. In pursuance 

of the late King*s intention of pardoning all such of his subjects 

'who had been sufferers in the late Rebellion for their loyalty or 

whose parents or nearest relations had been sufferers-ý-8tc' but who 

were nevertheless being prosecuted for refusing to take the oathat or 

for not coming to church or taking the Sacrament; that 'all process 

and proceedings' in regard to 'the several persons mentioned in the 

schedule annexed Eholhad produced certificates of the loyalty and 

sufferings of themselves and their familieslp should be 'wholly 

(1) CSPD 1685Y 52-53. 
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superseded and stayed'. This second warrant was more than an 

ordinary 'stay of process'. $All process and proceedings' were not 

merely to be superseded for the twenty persons from the London area 

mentioned in the scheduleg but for 'all others for whom such certifi- 

cates [of loyalty] should -%hereafter be produced' andp furtherp no 

process should -,; hereafter be made against either group for any of 

the causes mentioned until the King's pleasure should be signified. 
4) 

In other words persons producing certificates of loyalty would receive 

what amounted to a dispensation. 

A warrant in exactly the same terms as that of the 1.8 April 

was issued to the ecclesiastical authorities in Herefordshire and 

Radnorshire on behalf of 223 named Irecusants' on 30 MaY- 
(2) 

Anotherv 

in almost the same terms as, those of 27 Februaryp was issued to all 

Justices of'Assize on 10 August. All those in prison or under 

restraint for ecclesiastical offences - 'or upon some other statutes 

made against Popish Recusants' - and who had produced certificates 

of loyalty should be released and process terminated. 
(3) 

It is 

interesting that a warrant of 16 October to the ecclesiastical 

authorities in London for stay of process for YAixteen named personý4) 

.1 
given should have been revoked on 6 Novembery the King 69(4 

to understand that the certificate of loyaltY produced on behalf of 
4ý 

. 
(5) 

the said persons obtai "A by surprise' 

The encouragement given to the persecution of Dissenters in 

(1) CSPD 16859 131-132. 
(2) CSPD 16859 169-171. 
(3) CSPD 1685,300. 
(4) CSPD 16859 355- 
(5) CSPD 1685t 378. 
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the last years of hisxeign by Charles 119(1) James II's attitude 

to Dissenters in the first year of hisp (2) 
and the use of loyalty 

to the Crown during the Great Rebellion - with certificates counter- 

signed by two JPs or Deputy Lieutenants - as the criterion of eligi- 

bility for a dispensationg would seem to indicate that the aim of 

this exercise is unlikely to have been the protection of Nonconform- 

ists. Whilst this is not the same as saying that some Nonconformists 

did not use certificates of loyalty to acquire protectiong it would 

seem unlikely that many did. During 1685P 1686 and the first quarter 

of 1687 during which the expedient was operativep almost all JPs and 

Deputy Lieutenantsq whose dgnatures on certificates of loyalty were 

essential to their validityv were Anglicans and, although the 

Latitudinarian Anglican clergy began to look with favour on Dissenters 

during 1686, their liberal attitude was not shared by the great majority 

of magistrates. 
(3) 

The reluctance of Presbyterians and Congregation- 

alists to apply to the Licence Office set up in November 1686 would 

surely have been at least as great when the practice of applying for 

dispensations was still-less regularised prior to that date. 
(4) 

It 

must also be significant that none of the 257 names of persons who 

had produced certificates of loyalty which appear on the warrants for 

1685 
(5) 

are to be found in the Sunday by Sunday account of 

(1) Morrice Pq 409P 4151 433-41 444- See Laceyq 150-153. See 
above pp. 69-72. 

(2) J. P. Kenyong The Stuarts (1958)9 151 , 155; J. P. Kenyonp 
Robert Spencer Earl of Sanderland, (1958)p 1129 note. See 
above pp. 1029 103P 104. 

(3) Millerg 205; W. M. Wigfield, 'Recusancy and Nonconformity in 
Bedfordshirelt Publications of the Bedfordshire Historical 
Record Society XX (1938)9 148. 

(4) See below pp. 265-2669 267-269. 
(5) CSPD 16859 131-132p 169-1719 355- 
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Nonconformist persecution catalogued by Morrice between January 1682 

and April 1687P(l) or in the indices of regional histories of Non- 

conformity for the areas covered by the warrants. 
(2) 

Howeverv one Dutch observer of events in England believed that 

although Presbyteriang Independent or Baptist might be-exoluded by 

the terms of this dispensationy in view of the quietist tradition of 

the Quakers it might prove for them 'the first step toward liberty of 

conscience'. He also believed that in the schedule attached to one 

of the warrants were to be found the names of a few Quakers in the 

process of being prosecuted for refusing to take the oaths. 
(3 ) 

There 

isy howeverg no corroborative evidence - this is the sort of thing 

that would certainly have been known to Besseq who does not mention 

the Dispensation at all - nor any indication that other Dissenters 

regarded the King's warrants as any more than a move to protect 

Roman Catholics from continued Anglican persecution. 
(4) 

While 

conclusive proof is lacking that the names mentioned in the warrants 

of 18 Aprilo 30 May and 16 October were those of Roman Catholic 

recusXants, -it seems certain that no dgnificant number of them 

perhaps none - were those of Protestant Dissenters* Certificates of 

loyalty continued to be presented during 1686. 
(5) 

When the King 

waived the expedient by a warrant of 15 March 1687 he acknowledged 

(1) Morrice Pv 321 - Morrice Q9 87- 
(2) T. Reesp History of Protestant Nonconformity in Wales (18113); 

T. G. Thomas and J. Jones (eds), Brecon and Radnor Congregation- 
alism (1912); A. J. Stevensp The Story of Congregationalism in 
Brom. yard (Herefordshire) and the Neighbourhood (1930); Wilson 
I-IV* 

(3) Sewel IIP 454 -455- 
(4) Morrice Pp 453Y 460. The first warrant 'to forbear process' 

issued to benefit Quakers was almost certainly that of 4 March 
1686 issued in response to a petition from Whitehead and Lateyp 
and the first releases were those effected after 15 March 1686. 
See CTB VIIIg pt. 29 629-634; below pp. 234-235- 

(5) See below pp. 231-235- 
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its real purpose: 

'The King has formerly directed a discharge of all proceedings 

against Recusants who themselves or whose relatives were certi- 

I fied loyal. t. The King being well satisfied Ln the loyalty of 

all his Roman Catholic subjects hereby declares his pleasure 

that all things needful to be done for discharging and vacating 
Also 

upon record all convictions... and for restoring... unto them all A 
monies due-to the Crown and not answered to the Crown' for 

reausancys(l) 

In a warrant a few days earlier he had ordered 

'the restoringg paying and discharging to all*.. his subjects 

who shall appear to be of the Roman Catholic religiong all 

monies grown due or that shall grow due... : all whether., 

certificates of loyalty.. be produced or not'. 

The editor of the Warwick County Records concludes that the 

warrants of 27 February 1685 and thereafter were intended to relieve 

'Popish Recusante . 
(3) 

It is difficult to avoid John Miller's con- 

clusion that 'the use of loyalty certificates was a convenient way 

of distinguishing between Catholics and Dissenters without doing so 

in overtly denominational terms1o Had there been a toleration in 

1685 it might well have embodied a distinction between 'loyal' and 

'disloyal' . dissenters. 
(4) 

In factt the efforts of william Penn notwithstandingg 1685 was 

to see no significant move by the Court toward religious toleration 

(1) CTB VIII9 Pt. 3v 1262* 

(2) CTB VIII9 Pt. 39 1246. 
(3) Warwick CR VIII9 lxv-lxvi. 
(4) Millerp 206. 



Even the warrant intended to secure relief for Roman Catholics 

rationalised their right to immunity by reference to their past 

loyalty. Had there been any doubts on this point they would have 

been destroyed by a warrant issued to Edward Angey Solicitor for 

the King in matters relating to recusancyq on 5 December ordering 

him to 'take care that all Recusants who ha4not certificates of 

their steady loyalty and obedience to the Government.. be effectually 

Prosecuted according to - law'. It was indicative that the King 

had learned something from the Quaker petitionsq however, that the 

main purpose of the warrant was to authorise Ange to ensure that all 

sums distrained from Dissenters and Recusants actually arrived in 

the Exchequers 'all by reason that divers sums.. Ievied by Justices 

on conventiclers have been concealed and never brought to accountt. 
(l) 

This warrant was followed up by another authorising Ange to ascertain 

the true value of the property and estates of those persecuted for 

non-attendance and conventiclesp presumably with the aim of maximising 

the revenue potential from this source. 
(2) 

Although there was no move by the Court at the accession or 

during the twelve months that followed it to protect Quakers, or any 

other Nonconformist group, from the effects of persecutiong Quakers 

then and subsequently persisted in the belief that the accession of 

James had brought a falling off in persecution and that this was 

traceable to Penn's influence at Court*' 
(3) 

To ascertain what truthq 

M CTB VIIIp pt. lt 467. A further Purpose behind this warrant 
may have been to prevent Dissenters deriving any indirect 
benefit from the dispensationsp primarily intended for Roman 
Catholics, through a general cessation of persecution. 

(2) CTB VIII9 pt. lp 498 (23 December). 
(3) Besse It 473 G. Croesep A General History of the 

Quakers (1696)-'119 
-105 

Sewel IIP49,4416-7; 
Janney, 279,280p 281. 
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if anyp there was in this assertiong it will be necessary to under- 

take a detailed examination of Quaker persecution between the 

publication of The Official Account of the State of the Cruel Perse- 

cution.. Inflicted on the People called Quakers, on I March 1685p(l) 

and the publication of the King's General Pardon of 10 March 1686, 

and to discover the extent to which persecution diminished after the 

accession by effecting some comparison with the year prior to the 

accession. 

Since the most complete information is available from London 

and Middlesexq and since the persecution in'this area was often a 
0 

microcosmic replicadfkAot WO Vt4iAj dVAOIWfI-' 
-x .9 

London should 

be taken first. Betwean March 1684 and March 1685P thirty-two 

Quakers in London were fined or imprisoned for preaching. One of 

thesey Whiteheadq was convicted twice* The standard fine was L201 

'Ue 
(2) 

but goods were in many cases confiscated tO, OL-grtaMr val 0 

Prosecution for meetings cry as the warrants usually read $being 

taken in a riotous and unlawful assembly' or 'convicted of a riot', 

were very numerous between March 1684 and the accession of James ID 

195 were imprisoned (sentences could be between six days and six 

weeksq occasionally more); forty-nine were fined a total of E458s 

The 

greatest suffering, howeverp was caused when the confiscation of 

property took placet in each case the value of the property confis- 

cated was far in excess of the ElO fine. 
(3) 

(1) The figures used by Whitehead in his first petition were based 
on this document. The 'official Accounts' were published once 
in five years. 

(2) Besse It 462P 4659 4699 470P 471- 
(3) Besse It 467. -3468Y 469P 470P 471P 472. The usual heavy perse- 

cution for relusing to swearp refusing to join the militia and 
failure to pay tithes is omitted. See Besse It 473-41ý- 
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The first evidence of any change with the accession of James 

II was an initiative taken by the Friends themselvess appeals began 

to come in against, previous sentences* In some appeal cases inform- 

ers refused to give evidencep in others they admitted that they had 

been mistakenp but in each case 'through the influence of the 

Recorder' the former fines were upheld. 
(') 

This was a heavy financial 

blow to the Friendsp since each unsuccessful appellant had to pay 

treble costs. 
(2) 

In faotv the benefits which the Quakers later 

considered to have accrued from James's accession were not readily 

apparent for a long period. Between his accession and March 1686p 

although there are few examples of convictions for preachingg ninety- 

I)At, persons in London were fined or had goods confiscated for being 
or (3) 

'found guilty of riot' 94 meeting in a conventioleo At the time it 

would have been difficultf to convince the Quakers of Southwark that 

any benefit at all had accrued from the accession of the new king 

since 'by order of the Gowrnmentiq their meeting house was wreckedý4) 

In fact the de-escalation which had come with the accession was more 

subtle; although twice as many persons were convicted for meeting as 

in the previous twelve monthsp their penalties were much more 
(5) 

moderate. Only eight persons were imprisonedp and fines were much 

smaller; although there were still instances of persons being fined 

E10 per offencep 
(6) 

the more usual figure was six shillings and eight 

(1) Besse It 471P 472. 
(2) See Whiteheades 2nd Petitiony May 16859 Whiting, 180. 

(3) Besse It 473P 474t 4769 479- 
(4) Whiting, 179; W. Beek (ed), London Friends Meetings (1869), 219. 

(5) one in June, Seven in October* Besse It 474- 
(6) Ibid, September. 
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pence. 
(1) 

As the year progressed it became increasingly evident that 

London magistrates were showing a marked reluctance to proceed 

against quakersp and only did so at the urging of informers. 
(2) 

Unfortunately for the Friendsp howeverp a formidable body of such 

personsp mainly of the female genderp existed and were instrumental 

in breaking up a number of meetings. T& November 1685t doubtless 

after a long period of thorough detectionp two female informers 

produced an information which included a comprehensive list of 

11-i 
. -_ _(3) The Quakers from a meeting house, in 

, 
MO, -14V 

magistrates realised that they must choose between giving in to 

court pressures or giving in to pressures from informers* They 
9,.,, kw4a *PW Wt- 

made their decisiony an no ý: eosecutions resulted from this 

informationp 'for such nd of prosecutions began now to be dis- 

countenanced Courtq and the Justices became far more moderate 

than formerly., 
(4) 

Hereafterg civil persecution (as opposed to 

distresses for non-payment of tithesp instigated by the ecolesias- 

tical courts) was carried on by only a handful of magistratesp 

including the intrepid John Cleave$ who were not to be discouraged 

by any amount of Court pressure (and it could not have been strong 

at this stage)ý5) As a result of the investigations of Edward Angev 

howeverp some of the over eager informersp whose 'takings' from fines 

exceeded what was considered circumspeotp were beginning to be 

(1) e. g. Mayl October. Ibid. 
(2) Besse It 474t 4779 478. 
(3) Dated 29 November 1685- Besse IV 477-8- 

(4) Besse IV 478. 
(5) Besse IV 4789 479- 
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'brought to book', 
(') 

This general pattern of persecution in the capital was 
followed in some of the counties. Finesp though still numerousp 

were smaller in most counties than in the previous twelve monthst 

though Friends continued to be imprisoned in large numbers andp 

since provincial magistrates were slower to follow the feelings of 

the Courtv persecution lasted longer. In Berkshire forty-eix persons 

were fined a total of over E200 and five were imprisoned, (2) 
In 

Cambridgeshire three were imprisoned-for non-attendance and in 

Cumberland (jj4Vejt jailed for 'riot' (conventi ales) . 
(3) 

In Hertford- 

shire and Buckinghamshire the main groundd for persecution was for 

non-attendance and in both counties a large number of Quakers paid 

E20 per month throughout 1685- 
(4) 

In Derbyshire and Lincolnshire 

OA . increase in persecution mayba noted as between the two 

periods under comparison-M Only in Gloucestershire was there a 

very marked increase in persecution. Here -ý'riends noted that 1685 

brought the worst persecution for many yearopwith thirty imprisoned 

and fines and confiscations exceeding E800. 
(6) 

In Yorkshire there 

is evidence of a very considerable abatement of persecution for 

meetings after James II's accession. Only thirty-five were indicted 

for 'riot' (meetings) in 16859 
(7) 

in comparison with more than four 

times that number in the previous year. 
(8) 

It would appearg howeverp 

(1) Sewel IIP 455-6. 
(2) Besse Iv 369 37- 
(3) Besse ly 98p 135- 
(4) Besse Iv 829 253. 
(5) Býsse Ip 143p 14ýp 357- 
(6) Besse Ip 22; ý- 22-7* 
(7) Besse IIp 165- 
(8) Besse 11,158-164- 
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that as the Yorkshire magistrates relaxed their persecutiong the 

ecclesiastical courtsp at the instigation of the local Anglican 

clergyp intensified theirs; there was an increase in the number 

and value of fines for non-attendance and non-payment of tithes in 

the twelve months after the accession in comparison with the twelve 

months before it. 
(') 

It is clear that if Quakers did receive any relief from 

persecution before the General Pardon of March 16869 it was purely 

a matter of degree and was in particular localities. There were no 

Court directivesp and if any 'intimations' were received that an 

abatement of persecution would. be in order - probably from the assize 
(2) 

judges - they were not very clear ones and the magistrates found 

them easy to ignore. The Quakers who noticed an abatement of perse- 

cutiong howeverg believed that it was owing to the King's clemencyp 

through the intercession of Penn and the Quaker petitioners of Marchp 

April and May 1685- Andt although not one of the lP460 imprisoned 

Quakers-who had been the subject of Whitehead's petitions had been 

released by the King's intercession twelve months after the petition 

had been presentedp Quakers continued to look for favours from the 

King, despite the baleful prognostications of other Nonconformists. 

Ignorant of the constitutional implications of a programme involving 

dispensations or an indulgences innocent of the darker undertones of 

the 'Papist Designs which other Dissenters accused them of abetting) 

grateful for what they regarded as favours past and hopeful of favours 

to comes it was clear that the Quakers would hardly need to be 

'enticed' to support the political programme which the king was 

(1) Besse 11,158-1649 165- 
(2) Burnet It 672. 
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beginning to envisage by the Spring of 1686. It was of aweful 

significance for the Dissenting Alliance that such a programme 

would implyq howevery that the only dissenting sect that did not 

need to be 'enticed' was socially inferior to the othersv most 

deeply affected by quietistic attitudesp and, having suffered 

more than the other sectsq was the one on which the effectsof 

the great persecution were most manifest. 

3 

As the reign progressed the Nonconformist sectsp other than 

the Quakersp had no reason to repent the pessimistic forebodings 

they had had at the accession. Having no representative at Court 

and not caring to solicit the King for protection from the agents 

of persecutiong none of them expected anything but the worst to 

come of the reign of a Catholic King. Those with a good nose for 

Popery even thought they saw the King behind their Anglican perse- 

cutorsq and half-believed that the whole exercise was part of some 

continent-wide design 'to extirpate the Northern Heresy'. 
(') 

While 

the Quakers spoke of the decline of persecution, the other seats 

believed that it was increasing. Nonconformity's serious historians 
I 

as well as its quasi-martyrologistsp refer to 1684 and 1685 as 

representing the high-water mark of post-Restoration persecutionp 

the years that contributed disproportionately toward the catalogue 

of 609000 Isufferers'v 5POOO 'deaths in prison' and)5WO 'families 

(1) Morrice P9 460P 480P 481Y 4889 4909 498-99 504P 506P 509; Lyon 
Turner mS. 89-13, XI 3. See Bennetpidemoriall 294P 309-23. c. f. 
Evelyn IV, 487- 
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rui - ned' - the common indices of the 1662-1687 persecution. 
(') 

The 

contemporary source of these suspiciously roundp and doubtless 

inflatedp figures was the 'Account of the Nonconformist Persecution, 

prepared by an Independent minister, Jeremiah Whites This document 

had been prepared over a period of years andp were it still extantp 

would doubtless provide a valuable background to the statistics of 

persecution. Since it reflected very badly upon the Established 

Church 'representatives of the Court' made White 'very considerable 

offers' to publish it in 1686. He refused 'for fear of strengthening 

and serving the Roman Catholic interest' and the written copies of 

the manuscript have subsequently been lost. 
(2 ) 

The published 

writings of Whitep written much laterp in which he inveighed against 

Imisguided zealots in religion' and aimed 'to promote concord and 

unity among all Christianelp may suggest thatp since his Account was 

written in the different spirit of a Irevious erap he had by that 

time a motive for suppressing it himself-M 

Despite his unreliable figuresp howeverp there is evidence 

that White was correct in his general assertion that persecution 

reached a peak in 1684-5- Another documentg drawn up by a Yorkshire 

Dissenterp t. 0rrobor4f#3'+heassertion9(4) and two of the most prominent 

Presbyterians outside Londonp Oliver Heywood and Adam Martindalep 

(1) Mackintoshq 160- ; Drysdaleq 406; 7ni M'Crieq 255-6; Neal Vp 21; 
Bunyan, 323P 3309 336; T. Whiteh adq History of the Dales 
Congregational Churches (1930)9 839 121; T. Timpsong Church 
History of Kent (1859), 268. See G. G. Waddingtonp A History 
of the Independent Church at Greenacres (1854)9 26; A. E. 
Trout, 'Nonconformity in Hull1p CHST IX (1924-26)9 43; 
J. Waddingtonp Surrey Congregational History (1866)9 87ýPgfyý17/4: 1*. 

(2) Palmer Iv 211; CA, 'Sjlý W. Urwickp Noncon- 
formity in Hertfordshire (18844-278-9- 

(3) Jeremiah Whitep A Persuasive to Moderation (1708)9 preface; 
The Restoration of All Things (1709), l, 2, 

(4) MS prepared by James Smith of KiPpingq Yorks. Quoted Viallp 
91-93- 
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expressed opinions which implied that 1685 was the moot difficult 

Year in their experience of persecution. 
(') 

The records of the 

Exeter City Sessions indicate that 1685 saw the highest n=ber of 

convictions for conventicles since 1673. 
(2) 

A detailed Table of 

Sufferings for Leicestershire indicates that 1684,1685p and 1686 

were the record years for Nonconformist persecution in that county. 
(3) 

There is evidence of dissenting, congregations in Bedfordshiref Dorsetq 

Somersety Bristoly Londong Berkshirep Hertfordshire and the West 

Riding whichq having weathered twenty years-of persecutionp were 
it 4W*O4WWr5 (4) forced to 'go underground, ýr were permanently broken up in 1685- 

Since 1681 persecution in some localities had often taken the 

form of the victimisation of individual pastors, evidenced by 

repeated convictions and constant surveillance. Thus Thomas Jolly 

in Lancashire and Thomas Tregoss in Cornwall were imprisoned five 

times each. Francis Holcrofts in Cambridgeshire had been confined 

on and off for eight years by the time of his release in 1687, 

Richard Worts of Norfolk for seven yearsy and John Cromwell of 

Nottinghamshire for Sj)c . years. 
(5) 

This charaoteristic of persecu- 

tion led to a situation in whichp in the course of the next twelve 

months following James II's accessionquany Nonconformist divines, 

who had withstood ejection and long periods of persecutiony deemed 

it prudent to go into voluntary exile abroad orp in. the case of some 

(1) Miall, 93; Heywood 1119 221ASO; Martindalep 2339 234. 'OOT 
(2) Brockett, 39. 
(3) Lyon Turner MS. 89*279 44-57.. 
(4) Walter'Wilsonp US-Iq iv 189 33-35; iit 51-529 142; iiip 261; 

Bunyanp 330; W. Beck (ed)v The'London Friends' Meetings (1869), 
1439 165 note (see also pp 162-5)- See E. Terrill (ed)p The 
Records of the Church of Christ.. Broadmeadl Bristol, Hanserd 
Knollys soc. (1811.7)9 493-4. 

(5) CR9 lixy lx. 
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from the provinces, to take refuge in the relative anonymity of 

London. Of those who went abroad only one did so legallyp(l) and 

at least one ship's captain was later convicted of 'grand misdemeanour 

in spiriting and transportinguany of the King's subjects beyond the 

seas' presumably without passes. 
(2) 

In August 1685 John Howe, in 

common with a number of Nonconformists and Whigsp including Lord 

Whartong fled Y& eMM7, W-. 'In 1685P the Dissenters were run down 

universallyp and hardly anyone durst speak or write in their favour; 

and the prospects.. grew every day more and more gloomyl. 
(3) 

Howe's 

departure was so hurried that he 'had not an opportunity of taking 

leave of his friends'. He therefore on arrival at his destination 

sent a letter to his flock in London explaining that the suddenness 

of his departureq and his silence before ity had been essential. 

Even then he could not descend into the detailed reasons for it 

except to say 'that the providence of God' had given him 'the prospect 

of the present quiet abodep with some opportunity of being service- 

able'. The only reference$ albeit an abstruse one, to the specific 

circumstances which had led him to flee abroady was that he had 

never found anything so destructive to his healthplthan confinement 

to a room' whichp because of current ganger and jealousies' seemed 

A pass was issued to Philip Lord Wharton on 7 August 1685. This 
pass covered servants and hence John Howe and Nathaniel Taylor 
may have been covered as Lord Wharton's chaplains. CSPD 1685P 
441. See A. Gordong 'Calamy as a Biographerlp CHST VI (1913- 
1915)p 239. No passes were issued to the other Nonconformist 
pastors who emigrated. See CSPD 16859 433-444; 1686-7t 443-9. 

(2) CTB VIII9 pt. 2 (1686), 672-3; Luttrell 1,375- 

(3) Calamyv Howev 113; CRy 280; R. Harley to Sir Fdward Harleyq 
22 August 1685P HMO 14th Reportp app. pt. II: Portland MSS III 
(1894)9 387; T. Whiteheadq History of the Dales Congregational 
Churches (1930)p 83; R. YoHorton, John Howe (1895)t 158P 159- 
160. 
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inevitable to a person in his position who'could seldom even 'walk 

the streets'. 
(') 

In Howe's company were a number of other Presby- 

terian pastors who were 'apprehensive for the liberties of their 

countryIq including Nathaniel Taylor and John Shower, and two Whig 

politicians with Nonconformist leanings, Sir Patience Ward and Thomas 

. Papillon. 
(2) 

For younger Nonconformist ministersp like Thomas Gougev 

Holland had an advantage as a place of resort in that it afforded 

educational facilities for further preparation for the ministry. 
(3) 

For Shower it was not the first trip to the Continent to escape 

persecution. In factq he had returned to England only a matter of 

weeks before his flight in 1685- On his return he had found 'the 

vessel of nonconformity riding in a storm... Dissenting Protestants... 

hunted down by penal laws and ruined'. He had been shocked to find 

that 'the vilest men were encouraged to disturb I Dissenters in the 

worship of God'. What had led him to decide on a second flight had 

been the fact that 'it was not safe for a Dissenting minister to be 

seen in the streets of London. Their meetings were suppressed and 

many of them ýerq thrown into common jails,. 
(4) 

By April of 1686 many of those who had fled in the previous 

year were 'settled in pretty comfortable circumstances' in the 

university cities of Utrecht and Leyden. John Howe was lecturing 

at the University of Utrechtq and there were rumours of his being 

(1) Calamy, Howep 113-II. C; H. Rogersp Life and Character of John 
Howe (1836) 9 311- 33.4V, 

(2) W. Tong, Some Memoirs of the Life and Death of the Reverend 
Mr. John Shower (1716), 49-52; Wilson 119 14P 312-315- See 
Laceyq 273 n-45P 431-2. On 5 November 1686 a 'John Showers.. 
Late of London' was pardoned for treason. CSPD 1686-7v 296. 

(3) Wilson 11,69-70. 
(4) W. Tong, op citv 21-229 43Y 49P 49-52; Wilson IIP 312-315- 
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offered a Chair. In Utrecht there was a boarding house for exiled 
Nonconformistsi and in both cities the exiles were understood to 

be 'Pursuing their studies'. 
(') 

In the last few months of 16859 during which French Huguenots 

were arriving in Ehgland 'by every packetlq Nonconformist pastors 

were leaving England for more congenial shores. Matthew Henry 

appreciated the ironys 'That some should fly from us-while others 

fly to us forms a riddle'. Leydeng he knewv had by that time a 

sizeable colony of English Dissenters. 
(2) 

Francis Crowo 'the 

severity of the times' having 'threatened much! his'personal safety$, 

hadsailed for Jamaica. 
(3) 

Samuel Lee left his congregation in Holborn 

and sailed from Gravesend to Bostonp New Digland. 
(4) 

Anthony Pido CW4C 

Giles Say :- left congregations in Yorkshire, (South- 

ampton respectively, fýr Yk /10(aiQ Sa(41q Cf London. (5) 

'In the latter part of 16851 Thomas Eistow left his flock at Wattisford, 

Suffolký and moved to Yorkshire to elude his persecutors. Even therep 

howeverv he was not allowed to settledq and in April 1687 emerged 

from hiding at Tiverton. 
(6) 

Independents felt the same pressures as Presbyterians. Charles 

Mortong principal of the Independent academy at Newington Greeng was 

'so infested with processes from Bishops' Court' that he fled to New 

England in 1685v leaving Stephen Lobb to carry on his work. Shortly 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henry 13 April 16869 Henry MS-59 letter 26; 
Morrice P9 530; R. H. Hortonp John Howe (1895), 161. 

, 
(2) Matthew to Philip Henry 29 December 1685P 13 April 16869 20 

April 16869 Henry US-5p letters 109 26,27- 
(3) CRY 151. 
(4) CRY 321; Palmer Ig 104- 105- 
(5) CRY 194Y 428. 
(6) Harmer MS-76.9,154- 
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after his arrival in New Briglandy Morton was elected a member of 
the corporation of Harvard College and became its first Vice Presi- 

dent. 
(') 

But despite Lobb's efforts, Morton's academy did not long 

outlast the flight of its principal: conscious that their academy 

was 'looked upon by the government with an evil eyelp most of the 

student body 

'Judged it*prudent to retire abroady and fixed upon Geneva 

as the most eligible placep where they might not onlypursue 

their studies unmolested but likewise have the benefit of a 

public universitvt. 
(I) 

Lobb was imprisoned. 

The migration of Nonconformist clergy continued in 1686. 

Walter Cross deserted his Independent congregation at Aldermanbury 
had Igm OjZn 'y for Holland. alhasiHanme I considered it expedient to adopt the 

pattern of life of an itinerant preacher in the face of persecutiont 

and continued on the move between Bristolp Londong Barnstaple, and 

Torrington. .. 
(4) 

In preference to perse- 

cution at homep John Ryther left his congregation 

and became a chaplain on merchant ships in the East India trade, 

Robert Billio of Essex fled to Holland. 
(6) 

Daniel Burgess., an 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henry, 29 December 1685P 13 April 1686, 
Henry MS-5v26; 6p 10; DWL MS-38-34 Quick USS Ij Pt- iv 462; 
CRP 356; Wilson IIIP 437; H. McLachlan, English Education 
Under the Test Actsl(1931), 80; 1. Parker, Dissenting Acad- 
emies in England (1914); 62; R. Ballp Congregationalism in 
Cornwall (1956), 10. 

(2) Wilson Iq 1ý7-8. 
(3) Wilson 119 535- 
(4) Palmer 119 6. 
(5) Palmer 119 416. 
(6) Palmer Ilp 226. 
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Independent Minister. 9 and George Ha=ond, a Presby- 

terian. pastorp believed that the relative strength of the dissenting 

cause in London would afford them protection, and left their congreg- 

ations in the West Country to take refuge there. 
(') 

The evidence would seem to indicate that emigration reached 

its peakin 1685, but Nonconformist pastors had been emigrating to 

Holland and the New World since 16819 and doubtless before. 
(2) 

In 

1683 Baxter wrote that 'they are fain to fly.. that are not in prison' 

and that 'conscionabletpersons! were being 1driven"out of the landIP) 

But by 1686, combined with the other effects of persecution which had 

been evident in English Nonconformity when James accededp the migra- 

tion and emigration of ministry had produced a situation in which in 

many parts of Englandp like Surreyp(4) Protestant Nonconformity hadq 

to all intents and purposesp already been destroyed. The old 

Nonconformists themselves were frightenedp confused and pessimistiog 

impoverished into a temporary abandonment of the practice of separate 

meetings. The dissenting congregations of Hanpshire and Dorsetp 

left 'destitute* after the migration of their pastors, and more 

literally tdestitutel after successive assaults by the magistratest 

were either breaking up or becomingt in the absence of guidancep 
(5) 

@a prey to every wind of doctrine'. Lven in Bristoly where 

Nonconformity had so recently been strong and powerful, all but 

(1) Wilson IIP 458; 111,496- 497; 
J. Murchq A History of the Presbyterian and Baiiiit'Churches 
in the WestcC'England (1835)9 266. 

(2) Walter Wilson MS-Iv iiq 33; CR, 394-5; Lyon Turner MS-89-13, 
X469 47Y Xl 37- 

(3) Richard Baxterg The English Nonconformity as under King Charles 
II and King James 11 (1689), preface (dated 23 September 1683). 

(4) Lyon Turner MS. 89.229 3- 
(5) DWL MS-38.66P 32, i-iv. 
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three congregations (one Presbyteriang two Baptist) had been left 

pastorless - the pastors having migrated or gone into hiding - and 

Dissenteraq under the influence of a depression in local industries 

and anti-Popish paranoiag were beginning to contemplate desperate 

solutions*(') 

The dissenting clergy who remained in Ikgland for reasons of 

finance or conviction - and all leading dissenting clergyp with the 

exception of Howep did remain - found the atmosphereextremely tense, 

Certain events and rumours of April and May 1685 led more and more 

Dissenters to give credence to the Popish Peril babbling of the 

extremistsp and as the more sober Dissenters became convinced so the 

infection spread to the Anglican clergy of London. 
(2) 4s a. 

Gawickv f4tona., reA, Vaovs F 4W 40040'ýMed 

to reconvert England or die a martyr. 
(3) 7 %"o Londoners, 

'formerly Dr. Oates's men', were sentenced to stand in the pillory 

and pay E10 apiece. for 'saying His Majesty had burned this city and 

was a Papistl- 
(4) 

The apprehension of a 'Popish conspiracy' was 

compounded when it began to be generally known as a fact rather than 

rumour thatp whilst Dissenters still felt the brunt of persecution, 

Recusants who produced 'Certificates of Loyalty' were escaping fines 

and forfeitures. 
(5) 

In the session held in Justice Hall on 29 and 

30 April 1685 the jury found a 'Writing Master' of the City 'guilty 

of high misdemeanours' for asserting that the Protestant Dissenters 

(1) Lyon Turner MS-89-13, X43-44- See below pp. 173,180-183. 

(2) morrice Pp 4529 4539 454-6,458-60; Carpentert Comptont 81, 
82. 

(3) Bennet, Memoriall 294- 

(4) CSPD 16859 11- 
(5) Morrice Pt 453. 
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were undergoing persecution tand not the Popish Dissenters' and that 

'the King was the greatest dissenter'. 
(') 

Some Nonconformist 

pamphleteers had gone still further andp despite the close watch 

which Sir Roger LIEstrange - Middlesex JPp Surveyor of the Presst 

and Arch-Villain of London Dissenters - was supposed to be keeping 

on publications on all subjectsy such pamphlets had a wide circul- 

ation and though writteng and probably printed and published in 

Londong could be seized in the 'fanatic coffee houses' of Newcastle 
ý2) 

The harassment of individual Nonconformist pastors who chose 

not to emigrate seemed like a concerted policy to those capable of 

collating the news from different parts of the country. 
(3) 

The 

year had begun with the death in Newgateq after repeated prosecutionsq 

of William Jenkinsp one of the acknowledged founding fathers of 

Nonconformity. 
(4) 

In Devon John Hoppin was imprisoned for refusing 

the Oxford Oathý5) on 5 Aprilp Fownesp pastor of Broadmead one of the 

last Nonconformist congregations in Bristol still in operationy was 

imprisoned at Gloucester. 
(6) 

John Maidwellp Presbyterian pastor at 

Ketteringg was imprisoned at Leicester. 
(7) 

John Panton received 

(1) Morrice Pq 460. 
(2) CSPD 1685p 1589 385- 
(3) Morrice P9 459- 
(4) DWL MS-38-359 Quick MSS It pt. iip, 897; Luttrell It 3259 326. 
(5) CR9 277. See G. Trossep OP Citt 95- 
(6) Lyon Turner MS. 89.139 XI 2. 
(7) CR9 332. 
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a fine at Lewes Quarter Sessionsp and Henry Parsons was 

imprisoned at the Bideford Sessionsp both men were mainstays of 

Nonconformity in their respective counties. 
(') 

At Bury St. Edmunds 

Presbyterians bemoaned the continued imprisonment of their pastorp 

John Salkeldq still held for refusing to pay a E100 fine in 1683 
(2) (1 and not released until the General Pardon of 1686. Wig of the 

few remaining ejected ministers at Exeter M4J imprisoned for six 
mo tjý"141,1 

isor months at the Spring Sessionsq Thomas Wait was mp isonecrat the A 

York Assizes on 5 July and Lawrence Wise imprisoned at the April 

Assizes in LondDn. 
(3) 

All of these men were numbered among the 

ageing ejected ministry of 1662 who had subsequently kept the larger 

sects togethers a body of men already weakened by deaths and past 

waves of persecution and whose continued lossesp in the absence of 

replacementsv threatened the very existence of Nonconformity in many 

parts of Rigland. 

The Popish Peril scare was heightened by the gradual disap- 

pearance of the remaining ministry, and did not lose any of its 

realism to those who knew their persecutors to be the Anglican Bishop 

and parsong and the Tory magistrate and MP. Baxter and Calamy gave 
)K ý44 

it credenceg though the7, managed to exculpate in their minds the 
A 

actual instigators of persecutiong the Church Party; the aim of 

'Popery' was more far-reaching - persecution was only a means. 
(4) 

The queue of Bristol Dissenters who filed through the Quarter Sessions 

in May to receive their fines for conventicles all believed that the 

(1) CRY 381,382. 
(2) CRY 424. 
(3) CRY 431v 505ý Middx. CRY IVY 301. 

(4) Calamyt Abridgementp 366. 
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Sheriff was acting on Court directives*(') When theyrealised that 

the 23 and 35 of Elizabeth were about to be applied drastically to 

deal with non-attendersp the-severity of the penalties imposed by 

these acts on-persistent absentees (banishment and the capital 

penalty) seemed to point to the instrument through which extirpation 

might finally be effected. The belief that Popery would 'come in' 

after such an extirpation led many to 'give way' to the Church so 

'as occasionally to conform as far as to frequent divine service in 

parish churchesIp a practice 'condoned' by the remaining Congregation- 

alist pastorp John Weekesp who still had his freedom. George Townes 

and Andrew Giffordq the two Baptist pastors still at largeg however, 

believed thatp if extirpation was portendedy partial conformity was 

not the answer and #set their face against it as a lapse'. 
(2) 

Anglican priests and Tory magistrates and informers made themselves 

as prominent as-possible in the campaign to break up conventicles in 

London in the first three months of 1685, but Dissenters frequently 

put the renewed vigour ofthe magistracy down to 'Popish influences 

at Courtt. 
(3) 

There can be no doubt9 howeverg that in most instances 

including the dispersal of the Presbyterian congregation in Bishops- 

gate, the Sabbatarian Baptist congregation at Currier's Hall - and 

perhaps all instancesp the initiative came from magistratesepurred 

on as usual by Anglican informersp and that the large number of 

conventiclers convicted at the April assizes represented a triumph 

for the Established Churchy not 'Popery'-W On the eve of the 

Chester assizesp at which he was due to appearp there were overtones 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 IX 78; XI 2. 
(2) Lyon Turner MS. 89-13P X 459 47; XI 1- 
(3) Morrice Pv 452-39 460. 
(4) Morrice Pt 460; Wilson Ip 398; IIP 584-5- 
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in Thomas Jolly's remarks in his Note Book of a millenial dawningg 

preceded by a confrontation between the Faithful and the Scarlet 

Woman. 
(') 

But whilst it is true to say that at this stage the 

Catholic monarch did nothing to stem the force of persecution, he 

did notq despite the belief of rank and file Dissenterep organiseq 

inspirep or in any way assist it. When asked by his Quaker courtiers 

why he did nothing to dampen the persecuting ardour of the Established 

Church James replied that he had planned 'a general Coronation Pardon1v 

but deferred it to prevent certain $obnoxious Whigs' from sitting in 

(2) 
the Parliament. But when a Parliament devoid of $obnoxious Whigs$, 

metv James again reaffirmed the Anglican Alliance - thus giving the 

Tory Commons the confidence to press for a more concerted persecution 

of Protestant and Catholic dissenters - and was doubtless the source 

of a rumour doing the rounds in high circles that soon he would 
, me 

require 'the taking away o% sanguinary laws and the allowance of the 

practice of the Roman Fatholi 3 religion in privatelp which made 

Protestant Dissenters suspect the worst. 
(3) 

Among the Quakers a 

rather sardonic proverb began to circulate that if1liberty of con- 

science was in the press' it was taking a long time to come out. 
(4) 

Parliament's resolution of 27 May to ask the King to implement 

the penal laws against dissenters from the Church of Rigland and 

the reported discomfiture at Court which resulted, should have exposed 

the identity of the persecutors to those Dissenters still in 

(1) Jollyp 68. See also Owen Stockton's observations on the source 
of persecuton, DWL MS. 24-7 (Stockton's Diary)q 73-74. 

(2) Whiteheady 570-587- 
(3) Reresby, 362,363-4- See PP. 3619 366. For the text of the 

King's speech see Gazette No. 2036 (21-25 May). 

ItO, 



144 

doubt. 
(') 

But in the wave of persecution that followed - the Tory 

magistrate taking his cue from his parliamentary represenative - 

it was rumoured that 'the Hierarchists' had made a bargEin with the 

Court on the basis of immunity for Catholics and intensified perse- 

cution for Nonconformists. 
(2) 

In this supercharged atmosphere there 

took place the three spectacular-trials of the year - Oatesp 

Dangerfield and Richard Baxter. 
(3) 

Even those who had little sympathy 

with the-two formert felt that their tr 
, 
eatment was excessively 

severep(4) whilst the Richard Baxter affair could not but be seen as 

the ultimate extension of the policy of victimisation aimed at the 

Nonconformist ministry which was forcing many toý90 into hiding or 

emigrate. 
(5) 

If the prosecutiong trial and imprisonment of the 

ailing seventy-year old rresbyterian patriarch was part of such a 

Policy of victimisation, there is also evidence that makes it look 

like the extension of a personal vendetta on the part of Sir Roger 

LIEstrange. Bý may 1685 LIEstrange was regarded as a leader in the 

campaign against Dissenters and Trimmers 
(6) 

andy like Jeffreysp(7) 

was motivated by a life-long enmity to Nonconformists. 

For two decades prior to the 1685 trial LIEstrange had used 

his position as Surveyor of the Imprimeryg and the free rights of 

publication which went with this positiont(8) to muzzle and attack 

P. C. Turnerp James II ý1948)9 272; Reresbyq 368-9. 'See CJ 
IX9 721. This resolution was withdrawn when it was realised 
that it would give offence at Court. D. Ogg, Digland in the 
reigns of James II and William III (1955)p 144- 

(2) Sewel IIP 453-4; Neal Vp 4, -6* 
(3) CSPD 1685,89 156-7; ST9 IVP 1-105; S. Schofieiaj Jeffreys 

of The Bloody Assizes (1937)p 141-99 152-3- 

(4) Evelyn IV9 445; Neal Vp 3; BM Add MS-345089 f. 19. 

(5) Mor 
, rice PY 461. 

(6) Evelyn IVP 439- 
(7) S. Sbhofieldy op dt* 56. 
(8) DNB XIp 1000-1002. 



145 

Baxter and the Presbyterian comprehension party which he repres- 

ented. 
(1) 

And since his appointment to the Middlesex Commission 

of the Peace in 1680 he had sought to use his powers in this 

capacity against the same interest* In October 1682 Baxter was 

fined E190 and only escaped a term in Newgate when the King accepted 

his physician's assurance that his health was not up to it. 
(2) 

LIEstrange's first attack on Baxter had been in 1661 in the form 

of a pamphlet. From his appointment as Surveyor of the Imprimery 

in 1663 to the suspension of the Press Act in May 1679 Baxter found 

it impossible to get any pamphlet on the Church-Dissent question 

past him. From 1679 onwards LIEstrange's attacks on Baxter throdgh 

the medium of pamphlets and The Observator had been unrelenting. 

With days of Baxter's publication of his Paraphrase of the New 

Testamentq in February 1685v LIEstrange had fastened on it andq in 

an elaborate diatribe in The Observatorp had condemned it as 

Iseditious,. 
(3 ) 

Aware 
'of 

LIEstrange's potential as a trouble-maker 

in what he believed to be the changed conditions of the new reign, 

Baxter immediately decided to avoid any confrontation with the law 

by bending over backwards to conciliate his persecutor. on 19 

Pebruary 1685 he wrote a friendly letter to LIEstrange asking for 

an opportunity to talk over with him his objections to The Para- 

phrase. 
(4) 

No reply to this letter is extant and a warrant for 
(5) 

Baxter's arrest was issued on 28 February* John Tillotson 

believedv howeverp that after Baxter had been committed to prison 

(1) See above pp. 25-269 99. 

(2) Morrice Pq 339-40- 
(3) Powickeq 137-89 140-142. 
(4) Ibidp 142-3- 
(5) A. R. Ladellp Richard Baxt6r Puritan and Mystic (1925)p 110- 



146 

by LIEstrange an interview took place at the home of Jeffreys: 
(') 

this may have resulted from Baxter's letter. At all events 

Baxter was then allowed a period in the country before his first 

appearance at Westminster'Hall on 6 May. 
(2) 

on 6 Mayt the first 

day of the Termq an information was drawn up against Baxter in which 

his ParaDhrase of the New Testament was termed 'a scandalous and 

seditious book against the government'. On 14 Mayp Baxter pleaded 

'Not Guilty' to this information. Between then and the trial on 

30 May he twice asked for more timet 'being much indisposedIp but 

Jeffreys refused. 
(3) 

Despite the immense diBtanCe in type between Oates and 

I Dangerfield and the Presbyterian patriarchg Jeffreys' style at 

each trial was uniform. 

'If Baxtei did but stand on the other side of the pillory 

withrOate3, I would say two of the greatest rogues and 

rascals of the Kingdom stood there,. 
(4) 

The other Nonconformists tried on the same day as Baxter - jt 0 WAS) 
Sir Walter Duke and Peinall - and Thomas Rosewellp tried at the 

A 
end of the previous term 9 were dealt with after the same 

(1) Powickep 143- 
(2) Ibid, 1439 144- 
(3) Katherine Bromfield to Sir Edward Harleyp 16 May 1685P RUC 

14th Reportv App. pt. II: Portland MSS 111 (18909 384; 
Morrice Pt 461; Calamvv Abridgemento 368. 

(4) Ibid; Morrice Pt 4619 464- Jeffreys' biographer was under 
the impression that all accounts of Baxter's trial were in 
Nonconformist sources and werep therefore, 'very partisan 
and probably inexact'* S. Schofieldq OP Citv 155- In factv 
John Tillotson's account of the trial is substantially the 
same as those of Calamy and Morrice. J. Tillotson-to 
M-Sylvesterg 2 February 1692p Baxter MSS (Letters) 119 
769 77. 
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fashion. (') 
No counsel for the Crown was appointeds Jeffreys was 

counsel as well as judge. 
(2) 

On the day of the triall the exact 

nature of the charge brougitby LIEstrange became clearers despite 

his earlier talk of 'sedition', it was the Churchp not the Courto 

whose cause he was protecting. Certain passages in the Paraphrase 

were said to have 'reflected on the prelates of the Church of 

Daglandlq making Baxter guilty of sedition. 
(3) 

Baxter's counsel 

asserted that those who had drawn up the information were the ones 

guilty of sedition since they had applied Baxter's remarks to the 

Anglican prelates; in fact the 'sharp reflections' had been intended 

to apply to the Church of Rome. When Jeffreys had overcome his 

desire to keep that court pure of Baxter's 'Kidderminster stuff, 

and allowed him to speakt Baxter confirmed the line taken by his 

counsel. After a great deal of confusion in the Courtq inflamed 

by Jeffreys' own rages - 'I know thou haska mighty party*.. but by 

the grace of God I will crush you all' -a verdict of Guilty was 

found. On 29 June sentence was passed: Baxter was fined 500 marks; 

was to lie in prison until he had paid it; and was to be $bound to 

his good behaviour for seven years,. 
(4) 

The inflated language used 

by Jeffreys in the trial suggests that he had expected a more 

severe penalty. There ist in faotq evidence that he had sought to 

Morrice Po' 464. Rosewell had been arrested for preaching a 
treasonable sermon to his congregation in Bermondsey the preced- 
ing September. The evidence against him was amassed by the 
notorious 

- 
informerl 'Captain' Hilton. He was tried on 18 

November 1684P found Guilt. V9 received the death sentence but 
was pardoned by Charles II on the intervention of Sir John 
Talbot. Jeffreys subjected him to insult when he pleaded the 
King's pardon on 9 February 1685- Youngg Duke and Peinall were 
being tried for sedition. Luttrell It 327-89 342; CSPD 16859 
8; J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational History (1866)9 76-819 
147-9; S. Schofieldq op cit. 128. See HMC 14th Reportq op citq 
387. 

(2) Powickef 145- Baxter's notes are in Baxter MSS (Treatises) It 
ff 2a-13b; VII9 215a-219a. 

(3) CalamvvAbridgementv 369; A. R. Ladellt op citt 111-113- 
(4) CalamygAbridgementp 369-372; Morrice P, 464-5; Luttrell IP350- 



148 

get Baxter whipped like Dangerfield (sentenced the same day) but 

had been overruled by his colleagues*(') This 'comparative 

leniency' demands explanation. It would appear that Baxter's 

sentence was a compromise reached after a tug of war between rival 

interestaf Jeffreys and others (amongst them probably LIEstrange) 

urging the utmost severityp and another group including Henry 

Comptong Bishop of London, and the Roman Catholic Earl of Powis, 

favourin g moderationg with the King looking on. The evidence for 

this resides in six letters which appear in Baxter's correspondenceg 

only one in Baxter's handwriting but all bearing his signature. 

These letters would appear to have been written - at'the urging of 

friends who feared the worst 
(2 )- 

between the trial on 30 May and 

the sentence on 29 June. The first took the form of a petition 

to the King in which he argued that his defence (placed in Jeffreys' 

hands before the trial) had not been consideredg and that in any 

eventq juries were not competent to decide on matters of biblical 

exegesis* The petition concluded with a request that the 'matters 

accused' be referred to his 'Diocesan the Lord Bishop of London or. 

any other of the Lord Bishops,. 
(3). 

It seems clear that nothing came 

of this petitiony since a second petition to the King appearep 

silmmarising the arguments of the firsto which included in its 

salutation the information that it was to be, presented to the King 

by the Bishop of London on Baxter's behalf. 
(4) 

This second petition 

(1) Powicke, 146. 
(2) 

A. Reý'Ladelly op citp 115-6. -'- 
(3) 'Baxter USS (Treatises) VII9 fo 1- 

(4) Baxter MSS (Treatises) IVo f. 316. 
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is referred to in a letter written by Baxter to Comptong with which 

the petition was doubtless includedy asking him to present it. It 

is interesting that Baxterg in arguing that his diocesan was the only 

person competent to adjudicatel gave as his reason the fact that hep 

Baxterp was after all 'by Episcopal Ordination vowed to the Sacred 

Ministry'. 
(') 

The two petitions and the letter to the Bishop of 

London were known to Baxter's biographerf F. J. Powickep but Powioke 

would appear to haveL overlooked two other letters bearing dates in 

June 1685- 
(2) 

The first of these was written to an unnamed Anglican 

Lord or Bishop and took the form of a detailed justification of the 

stand he had taken in the 'Paraphrasely concluding with a request 

that the recipient use what influence was in his power to mitigate 

the sentence shortly to be pronounced. 
(3) 

The other was addressed 

to William Herbertp Earl of POwisp end was dated 23 June 1685t by 

whkh time Baxter must have been getting desperate. This desper- 

ation, communicated itself in a spirited denunciation ofthe Monmouth 

Rebellion; he 'confuted' the conspiracy and disowned any of his 

Persuasion who had had a part in it. 
(4) 

The last of the'six 

letters was written to Lord Powis on the day before sentence was 

Pronounced and serves to demonstrate that Baxter's purpose in send- 

ing the earlier letter had been to provide proof of his loyalty 

(1) R. Baxter to Henry Comptony Bishop of London, June 1685Y 
Baxter USS (Letters) Up ff 246b - 247a. 

(2) Powicke, 146-150. The most recent ýiographer of Baxter 

compressed the whole business of the convictions and trial 
into one brief paragraph and hence. does not mention this 

correspondence. G. F. Nuttallp Richard Baxter (1965)t 110- 

(3) Dated June_1685. Baxter MSS (Letters) It f- 7- 

(4) R. Baxter to W. Herbertp Earl of Powis, 23 June 16859 
Baxter MSS (Letters) It f. 32. 
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in preparation for enlisting his supporty perhaps on the advice of 

Comptong in an effort to induce the King to mitigate the sentence. 

No stone was left unturned as an argument for clemency; his great 

agep his poor healthp his proven loyaltyp. his episcopal ordinationo(l) 

Precisely how pressures were brought to bear on Jeffreys at the last 

moment is not apparentv but the relative moderation of the sentence 

bears witness that some restraining influence was exerted. The 

letters in themselves represent one of the few attempts made by a 

Nonconformist who was not a Quaker to solicit favour from the King 

during his reign. But whilst the sentence itself was probably 

mitigatedv Baxter's request - made in five out of the six letters - 

that the case be tried before his diocesan, was ignored. 

If Baxter's pleas for clemency contributed to the moderation 

of his sentencel it may'well be that they also contributed to the 

moderation with which the sentence was executed. It seems likely 

that Baxter never entered the Kingb Bench Prison. When Matthew 

Henryj a law student at Grays Inng visited Ba#er in November 16859 

he reported to his fathers 

'I found him in pretty comfortable circumstances.. in a Private 

house near the prisony attended on by his own man and maid'. 

He was 'in good health as one can expect. The token you sent 

he would by no means be persuaded to accept ofy and was almost 

angry when I prest it. From one outed the same as himselfq he 

did not use to receive'. 

Matthew Henry concludeds $I understand since that his need is not 

too great'. 
(2 ) 

The correspondence which Baxter received from 

R. Baxter to Lord Powisp 28 June 16859 Baxter MSS (Letters) VI, 
ff 246b-247a. This letter was known to Powicke (page 150)- 

(2) Matthew to Philip Henryq 17 November 1685P Henry MS. 6, letter 
49 f. 6. 
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Thomas Beverley - expressing his outrage at Baxter's 'latitudinarian, 

approach to the imagery of the Apocalypse - during April, May and 

June 1686 was addressed to 'The Patten Shop over against the Xings 

Bench Prisonv Southwark'. 
(') 

But despite the moderation of both the 

sentence and its execution) and despite the fact that Baxterlsý 

counsel pretended to smell Popery behind the trialp(2) there were 

many Dissenteraq for a generation to comeq who continued to feel 

very bitter about the use that the Church of Ntigland had made of 
(3) 

Judge Jeffreys in condemning Rosewell and Baxter. 

Public events from the time of Baxter's trial were very much 

overshadowed by Monmouth's Rebellion and the backlash of judicial 

and extra-judicial proceedings that followed it. Hence, for the 

second half of 16859 it becomes extremely difficult to separate 

cases of persecution for religious reasons from cases in which 

Dissenters were being tried for involvement ing or arrested 'on 

suspicion' duringp the Rebellion. Prosecutions in which the 

charge is very clearly connected with the Rebellionp howeverp will 

be discussed in a separate context. 

Few Dissenters troubled to make this kind of distinction* 

Accustomed to interpreting events in the light of their own chili- 

astio beliefsp theyeaw, it all as part and parcel of the mounting 

(1) Thomas Beverley to R. Baxter 12 APrill 21 May, 9 June and 19 
June, 16869 Baxter MSS (Letters) V, 284; No 180; Vq 125; 
Vp 89. 

(2) Calamyq Abridgementp 369-371- 

(3) James Piercep A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit-1718), 
264- 
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persecution in which a Catholic Courty allied with the Churchp was 

threatening English Nonconformity with extinction. This increasing 

persecution wasp in its turnp at once an evidence ofv and an element 

inp belief in the international Popish Peril to whichp despite overý- 

use and opportunistic exploitationg Nonconformists had by no means 

become inured. 
(') 

This Perilp a substantially non-rational conceptiong 

but formed of an admixture of various lurid episodes in England's 

post-Reformation historyg was a vital part of the psychological 

outlook of most Nonconformists. Few dissenting sources of that or 

the subsequent period do not contain the myth in erme form. This 

ingredient of the 'Nonconformist mind* coloured its whole religious 

and political outlook and is probably far more significant in 

explaining the behaviour of a rank and file Baptistp or Independentp 

in the face of James II's post-accession persecution or post- 

Indulgence enticement than any conception of the niceties of the 

constituti6nal issue or clear antipathy top or understanding ofp 

what the King was trying to do* 

Mounting persecution was only one aspect of the phenomenon. 

Fundamental to all was Nonconformist eschatology and the conventional 

interpretation put on the types and symbolismsof the Book of 

Revelation as they were believed to relate to the Papacy. To those 

with a more empirical turn of mindq the trend of public events in 

England in the second half of 1685 seemed to add credence to an 

easily satisfied desire for evidence to reinforce the intrinsic 

prejudice. The arrival of the Huguenots following the revocation 

of the Edict of Nantes provided more authentication and ensured a 

(1) See recent discussions of this phenomenon in J. P. Kenyong The 
Popish Plot (1972)v 1-31; Jonest 75-97; Miller, 67-90- 
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uniformly pessimistic diagnosis and prognosis of events in England*(') 

The character and activities of the cosmopolitan motley of Roman 

Catholicsq with which - or so the Dissenters believed - the capital 

had begun to swarmv awakened genuine feelings of insecurity in 

Nonconformists and provided conclusive evidence of the accuracy of 

their lowering prognoses. Andq at a time when partial conformity 

was most widespread among the sectsp Nonconformists were afforded 

the sPectaclet from the beginning of Novembery of Anglican clergy 

fulminating from their pulpits on the subject of the Catholic Menacep 

and reinforcing the same message by a prodigious output of tracts 

and pamphlets. All of these elements combined to produce by the 

end of the year a frenetic wave, of anti-Popery feeling on the scale 

of 1678-91 as yet relatively restrained in outward expression but 

none the less potent as a catalyst of Nonconformist political 

behaviour. 

The flight of many dissenting ministersp the trial and impris- 

onment of Baxterp the arrests and savage penalties associated with 

the Western Rebellion and its aftermathp and the increased persecution 

in many parts of the countryt had all confirmed earlier Nonconformist 

presentiments. During October 1685 more Nonconformist pastors were 

imprisoned; in Ebceter the last ejected minister was arrestedq along 

with George Trosse and kvvC#VCI'MWd-, v two dissenting academy-trained 

men who had sought to assume the leadership of the once-powerful 

(1) The Huguenots had been arriving in fairly considerable numbers 
since the autumn of 16819 but the number of refugees greatly 
increased following the revocation of the Edict of Nantes. 
F. C. Turnerp James II (1948)p 3139 note 1. 
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Nonconformist interest in the city. 
(') 

In the same month twenty- 

eight Leicestershire Dissenters were committed to jail for their 

inability t0 Pay the fines levied upon them for conventicles. 
(2) 

In Londony the Home Countiesp Bristol and Exeter record fines were 

levied and many Dissentersp already Imulced dryly were imprisoned 

for failing to pay them. At E4er twenty-two persons were involved 

at one arrest, and 157 at another. Around London it was believed 

that Nonconformist involvement in and sympathy for Monmouth's 

Rebellion was to be used as an excuse for their final destruction. (3) 

There were reports from some parts of intensified persecution foll- 

owing the prorogation of Parliament on 9 November* In Lincolnshire 

and East Anglia some dissenting ministersq each followed by a handful 

of laity, took the final step from partial to complete conformity to 

avoidthe disastrous consequences of further prosecutions. But in the 

same counties there is some evidence of a contrary trend; that some' 

clergymen in the twilight zone between, the Anglicans and the Presby- 

terians 'renounced the Church as a persecuting establishment' and 

became 'Presbyterians' or 'Nonconformists'. These included John 

Spademan and John Ratrick in Lincolnshirep Borroughap Scoffin and 

Quip of Norfolk - land a few others'. Lvidence of this migration 

across denominational boundaries is to be found in +Wo 

sourcesp but the 'defections' are ascribed to various dates in the 
(4) last three months of 1685 and in 1686. 

(1) CR9 161; Brocket4; 46 ; G. Trossep The Life of the Reverend 
Mr. George Trosse Late Minister of the Gospel in the City of 
Exon (1714), 93-94Y 95- 

(2) Lyon I Turner iýs-. 89.27P 40P 41Y 59- Gee Morrice P9 480. 
(3) Lyon Turner US. 89-30P 49-50; 89.229 14; 89.139'X47; Brooketký 

46; Morrice PP 487P 494; G. Trossep op citv 96. 
(4) Walter Wilson KS. Iq 111,222; 

Neal Vq 11. 
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At all events it is probable that Nonconformity lost rather 

than gained by any changes of religious affiliation that took place 

in this period. As a result of the recent persecutiong I)issenters 

were pessimistic and apprehensive in the extreme at the end of 1685- 

Howeq at Utrechtq was 'not a little affected with the melancholy 

tidings of the swift advances they were making in Ehgland towards 

Popery and slavery'. And Burnetq who had his own contactst antici- 

pated the imminent demise of Nonconformity. 
(, ) 

In factq the after- 

math of the Monmouth Rebellion 'could scarcely have been more serious' 

for Nonconformity. 'Strong societies were almost obliterated; their 

records have vanished because their life was virtually stamped out. 1ý2) 

This effect wasp of course, particularly evident in the Westq(3) 

but by no means exclusively so. 

The Church Book of one large Baptist congregation in 

Hertfordshire carried the melancholy reflection in January 1686 thaty 

thanks to repeated arrestst all its #substantial' members were now 

in jail. 
W 

The burning of Elizabeth Gaunt and the prospect of the 

imminenttriumph of Popery had reminded Baxter of Bloody Mary and he 

gave to his visitors 

'good counsel to prepare for trials, and saidthe best preparation 

(1) Calamyp Howe, 126-8. 
(2) Cragg 111 27- 
(3) J. Murchp A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches 

ip the West of Eagland (1835)9 253,267; F. B. Wyattp 'The 
Congregational Church at A=insterl, CHST IV (1909-JO)p 108. 

777 
W. T. Whitley ed)f The' Church Books of Pord or Cuddington 
and Amersham 

M12)9 
225- 
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for them was the life of faith and a constant course of self- 

denial ... He thought dying by sickness was much more painful 

and dreadful than dying a violent death... I(l) 

The same idea was in Matthew Henry's mind when he commented on the 

King's ban on bonfires on 5 November: 'If we have good fires in the 

chimney and none in Smithfield we shall do pretty welll. 
(2) 

In this 

sort of moodp Dissenters were disposed to accept seriously the rumours 
I 

that circulated after the prorogation to the effect that a 'proola- 

mation' was about to be issued 'for the strict and severe execution 

of all laws against dissenting ministers and their followers' whilst 

the penal laws were to be 'taken off the Papistslo Another variation 

had it that James had offered 'to sacrifice all the Dissenters in the 

kingdom' if the Church of England would comply with his political 
(3) 

and religious programme. Nor can the rumours of attempts to reach 

such a bargain be entirely aiscounted; their source was Roger Morrice, 

a relatively objective analyst of affairsy who had by this time 

succeeded John Conant as Chaplain to Sir John Maynardq one of the 

leaders of the Commons opposition to the Kinge(4) 

The scale of the Anglican persecution in the last months of 

1685t and speculation as to the mainspring of its volition, do not 

on their own account for the pessimism of men like Baxter and Matthew 

Henry. Their interpretation of events in LIngland was deeply coloured 

by the news brought from France by the Huguenots flooding into 

London* Dissenters were quick to draw analogies between mounting 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henryq 17 November 1685, Henry MS. 60 letter 
4, f. 6. 

(2) Matthew to Philip Henryl 10 November 1685p Henry MS. 69 letter 
3, f. 3. 

(3) Morrice rp 481. See Wilson 1119 437- 

(4) DWL 38-359 Quick MSS Ip pt. 29 739; CR9 355- 
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persecution at home and the last brutal phase of Louis XIV's 

campaign against the Huguenots. When the news arrived in October 

of the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes and the attendant atrocitiesp 

a similar crisis in England was felt to be imminent*(') When Savoy 

began to vie with France in brutality of persecution it was taken as 

confirmation that extirpation was being attempted. 
(2) 

In late 

November and Decemberg the arrival of a large number of Huguenot 

refugeesy each family with its own tale of woeq substantiating the 

news of 'unheard of cruelties which came in by every postiq heightened 

to fever pitch the Popish Peril apprehension. Nonconformist diaries 

and letters during this period catalogued in immense detail the 

atrocity stories of the refugees, each account being accompanied by 
(3) 

the gloomiest forecasts of their own prospects. Matthew Henry 

met 

'a French minister newly come over who had but forty-eight 

hours warning to depart. He hath lands in France but cannot 

get a farthing out of them. Brought over a wife and two 

children with him. The way they take is to force them to 

go to the mass by keeping them long waking, quartering rude 

soldiers upon them and the like violencesp and if they once 

go to the massp and after renounce it again, they are reckoned 

apostatest and tis death by law'. 

(1) Morrice P, 480t 484t 504- See Luttrell It 3589 360. 
(2) Evelyn IV, 511- see also pp. 447-89 484-6; Robert to Sir 

Edward Harley, 6 February 1686p HMC 14th Reportq App. pt. IIt 
Portland MSS 111 (1894), 393-4- See also Same to Same 24 
November 1685,9 March 1686j and Edward to Sir Edward Harleyp 
14 June 16879 ibid, 390,395t 398-9. 

(3) Morrice P9 498-502t 506; Matthew to Philip Henry, 10 November 
16859 17 November 16859 24 November 1685f 8 December 1685t 
5 January 1686,12 January 1686, Henry MS. 6p letters 3v 49 5P 
79 11; Henry M6-5 letter 12; Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 
24 November 1685P op citp 390- 
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It was 127 years, ruminated Henryp since the accession of Elizabeth I, 

'the day from which we date theestablishment of the Protestant truth 

in England', God had striven with the antediluvian world 120 years 

land after these were out, seven years more were cast into the bargain. 

Call them prophetic days -a day for a year - and you have the exact 

number'. Time was running outp and the direct intervention ofthe 

Almighty to save his persecuted faithful was near. 'God looks upon 

the troubles of hispeople... The Protestant interest was never smaller 

in the world than now it is'*(') 

The abuse poured by The Observator on the refugees and the 

silence of The Gazette on the French atrocities was taken as a more 

accurate guideline to the true attitude of the Court than the 

pretended compassion of the public pronouncements. 
(2) 

But this 

development, which brought an even greater separation between the 

Dissenters and the Catholic Court) gave them a common cause with the 

Churchmen. Dissenters were deeply satisfied by the pulpit outbursts 

of the London Whig clergy and the refugee relief work undertaken by 

men like William Lloydq Bishop of St. Asaph. 
(3) 

And to this 

community of feeling was superadded the common recourse of both 

Nonconformists and Churchmen to Protestant eschatology in order to 

buttress their warnings of the Popish Peril. The whole portentous 

Matthew to Philip Henryl 17 November 16859 Henry MS. 6, letter 4, 
ff 7-8. c. f. Evelyn IVt 511; C. Hillq Antichrist in Seventeenth 
Century Itigland (1971)9 160-1,162-39 164. 

(2) Matthew to Philip Henryq 24 November 1685, Henry MS. 6y letter 5P 
f 10; Evelyn IV9 486. James II's attitude to the -ý'rench atroc- 
ities has been the subject of long-standing controversy. M. V. 
Hay has argued that James did not express approval of Louis XIVIs 
methods even to Barillon but merely applauded the conversionev 
accepting the ambassador's assurances (until December 1685) that 
the stories current in England were untrue. M. V. Hayq The 
Ehigma 

' 
of James II (1938)t 171-2p 172-39 1779 181-29 184-5- 

(3) Matthewto Philip Henryq 24 November 16859 Henry MS. 6, letter 5P 
ff 99 10; A. T. Hartq William Llo-yd 1627-1717o Bishopq Politician, 
Author & Prophet (1952)p 68. 
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menagerie of the 'prophetic' books of Daniel and the Revelation 

was invoked and variously interpreted as representingg in symbolismp 

the activities of contemporary European Catholicismp and more 

especially of its shook troopsq the Jesuits. All-of which was to 

be taken as a dire warning against any communication on the part of 

the faithful with the common anti-type of the Beastp Fallen Babylon 

or the Scarlet Womanq which they were to shun and distrust. Kidderp 

Stillingfleet and Tillotson preached repeatedly from Revelation 

during this periody 
(1) 

as did many other responsible Anglicans like 

Dre Henry Morep Daniel Burgess, Samuel Hardy and William Allen. In 

each case a tirade against Catholicism was accompanied by the identi- 

fications of the Papacy with one or other of the prophetic symbols and 

a call to the faithful to prepare for a 'time of troubles'. 
(2 ) 

The 

same sort of message was being preached by Presbyterians like Dr. 

William Batest Henry Newcome and Oliver Heywood, by Congregationalists 

like John Beaumont and Thomas -Beverleyg and Baptists like Hanserd 

Jalollys and Simeon Cradockq some of whom had never seen a Huguenot*OY 

Dissenting preachers who had no taste for the complex imagery of the 

Apocalypse rubbed home the association between Catholicism and 

combustion and took their sermon illustrations from John Foxe's Acts 

and Monuments, which had appeared in a new edition in 1684 (the first 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henry, 2 February 16869 15 February 1686, 
Henry MS-5y letters 169 17- See Millerp 72Y 87-89; Evelyn 
IVY 535P 563. 

(2) sermons dated Ootober 1685 - June 1686. No titles. Nos. refer 
to DWL Catalogue of Sermons& W. Alleng 1035. G. 4; D. Bull, 
2.45-15 (5); D. Burgessp 1060.2.12; H. Morep 2043. D. 9 and 
1030. M. 21; S. Hardyq 1057*N*22. 

(3) DWL Catalogue of Sermonss W. Batesp 1039. D-39; 0. Heywood, 
9.62.27 (3)t H. Newcomep 1023-1-8; J. Beaumont, 2073. F. 6; 
H. Ymollyst 1038. M. 21; S. Cradockp 1083. P. 24; T. Beverleyt 
3-44-3L. 
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since 1641). (') 
This revivification of historicalmemories and the 

recourse to prophetic imageryp were both symptomatic of a general 

tehdency on the part of Nonconformists to view pasty present and 

future as part of a compositep pre-ordained whole in which mankind 

was moving toward an apocalyptic end before the coming of which there 

musty of necessityq be a time of trial in which there would be a 

confrontation between 'the Elect' and Catholicism. Many Dissenters 

viewed political events in this light. 
(2) 

Whilst eschatology was an essential element in the Popish Peril 

as it affected many Dissenters (and Anglicans)p otherslooked at the 

threat posed by Catholicism from a much more realistic angle. To 

them the military victories of Louis XIVq as much as the religious 

persecution in France and Savoyp served to emphasise the precarious- 

ness of the Northern Heresyp and the implications for &gland of a 

final triumph of Catholicism in lkrope. 
(3), 

Against a background of 

these apprehensionsv William of Orange's prof.. ered protection of the 

Huguenots and his military preparations against France were received 

with wideapolaim by Dissenters and Anglicans.. 
(4) 

William of Orangeq 

it appearedq would be the only Champion of the Protestant CEuse in 

the face of 'the universal confederation amongst the Popish Princes 

for the extirpation ofthe Northern Heresy' which seemed impending in 

(1) Henry Ms. No. it 683-ý, 7v 699-7049 713-19; J. P. Kenyonq The 
Popish Plot (1972)p 3; B. Dalep 'The History of Early Congreg- 
ationalism in LeedsIq CHST II (1905-1906)o 319. 

(2) j. Grattont Journal of the Life of John Gratton (1795)9 109; 
Williams Iv 72-73; E. A. Payne, 'Mcre about the Sabbatarian 
BaptistsIq BQ'XIV (1951-2)9 163; DWL MS-38-34P Quick USS I, 
pt. 11 282; DWL MS. 24-7 (Owen Stockton's Diary), 73,74; DWL 
Catalogue of Sermonsp S. Lobbq 1034. L. 6. 

(3) Morrice Pt 4609 4889 490P 498-go 504, W6,509; Matthew to 
Philip Henry, 8 December 1685v 4 May 1686v Henry MS-59 letter 
28p M3.6, letter 7- 

(4) Morrice PP 499- 
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December 1685 following the ]DnPeror's Peace with the Turks. 
(') 

Against a background of these fears fcr the safety of the reformed 

church in Europep public events in Erigland in the last three months 

of 1685 could not but imply to Dissenters that James II was part of 

the European scheme. The dismissal of Halifaxy who was regarded 

with no great affection by Nonconformists, nevertheless disturbed 

themp as did the execution of Alderman Cornish whop they alleged, 

was suffering for his diligence against Roman Catholics whilst 

Sheriff of London. The execution of Ayloffe and Nelthorp, two 

Dissenters convicted of complicity in the Rebellion, also seemed 

ominous, as did the rumours that John Hampden (still in the Tower) 

when brought to trial, would not avoid the capital penalty. 
(2) 

The 

sense of impending crisis was heightened by (false) rumours from the 

North that Catholics in Lancashire were breaking into the homes of 

substantial 'Whigý' and doing them bodily harmp and that Catholics 

had taken over Anglican churches by force and were saying mass in 

them. 
(3) 

When Parliament assembled in November and it became clear 

that the iKing was already using the dispensing powery and was making 

positive endeavours to get support forthe removal ofthe Tests)(0the 

old debate of 1672 (with slight variations), on the pros and cons of 

the dispensing and suspending powers, and their constitutional 

implications for the liberties of the country and the practical long- 
(5) 

term implications for Nonconformistsq was revived. If the 
I 

(1) Morrice Po 504- 
(2) Luttrell It 361,362; Morrice Pt 484; Matthew to Philip Henry, 

10 November 1685, Henry MS. 69 letter 3; Bennett Memoriall 
302-30.; ; Reresbyt 393; Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 27 and 31 

October 1685t HMC 14th Report, App. pt. ID Portland MSS III 
(1894)9 389. See ST IV, 13o-162,207-209. 

(3) Morrice P9 481* 
(4) Reresbyp 394s 3959 3969 398. 
(5) Morrice P9 491- 
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incapacitating laws' were removed from Roman Catholicsp Roger 

Morrice rUMinatedy they would not only be free to acquire control 

of the governmentg but also the Church. Thisp he believedg would 

inescapably lead to intensified persecutibny if not ultimate 

disaster, for the Nonconformist seats. Since Morrice's discussion 

follows immediately on a long and detailed description of the very 

latest atrocities in Francey it seems likely that these coloured his 

thinking a great deal. 
(') 

In confirmation of his worst suspicionog 

a week later he quoted a Yzench source to the effect that all that 

was necessary to 'complete the King cf France's glory' was 'to assist 

the King of England to extirpate heresyl. 
(2) 

A Presbyterian preacher 

in Suffolk was fined XIOO and 'committed to the common jail in Bury 

St. EcImundsp till the fine should be paidIq for openly voicing the 

comparisony which was in most Dissenters' mindsq between the events 

in France and developments at home and speculating on the imminence 

of Louis XIVIs descent on Rigland to facilitate the rapid success of 

the King's assumed Design. 
(3) 

The tales of horror from France and the turn of public events, 

with the increasing persecutiong at homep all served to confirm the 

apprehensions of English Nonconformists. But what confirmed their 

sense of the gravity of the crisis and made some realise that even 

the Church itself was in dangerp was the beginning of the anti-Papist 

preaching campaign and the pamphlet wary conducted by the Anglican 

clergy. A meeting of the Latitudinarian clergy in London on 

7 November and an informal meeting of a larger group of London clergy 

(1) Morrice P9 488-9. See Calamvt Abridgementy 374. 

(2) Morrice P9 490- 
(3) Walter Wilson MS. J9 v'p 121-2. 
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convened by the Bishop a'month latery had been enough to - launch the 

campaign in earnest. From 7 Novemberp as each Sunday went byp 

Matthew Henry added to his list of Anglican clergy who were preaching 

against Rome* William Sherlockp Hesketp Dean of Windsory Pelling, 

Edward Fowlerg John Tillotsonp Thomas Tenisong John Sharp and Edward 

Stillingfleet were all actively involved by the year's end. 
(2) 

Their 

warnings were not infrequently directed at the substantial proportion 

of partially conforming Dissenters in their congregations - the Lati- 

tudinarians already envisaging the necessity of a rapprochement with 

Nonconformity - and were doubtless not lost upon them. This style of 

preaching, backed up by the anti-Popish pamphlets of the Latitudinar- 

iansq who appeared to entertain a genuine fear that a Roman Catholic 

conversion campaign could result in inroads into their own congreg- 

ationov was regarded as a healthy sign by Dissenters. As it became 

clear that Anglican-Non-Resistance did not extend to the King's 

religiong and even had its limits as far as the Kingts policies were 

concerned (as had been illustrated by the opposition of men like 

Henry Compton in the Lords and Thomas Clarges in the Commons before 

the prorogation)p many Nonconformists began to feel a community of 

interest with theestablished church as a whole forthe first time* 

The polarisation of loyalties no longer turned on a political issue 

royalism against parliamentarianismp hereditýy succession against a 

Protestant succession, absolute monarchy against limited monarchy - 

which had cut across the ecclesiastical spectrum between Church and 

Dissent, and'had united the Catholic minority with the Church. The 

(1) Morrice Po 491; Carpenterv comptong 82,83. See below P-360. 

(2) Matthew to Philip Henryp 10 Novemberp 24 Novemberg 1 Decemberg 
22'December, 1685,5 January 1686p Henry MS. 69 letters 3P 59 6p. 
99 11. 
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Polarisation of loyalties was now beginning to turn upon a question 

which was quintessentially of a religious mturep and the cleavage 

on the ecclesiastical spectrum was beginning to appear as one between 

Catholicism and reformed Protestantism. The dissenting moderates and 

the Anglican Latitudinarians had become aware of this first*(') It 

took the crisis of April and Ma 1688 to convince the High Churchmen. 

The emergence of this new division was only partly brought 

about by the King's ef: torts to assist English Catholics. In addition 

foreign Catholics were beginning to appear in considerable numbers in 

London by the end of 1685p and, since their objective was clearly to 

commence an evangelistic effortp London Anglican clergy began to fear 

for their congregations. This fear, rather than the desire to draw 

Dissenters away from the Court (this was an incidental effect)p was 

the initial prompter for the beginning of the anti-Popish campaign 
ý2) 

In factq the appearance of considerable numbers of Catholic priests 

in London did much to awaken insecurities on both sides of the line 

of conformity. Roman Catholics had long been the most conspicuously 

deviant element in English societyp with principles and practices 

which rendered them incapable of absorption into the common alloy. 

Resistant to assimilationp displaying, many foreign and cosmopolitan 

characteristics deriving from education and residence abroadq , 

(1) Morrice Pt 487p 489P 490Y 491P 499t 5049 506; Matthew to 
Philip Henry 10 Novemberg 24 November 1685p Henry I&S. 6, 
letter 3P ff- 3-4p letter 59 ff- 9-10; Xitchin, 350,3529 
358-60. See Chapter IV. 

(2) Bunyan, 345- See below 379-380; Luttrell Iv 337- Noncon- 
formists always exaggerated the extent of Catholic evangelism. 
Aveling puts it in perspective in asserting that for the period 

,y 
OW conversions to Catholicism in the 1662-90 there were ýý 

area, considered in his research (the North Riding)q and one of 
those conformed after the Revolution, Millerl 2411 H. Avelingp 
Northern Catholicst the Catholic Recusants of the North Riding 
of Yorkshire 1558-1790 (1966)9 335- 
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'they were conveniently fitted into a conspiracy interpret- 

ation to explain current crisesp and they were always available 

as scapegoats on whom attention could be directed and passions 

assuagedlo(l) 

In addition the effect of Whig propaganda during the Exclusion Crisis 

had been to associate Catholicism with absolutism - an association 

which received corroboration from the system of Louis XIV - and to 

present the Jesuits as the 'distillation of bigotryly capable of any 

degree of infamy under the saýtion of a kind of ecclesiastical 

machiavelli&niim. 
(2 ) 

But the effects of this propaganda and the 

apparent nature of Catholicism through the eyes of an Ehglish Protes- 

tantt were animated and exa cerbated by what seemed to be happening 

at the end of 1685- 
(3) 

Rather ironicallyp it was in January 16869 

after James had begun to realise the limitations which the Anglican 

alliance would impose upon his programme and was probably seriously 

considering Penn's idea of a general toleration for the first timep 

that the attack on the Popish Peril reached the level of hysteria in 

the writings and utterances of Dissenters. The Jesuits, it was 

believed, represented the vanguard of the Papist attack. 

'Jesuits and all sorts of ecolesiastiesp like4swarms of flies, 

and lice of b'gyptv or locusts out of the bottomless pitt cover 

the land: schools and seminaries are erected aeLondonp end in 

Ehe] most considerable towns. of the Kingdom... etcl. 
(4) 

Even the dispassionate Roger Morrice was infected with the same taste 

(1) Jonesp 76. See Millers 7v 78- 

(2) See ibid- 78-9; J. P. Kenyong The Popish Plot (1972)) 39 4- 
(3) Matthew to Philip Henrys 12 Januarys 9 March 1686y Henry MS-59 

letters 129 21; BM Add MS-34512p f. 65- 

(4) Bennetp Memorials 323-4- 
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for hyperbole. Roman Catholic priests, he wrotev were preaching 

that God_ admonished the King 'to extirpate heresy and to plant in 

the kingdom the true grace of God'. He credul6usly reported a story 

thatp in Northumberlandq Catholics were dragging Protestants from 
(1) their graves and feeding them to the dogs* When Usson de 

Bonrepos arrived from Versailles as Louis XIV's special envoy, 

Morrice wrotev with aocUracyp that he had come 'that all French 

Protestants fled hither might be ordered to depart out of the king- 

dom'. 
(2) 

With less accuracy he then began to speculate as to whether 

this might provide an occasion for-the restoration of Catholicism in 

England by French arms. Morricep like many Dissentereq understood 

that English Catholics represented a small fraction of the population. 

He also knewp however, that this fact need not be significant if a 

foreign army came to the King's assistance or if Roman Catholics were 

placed in important civil and military positions and allowed to 

exploit the power so gained. Unlike many Anglicansp howeverp he 

never seriously entertained the idea of mass conversions to Rome. 
(3) 

But Morrice's relatively moderate and reasonable diagnosis of the 

nature of the Catholic menace sets him apart from most other Noncon- 

formists. Typicallyp the Dissenters' conception of it had little by 

way of a rational basis, but was a visceral emotion or collection of 

prejudices stemming only partly from events, but more importantly from 

basic insecurities and a highly coloured version of both history and 

theologyp taken neat. It was not a sanguine prospect for the success 

(1) Morrice Pt 508-9- 
(2) See Instructions to Bonrepos, Recueil des Instructions aux 

Ambassadeurs de la Frances Angleterre 1660-1690 (Paris 1929) 
IIY 326 et seq; HMC Downshire MSS. Iq il 100* 

(3) Morrice Py 4899 509- 
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of a policy of enticement whichp thanks to the Quaker courtiersp 

was now beginning to take form in the King's braing that a coincid- 

ence of developments toward the end of 1685 had brought to the boil 

the old Popish Pejýil apprehension among Dissenters with a sufficient 

degree of realism as to make even the persecuting established Church 

palatable by comparison with Popery. Hence it appeared that Dies- 

enters would have to disabuse their minds of a great deal of deep- 

rooted prejudice before they would agree to render support for any 

program e that the King might have in mind. 
(') 

Although it was in January 1686 that Morrice firstreceived 

information (which'he did not believe) that the King had given orders 

'to stop all further execution of warrants for the levying of fines 

upon Protestant Dissenters' 
(2) 

persecution was by no means at an end. 

The rout that had followed Monmouth's Rebellion showed no signs of 

diminishing in January and February 1686. Those who frequented 

separate meetings in London and the home counties were particularly 

hard hit. 
(3) 

Any meetings whichlecame known to the authorities were 

disturbedp and Dissenters found it difficult to conceal their meetings 

from the prying eyes of the ubiquitous informers. Some record fines 

were levied. 

'Informers broke in upon Mr. Fleetwood, Sir John Hartopq and teng- 

others at Stoke-Newingtony to levy distresses for conventicles 

(1) Tyroonnel's activities in Ireland (despite the fact that he was 
still nominally subordinate to Clarendon) were soon to be looked 
upon by Nonconformists as a foretaste of things to come in 
Bagland, and hence to provide another element in the Popish 
Peril. Bennetv Memorialq 309-323; Williams Ip x-xi. 

(2) MorricetPo 509- 
(3) Matthew to Philip Henryp 2 February 16869 Henry MS-59 letter 16. 
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to six or seven thousand pounds'. 
(') 

Similar intrusions took place elsewherep including Enfieldq 

Hackney and 'all the neighbouring villages near London'. 
(2) 

Non- 

conformists were still forced to use extreme caution in meeting; 

they took care to assemble in small groups; services were held 

either very late or very early; look-outs were always on the watch 

and the minister in disguiseq with some pre-planned route of escapel 

many meeting houses had been enforcedly abandoned but even where 

this was not the caseq many dissenting groups believed it expedient 

to change their place of rendezvous with each meeting. 
(3) 

These tactics of avoidance had been practised ever since 

persecution had taken placeg and some dissenting ministers considered 

themselves past masters at the game. 
(4) 

In fact the success of some 

Nonconformist groups in the art of eluding persecution can be consid- 

ered as another variable factor - together with denominational 

(1) From the number of primary and secondary sources in which this 
figure is mentioned it may be assumed that it was not an exagg- 
eration. Calamyt Abridgementq 372-3; Palmer It 67- Morrice PO 
530; Bunyant 337; T. Timpsonq Church History of Kent (1859), 
268-9. See T. G. Crippen, 'Sir John Hartop1q CHST VII (1916-18), 
262-3- Sir John Hartop's father had been an NP for Leicester 
1661-78. Lyon Turner MS. 89.279 f. 20. 

(2) Ivimey It 4611 Neal Vp 12. 
(3) Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 X43-44- See B. Nightingaleg Lancashire 

Nonconformity (1892)9 Vol. on Bolton and Buryq 52; Vol. on 
Prestong 85; Cragg 119 158-99 162-3. 

(4) Walter Wilson MS. It it 304- See Bunyanq 336-7v 337-9; 
E. Terrill (ed), The Records of the Church of Christ meeting in 
Broadmeadq Bristolq 1640-879 Hanserd Knollys Soo. (1847)9 4589 
4599 460-19 4639 4669 470-1p 4779 478-9. 
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logisticsj the extent of the persecuting zeal of the local magistrate, 

priest and bishop and the social weighting of the dissenting congreg- 

ation - in accounting for the absence of a uniform intensity of 

persecution in all Parts of the country at a given time. Despite 

increased persecution in some localities in the course of 1684-59 even 

during this period persecution was not uniform. Henceý although Non- 

conformist seminaries were looked upon with extreme disfavour by 'the 

government' and Charles Morton's establishment in London had been 

broken up, 
(') 

Richard Frankland managed to operate his academy. through- 

out the periodq though he found it expedient to change its location 

four times between 1683 and 1686. 
(2) 

In Yarmouth, the records of 

the Congregational church show that throughout 1685-6y despite 

occasional prosecutionsp the work of the church went on as usual; 

new members were admittedp infants were baptisedp and back-sliders 

'dismissed'. 
(3) 

The Church Book of a Baptist congregation at Warboys 

in Huntingdonshire records that 'great trouble aboundS ... for the 

truth's sake' in 1685 but carries details of a considerable number 

of conversions and baptismso(4, 
) 

William Tongg fresh from Frankland's 

academyp began preaching in 1685 and was not arrested for almost a 

(1) Wilson Iv 157-8- 
(2) All locations were in Lancashire or the West Ridings Natlandq 

Calten in Craveng Dawsonfoldq Harboroughp and Attercliffe 
(Sheffield). CRI 212; Wilson 119 136; R. Halley, Lancashireq 
its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) IIp 261. 

Harmer US-76.2,144-5- 
E. B. Underhill (ed)q Records of the Churches of Christ.. at 
Fenstantonp Warboys and Hexham, 1644-17209 Hanserd Knollys Soo. 
(1854)9 280-1. 
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year 

Had the Anglican agencies of persecution foreseen that a 

confrontation between Church and Court might come andf since it 

would place the church in a vulnerable position politicallyp it 

would necessitate Nonconformist supportp the early months of -1686 

would have been the time to have used their almost exclusive control 

of the machinery of persecution to ensure dissenting friendship. A 

community of feeling was beginning to be engendered by the Church's 

anti-Papist campaign by the end of 1685 and, in some Nonconformist 

circlesq this increased as the King began his remarkable invasion 

of the rights of the Church of England' by re-issuing Charles II's 

directions to preachers in March 1686. 
(2) 

Butv whilst Dissenters 

who had received harsh treatment at the hands of JP's could now 

appeal to'thd$9 060dand find themselves 'more favoured than usual' 
(3) 

Churchmen showed no signs of relenting towards them. Just before 

Easter 1686 special injunctions were sent out by the Bishops to all 

clergy in the dioceses of London and Lincolng requiring church- 

wardens to keep a special check on those not present for divine 

service and Sacrament (especially those who 'received not the Sacra- 

ment at Easter') and to present a list of such persons to the 

magistrates who wouldp in turng ensure their attendance at the 

Assizes. These injunctions were to be read publicly by the a lergy. 
(4) 

It is symptomatic of the curious attitude held by some Nonconformistep 

(1) T. G. Crippeng 'Early Nonconformist Academiesig CHST IV (1909- 
1910)p 44; Wilson IIq 23- 

(2) CSPD 1686-79 56-58; Reresbyp, 416-417; -Bennetj Memorialp 324- 

(3) Calamy, Abridgementp 373- 

(4) Ibidq 374; Ivimey Ip 461; Neal Vp 3%. 
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especially the 'Donstv toward the Church in this period that Baxter 

could quote with resign ation the 'prevailing opinion that the Protes- 

tant Dissenters must be persecuted, or Popery could not be suppressedlo 

The juries at the Assizes 'in some places19 where those indicted under 

the 2ishops' injunction appeared, 'presented it as their opinion that 

unless the Dissenters were effectually persecutedy their dangers could 

not be remedied'. 
(') 

In other words 9 it appeared that the Church of 

England establishmentp apprehensive of the Popish Peril, had decided 

that the only way to safeguard the Dissenters against it (and them- 

selves into the bargain), was to persecute them in common with the 

Papists. The two great inflexibles - the King's desideratum and 

Anglican uniformity - were in collision. The King's temperament 

would not brook any accommodation that represented a compromise of 

his objectives, and a redistribution of forces, to bring about a 

settlement satisfactory to those objectivesq was about to be 

attempted. The King's oft-vaunted views on toleration would provide 

any rationalisation that his change of alliances required. Butp the 

views of the Latitudinarians notwithstandingg the Tory Anglicans who 

controlled the apparatus of persecution at this stage saw no reason 

to make a distinction between repealing the Test and penal lawag as 

the King desiredg and applying the penal laws with less rigour on 

the Dissentersy to propitiate them, as potential political allies. 

5- 

If the Church-Court Party had ever needed to justify to 

themselves the persecution of Dissenters as a policy they would 

(1) Calamyv Abridgementy 374- Calamy's italics. 
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probably have done so in terms of the iinpact that unrestrained 

Dissent might have on the State and ecclesiastical polity. 
(l) 

Speaking to the French ambassador at the beginning of the reigno 

James II had contrasted the Anglicans, Ile parti royal', with the 
(2) Dissentersp Ide vrais republicains' . It is logicalv thereforep 

having discussed the incidence and effects of persecution on Non- 

conformity between James II's accession and the beginning of the 

volte-face early in 1686p that some endeavour should be made to 

measureq for the same periodg the extent of the Nonconformist 

political involvement which persecution was intended to curtail* 

At ]Baxter's trial on 30 May 1685Y Jeffreys ejaculateds 

'I, know thou hasta mighty partyp and I see a great many of the 

brotherhood in corners, waiting to see what will become of their 

mighty donne... but by the grace of God I will crush you all$. 
(3) 

No phrase could have been less apt as a description of the Dissenters 

in general at this time, or the Presbyterians in particulary. than 

'a mighty party'. It wasp of coursep a perpetuation of the old 

equation of religious with political dissent; the thousands who were 

assumed to meet every Sunday in conventicles did so in defiance of 

the Governmentl and hence could be regarded as a huge political move- 

ment committed to its overthrow. But to assume that the Independents 

of 16859 for examples were motivated by the same spirit asp and 

shared the same outlook and political aims asp the Independents of 

the Civil Wars and Interregnumf was to be guilty of a gross distortion. 

I 

(1) See Cragg Up 12f 139 34p 35- 
(2) Barillon to Louisý 26 Februaryq C. J. Foxg Early Part of the 

Reign of James II (1808)p app. =ii . See also Barillon 10 
February 1687f Baschet, 168. 

(3) Calamyp Abridgement, 371- 
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Any of that spirit or any of those aims that did live on did so, 

but latentlyp in the breasts of the laity of the dissenting 'left', 

the unenfranchised masses. 

By the accession of James II the operation of the'Clarendon 

Code had tended to reducep if not destroy, the effectiveness of 

Nonconformity as a political force. The decline of the ministries 

and the social and economic decline of the laity both reduced the 

number of Dissenters who appeared on borough and county franchises. 

At the same time the former development left the mass of the 

unenfranchised dissenting laity without customary restraints on their 

political behaviour. This absence of restraint, ' coupled with escal- 

ating persecution in areas where the denominational ratio favoured 

Dissentersp had, producedp before the accession of Jamesp some - 

rumblings of civil disobedience. In districts where the ratio was 

not so favourable toward Nonconformityp the devolution of congreg- 

ations had contributed to the onset of quietism, a development that 

doe was fairly general among the declining ranks ofthe ministry. 
(') 9 

Allt bafore the accessionp one General Baptist preacher - perhaps 

typical of many country pastors with a record of military service 

for Parliament in the Civil Wars, saids 

II look upon it as my duty to behave myself under the King's 

government both as it becomes a man and a Christian... CBug the 

law hath provided two ways of obeying; the one to do that 

which I in my conscience do believe I am bound to do actively; 

and where I cannot obey activelyp there I am willing to lie 

down and suffer what they shall do to Inel. 
(2) 

(1) See above PP. 91-93. 
(2) Cited Ivimey Ip 304- 
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The Presbyterian ministryt howeverp had eschewed Political 

involvement long before the onset of quietism. In their farewell 

sermons before ejection in 1662 there were few examples of political 

comment or even explanation as to why they could not comply. Nor in 

the sermons that are extant for the period between ejection and the 

1688 Revolution are there any-but the most abstruse examples of 
(1) 

political exhortation. It isq in fact9 difficult to 'point to 

a single ejected minister whooosignalised himself as a political 

partisan', this they left to the 'wild sectaries and fanatics' who 

continued to be involved in political machinations and plots. 
(2) 

The stack of sermon notes for 1685-7 left by Philip Henry can. be 

searched in vain for the slightest hint of political exhortation. 
(3) 

Daniel Williamsy speaking on the responsibilities ofthe ministryp 

stated what may have been a generally accepted position on this 

subjects 

'All our administrations must be managed by those laws which 

respect our officet otherwise we affront the Lord Jesus 

We ought not to make state affairsp human conceits or dictates 
(4) 

of meng the matter of our preaching'. 

Those Dissenters who had attended church and taken the Sacrament with 

the sole aim of retaining their positions in the municipalities 

between 1681-59 and those like Richard Hampden, Hugh Boscevmn and 

(1) MICrieq 237-8; H. H. Oakley, Beginnings of Congregationalism 
in Sheffield (1913)9 41-42. This view is borne-out by my own 
study of sermons extant for 1685-88 in DWL. 

(2) MICrieq 241-2. The one striking exception was Robert Ferguson. 
See below pp, 18% 197. 

(3) kenry MS. It 683-781. 
(4) Williams IP 30-31. Williams admitted elsewhere, howeverp that 

he was not above 'hints' that might1be subject to various 
inferences'. IP 57- 
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Sir John Maynard who sought election to the 1685 Parliamenty were 

a race apart from the Presbyterian 'Dons'. The whole ethos among 

enfranchised Dissenters - reinforced by prevailing quietism - was 

against the idea of their being a political force; in 1685 the 

Dissenters were not a broken party in the face of the powerful 

Anglican-Court Alliancey they were in no sense a party. In March 

1685 all ranks of Dissenters had quite enough to do to contend'-with 

the prevailing persecution; electioneering could be left to those 

few who still had enough of the Exclusionist fervour left in them 

that had not been drummed out by persecution. 

The effects of persecution evident at the beginning of 1685 

were to be compounded during the next twelve months. The destruct- 

ion of many dissenting congregationsq the emigration and migration 

of clergy, the increasing number of Nonconformists in prison: all 

were to contribute to the destruction of Dissent as a political 

force. But even if the Dissenters had decided to organise them- 

selves effectively in support of opposition candidates in the 

Election of March 16859 the odds would have been heavily stacked 

against their success. Between the Oxford Parliament and his death, 

Charles II had issued f; rty-one borough charters. Many more were 

being processed when James II succeeded so thatp with elections 

imminent, forty-seven had to be rushed out in under three months 

(a further twenty-one followed in 1685-6). 
(') 

LIver since the 

accessiony Sunderland had been proving himself an aggressive 

(1) House of Lords USS9 Abstract of the Charters Granted Between 
1680-16889 HMC 12th Report, app. pt. VI9 298-9. See Luttrell 
Iv 324-5v 3329 336 ; R. H. Georgej 'Parliamentary Elections 
and Electioneering in 168519 TRHS Series IV9 XIX (1936)t 167- 
195; Jones, 469 47- 
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campaigner and a highly skilledelectoraltactician on behalf of 

the Courtq and other government ministers had been making what 

interest they could in their separate locali'ties. 
(') 

The Church 

also had been actively-engaging in the Court's interest. 
(2) 

With 

their political effectiveness reduced by persecution - many Noncon- 

formist voters were doubtless in prisont others abroadq still more 

afraid of making themselves conspicuous by flouting the Corporation 

and Five Mile Acts at this time being vigorously enforced by local 

M_ 
there was little that Dissenters could have done magistrates# 

in the face of such a phalanx. They did not have the personnel to 

provide an effective parliamentary oppositiong nor could they rally 

in support of Whig opposition elements since so many of the opposition 

leaders of the past were dead or in exilep and certainly discreditedg 

and no new ones had emerged. 
(4) 

A great deal of what has been described as 'dissenting politi- 

cal activity' in the 1685 Election can be traced to the electioneering 

tactics of a few Whigs like the Earl of Bedford. The Earl's influ- 

ence in Bedfordshire itself was such thatp in the view of Jeffreysp 

'he would choose whom he pleased'. This situation necessitated a 

lightning trip to Bedford by Jeffreys to force the Mayor to bring the 

election forward to the following day. 
(5) 

The Earl's influence was 

also in evidence at Tavistock. 
(6) 

In Buckinghamshireq Presbyterian 

(1) CSPD 16859 21 et seq; J. P. Kenyong Robert Spencer, Earl of 
Sunderland (1958)t 114-5; Warwick CR VIIII xiv-xv. 

(2) Tanner MS. XXXII f- 4; Carpentery Comptonp 79-80. 

(3) Laceyp 164. 

(4) Dalrymple IIj pt. 19 bk. 3v 57; Laceyq 164. See Morrice ?I 
371-21 377-8v 382-79 388P 3899 3929 393Y 3949 396Y 400-401- 

(5) Morrice Ps 457; Laceyq 165- See Luttrell IP 341- 

(6) &icCiJ, K%. 
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Richard Hampdenq who had been in all of Charles II's Parliamentsp 

was elected for Wendover. Whilst many of the 'dissenting' candi- 

dates can be described as more Whig than Dissenter, Hempden's 

pedigree as a Dissenter is not open to doubt. 
(l) 

Also in 

Buckinghamshireý Thomas Wharton was elected one of the MPs for 

the county, despite the efforts of Jeffreys to prevent it. Success 

was achieved only at great'financial costj howevert 'Wharton 

disbursed as much as fifteen hundred pounds in one day'. 
(2 ) 

There 

wereq in factq a number of instances in which a feared preponderance 

of opposition or Nonconformist votes was dealt with by a premature 

adjournment of the pollp altering the place of the election without 

notice 'to weary the free-holders' or simply 'refusing... to take 

the votes of excommunicate persons and other Dissenters'. 
(3) 

There was some dissenting electioneering in the South West. 

Soon after James's accession Thomas Penny Mayor of Bridgwatery wrote 

in a letter to Sunderland: 

'There coming some intimations of a Parliament, there didl on 

Thursday morning earlyp come into our town one Duvallp judged 

a base, contriving Fm atic and servant 4* Sir Frances Rollesp 
I 

who made it his business to run up and down to the grand Pan- 

atics at their houses; so I believe they - intend to put up 

members 
Cof3 the populacy in opposition to us'. 

(4) 

(1) Lacey2 165- See PP- 402-403- 
(2) S. Schofield, Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes (1937)t 139-140; 

CSPD 16852 122-3; A. Browningg Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby 
Duke of Leeds 1632-1712 (1951) It 367-9- 

(3) Luttrell It 341; HMC 14th Reporty Onslow USS (1895)9 app. IX9 
484- 

(4) CSPD 16859 60. This letter is undated butt from the information 
it containsv was clearly written within a, week of the accession., 
From his account of public reaction to the accession in the same 
letter and from the significance he attached to a relatively 
trivial letter written from London by ORB' to 'one Hoare, mer- 
chant, a designingg Grindallising Presbyter' it is possible to 
deduce that Thomas Penn was already anticipating Bridgwater's 
enthusiastic support for Monmouth. See CSPD 1685P 33-34y 37- 



By the end of the month Penn wrote to Sunderland that notwithstand-, 

ing his efforts on behalf of Tory ccmdidates 'the damnable crew' who Smek 
were ImakiA preparations for a p2rtY in Parliament' had set 

up Trenchar and Edward Clark as candidates for Taunton; 'They are 

birds ofSn:, featherq and their party is enough to decypher them what 
%0 they are W1qqQIjtj aVVQ4MS PSS4ý( C6dWCJV4(, MIYA 440 

WI 
-rjr&tCI44r6f r"hýhad 

also been active in the election at Christ- 

churchv Hampshire. 
(2) 

Howeverg it is uncertain whether the 

instigator of the political activity in Bridgwaterp Sir Frances 

Rollesp UP for the town under Charles Up was actually a Nonconform- 

ist at allp(3) thou gh he certainly suffered as if he had been one in 

the hysteria that surrounded Monmouth's landingp(4) and was undoubtedly 

* (5) of a family of 'strong Nonconformist sympathies'. Elsewhere in 

the South West the Mayor of Chichester reported that certain 'factious 

spirits' in the town were 'so impudent as to set up for electing their 

old seditious members when Parliament shall be called-1p 
(6) 

and Sir 

Charles Holt saw evidence of subtle campaigning on the part of 'our 

old disturbers . 
(7) 

Outside 'Monmouth country' there were stirrings here and there 

on the part of Nonconformists. In Harwich the 'Dissenting Party' 

were making 'great interest' for one candidate. 
(8) 

In Herefordshire 

(1) CSPD 16859 54 (dated 28 February)* 
(2) Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendonp Correspondence and Diariesp ed. 

S. W. Singer (1828) Iq 181-3- 
(3) Lacevt 439. 
(4) CSPD 1685P 1789 229. 
(5) DWL MS-38-359 Quick MSS Ig iiq 691. 
(6) CSPD 16859 20-21. 
(7) CSPD 16859 32. 
(8) CSPD 16859 108-109- 
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the Harley family were involved in some half-hearted (and abortive) 

electioneeringy(l) as were the Poleys in Worcestershire* 
(2) 

A number 

of other ex-MPs who had tenuous claims to a Nonconformist heritagep 

including Hugh Boscaweny William Strodef Sir William EllisqSir John 

Stapely and Michael Harveyy appear to have stood for election (and 

been defeated) in 1685P since theypetitioned the House of Commons to 

be seated. 
(3) 

Sir John Faggy of Steyningg SUBSeXp who had a Noncon- 

formist chaplain (and hence had some claim to be one himself)v was 

actually elected. 
(4) 

Sir John Thompsong whose reputation as a 

Nonconformist was to be gained by his defence of their cause in the 

Convention Parliament of 1689p was also elected to James II's Parlia- 

ment for Gatton, Surrey. 
(5) 

The only Nonconformist elected, apart 

from Hampdenq with a very strong Ipedigree'q howeverg was Sir John 

Maynard, 
(6) 

whose Presbyterian chaplaing Roger Morriceq has extolled 

him in the highest terms. 
(7) 

All in ally howeverg less than a handful 

of Nonconformists were elected to james IIIs Parliament* None of the 

dissenting clergy seem to have been particularly concerned at this. 

Very fewt in facty had shown more than a pasEing interest in the 

electionso Thomas jolly noted that his congregation prayed for the 

electionsq but were more concerned about fellow Dissenters who were 

appearing before the Assi'zes. 
(8) 

(1) Laceyq 164. 
(2) CSPD 1685,23. 
(3) Laceyq 1659 336 n. 65- See also PP 382-39 389-909 409-4109 

442-ý3- 
(4) Ibidq 165; CRP 42. 

(5) Laceyt 165; Morrice Q, 639- In the Convention Parliament 
Thompson was pronouncedly 'Whiglp but in later Parliaments 
espoused Tory opinions; DNB XIX, 696. 

(6) Lacey, 165. See PP- 422-3- 

(7) Morrice P9 5949 603,611; qp 147 (Morrice invariably put 
Maynard's name in shorthand or referred to him as Iser'). 

(8) Jollyp 68. 
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The King had reason to write with relish to William of-Orange 

that most of the Parliament men AM chose' with 'not many exclus- 

ioners amongst them#. 
(') 

Those lexclusibners' who were in the 

Parliament were cowed and frightened men. During the summer session 

they confined their activity to attemptBto defend their electoral 

interests in disputed election cases. 
(2) 

Richard Hampden, sat silently 

and tried not to obtrude. 
(3) 

Lord Wharton did the same in the House 

of Lords but after a fortnight-of tension decided that he was unsafe 

and fled abroad with a number of Presbyterian ministers escaping from 

the escalating persecution. 
(4) 

In view of the prevailing quietism and aversion to political 

involvement evident before James's accessionp in the absence of 

reaction at his accessiong in the election and in the opening weeks 

of the Parliament, the occurrence of a large-scale rebellion, 

supported substantially by Nonconformistsp comes as something of a 

surprise. That rank and file Nonconformists in the West were deeply 

involved in the Monmouth Rebellion is certainly symptomatic of the 

fact that quietism was more evident in the writings and verbal 

injunctions of, dissenting clergy and other articulatep enfranchised 

Dissentersq than in the thoughts of their unenfranchised followersp 

where there lurkedg albeit latentlyp something of the spirit of the 

old Independents. The 1681-5 persecutiony which had given rise to 

quietism and a desire to conform in some dissenting oirolesp had led 

to quite a different development in others. In the years immediately 

(1) CSPD 16859,1,29. 
(2) CT Ixt 732. 
(3) Laceyp 166. 

I't Jbi 5 
(4 j CSPD 16859 441; Calamyp Howev 113. See above p. 134. 
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prior to the accessiony areas with a high percentage of Noncon- 

formists in the populationv but where persecution was none the less 

bitterp had seen evidence of sedition and undercurrents of violence 

directed against the authorities. In no area had this been more 

apparent than in the West Country. The Quarter Sessions at Exeter 

in 1683 had beeniery much aware that the Nonconformists were at the 

centre of the movement of discontent*(') In February 1684 Judge 

Jeffreys had arranged that he should be gazetted to the Western 

Circuit 'in order that he might observe the temper of, the people in 

those parts' and had sent frequent regional reports to the Secretary 

of State as if expecting trouble. 
(2) 

The monographs written on the 

Rebellion have inferred that Dissenters represented a major element 

in Monmouth's suppart and that excessive persecution had driven them 

to it. 
0) ifter the Rebellion the King was reported to take the same 

view. 
(4) 

Penn certainly saw the Monmouth escapade as the response of 

the Western Dissenters to mounting persecution. 
(5) 

It is significant 

that the reason given for the defection of the Somerset militia was 

that, like the common people, they were. possessed with the 'fanatic' 

belief 'that their religion was at the last gaspl. 
(6) 

But the Western Rebellion was more than another by-product of 

(1) See abovey PP- 95-96. 
(2) S. Schofieldq Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes (1937), 100- 
(3) Ibidq 157; Roberts 1920410; Ernersong 16-17. See VCH 

Somerset 11,54; J. Murchy. A History of the Presbyterian and 
Baptist Churches in the West of England (1835)t 1019 156-79 
333-4. 

(4) Edward to Sir Edward Harley, 2 April 1687v HMC 14th Reportq app. 
pt. ID Portland LISS 111 (1894)9 398; J. S. Clarke (ed)y The 
Life of James the Second King of England &o Collected out of 
Memoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) 119 26. 

(5) W. Pennp A. Third Letter from a Gentleman in the Country to His 
Friends in Londonp Upon the Subject of the Penal Laws and Tests 
(1687)p 99 12v 18. 

(6) Roberts Iq 290. 
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long years of persecution. Somerseto Devon and Wiltshirep the 

counties which produced the greater part of Monmouth's army, ' 

comprised one of the great industrial regions of Ehgland and the 

industries on which they were based were far from prosperous. Of 

the towns where his army quarteredg(l) Tauntony Shepton Mallet and 

FronBwere near the Mendip minesq as was Bristolq whence a good many 

of his soldiers cameg and these mines were undergoing a period of 

depression. Whilst information is fragmentary and few accurate 

figures existq it is clear that unemployment must have been high 

and standards of living low in the mining centres. Like the 

Stannaries of Devon and Cornwallf the Mendip mining communities 

were bound together by a common legal code and may well have been 

accustomed to acting together. 
(2) 

Hence their involvement with 

Monmouth may have been not only occasioned by unemployment and 

povertyq but concerted. John Evelyn commented that the slain at 

Sedgemoor 'were most of them Kendip miners,. 
(3) 

Unemployment and poverty were not restricted to the mining 

communities. Twntonq Shepton Malletp Frome md Bristol were also 

centres of the English cloth industry. Axminsterq another town where 

Monmouth's army quarteredp was the hub of that industryq and Bridg- 

waterjone of the first towns to declare for Monmouth9was a port based on 

(1) See HMC Stopford-Sackville I (1904)t 12-19. 
(2) See Sir George Clarkq The Later Stuarts (2nd edit. 1956)9 120; 

J. W. Goughq The Mines of Mendip (1930)9 112p 114-1159 1649 167Y 
215,216; VCH Somerset 119 378; S. Schofieldq op cito 100; 
J. W. Gough, Mendip Mining Laws and Forest Boundsq Somerset 
Record Society (1931) XLVq 1-29 16 et seq. 

(3) Evelyn IV,, 452, 
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the cloth trade. Most of the artisans involved in this are likely 

to have been Dissentersp(l) and many of them are likely at this time 

to have been experiencing a substantially reduced standard of livingg 

and hence have been more prone to support rebellion. 
(2) 

The Quarter 

Sessions at Exeter following the Rebellion ordered *that all constables 

should strictly enquire concerning all Dissenters whether any of them 

were from home between 12 June and 6 July last,. 
(3) 

The order was 

to apply to Devon and Somerset and the findings of the enquiry for 

Somerset have been published. The return deals with thirty-two 

HundreddLstricts and 134 villages. In each instance the. Christian 

name and surname is giveng and in most cases occupation. For 

Wellington and district alone there are a thousand names. For 

Tauntonp a woollen townO there are 275 namesp 213 of which are listed 

under occupations* Of thesep 120 can be said to have been involved 

with the-textile industryp worsted combersq weaversy sergemakers. 
(4) 

Clearlyp some West Country Dissenters who enlisted under the 

Protestant Duke were suffering from social and economic pressuresp 

concomitants of depression. Hence social unrest among the dissenting 

communities of the woollen towns cannot be ignored as a factor in 

Monmouth's Rebellion. 

A further explanation of the involvement of so many Western 

(1) Robert s Il 298,301; A. Tuckerp 'Porton Baptist Churchl 1655-85'9 
BHST I (1908-1909)v 57i See J. Toulming The History of Taunton, 
ed. J. Savage (1822)9 458- 

(2) Ev 1 op cit; 
Fir ' 664! ye 02uti' 7/k lakr SWta, -, jtr OM &4, 20 - VIH Somerset 119 412; S. Schofieldq 

op 0 1001 
(3) Matthew to Philip Henryp 10 November 16859'Henry MS. 69 letter 6, 

f- 5- 
(4) A. L' Humphreysp 'Some Sources of History for the Monmouth 

Rebeilion and the Bloody Assizestv Proceedings of the Somerset- 
shire Archaeological and Natural History Societyq XXXVIII (1892)p 
Part Twoo 317-319. 
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Dissenters in the rebellion, despite the quietism of their pastorsp 

may lie in the character of many dissenting congregations 

Occas 10MO the episcopal returns sent in to Arch- 

bishop Sheldon in 1669 and 1676 revealed that the 'principals and 

abettors' who influenced the behaviour of 'conventiclers' and 

provided them with political direction were laymenthan 

the ejected ministers who had nominal charge over them. 
(l) 

There 

was also evidence in the returns that these 'principals and abettors' 

were not infrequently men who had been army. officers during the Civil 

Wars and Interregnump or were from families with a strong military 

tradition. 
(2) 

The returns of Blandfordv Bishop of Oxfordv Glenhamp 

Bishop of St. Asaphq Francis Lloyd, Bishop of Llandaff and Hacketp 

Bishop of Lichfieldq all emphasised 'the military element sit. the 

Nonconformists'. For example) of the two conventicles at Henley on 

Thames (in the diocese of Oxford)y one a Quakerp the other containing 

'all other sorts of sectaries but chiefly Presbyterians', 'the 

principal frequenters and promoters of both [on these meetinge were 

Isuch as were officers and soldiers in ye Parliament army'. In 
I 

addition 'the leading persons' at Hooke Norton (oxford) were 'such 

as were soldiers', and the promoters of other conventicles in the 

diocese went under designations such as 'an Anabaptistical soldierlp 

'a quarter master in Cromwell's army'. 
0) 

The episcopal return for 

Devon revealed thatq of the'nigh 500' conventiclers at Columptonp 
ik"Od 
k he chief abettorjwas'William Sumpterg a captain under ye late 

usurper'. In the conventicles at Cavelion, Magorp St. -Brideep 

(1) Turner IIIs 77- 
(2) Turner It 45; IIIP viiJ- 
(3) Turner IIIp vii-viii. 
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Caldicotp Lavanches and Dinham there werelmIny persons of good 
elfher 

estatesy being country gentlemen, and such as A were in actual arms 

in the late rebelliong or bred uo under such'. 
(') 

The return for 

Exeter indicated that, apart from the military sponsorg the convent- 

icles were made up of linconBiderablOilyoung persons of the meaner 

sort' and other persons of a 'vulgar' varietyp all of whom would Xbe 

wafted by any political wind that blew. 
(2) 

In Berkshire 'the abettors' 

as opposed to 'the teachers' were SOOJ94MOS 'army menl. 
(3) 

In the 

returns from St. Asaphq the names of 

those who had fought under Cromwell were in evidence as 

'principals and abettorsl. 
(4) 

The military tradition among those who 

attended conventi-cles was doubtless not as strong in 1685 as it had 

been in 1669 and 1676; but the phrases in the episcopal returns which 

imply the cultivation of such a tradition between generationsq and 

the inference that military men occupied an influential position in 

dissenting meetings almost ex officiop should still be borne in mind 

as an element'in the explanation as to why West Country Dissenters 

were prepared to take up arms. The existence and function of 

'promoters and abettors' may also suggest the source from which much 

of the political direction of Nonconformists came and a reason why, 

at this time at leastp the activities of the dissenting laity were so 

(1) 
2T ner It 42-46. My italics. 

(2) Aer III, 81-91, See Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendonj Correspon- 
dence and Diariesq ed. S. WoSinger (1828) It 135P 136o 

(3) Turner It 113P 114o 

w 
(4) 

ýTifu!; Yn3e)r I'Ll, 77. The episcopal returns of 1669 and 1676 from' 
which these facts are taken are to be found in Lambeth Palace 
Libraryp Tenison MS. 639. Unfortunately, the returns for the 
diocese of Bath and Wells, which included Somersetq are 
incomplete and provide no information about 'principals and 
abettorslo 

Irm 



much at variance with the quietistic sympathies of the dissenting 

ministry. 
(1) 

Among Nonconformists Monmouth had always had a charismatic 

appeal. This appeal had been enhanced by a progress in the West in 

1680, and its religious element had been strengthened in 1685 by what 

looked like the spectacle of a Catholic King and the Anglican Church 

united in the purpose of extirpating Nonconformity. 
(2) 

In fact 

within daysp almost hoursp of the accession the esteem in which the 

Protestant Duke was held by lower class Dissenters was evident in 

mysterious, sometimes wildp talk and strange rumours. By 10 February 

some Dissenters thought that the Duke had already landed in the North 

of Scotlana and were 'apt to believe the Duke would never prove so 

ungrateful as to see those who hayestood uP for his interest sink 

for want of his support,. 
(3) 

Elsewhere there persisted a belief that 

konmouth would land in Scotland in the summer. 
(4) 

It was almost as 

if the belief in Monmouth was part of the Popish Peril syndrome; 

'the fanatic party'410joYork were preaching that Monmouth would comep 

the nation would be divided land the Crown Party - ,- totally 

. routedl. 
(5) 

In the same week a Londoner was put in the Tower for 

making a similar quasi-apocalypticprediction. 
(6) 

On 2 March John 
k 

Hathaway was sentenced to be whipped and imprisoned for saying 

(1) See also J. Murchy op citq 168-9; S. F. Clarkq 'Nottingham 
Baptist BeginningsIp BQ (1957-8) XVII9 163; 1. Sellerap 
'Baptists in Liverpool in the Seventeenth Centurylp BQ XX 
(1963-4)t 195P 196. 

(2) See J. Toulming The History of Tauntonp ed. J. Savage(1822)9 
430-441Y 458; A. Jenkinsp Civil and Ecclesiastical History of 
the City of Exeter (2nd edit. 1841)9 180; W. Phelps, The 
History and Antiquities of Somersetshire (1836) 1,98-99; 
Emerson, 119 19. 

(3) CSPD 1685p 6. 
(4) CSPD 16859 23- 
(5) CSPD 16859 30. 
(6) CSPD 16859 37- 
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'I would fight for the Duke of Monmouthp and if that Monmouth 

had the better and the King was to be killedq rather than 

the KingShould not be killed I would do it'. 
(1) 

On 18 March Deborah Hawkins of Holborn was sentenceoCto be fined and 

pilloried for predicting thatp 'If there were warsp as I believe 

there will beg I will put on breeches myself to fight for the Duke 

of Monmouth'. 
(2 ) 

The Government reacted by arresting an old servant 

of Monmouth'sp a Baptist ministerg and a woman in Chichester who 

had'a hot repor-e that Ithe Duke of Monmouth was proclaimed King in 

(3) ' Scotland' alreadyl Part of the explanation for these outbursts 

was thatMonmouth's cause was already being canvassed among the 

'fanatic' party in loondong and probably in the Westq during the 

spring of 1685- 
(4) 

But it is a measure of the strength of Monmouth's 

'charisma' that they continued to occur months after his execution. 
(5) 

From its very rootsp lionmouth's was a rebellion of Nonconform- 

ists and soon became known as 'the Fanatic Plot' or 'the Dissenters' 

Rebellion'. 
(6 ) 

Neverthelessq subsequent sectarian apologists have 

been so embarrassed by the extent of dissenting involvement in the 

Rebellion that they have tendecl to omit mention of it completelyp 

(1) Middx. CR IVp 284- 
(2) Ibidq 285-6. 
(3) CSPD 16859 lp 59 209 21. The Baptist minister, Henry Daýdversq 

was already in negotiation with Monmouth and was committed to 
'raise London' when the Duke landed. He was at liberty by 
the time that the landing occurred. His congregation was at 
Newington Green and he had long been regarded as 'a disaffected 
and dangerous person'. Morrice Pt 444; Roberts 1,297; 
Emerson, 109 14Y 169 27- 

(4) Emersong 13- See Roberts Ip 213; Emersonp 30- 
(5) Middx- CRP 3129 315-6. 
(6) Densham and Ogleg xii;, Luttrell Iq 3549 364. Luttrell 

invariably used 'Fanatic' to mean 'Dissenter'. e, -9- Ip 3259 
327-89 328. 
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concentrating on dissenting resistance to 'enticement'. (1) 
Those 

who do give details are at pains to justify incidents of involve- 

ment. 
(2) 

In response to Anglican taunts after the Revolution, (3) 

James Peirce wrote a 'Vindication' of the conduct of the Dissenters 

in the reign of James II in which he insisted that: 

'Many.. Nonconformists thought King Charles was married to the 

Duke's mother; and. so were persuaded It hag the Duke was.. heir 

Ef the Crown.. They embraced that opportunity of shaking off 

the tyrannical yokep and recovering their just libertiesv 

after they had been miserably oppressed and persecuted for 

above twenty years'. 
(4) 

The Court certainly saw it as a Rebellion of Dissenters from 

the beginningpthough until 20 June they pursued a policy of rounding 

UP individual Dissenters without making it clear that they believed 

that the Dissenters as a body were behind it. On 19 Mayp twenty- 

three days before, Monmouth actually landed at Lymep Sunderland gave 

orders to 'Thomas Atterbury or other messeýgers to search for and 

apprehend' a number of persons who were probably believed to be in 

sympathy with Monmouth. A number of these were Dissentersp including 

John and Henry Trenchard-(5) On 29 May Sunderland singled out John 

Trenchard in particular and ordered the Sheriff of Somerset to 

(1) e. g. A. H. Drysdale, The Pres. byterians in Ehgland (1889)9 Thomas 
M'Criev Annals of IDaglish Presbytery (1872)9 and Bryan Dale, 
A History of Diglish Congregationalism (1907)- 

(2) e. g.. Ivimey It 4341 'No greater stigma attaches to the adher- 
ents of the Duke of Monmoutht than would have attached to those 
of the Prince of Orange had he been equally unsuccessful', 

(3) e. g. William Nicholsq A Defence of the Doctrine and Discipline 
of the Church of England (1709)9 97. 

(4) James reircet A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 1718)t 
261-2. 

(5) CSFD 16859 157- 
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facilitate his capture. 
(') 

From the Trenchardsv Sunderland turned 

to the other Dissenting politicians of the West who might have 

provided leaders for aRebellion, Michael Harveyv William Strodev 

Edmund Prideaux and Sir Francis Rollesp and had them arrestedt Rolles 

being conveyed to the Tower. 
(2) 

In Herefordshire and Staffordshire 

Nonconformist politicians Sir Edward Harleyv John Swynfen and 
disam or M Paul Foley wererlconfinedlp probably because of their proximity 

to Cheshire, where a rising was Enticipated. 
0 ) 

Toward the end of 

May Nonconformist homes in the West were ransacked in search of 

Robert Ferguson's familys Ferguson's role in the intended Rebellion 

doubtless having already been anticipatedi(4) 
PýiAaf S 

Sefore the landings the Governmen;, ýin 
an inspired stroke of foresight,, 

had a number of Nonconformist ministers from in and around Lyme 

arrested and imprisoned at Portsmouthp thus keeping them out of 

trouble for the duration ofthe Rebellion. 
(5) 

By 11 Junel when Monmouth landedp a nationwide rebellion of 

Whig-Dissenting elements was feared by the Government. A number of 

general orders were sent out for the arrest or disarming of 

'disaffected and suspicious persons' but still not specifically 

equating such persons with Nonconformists* 
(6) 

Nevertheless it would 

appear that those arrested 'upon the landing of the Duke of Monmouth, 

were 'not only such as had been engaged in the late wars' 'but many 

(1) CSPD 1685Y 166. 
(2) CSPD 1685v 178p 194,229o See Luttrell Iv 349- 
(3) HMC 14th Report, appo pt. II: Portland MSS III (1894)p 384-5t 

385o See Bnersong 279 29Y 50- 
(4) CSPD 1685v 157o 
(5) Densham and Ogle, 146-7; CRP 440P 441; Roberts Il 223v 263. 

Cof- CSPD 1685t 178. 
(6) CSPD 16859 2069 207; Warwick CR VIIII lxvi. 
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good old ministers, and such private gentlemen as were obnoxious to 

the... Courty or their correspondents in the country'. 
(') 

On 20 June 

it became quite clear how the Government viewed the Rebelliony when the 

King sent out letters to all Lord Lieutenants 

ýauthorising and directing themeto give ordertt for seizing 

all disaffected and suspicious personsv and particularly all 

Nonconformist ministers and such persons as served against 

our royal father and late royal brother . 
(2) 

By Sunday 21 Junep under one or other of these sets of warrantsq over 

a hundred Dissenters in London had been arrested on suspicion of 

complicity with Monmouth. 
(3) 

Morrice was indignant that those being 

arrested were not on the lunatic 'left' of Nonconformityq 'Rantersp 

Fifth Monarchy Men or Levellers'; most were 'respectable citizens,. 
(4) 

To be a Nonconformist in London during the summer of 1685 was to be an 

automatic suspect. By I July there were 'warrants out in the con- 

stables' hands' all over central London 

'against all that were in the army against Charles I or III 

and that have otherwise manifested their disaffection to 

this Government including all Dissenters and Nonconformist 

ministerso. 
(5) 

Between 11 June and 4 July arrests were made in all parts of 

&gland, In most parts the magistracy and shrievalty gave effect to 

the warrants by a pogrom of the ejected ministers and in some parts 

by'arresting prominent laymen too. In other areas it is likely that 

(1) J. Hunter (ed), Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) Iq 180. 

(2) CSPD 1685,2129 2139 228,. 230; Warwick CR9 lxvi. 
(3) Morrice P9 469. 
(4) Morrice P9 471- 
(5) Morrice P9 471-2* 
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prominent lay Dissenters were at least cross-examined by the 

Sheriff. 
(') 

The fact that the ejected ministry were in prison and 

the lay leaders of Nonconformity were either in prison or under 

surveillance partially explains why neither group were evident among 

Monmouth's supporters in the West and why most sources refer 
io the 

rebels as 'ordinary', 'mean' or 'poor' men. 
(2) 

In London a 'great 

number' of Nonconformist 'merchants and tradesmen' were imprisoned. 

The jails of York and Hull were soon full of Nonconformist merchants 

and traders 'who had been known-to hold liberal opinions,. 
(3) 

Together 

with the ejected ministers of Lincolnshire and the East Ridingy this, 

influx rendered the prison at Hull somewhat overcrowdedp and an over- 

spill was provided in the form of Richard Astley's Presbyterian 

meeting housW In Lancashirey Cheshire and Shropshire the magistrates 

interpreted their warrants literally and would appear to have 

imprisoned all of their ejected ministry. James Bradshaw of Wigan 

and Henry Finch of Lancaster were imprisoned at Chester and Thomas 

Jolly of Altham at Preston. Henry Newcome of Manchester had his 

house ransacked though it is uncertain if he was actually imprisoned. 

Oliver Heywood, the most prominent Presbyterian in Yorkshire and 

perhaps in the Northp was actually in prison when the rebellion 
i 

began. Adam Martindale was imprisoned at Chesterp despite the fact 

that he had written a treatise against rebellions and 'given out many 

reasons why he thought it ridiculous in the Duke to pretend 

(1) See J. Hunter (ed)., Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) It 180. 
(2) Reresby, 373; HMC Stopford-Backville MSS I (1904)v 2 

Roberts It 223. 
(3) Neal Vp 9; ' Miallp 95- 
(4) CR9 179 76; ýalmer Ut 413Y 414. See A. B. Troutp 'Nonconform- 

ity in Hull It CHST IX (1924-6)p 43- 
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legitimacy and rebellion'. In Martindale's areaq Cheshirep it 

would appear that prominent lay Dissenters were being arrested too 

(probably because Lord Delamere had been preparing to raise the 

County for the rebels). 
(') 

Occasionally, as in Gloucestershirep an 

ejected minister might elude arrest by going into hiding but few had 

the time or inclination to do so. Philip Henry of Flin'tshireq John 

Lougher of Norfolkv Thomas Ogle of Nottinghamp William Hawden of 

Yorkq Richard Swynfen of Staffordy and Nathaniel Vincent of Southwark 

were all imprisoned and were doubtless typical of many more. 
(2) 

Henry Erskine and Luke Oglep arrested at Newcastle on 4 JulYY would 

appear to have been the last of the ejected ministers to be rounded 

up . 
(3) 

No trials were heldt and it would appear that it only occurred 

to one ejected ministerp Samuel Clark of Buckinghamshire, to register 

a protest (on behalf of himself and all the other Dissenters impris- 

oned at Aylesbury without grounds for 8uspicio4. 
(4) 

If the nationwide arrests indicate that the Government believed 

that the 'Plot' itself was nationwidep and if the heavier arrests in 

London indicate that it assumed that Dissenters in the capital were 

deeply committed, both assumptions were doubtless incorrect$ owing 

their origin to the same neurosis which had led the King to expect 

(1) CR, 69,195P 343; klartindaleg 233-4; Henni 

R. Halleyq Lancashile its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 
IIp '- 276-7; Heywood 1119 221. See Emerson, 149 27. 

(2) J. Murchp A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches 
in the West of England (1835)9 8; Henry, Diaries and 
Lettersq' 326; CR9 2539 3289 373P 4739 502; Wilson IV, 305- 
Nathanijal Vincent is not to be confused with the Joshua 
Vincent of Exetert a minister who was actýally involved in 
the Rebellion ahd was arrested at Exeter UL January 1686. 
H11C Downshire MSS It it 107; CSPD 1686-71 17; Ellis It 329 
xv; 43P xxii. 

(3) CR9 184P 372. 
(4) M. Verney (ed)t Memoirs of the Verney Family with the Letters 

At Claydon House Ord edit. 1925) IIP 3991CM44 OCI 11q, 



193 

a national insurrection at his accession. 
(') 

But the- Government's 

fears of the disloyalty of the Dissenters were by no means groundless. 

If the quietist exhortation and practice of many of their pastors had 

permeated far into the minds of West Country Dissentersp they were 

certainly effectively exorcised when Monmouth landed. In fact, the 

conduct of Western Dissenters during the Rebellion - the only really 

'grass roots" event in the history of Nonconformity during the reign - 

is indicative of a major bifurcation in the attitude to established 

authority between conventicle and pastor. This. is particularly true 

if 'pastor' is taken to be synonymous with the section of the Noncon- 

formist clergy about whom we have the most complete infcrmationg the 

Presbyteriansy 
(2) 

(though many Baptist and Independent congregations 

were directly involved with their pastors). 

Baptist historians assume mass involvement'on the part of West 

Country Baptists. 
(3) 

Though dubious as an historical source in most 

respects, William Gifford's Western Martyrology provides compendious 

Proof of the involýement of Bristol Baptists. Andrew and Emmanuel 

Giffordp grandfather and fathery respectivelyp of the compilerp 

made large gifts of cash to Monmouth andýencouraged him to take 

Bristolp urging (probably correctly) that it was the crux of the 

(1) See Barillon to Louis, 26 March 16859 James to Wil%i 
,. 

amp 10 
September 1685, Dalrymple 119 app. pt. 1 bk. 2v 33ý53; CSPD 
16859 1; Barillon to Louis, ý26 February 1685, . J. Foxg 
Early Part of the Reign of James 11 (1808)9 appo xxxi- . See 
J. P. Kenyonp The Stuarts (1958)9 148- 

(2) through the detailed accounts of the lives of the Ejected 
Ministers of 1662 in ralmerg Calamy and CR (this is not to 
infer that all ejected ministers were Presbyterians: most 
were. CRI x)v and through the biographies and autobiographies 
of the 'Dons'. 

(3) J. Murchq OP Citp 333-4; W. T. Whitleyp 'The 
Bloody Assizes. of 16850, BQ V (1930-31)9 26. See Evelyn IV9 
452. 
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military campaign. 
(') 

When the Baptist rebels of Bristol faced 

the Grand Jury at the Bloody Assizes Jeffreys said that they 

'Certainly.. had.. great encouragement from the party within.. 

It seems the Dissenters and Fanatics fare well amongst 
1AC (2) 

youp by reason of favour 4ý the magistrates1p I 

an assertion which did less than justice to the Persecuting ardour 

shown by the Tory magistrates in the preceding months and means no 

more than that, persecution nothwithstandingg Nonconformity was still 

rife in the d ty. 
(3) 

The almost unanimous involvement of Bristol 

Baptists in the Rebelliong howeverg served to separate them from 

the Presbyterians and Independents, who were more waryp and broke 

up a conventicle which had been made up of members of all three 

sects who had been prepared to forget their differences in the face 

of the bitter persecution of 1684-5. 
(4) 

Elsewhere in the West Countryp Samuel Lark and John Griffith, 

Baptist ministersq and Richard Rumbold and Abraham Holmesp Baptist 

laymeny were actively involVed in the Duke's army and in promoting 

his cause. 
(5) 

John Manleyq to become better known as a Member of 

the Convention Parliamentp and a Baptistp actually came over with 
(6) 

Monmouth and-was sent to help lead a rebellion in London. 

(1) W. Giffordq The Western Martyrology (1701)9 2649 268-71; 
Ivimey 19 431-2. See S. Schofieldq Jeffreys of the Bloody 
Assizes (1937)9 310; Emersont 499 56; HMC Stopford- 
Sackville MSS 1 (1904)9 14- 

(2) Cited Ivimey 19 433.;, 
(3) J. Murchy op city 101; Lyon Turner US-89-13P IX 66-68, ix 

77-78p X45. 
(4) Ibidq IX 62. 
(5) Roberts-Iq 259; Laceyj 172- ; J. Toulmin, The History of 

Taunton, 'ed. J. Savage (18221t 527. Lark was one of the 
twelve persons executed at Lymeo Densham and Ogleq 146-7o 
See CSPD 16859 265- 

(6) Lacey, 169; HMC Stopford-Sackville MSS 1 (1904)9 24. When 
Manley went to London he believed that 3000 men in the City 
were listed asIready'. Ibido 
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In William Kiffin's autobiography we have a detailed account of 

the involvement of his two grandsonsq Benjamin and William Hewlingf 

on the side of Monmouth and receive a considerable insight into the 

motives behind their involvement. 
(') 

It was evidentp long before 

Monmouth landedq that William Kiffin himself had fallen from the 

position of influence which he had once enjoyed at Court. 
(2) 

Before 

James II's accession abortive attempts were made to fine and imprison 

himý once on a treason chargeý3) His son-in-lawg Joseph Hayesq was 

arrestedp on the slenderest evidencet on a charge of complicity with 

Sir Thomas Armstrong and Lord Russellq and nothing Kiffin was able to 

do could prevent his 'ruin$. In fact9 his efforts on behalf-of his 

son-in-law were abruptly curtailed when efforts were made to prove his 

own involvement. 
(4) 

Perhaps because of his graiffather's fall from 

favourg William Hewling left England for the United Provincesq and 

was thus removed from the quietistic influence pervading dissenting 

circles in England. 
(5) 

From a letter sent by his elder brotherl 

Benjaming from Amsterdam to his sister in England (dated April 1683) 

it appears that he was either already living in Holland or was in the 

, (6) 
habit of frequently commuting between England and Hollandm At all 

events, it is clear that both boys were involved in the plot from 

its inceptiong although Kiffin feigned to know nothing of itOM 

(1) Kiffint 56. The two boys 'were the only sons of Mr. Benjamin 
Hewlingq a Turkey merchant of good fortune in London' who after 
their father's death were brought up by their mother and mater- 
nal grandfatherg William Kiffin. Both Hewlings and Kiffins 
were Particular Baptiste. M, Noble, Memoirs of the Protector- 
al House of Cromwell (1787) 119 454-460. 

(2) see above2 PP- 55-56. 

(3) Kiffint 50-53. 

(4) Kiffinp 52-53. 

(5) Kiffinp 53. 

(6) W. Ormeq appendixg Kiffing 143-4. 
(7) Ibidq 53-54; M. Noblev Memoirs of the Protecoral House of 

Cromwell (1787) 119 456-60. See Roberts Iq 253. 
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Despite their grandfather's attempt to present them as religious 

martyrs their motivation would appear to have been at least 

partially political. Benjamin was certainly something of a political 

hot-head; his 'zeal for the Protestant interest' led him to aim for 

the deposition of James 119 not merely 'as a--Papistp ýu3 upon any 

terms whatever'. 
(') 

After their escape and arrest following Sedgemoorp 

their mother and grandfather proffered IL39000 for their lives' to 

'a Great Manlý but without success. 
(2) 

They were imprisoned at 

Exeter on 12 July, taken by sea to Newgate on 27 Julyp and after a 

three week stayp transported back to the West to be tried. 
(3) 

Hannah 

Hewlingp their sister, accompanied them on this last journey and 'did 

everything she could to save their livesly even persuading Churchill 

to intercede with the King. 
(4) Before the trial she applied to 

Jeffreysq who treated her with unaccustomed politenessp but without 

result. 
(5) 

William was executed at, Lyme on 12 September and Benjamin 

at Taunton on 30th. 
(6) 

At William Hewling's trial Jeffreys told him 

'that his grandfather did as well deserve that deatho which he was 

likely to sufferp as he didIf and many Nonconformists continued to 

believe that Jeffreys' severity to the Hewlings was partially an 

attempt to hit at their grandfather. 
(7) 

(1) W. Orme, appendix, Kiffin, 139-42 See J. Toulmin, op citt 
512-520, 

(2) Kiffint 54- 
(3) CSPD 16859 295; Kiffinp 57-59- 
(4) Kiffint 589 59P 147- 
(5) W. Ormet app. Kiffing 147; M. Noblep Memoirs of the Protect- 

oral House of Cromwell (1787) 119 45q-b2. The BloodY Assizes 
left their mark on Hannah (later married to Cromwell's grand- 
son) whose religious fervour led her to lunwarrantable warmths' 
against the government; M. Nobley op citp It 223; W. Ormep 
appendixg Kiffin, 148-9. 

(6) Kiffins 55-57- 
(7) Wilson It 425; Kiffing 82. 
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If the Baptists gave the ma3t mass support to the rebellion 

among the sects9 a number of Independents played key roles in its 

organisation. The Plot probably owed its origination and initial 

planning to ejected . 
(Independent) minister Robert Ferguson whop 

before Dr. John Owen's death in 16839 had been his close friend and 

confidant. 
(') 

Owen had doubtless been aware of, and may have been 

in sympathy withp Ferguson's championship of the Duke's cause during 

the Exclusion Crisis. 
(2) 

In Holland Ferguson workedg with othersq 

to induce Monmouth to accept their plans for a rebelliong 
(3) 

and 

before the departure of the rebels from Amsterdam be presented the 

Duke with a Declaration which he had drawn up to be used as a 

political manifesto once they landed in England. 
(4) 

Once in the 

West Countryq howeverp Ferguson was probably disappointed that 

support for the Duke among the Independents was less than total. 

Though many went to Monmouth's headquarters at Taunton to enlistp 
(5) 

others hung backpwaiting events. Support among Independent 

pastors was certainly less than Ferguson would have expectedg though 

when they did throw in their lot with the Duke they usually took 

part of their congregation with them. This was'the case with 

(1) CRy 193-4; Emersony 11-12. 
(2) See Robert Fergusong A Letter to a Person of Honour Concerning- 

the King's Disavowing his having married the Duke of Monmouth's 
Mother (1680). This pamphlet argued that Monmouth was legiti- 
mate. 

(3) Emereonq 11-12. When the King saw Monmouth at Whitehall after 
his capturep the latter 'laid the fault on my Lord Argyle and 
Mr. Ferguson for advising him to it'. Reresbyp 385. Despite 
rumours that he had been killed at Sedgemoorp Ferguson eluded 
both death and justice and had been seen in Holland by 18 
August 1685. Reresby, 384; Robert to Sir Edward Harleyq 
18, Au5ust 1685P HMC 14th Report, app. pt. Us Portland MSS III 
(1 94 t 386. 

(4) Roberts Ip 232,235-50; J. Toulminp op d tp 451--4- 
(5) James Peirceq A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 1718)9 

Ul. 



198 

Stephen Towgood and the IndependentB of Axminsterg for examplep(l) 

who 'hoped that the day was come in which the good old cause... 

that had lain as dead and buried for a long timej would revive 

again'. 
(2) 

Ferguson could have little to complain about regarding 

the substantial Norconformist (chiefly*Independent) congregations of 

the woollen towns of Tauntong Chard and Bridgwatery where support 

was considerable* At Exetery howeverp where industry was more varied 

and the Presbyterians were predominant there were serious divisions 

among Dissenters over the question of involvement. 
0) 

The fact that 

so many Independent pastors were imprisoned did not inhibit lay 

involvement on the part of the Congregationalists. Leadership in 

enlistment was superfluous for congregations -rACW, 
ýj I't AaV 'MO. 

in Dorset where support was spontaneous. 

Elsewherep as in Beaminsterp a respected layman (perhaps an ex- 

Cromwellian soldier) led the male members of the Congregation to 

enlist. 
(4) 

Among the Quakers - where the incidenosof persecution was 

highestf the impact of quietism was greatest and dependence upon the 

King most widely felt - there was a strong desire on the part of the 

vast majority to disassociate themselves from the rebel cause'. In 

more than twenty towns in Devong Dorset and Somerset the local Quakers 

pestered magistrates and clergY fort and obtained, written documents 

(1) F. B. Wyatt, 'The Congregational Church at Axminsterly CHST 
IV (1909-10)t 108. 

(2) Axminster Church Bookq cited Roberts Il 231-2. 
(3) Brockett, 47- 19, J. Toulminy op citg 458; A. Jenkins, Civil 

and Ecclesiastical History of the City of Exter (2nd edit* 1841)p 
180; W. Phelps, The History and Antiquities of Somerset (1836) 
ig 98-99; Roberts It 301. See HMC Stopford-Sackville MSS I 
(1904)9 25; J. Murcht OP citt 374- 

(4) Densham and Oglep 7- 89 979 146-7* 1489 253- 
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to the effect that no Quaker in that area had given any supportto 

Monmouth. 
(l) 

Without doubt the Quakers showed greater resistance 

to rebel propaganda to enlist than any other seat. When Monmouth's 

men arrived at Ilchesterp no doubt as a gesture to encourage 

support and enlistmentq 'they... freed all they found prisoners 

there on account of conscience' including 'some of the Friends'. 

Noneq howeverv took advqntage of the open doors. 
(2) 

Both during and after the Rebelliong there was a great deal of 

condemnation of Monmouth from Quaker sourcesq but it would appear 

that those Quaker historians who have asserted that no Quaker was 

involved were accurate only in the sense that as soon as a Quaker 

did become involved he was disfellowshipped by the local Society. 

Despite the strenuous attempts of his family and the local Quaker 

community to restrain hims a Friend called Francis Scottp having sold 

some horses to the rebelsy met the Duke himself and was persuaded to 

enlist. 
(3) 

George Hussey and Thomas Paulp who came from the large 

Quaker community at Fromep enlisted probably under similar circum- 

stancesp and were hanged after Sedgemoor. 
(4 ) 

The Quarterly Meeting 

Books from Societies in Somerset contain entriesabout 'members 

concerned in the late warlp(5) and a Monthly Meeting at Taunton in 

the spring of 1686 condemned not only Francis Scottp but a John 

(1)Friends MSS9 Meeting for Sufferings Minutes IV (1684-5)9 96-979 
101-1029 1049 111-1139 115-1189 120-125- See Braithwaitep 123. 

(2)Roberts Iv 296. 
(3)Ibid, 3o6; Whiting, 181; Braithwaiteg 121-2. 
(4)whitingt 181; Thomas Paul pleaded Guilty in the belief that 

he would be pardoned. 'The Western Rebellioniq JFHS XVI (1919)v 
134- 

(5)Whitingp 181. 
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Hellierp of Marky near Highbridge, for taking 'UP arms in the late 

Insurrection contrary to the principle of truth'. 
(') 

At Glastonbury 

a Quaker obtained a commission in Monmouth's army* 
(2) 

Another Friend, 
, 

Thomas Plaice, was imprisoned for being 'very active and conversant' 

in the rebelliong though it was proved that he had refqsed to bear 

arms. 
(3) 

As soon as the Rebellion was over the Friends issued a paperp 

which was given wide publicityp defending themselves against a variety 

ofq seeminglyq unjust charges made by Anglicansq including anEssertion 

that Monmouth's Declaration had been printed by a Quaker. 
(4) 

The issue of involvement with the Rebellion deeply divided the 

Presbyterians. Though there was doubtless a considerable amount of 

support forthcoming from lay Presbyterians in the West Country, and 

although a great many Presbyterians (laymen and clergy) were appre- 

hended in connection with the Rebellion in various parts of the 

countryp it is difficult to find evidence of actual involvement on 

the part of Presbyterian ministers. Many probably shared the 

attitude of Thomas Jolly - not a Presbyterian himself but'an Indep- 

endent with Presbyterian leanings,, 
(5)- 

who waited until the military 

confrontation was over before making up his mindq and then piously 

wrote in his Note Book that he was pleased that he had stayed 'on 

the Rock of Ages and not on the 6oken reeds of Egypt'. 
(6) 

In fact 

(1) 'Two West Country Friends and the Monmouth Rebellion1v (trans- 
scribed from the Minute Book of the West Somerset Monthly 
Meeting) JFH3 XII (1915)t 35-36. 

(2) VCH Somerset 111 222. 
(3) Braithwaitep 123- 
(4) The Christian Principle and Peaceable Conversation of the People 

of God called Quakers (1685)- 
I (5) R. Hd leyl Lancashirep Its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 

III ý262-JbS. 
(6) Jolly, 71. 
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in Jolly's casey as in the case of most other ejected ministers, 

beyond a period of nine days after the landing at Lymeq the issue 

of involvement was a purely academic one; heq in common with by far 

the greater number of ejected ministersp had been imprisoned as a 

result of the letters sent to the Lord Lieutenants on 20 June. 

Those who were involved had either come over with Monmouthp like 

Fergusong orglike Nonconformist academy-trained Stephen Towgood of 

Axminsterg(i) were not ejected ministers and hence were not readily 

identifiable as 'Nonconformist ministers' in the pogrom after 20 June. 

Of the four Presbyterian ministers who were involved; William Jenkinsp 

the son of the Presbyterian patriarch who had died in Newgate earlier 

in the yearg was not an ejected minister; 
(2) 

Simon Hamling of 

Tauntong not an ejected ministerp was executed for involvement in 

the Rebellion but may notq in factt have been involved at all; 
(3) 

Joseph Bennetp an ejected minister in Sussex who eluded arrest after 

20 Juney belatedly gave verbal support to the rebel cause in a 

sermon -, but was acquitted of complicity in the Rebellion 

itself; 
(4) 

and John Hickesq an ejected minister from 9 who 

either came over with Monmouth (having emigrated to Holland earlier 

in the year) or emerged from hiding (by his own testimony) to join 

Monmouth before the pogrom that followed 20 June. 
(5) 

Thus Hickesý 

(1) See F. B. Wyattp OP cito 108i 
(2) Jenkins was arrested 21 Julyp and executed 5 October. DWL 

MS-38-359 quick MSS Ip pt. 29 900-902,912; J. Toulming The 
History of Tauntong ed. J. Savage (1822), 521-4; VCR - 
Somerset Up 229. Sunderland wrote twice to Jeffreys asking 
for clemency for Jenkins. S. Schofieldq op d tp 190-191. 

(3) DIVL MS-38-35p Quick MSS Ip 119 903- 
(4) CRs 48. 
(5) CR9 260; Brockett, 41-2; DNBIX, 805-8o6; W. Penn to 

J. Harrison, 2 October 1685P Janneyq 268-9. 
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who was executed at Taunton on 6 Octoberg was the only Presbyterian 

ejected minister who went over to Monmouth during the nine days 

(between the landing on 11 June and the arrests from 20 June) whilst 

the opportunity lasted. This fact leaves as an open question the 

Anglican assertion that the Presbyterian ministry were merely biding 

their time and would have given their support to the Duke had he 

been successful at Sedgemoorg(l) thought on the analogy of their 

reaction to William's landing in 16889 the assertion may not be far 

short of the mark. 

Among the more substantial Presbyterian laity who did not 

wait for the military confrontation before rendering support to 

Monmouth was Sir Edmund Prideauxq who owned large estates in both 

Devon and Cornwall and was charged with giving X500j as well as an 

unspecified number of horsesp to the rebel cause*(2) John Scropel 

son of an eminent Presbyterian merchant in Bristolq 

'satisfied that the Duke was the legitimate heir to the throney 

and thatv as a genuine Protestant he alone could save the 

Kingdom from the thraldom of Rome' joined Monmouth and 'only 

escaped the clutches of Judge Jeffreys' $by the strong personal 

S, 
(3) 

influence of the Scrope family and their friend 

Azariah Pinneyv son of the ejected minister John Pinneyp was accused 

of involvement anot, from hints in his family correspondencev may have 

(1) W. Nicholsq, A Defence of the Doctrine and Discipline of the 
Church of England (1709)v 97- 

(2) Robert to Sir Edward Harleyq 15 September 16859 HMC 14th Reportp 
app. pt. II: Portland MSS (1894), 388; CSPD 16859 328P 329; 
S. Schofieldq op citp 203; Roberts Iq 2639 293- After paying 
E149500 to Jeffreys Prideaux escaped the death penalty and was 
pardoned on 12 March 1686. CSPD 1686-79 66; S. Schofieldp 
op citp 203-204... 

(3) VIL MS-38-359 rýuick MSS Ip iiv 905P 906. 
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had the death penalty commuted to deportation as a result of a 

gift in cash from the substantial wealth of his mercantile'family. 
(l) 

Accusations were made against Henry Henly and William Strode for 

giving money and horses to the rebels but no evidence could be found 

of the transactions and neither wp-ri) prosecuted. 
(2) 

John 

Spekep the son of an old Whig-Nonconformist familyp heldýcommission 

under Monmouth. 
(3) 

Whether or not the Presbyterian gentry were alienated from 

Monmouth by his assumption of the kingship(4) or whether their reasons 

were more basicp Monmouth had every reason to be disappointed in them. 

During his earliest visits to the West Monmouth had stayed not only 

with the Prideaux and Speke families but with most other Whig gentry 

Wprebaý&FVW &UaV families of any prominence. j 
/I C &Ata qeSy- 

Cnj, CVI, Battiscomb; tto visit the Trenchardsp the Strodes, the Huckersp 

Sir Francis Rolleeq Sir Walter Young and Sir Francis Drake to receive 

their support. The messenger returned with the information that 

Rolles and Strode were prisonersq Young 'was very cool in the matter' 

and John Trenchardp who had promis ed support, had fled to France. All 

(6) 
of which made the Duke 'grow very melancholy' John Hampden 

I 

whop after the Rebellionp Nathaniel Wade cited as 'an abettor' - 

and Sir Samuel Barnardiston were similarly sounded out, Hampdenq in 

prisonp refused to see the messengerg and Barnardiston would appear 

(1) G. F. Nuttall (ed)p Letters of John Pinney 1679-1699 (1939)p 
v, 23-249 25-270 27-28p 28-299 31-32. 

(2) Laceyp 169. 
(3) Roberts 1,293. 
(4) See VCH Somerset 111 221. 
(5) J. ToulminI The History of Tauntont ed. J, Savage (1822), 

439-441. 
(6) Roberts 1,263-4; HMC Stopford-Sackville MSS 1 (1904)9 22-23. 

See CSPD 1685p 157Y 1669 1689 176. 
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to have rendered no support. 
(') 

Characteristicallyp the Presbyterian 'Donslp in statements 

which are indistinguishable in sentiment from those made by Anglican 

clergyp condemned rebels and rebelliong and remained aloof. From the 

outset and throughout the Rebelliong Roger Morrice referred to 

konmouth's supporters as 'the rebels'. 
(2) 

and left no doubt that he 

identified with the King's causes 'our forces in the West... ', 'we 

have raised thirty-six troops more of volunteers... 'p 'our forces... 
(3) 

our artillery'. At the end of June he wrotet 'It is very likely 

there will be a speedy fightp if the rebels dare fightl and we expect 

hourly to hear the rebels are destroyedl. 
(4) 

Once the rebels had been 

destroyed and the Bloody ASBiZeS commenced, Morrice gave an account of 

the trial and execution of those Dissenters who had been involved. 

This he did in a detailed but completely dispassionate mannerp 

without a hint of sympathy and certainly without the subjective over- 

tones of martyrology which have characterised the style of Nonconform- 

ist and Whig historians since the event. 
(5) 

It isq howevery perhaps 

symptomatic of a certain duality in the attitude of the Dons thaty 

having given an account of Mrs. Gaunt's execution 'for relieving Barton 

the rebelIq Morrice modestly recounted that when his 'old acquaintance' 

Burton's wife, arrived at his house claiming that she and her children 

were 'ready to perish for the want of bread and clothing' he gave her 

'X5 to buy.. bread and clothing19 and addedg 'This I count no treason 

(1) Emersont 26; HMG Stopford-Sackville USS I (1904), 22-13jLacevg 
169. 

(2) Morrice Pq 469P 470P 4719 472. 
(3) 16orrice Pi 4709 471- my italics. 
(4) Worrice Pt 471- 
(5) Morrice Po 4729 473P 487- (c. f. Nealp Burnetp Macaulay). 
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but a dutyq though she warned me that I was like to be brought to 

the stake for the deed'. 
(') - 

Morrice was not the only eminent Presbytgrian to speak in 

almost *non-resistance' terms of the Rebellion. Adam Martindale had 

written virulently against Monmouth's claim and throughout the second 

half of 1685 canvassed 'passive obedienceg in lawful things' to 

James 11. 
(2) 

Philip Henryp in prison and pessimistic in the extreme 

as to the long-term implications of James II's Design for the future 

of Protestant Nonconformityp told Monmouth's supporters, 'God will 

not do his work for us... by that man'. 
(3) 

Henry Newcome of 

Manchester wassaddened by the news of Monmouth's landing and a few 

days later wrotep 'That so many that should know betterp should 

engage in such unlawful causesp I am heartily grieved and ashamedl. 
(4) 

Richard Baxter wrote to Lord Powis 'confuting' the whole affair'and 

disowning those of his persuasion who had taken any part in it. 
(5) 

The attitudes of Morricep Martindalep Henryp Newcome and Baxter 

were probably typical of a wider group within the sect from whence 

they came - though not of the whole - and this would have included 

a majority of that timid handful of Nonconformists who had gained 

election to, James II's Parliament. Of the Nonconformist politiciansy 

the attitudes of John Hampdenq Barnardistong Young and Sir Edward 

Harley were more typical than those of the Spekes or the Scropesy 

who were more Whig that Dissenter. 
(6) 

The behaviour of the 

(1) Korrice P9 487- 
(2) Morrice P9 4689 469. 
(3) Henry, -Diaries and Letters, 326. 
(4) Henry Newcome, Autobiographyq Chetham SOO-4852) 11,260. 
(5) R. Baxter to W. Herberty Earl of Powis 23 June 16859 Baxter 

ESS (Letters) Ip f. 32. 
(6) The latter are not included in Lacey's list of Nonconformist Mrs, 

whilst the former are. See Laceypapp. II. For the attitudes of 
Hampdeny Barnardiston and Young see above pp 203-204. For the 
Harleys see HUC 14th Reportp app. pt. M Portland WISS III (1894)p 
385-6,386. 
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intelligentp enfranchised 'right' of Nonconformity mayp in some 

instancesp be accounted for by a traditional attitude that had been 

present among the Presbyterians perhaps before, and certainly sincep 

the Interregnum; in other cases, howeverp it stemmed from a purely 

pragmatic decision based on the imesponsibility of the Monmouth 

venture. Certain sections of Ferguson's Declaration would certainly 

conjure up old nightmares, and others-gave substance to unwelcome 

spectres of the futuret Parliaments were to be 'annually chosen and 

heldq and not prorogued, dissolvedy or discontinued within the yearp 

before petitions be first answered and grievances redressed'; the 

Corporation and Militia Acts were to be repealed and newýlaws enacted, 

providing for theriffs to be elected by freeholdersp and that the 

sheriffs would control the militia. The sections of the Declaration 

with which they could agreeg such as that on the misdeeds of the 

present monarchl were couched in such inflated phraseology as to 

revive u. nwelcome memories. 
(') 

'Responsible' Presbyteriansp hcwevery represented one extreme 

of a spectrum whichp at its opposite extremity, had groups from 

whose angle of vision a 'responsible' Presbyterian looked very much 

like a Churchman and some Churchmen very like the Papiststhemselvese 

There is enough evidence of involvement from the section of the 

spectrum to the 'left' of Roger Morrice to justify the Court's 

initial view of the Rebellion as a rebellion of Nonconformists. 

Ibmverp there is insufficient evidence to justify the Court0s initial 

view that the rebellion had nationwide implioationsp more especially 

in the capital. But to say this is not to imply that Monmouth did 

not have Nonconformist sympathisers outside the West, or that these 

(1) Roberts Ip 235-50- 
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sympathis'ers would not have become actual supporters had his 

rebellion gone beyond Sedgemoor. So much interest was shown by 

lay Dissenters in Lancashire in the outcome of the military confron- 

tation that the authority's suspicions were aroused(') and the mass 

arrests in London and elsewhere in June 1685Y including many who were 

not ejected ministersp had doubtless not all been made on groundless 

suspicion. Perhaps, the Baptist 'Colonel' Henry Danvers - on whom 

the authorities had kept a watchful eye since the beginning of the 

reign - did have enough influence to raise the lower classes of 

London for the rrotestant Duke; the claim was widely believed. 
(2) 

From the beginning of July until late autumn Nonconformists in all 

parts of England were continually being arrested 'for rebellious 

words against the Government'. In July fifteeng whow44orrice knew 

well enough to mention by namep were imprisoned in Chester Castle 

on unspecified charges, whilet three times that number were heavily 

fined for speaking against-the Government. 0) 
In August many more 

Nonconformists, most of them clergy, were arrested in the provinces 

on the same charge and brought to London for trial; more than thirty 

of these are named, and at least one, named Archery* was hanged (at 
(4) 

Cross Market). In all parts of England scores of other arrests 

(1) R. Halleyp Lancashire Its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872). 
119 276. 

(2) Danvers was reported in Amsterdam to have averted 'an extem- 
pore rising' in London in May. After his return to Holland 
followin 

,g 
Sedgemoor he said that Monmouth's assumption of the 

kingship abad1ved him (as a republican) of the responsibility 
of raising London. He died in Utrecht in February 1688. 
Roberts 1,2979 324-5; Emerson, 16; CSPD 16859 5; Wilson 
It 394; Crosby 1119 90-97; Luttrell It 432. 

(3) Morrice Po 472; Warwick CR VIII9 1xvii. 
(4) The surnames of the 'eminent Nonconformists' given weret Smithp 

Shawy OsE; elyp*Boyerg Swinfinp Southall) Cromptong Woolsleyp, 
Oultong Cortang Newportq Huntp Woodhousep Nott and Clark. 
There are frequent references to 'two or three mcrel. 
Morrice Py 472- 3- 
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were made. 
(1) 

When the panic which ante-dated Sedgemoor - and probably 

represented an attempt by the magistrates to round up all Noncon- 

formists who had shown any signs of disaffection during the revolt - 
had died downp releases began to take place, often of large numbers 

at a time. 
(2 ) 

But, as if the Bloody Assizes and the trials of Alice 

Lisle and Elizabeth Gauntp, which particularly caught the public 

imaginationg had led to further unrest ainong Dissentersy mozearrests 
I 

were then made. Many of these were in London and included the arrest 

of Alderman Cornish. 
(3) 

Often those arrested were imprisoned for 

only a few daysq but the many releases were overshadowed by the few 

trials that did take placeg and the words and sentences of Judge 

Jeffreys sent a shudder down many a Nonconformist spine. 
(4) 

On 

16 July orders were given to all Lord Lieutenants to discharge those 

who were taken up on suspicion only and retain only those who had 

act ually abetted the rebelsq(5) and as late as November and December 

'some hundreds' of Dissenters were discharged who had been 'in prison 

about the Plot'. Cases of Dissenters continued to be brought before 

London and pýrovincial courts on charges of involvement in the 

Rebellionv including the two Nonconformist 'Politicians'l John 

Hampden and Sir Francis Rollest and Lord Delamerep a man widely 

respected among Nonconformists. 
(6) 

Up to the last moment Matthew 

(1) on P- 473 Morrice lists scores of other names of persons from 
different parts of England who presumably do not qualify to be 
labelled 'eminent'. All were arrested and imprisoned. 

(2) Morrice Po 476. 
(3) Morrice Pt 4769 477- See Luttrell IP357,361. 
(4) Morrice Pt 477-81; Burnet It 647-50; Ivimey Is 453r-, 60- 
(5) CSPD 1685p 264; Warwick CR VIII9 1xvi. 
(6) Morrice Pt 5019 502-4; Matthew to Philip Henryp 1 December, 

15 December, 29 December 16859 5 Januaryq 19 Januaryp 26 Janu- 
ary 1686p Henry MS. 69 letters 6p 8v lot 11; MS-5y letters 14, 
15; Luttrell It 365t 368,3699 375- 
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Henry and his friends at Gray's Inn believed that there was no hope 

for Hampden, and were very surprised at his last minute reprieve. 
(') 

But despite reprieves and releasesp far more than the memory of 

'Judge Jeffreys' campaign in the West' remained to remind the West 

Country Dissenters of his visitation. 
(2) 

In London the head of 

Cornish on the Guildhall and the corpses of Dissenters like Ayloffe 

and Nelthorp, left on their gibbetsv(3) helped to revive fears of 

the 'Popish Peril'. Of the other factors that contributed to the 

revival of this apprehension, one was the new which came from 

Parliament. 

6 

With the landing of Monmouth and the patriotic upsurge in 

Parliamentp it took still more courage on the part of the handful 

of Noncnnformist MPs to raise their voices. The first sign of life 

came from the Earl of Anglesey in the House of Lordsp who entered a 

protest against the severity of the penalties in Monmouthl. s Bill 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henryp 10 Novembery 29 December 1685,5 
January 16869 Henry MS. 69 letters 39 109 11. See Ellis I, 
1-w-59 6-7. 

(2) In November lan, oraer of the Justices of Devonshire made in 
their Quarter Sessions at Exeter that all constables should 
strictly enquire concerning all Dissenters whether any of them 
were from home between 12 June and 6 July lastp and whether 
they had entertained any strangers' was being put into execu- 
tiong providing (or so it was anticipated) more fodder for 
the next Assizes. Matthew to Philip Henry 10 November 1685P 
Henry MS. 69 letter 39 f- 5- 

(3) Matthew to Philip Henry, 10 November 16859 Henry MS. 6p letter 
3P ff. 2-3- See Luttrell 19 362. 
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of Attainder*(') In the Commonsp Sir John Maynard opposed a Billp 

which never became lawp for the Better Preservation of His Majesty's 

Persong on the grounds that it made words as well as acts treasonablep 

holding that 'words are often ill heard and ill understood'. 
(2) 

But 

it was with the re-assembly of Parliament in November that an opposi- 

tion began to take shapey with the support of other than purely Noncon- 

formist elements. The appointment of Roman Catholic army officers 

was a red rag to Anglican Toriesp as well as Dissenting Whigsp and 

Maynard soon had the support of a majority of the House of Commons. 
0) 

Sir John Reresbyq staunchest of Tory loyalistsy feared the worst from 

the King's Design, confessed that his ambition was cooledv and contem- 

plated withdrawalq for conscience sakeq from a scene that boded so 

much ill for the future. But whilst Reresby absented himself from 

key votes and contemplated a tactful retirementq other Toriesq like 

Sir Thomas Clargesq spoke out openly in opposition'to Court policy. 
(4) 

On 12 November Clarges and Maynard joined forces in opposing a grant 

of supply for the'armyp being concerned that James II was violating 

(1) Roberts It 283; Lacey, 166. Arthur Annesleyt FirstEarl 
Anglesey (1614-1686)9 was a partial conformer and a Presbyter- 
ian. During the period 1672-82 he was Lord Privy Beal andq 
probably in response to Court pressure, dismissed his Presy- 
terian Chaplain. He returned to more characteristic views 
during the Exclusion Crisisq re-appointed his chaplain and 
since that time had been one of the most influential Noncon- 
formist politicians* K. Feilingq A History of the Tory Party 
1640-1714 (1924)p 193-4; Laceyp 459-462. In April-1686 the 
Earl was believed to have died an Anglicang 'though he was 
never a member to be bragged of'. Immediately prior to his 
death a rumour had been circulating to the effect that he was 
receiving instruction from Catholic priests with a view to 
conversion and that the King hoped to make him Lord Lieutenant 
of Ireland. Ellis It 95-969 xxxvii. 

(2) Laceyp 166; Roberts It 281-2. 
(3) K. Feilingv op citv 210-212; Reresbyt 394-8; Gazette No. 

2085; RMC Downshire MSS It it 53Y 549 58; D. Oggq England in 
the Reigns of James II and William 111 (1955)9 159-161. 

(4) Reresbyq 395-6.4019 405- See also 394 n- 39 399-4009 403; 
CJ IXq 757- 
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the Test Actq and were joined by Richard Hampden on a committee 

directed to draw up an address asking James II to do something to 
I 

relieve apprehensions resulting from this vio lation of the law. 
(') 

The community of spirit between the moderate Anglican Tories 

and the articulate Presbyterians in Parliament on the central issue 

of the Test Acty evoked a gloomy prospect for James II's Political 

programmep given the present state of alliances. The Anglican-Court 

Alliancep so strong at the accession, was breaking; even Rochesterp 

it was said, was fighting a losing battle with the Popish Party and 

found it necessary to be increasingly obsequious in order to retain 

his office; and even servants of the Crown voted against Court 

policy in vital divisions. 
(2 ) 

That stalwart Anglican Sir John 

Reresbyp following the prorogationg ruminated on the aweful signifi- 

cance for the Church of Compton's dismissal from the Privy Council 

and from his position as Dean of the Royal Chapelp and felt as 

insecure about the future as a Dissenter inspired by the Popish 

Peril. 
(3) 

The old Alliance was crumblingg and no new one was yet in 

prospect. During one calendar year the considerable variety in 

the political behaviour of Dissenters was such as to render them a 

dubious prospect as political allies: the quietistic antipathy to 

political involvement evinced in the Election and the early days of 

the Parliament; the constant abjectness of the court Quakers in the 

(1) CJ Ixt 757; Morrice Pt 494; Matthew to Philip Henry, 10 
November917 Novembery Henry MS. 69 letters 3v 4- 

(2) Matthew to Philip Henry$ 17 November 16859 Henry MS. 61 letter 
49 ff. 69 79 8; F. C. Turnerg James 11 (1948)9 287; Reresbyp 
3959 401P 402. See also 402-3; K. Feilingp op city 210* 

(3) Rereabyp 404,405- See 401- 
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face of a prince who could grant them reliefy and their seeming 

eagerness to please; the quasi-'Non-Resistancel of the Dons in the 

face of the Monmouth Rebellion; the full-blooded involvement of 

West Country Baptista and Indýpendents under Monmouth; the anti- 

Court activities of the Presbyterian 'politicians' and their will- 

ingness to co-operate with the political wing of the Church in the 

face of encroachmenton the Test Act. To assume that all that was 

necessary to unite, turn about and harness in a policy of co-operation 

with the Court such an agglomeration of variances was a general 

pardon and the cessation of persecution, was to ignore the factsp 

fail to grasp the depth of anti-Catholic feeling among the Dissentersq 

and fail to comprehend the extent to which they were already self- 

resistant to these tactics* But on this occasionp as on many 

subsequent onesq it was evident that the Court simply failed to 

understand the trueg complex nature of Protestant Dissent and saw 
I 

it merely in terms of those Dissenters closest at hand. The 

Dissenters themselves were totally unaware that the King was beginning 

to look upon them in a new light. In January 1686 they were still 

undergoing the most intense persecution for many years. It was not- 

surprising, thereforep that they disbelieved the rumours that began 

to come through that the 'enticement' tactic was about to be used yet 

again. 
(1) 

(1) Morrice P9 509- See Luttrell Ig 367. - 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE CHANGE OF ALLIANCES 

1 

Philip Henry - in general one of the more purblind of the 

ageing ejected ministry - whilst in jail on (unjust) suspicion of 

collaboration with the Western Rebelliong was visited by a number of 

persons 'big with the expectations of the Duke of Monmouth's success'. 

Shocked by their enthusiasm and distrustful of their optimism$ he 

told themp 'God will not do his worke. in these nations by that Man; 

but our Deliverance and Salvation will arise some other way... 

By December 16859 with unaccustomed clarity of thoughtp he had 

decided in his own mind the direction from which Deliverance was 

likely to comet and through ihich Man. In conversation with a 

Bishop - probably Lloyd of St. Asaphq in whose diocese he lived 

he 'mentioned King Charles's Indulgence of 1672 as that which 

gave rise to his.. preaching in a separate assembly; and 

addedg, if the present King James should, in like mannerp 

give 
[him] leave Ehe] 

would do the same again I- 

The Bishop replieds 'Never expect any such thing from him; for, take 

my word for itp he hates you Nonconformists in his heart'. Henry 

retorted: 'Truly Ibalieve itq and I think he doth not love you of 

the Church of &gland neither**. '. A little later he was writing to 

his son Matthew at Gray's Innq telling him to expect 'the persecuting 

laws to be taken off' and great changes to come about it high placell) 

(1) Henry: Diaries and Letters, 325-326; A. Nelsong Puritan Divines 
IXt The Life and Times of Philip Henry (1848)9 234- See Ro Fe 
Skinnerg Nonconformity in Shropshire 1662-1816 (1964)9 18; 
S. Schofield, Jeffreys of the Bloody AsEizes (1937)t 60. 
Luttrell (Iq 367) caught a similar rumour at the same time. 
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Yet those nearer the Court steadily discounted rumours of a toler- 

ationp and were still doing so six months later. (') 
In February 1686 

Matthew Henry advised his father that, despite rumours that the King 

would extend his protection to Protestant, as well as Catholiep 

recusantst they should 'still be prepared for evil tidingsq not 

knowing what the day might bring forth'. 
(2) 

The memory of Judge 

Jeffreys and Kirke's Lambs was recent. In December 1685 and January 

1686 the persecution of Nonconformists was reaching a new high. The 

rebellion had been one of Dissentersp it was even arguable that the 

Dissenting politicians had providLhd the nucleus of the campaign against 

the appointment of Catholic army officersp making necessary the 

Prorogation of the paragon of royalist Parliaments; if a further 

ratibnalisation of the persecution of Dissenters was requiredo here 

it was. The smell of Popish Peril was pungent. In December 1685 a 

General Toleration was about the last thing that most Dissenters- 

expected. 

In factp as it turned outy Philip Henry's prediction was very 

much of a long shotp though he haq been correct in ignoring the 

obvious and sensing the new trend. Howeverg there was not to be-the 

sudden change of alliances which Henry seemed to be predictingg and 

Burnet later believed had taken place. 
(3) 

For most of 1686 Govern- 

ment policy was in a state of flux. There were many divergent and 

contrary 6lementst some of which must one day give way to stronger 

(1) Morrice P, 509 (January 1686)y 532-3 (Uay)v 550 (. Tune)ý, 
(2) Matthew to Philip Henryp 23 Feb'ruary 1686y Henry MS-59 letter 

19. 
(3) 'All, on a sudden the Churchmen were disgracedp and the Dissenters 

were in high favour... I. Burnet Ip 672. 
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onesp(l) but it was by no means clear from the outset that the end 

result would be a general toleration or that the means that the 

King envisaged to attain that end was an Alliance of all Dissenters. 

The two constant factors evident in the Government's policy 

throughout 1686 were firstp the importance attached to the taking of 

measures to ensure that as much as possible of the revenue received 

in the form of fines and forfeitures from Dissenters actually arrived 

in the Exchequerp thus putting a stop to the malversation that made 

persecution so lucrative an undertaking; and secondp the emphasis 

given to the policy that the persecution of Roman Catholic recusants 

and the family of William Penn should ceasep and any fines levied on 

them and not paid into the Exchequer shouldp where possiblep be 

returned to them. Even as late as May 1686p however, the Quakers as 

a sect had not received 'any particular assurance of immunity for the 

futuret, (2) 
though in the ensuing months the King endeavouredp on a 

selective basisp to shield them from persecutionp but without 

complete success. 

Another, more ancillaryg element in Government policy in 1686, 

much less consistently applied, was an endeavour to placaie Frotest- 

ant Dissenters in general, Despite rumours that were beginning to 

circulate as early as December 1685v the King's first significant 

move in this direction was his General Pardon of 10 March 1686.0) 

In view of the remoteness of the King's control over the actual 

(1) See H if t to William in a letter dated 18 January ommen s 
1687 

ri 
t 'The motion of public things 

at presen% hat not only variety but some kind of contradiction 
in it... 

(2) Morrice Pq 533. 
(3) London Gazette No. 2120; SP 44/336P 391-2o 

For the text of the General Pardon, see Appendix Onev item A. 
Its significancey and that of the warrants that followed itp 
is discussed below. 
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persecuting agencies and the determination of those agencies to 

resist this control, because of the necessity of interfering with 

those agencies on the basis of individual cases and the comparative 

rarity with which the King chose to do this on behalf of Dissenters 

who were neither Catholics nor Quakers andp having regard to the 

unwillingness of most Dissenters to 'sue out' the King's 'particular 

pardon' in accordance with the terms of the General Pardonp the 

Pardon proved to be no more than a Declaration of Intent as far as 

most Dissenters were concerned. The set of circumstances which 

rendered it so, also helped to make necessary the First Declaration 

of Indulgence of April 1687 and a major infiltration of the Tory- 

Anglican establishment at all levels to make that effective. Until 

July 1686, the only substantial benefit felt by Dissenterswho were 

not p= t of the two groups the King had chosen to favourp were a 

few pardons granted to Western rebels whop except for the 'poor 

labourers and handicraftmen' who had been 'drawn and seduced' into 

the rebellion by their betters, had been excepted from the General 

Pardon of 10 March. During and after Julyq howevery it bee ame clear 

that the King was prepared to extend limited favour to the Baptistst 

some of whom at that time were beginning to stoop to the courtly 

methods of the Quakers. But at the end of the yearp the Presbyterians 

and Congregationalists were still living under the dark cloud of the 

King's displeasurep and still very much a prey to the Tory magistrate 

and the ecclesiastical courts. 

In factp aýear after his accession, James II still entertained 

the same misgivings as to the political trustworthiness of Dissenters 

he had always felt. *In February 1685 he had given the impression to 

a group of Anglican ecclesiastics that: 
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'he would never give any sort of countenance to Dissenters, 

knowing that it must needs be faction and not religion if 

men could not be content to meet five besides their own 

f amily II 

as the law permitted. 
(') 

In April 1686 he betrayed the same suspicions 

in the (abortive) negotiations to alter the religious system in 

Scotland. 
(2) 

But by April 1687 there was every appearance of things 

having changed completely. Since his conversion to Catholicism in 

1685 John Dryden had been engaged in the composition of 'The Hind and 

the Pantherlp an apology for his new religion. In this poem he had 

spoken in the mcst scathing týrms of the sectss 

'the bloody Bear an Independent beast.. in groans her hate 

expressed'; 'the Quaking Hare profess'd neutralityq but would 

not swear*; 'the bristled Baptist Boar .. first rebellion 

founded was in grace'; 'the insatiate Wolf.. pricks up his 

predestinating ears'. 

But by the time the poem was ready for publication - April 1687 - 

Dryden found it necessary to add a preface in which he explained that 

he had directed his diatribe against the minority of Dissenters who 

were 'refractory and disobedient'; -and that the Church of England 

(characterised in the poem as the Pantherg 'fairest creature of the 

spotted kind') was Icankered (witq malice.. ambitiong interest and 

pridel. 
(3) 

But in June 1686 Sir Roger LIEstrange was still quite sure that 

(1) Cited F. C. Turnerg James II (1948)p 308- 
(2) J. R. Viesterng Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 187- 

(3) John Dryden, Poetryq Prose and Playsq selected by D. Grant 
(1952)9 1769 177-80,181-5- 
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the King regarded demands for complete toleration as demands 'for 

the crown from his head'. Liberty of conscience was 'in one wordq 

a saictuary for hereticsy atheistog hypocritesq and all sorts of 

malefactors', and he was convinced that the King thought so too. 
(') 

On the other hand William Penn was assuring the nation that the King 

was about to extend $the olive-branch of indulgencelg as his brother 

had doneq as the only means of 'restoring the civil concord and unity 

as formerly'. 
(2) 

In view of the depth of the King's prejudice ag ainst 

Dissenters, it is surprising that in the event Penn was right and 

WEstrange wrong. But it is a revealing measure of the depth of the 

King's anti-Nonconformist prejudicep howeverg that the liberty of 

conscience Penn expected did not come until April 1687, before which 

time the failure of the Commission of Ecclesiastical Causes as a 

means of putting pressure on the clergy and of successive prorog- 

ations and 'closetting' as a means of putting pressure on the Tory 

politiciansq had demonstrated beyond any doubt the inflexibility of 

the Church in the face of the King's objective andy if conQessions 

were not an alternativep rendered the*Dissenters all that was left 

for a political alliance. That this realisation came to the King by 

stages accounts for the slow transmutation of policies in 1686, and 

that the failure of 'closetting' did not become evident until early 

1687 accounts for the fact that it was not until then that the King 

made a move toward the two sects whoý unlike the Baptists and 

G. uakersp had made no move toward him. 

(1) The Observatort 8 June 1686, Series 1119 No. 46. 
WHO$ 

(2) W. Penno A Persuasive to Uoderation (METch 1686) 
Penn had written this pamphlet 'to prepare the naFj'onV; rFaa 
free toleration of religious-faith and worship'. Janney, 
279p 280-1. 
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One of the arguments which enabled James to overcome his 

distaste for the Nonconformist sects was - as he told Barillon - 

that the sects were stronger than the Church of England. (') 
He may 

well have derived this view from Penn# 

(2) 
Both men knew thaty even allowing for 

distortion in the diocesan reports of 1676, howeverp this was not 

true in th .e 
numerical sense. 

(3) 
But Penn may have convinced James 

thatr under conditions of complete freedom of religiong the Church 

would lose heavily to the seats and the Catholic Communione There 

is evidence in James II's advice to his son that such was his expect- 
(4) 

ationg had liberty of conscience ever been 'well fixed'. Hence 

the political strength of the seotsq as he saw itv was potential 

rather than actual. But once the decision to seek an alliance with 

the sects had been madev the King did not lack a rationalisation to 

make the change appear like a change of means rather than one of 

policy: his often expressed tolerationist views* It was unfortunate 

for James that the groups to whom the change did appear like one of 

policy were the Presbyterians and the Congregationalists, the last 

of the sects to feel the-effects of the King's protection from the 

agents of persecution. To them it appeared that the King had 

exchanged a policy of persecution (to please the High Churchmen) for 

one of toleration (to please Dissenters) and that the only common 

(1) Barillon to Louist 179 31 Marchp 29 May 16879 Baschetp 1689 
169p 170- 

(2) Janneyp 28L 

(3) The episcopal r'eturn's of 1676 had revealed: 294779254 members of 
the Church of England; 108,676 Dissenters; l3j856 Roman Catholics. 
A. Browning (ed)p English Historical Documents 1660-1714 (1953)9 
413-6.1 

(4) J. S. Clarke (ed)q The Life of James the Second King of England 
&c Collected out of Memoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) 111 
621-2. 
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denominator throughout was a fixed resolve to facilitate the 

triumph of Catholicism. 

It would appear that, although men as far apart as William 

Penn and Gilbert Burnet believed James to have a sincere desire for 

liberty of consciencep(l) James's espousal of toleration was never 

without an element of insincerityp or at least i strong pragmaticp 

rather than an ideologicalp. base. 
(2 ) 

The testimony of Thomas 

Cartwrightp Bishop of Chesterg and the alleged testimony of White, 

Bishop of Peterboroughq Spratq Bishop of Rochester, and of 

Sunderlandv corroborate the view that the tolerationist avowals 

that abounded after the 1687 Indulgence contrasted with views, 

expressed by the King at an earlier period. 
(3) 

The same kind of 

contrast existed between the King's public pronouncements and 

private opinions o& the issue of Louis XIV's treatment of the 

Huguenotsp'l, " and there was certainly a marked dichotomy between 

what James was saying to Barillon on this issue and his contempor- 

aneous obloquies on religious persecution to Van Citters. 
(Q 

Butj 

insincerity or nof there were strong reasons why Dissenterst 

Catholic and Protestantp stood to gain a great deal by making 

common cause against the Church in 1686. 

Whilst persecution was never applied uniformly and rarely 

with the full force of the law's severityp there had been signs in 

(1) Penn, 112-113; Braithwaitep 117-118; M. V. Hayq The &igma of 
James 11 (1938)9 45Y 76; L. Pinkham, William III and the Resp- 
ectable Revolution (1954)9 14- 

(2) P. C. Turner, James 11 (1948)9 308; Millerp 201p 228. See 
above PP- 103-1049 105-107. 

(3) Thomas Cartwrightv Diaryp Camden Soc. (1843), 48- 
(4) F. C. Turnerg James II (1948)p 310-12t 314; 

BM Add MS. 
345129 f- 48- See above p. ý 158 n. 2. 
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the course of the preceding two or three years that certain penalties 

imposed by Acts of Parliament - whose very severity had made them 

moribund in the hands of the post-ReBtoration persecutors who were 

more interested in excluding the Dissenters Politically(') - were 

being revived and applied in the persecution of Protestant Dissenters. 

The most important of these were the Acts of 23 and 35 Elizabeth. 

23 Eliz-9 cap. 1, imposed the E20 per month fine for non-attendance 

(of which the inhabitants of the parish and the informer could each 

sue for one third). 28 and 29 Eliz. 9 cap. 6p provided that this fine 

was to continue to be imposed to the death or conformation of the 

recusant; if he defaulted he was to forfeit all his goods and two- 

thirds of his land to the Crowny not in lieu of the finep but as a 

further penalty for defaulting. Under 35 Eliz- - originally aimed 

against Catholic priests - imprisonmentp transportation anddeath were 

the penalties for unlicenaed preaching for the firstp second and third 

offences respectively. Between 1683 and 1686 cases were still brought 

before the civil and ecclesiastical courts on I Eliz-9 cap. 2 (the 

Act of Uniformity) under which churchwardens could levy a 12d. per 

week fine for absence from church and persistent offenders were dealt 

with by the courts. The main penalty imposed by the ecclesiastical 

courts was excommunication which led to imprisonment on a writ of 

de excommunicatocapiendo. In addition to the fines imposed for 

recusancy 3 and 4 Jac. Iq Cap 4P imposed another distraint on those 

who failed to take the Anglican Sacrament at least once a year 

(this could be up totwo-thirds of the recusants' lands). The same 

Acts provided a major harassment for those with scruples over oath- 

(1) J. R. Westernp Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 158-9- 



222 

taking: one bishop or two ips could examine suspected recusants 

on oath and ask whether they. went to church or took the Sacrament; 

they could also tender the Oath of Allegiance and imprison the 

recusant until the next Assizes if they refused to take it. There, 

if they still refusedp they could suffer the penalties of the Statute 

of Praemunire - forfeiture of all property and imprisonment at 

pleasureq or outlawry. Law enacted after the Restoration - 12 and 

13 Charles Up cap. ly - provided that anyone who refused to take 

the oath when it was lawfully tendered became subject to a Z5 fine 

for the first offencep ZIO (or imprisonment for three to six months) 

for the second and transportation for the third. Quakers suffered 

most on the point of oath-takingf as they did on the question of 

tithes. Refusal to pay tithes left the objector open to action 

either in the ecclesiastical courts (under the provisions of 27 Henry 

VIIIv cap. 20) or in the civil courts. An action could be laid 

against a Quaker in the Exchequer Courtq and 'then the law so oper- 

ated that the defendant was often sentenced to an indefinite term 

of imprisonment... It was actually difficult to imprison a Quaker 

illegally'. The Act on which Dissenters in general were most 

commonly tried in 1685 and 1686 was the Conventicle Act of 1670 

under which the five shilling fine for attending conventicles was 

doubled for subsequent offences, the E20 fine for preaching was 

doubled for subsequent offencesp and a E20 fine was imposed on the 

man in whose house the conventicle was held; and which provided, in 

the event of'inability to payp for the reassignment of the fines on 

those who were able to pay or the sale of property and goodsp giving 

informers a financial inducement and the power to compel officers of 

the law to act. Magistrates who regarded the fines imposed by this 
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Act as too mild would convict conventiclers of 'riot' under civil 

not ecclesiastical legislationg the maximum fine for which WasE50- 

In view of the resurrection of Elizabethan and Jacobean 

legislation and the severity with which itv and more recent penal 

lawsp were being applied against Dissenters at the turn of the year. 

1685-69 James II may have convinced himself thatq differences not- 

withstandingp he had every right to hope for the support of desperate, 

embittered Dissenters in a programme aimed at removing these lawsq 

together with those enacted since the Restoration for excluding non- 

Anglicans politically, (as well as from the Churchq Schools and 

Universities)q and for stifling the influence of the ejected 

ministry. 
(') 

Regardless of the behaviour of Nonconformists under 

'enticement' in the previous reign, James could arguep the force of 

the post-1681 severities would have swept away former scruples and 

brought Dissenters to a position in which they would grasp at any 

opportunity to destroy the instruments of the persecutors. 

2 

Of the two constant elements in Government policy in 16869 the 

one most consistently and effectively pursued was the one aimed at 

controlling the apparatus of persecution, and rendering it more 

subservient to the central authorityt by ensuring thýt fines and 

forfeitures distrained from Recusants and Dissenters were paid into 

(1) Cragg 119 16-179 50-51p 56; Millerg 7-8,51-56; Penn, 8-9; 
G. R. Elton, The Tudor Constitution (1965)q 401-49 422-4p 424-7p 
427-329 447-50; J. P. Kenyong The Stuart Constitution (1966)9 
363-49 378-829 383-6; J. R. Westernp Monarchy and Revolution 
(1972)9 158-9. See Besse Ig 2539 329-30Y 471-4; Brocketý 39, 
419 469 49; Lyon Turner US. 89-13i X45- 
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the Exchequer. To facilitate this meant exerting greater control 

over the ecclesiastical courts, through the Bishopsv over the civil 

courtsp through certain officers of the law such as the Attorney 

or Advocate-Generals, and most importantlyp over the Sheriffs and 

Under-Sheriffsv receivers of fines through the lower judiciary. 

Pressure was brought to bear by the Treasury on these latter some- 

times directly, sometimes through the Lord Lieutenants and sometimes 
(1) 

through the Pipe Office and the Receiver of Recusancy fines. 

In the course of the year two investigations were begun in 

an effort to discover the identity of those involved in the 

malversation of monies distrained from Recusants and Dissenters 

and to arrive at the amounts in question as a basis for piecemeal 

action against offenders. After the Pardon in March Philip Burton 

and Richard Graham - two Treasury Solicitors - were 'sent out West' 

as 'Commisdionersly 

'one to enquire after rebels' estates that had been seized 

on and concealed from the Crown, and the other to enquire 

after the Pardon Merchantsp that took money to obtain pardons 

which was concealed from the Crown'. 
(2) 

It was not part of the Treasury's objective in sending out these 

commissioners to see the amounts distrained by the 'Pardon Merchants' 

refunded. On 7 March 1687 the Treasury lords referred to Burton and 

Graham (and the Attorney-General) what may be assumed to be their 

own findings in the West with an order tot 

Biward Ange was appointed Receiver of Recusancy Pines in July 
16849 taking over the functions of the local receiver whose 
office was abolished. He was to make the receivers pay into 
the Exchequer the monies they had collected. Millerv 193. 

(2) Morrice Py 529. 
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'consider of the speediest methods of bringing [the amounts 

in questioa into the Exchequer and likewise of the means of 

bringing to account such persons as have received monies out 

of the rebels' estates on pretence of procuring the King's 

pardon'. 
(') 

The second investigation probably began in June. A Commission of 

Enquiry was reported to have been set up 'for the enquiry of what 

money has been distrained from Dissenters of all sorts for five 

years past'. Dissentersy at that time and subsequently, assumed that 

this enquiry was a part of the Government's policy in their favour 

and hence aimed against the Church of England. Upon this wrong 

assumptionp many Dissenters refused to co-operate and 'would not 

appear against their enemies'. The Government's chief concern wasq 

at this stagep more mundane. Their concern in determining the amount 

distrained from Dissenters was to find out 
r4l 

'how much of it haS been/turned into the Exchequery to the 
V 

end that the King may know what lawful right haS been done 

to his subjectsq [the total amount distrainedl and wrong to 

himselfq (the amount not paid in] I 
%Z; - 91punish the delinquental, and 

recover the difference. 
(2) 

4n#ft? &aj aft*jj; rjýj IV= (pWdjý1688 and, if its returns f or Devon 

were typicalf it would appear that those Dissenters who came before 

it as plaintiffs were. very humble peoplep hopeful of regaining small 

sums of money levied on them in fines. 
(3) 

(1) CTB VIIII Pt. 39 1243-4. 
(2) CSPD 1686-7s 194 (mvitalics); 

and Letters, 327- 
(3) Brockettq 52. 

Neal Vp 24-53WHenryg Diaries 
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When arders were made to Sheriffs and Receivers to refund 

fines and forfeitures, the stipulation was usually inserted that 

the refund need only be made if the amounts in question had not tMI14Nd h M9 ")Or- 
(1) 

already been(paid into the Exchequer. As long as a Sheriff kept 

his accounts in order and paid the appropriate amounts into the 

Exchequer - even if he had raised a record amount in fines - he 

could expect the commendation of the Treasury. He must notg howeverp 

extort any more for his own use than the stipulated 12d. in the Z- 

and this only on the X20 per month fine for non-attendance - which 

the Lord Treasurer had laid down on 15 February 16869 back-dated to 

Michaelmas 1684. 
(2) 

In addition a further X50 might be deducted 

occasionally for the 

'Comptroller of the Pipe., on the reward for the service of 

him and his clerks in issuing process against Recusants on 

the E20 per month and giving speedy despatch to the respect- 

ive receivers for the improvement of that revenue'. 

When a refund was madep as it wasp for examplep to 'the Newington 

Gentleman' who had been fined a record six thousand pounds in the 

orgy of persecution in December 1685 and January 1686p 
(4) 

it was made 

less the 12d. in the X. 
(5) 

This refund was also noteworthy in that 

it was the only one on record for 1686 made to Dissenters who were 

neither Recusants nor Quakers. 

The part of the apparatus of persecution over which the central 

(1) e. g. CTB VIII9 Pt. 2v 718t 808-809v 1003-10049 1005- 
(2) CTB VIIIt pt. 29 5969 795- See also pp 990-11 1004; Millerg 193- 

(3) CTB VIIII pt. 2) 711- 
(4) Calamyt Abridgementp 372,3; Palmer 1,67. 
(5) 11orrice- Q9 34- 
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OL aministration had least control was the ecclesiastical courtsq 

and it is significant that only one attempt was made - for the 

London diocese - to ascertain how many Recusants and Dissenters 

were still being prosecuted for various offences and how much was 

being distrained from them by way of fines and forfeitures. (') 
It 

was simpler for the Lord Treasurert or his permanent assistant 

Henry Guyq to bring pressure to bear on local and central government 

officials. They were under pressure from Recusants to do this. On 

23 June 1686 the Lord Treasurer referred to Richard Graham and Philip 

Burtonp the King's Solicitors in matters relating to recusancyp 

'the petition of Chris. Cotton and Sam. Haynep gent. to the 

King: showing that divers years past the undersheriffs [of 

Stafforý and other officers had levied fines on Roman Catholics 

and had not returned one twentieth part [thereof] into the Excheq- 

uer and in particular that Isaac Hawkinsq undersheriff of Co. 

Staffordq in 1683 did receive of three menCRecusantj in that 

county E184 and paid into the Exchequer but fA and that many 

other persons had that year paid great sums of money to him, 

amounting to many E1000 and that Hawkins had not returned into 

the Exchequer above E600 and so remained accountable to the 

King for the overplus'. 

The petitioners 

'therefore prayed power to examine all Roman Catholics in 

Staffordq Salop, Cheshire and Wales what money they had 

paid [the] said Hawkins; with permission to inspect the Pipe 

Office gratis to see his returns'. 
(2) 

(1) CTB VIII9 pt. 29 594. 
(2) CTB VIII9 pt. 2p 791- 
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No warrant is extant giving the petitioners the powers they sought, 

but such an investigation may well have been within the standing 

terms of reference of Burton and Graham, 
(') 

which would certainly 

have included the power to inspect Pipe Office returns. In any 

eventq there were instances of fines and forfeitures being refunded 

probablyp though not certainlyý to Catholics (2) 
_ and Henry Guy's 

request of 7 September 'for a perfect extractv with all speedg of 

the accounts of the Sheriffs of England as declared for the year 

ended 1685P Michaelmas, 
(3) 

may well have been made to facilitate 

such an investigation. At all events the Lord Treasurerp having 

warned them earlier 'concerning the due payment and-certification 

of the King's. share of Conventicle finesIp told the JPs of Leicester- 

shire on 2 December that he was now reiterating his warning that $a 

fresh Cinformation][hal been made thatZdue care had not been taken# 

in regard to these matters within their county. 
(4) 

In sterner vein 

on 9 November Rochester informed Messrs. Evans and Fishp late 

Sheriffs of Monmouthshire and Bedfordshire respectivelyl that the 

accounts they had been required to submit had not been passedp 

threatening them that 'for such default sheriffs have been taken by 

a serjeant-at-armal and that unless they could perfect their-accounts 

such would be their fate. 
(5) 

John Langleyp Receiver of Recusants' 

Forfeitures for Gloucestershirep may have been taken up because of 

irregularities in hisaccountsp since in lior(k, 1687 he was granted a 

stay-of process on this charge* 
(6) 

(1) See CSPD 1686-79 194; Henryq Diaries and Lettersy 327- 
(2) CTB VIII9 pt. 2l 8o8- 8og, 854. 
(3) CTB VIIII pt. 29 900. 
(4) CTB VIII9 pt. 29 1040. 
(5) CTB VIIIv pt. 29 990- 991. 
(6) CTB VIII, Pt. 3p 1242. 
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There were those in the central administration itself who 

must have come very close to dismissal and arrest. On 18 January 

1686) Henry Guy wrote to Sir Samuel Astryp(l) enclosing a list (now 

missing) 'of money levied on Dissenters... amounting in the whole to 

E59380'. To this list was appended Guy's cryptic note: 'Where is 

this money? If it 69 not paid into the Exchequer you are to give 
Prd! j4Mdkh, # (2) 

j-rj7 the Lord Treasurer an account'. When Astry had replieýteta ng 

the actual sums distrained from Dissenters, Guy pressed his question 

by sending Richard Graham to him 'to enquire why the said sums are 

not paid into the King's use,. 
(3 )A 

similar situation arose in 

October after an informer had written directly to the King accusing 

Dr. Thomas Pinfoldq the Advocate-Generalg(4) of withholding funds. 

The Treasury took the accusation very seriously and Edward Ange was 

sent to Pinfold with an affidavit 'to enquire whether any of the 

monies therein mentioned havsWen accounted forl. 
(5) 

Ibcactly how ineffective this attempt at greater financial 

control was in its secondary purpose of rendering the agencies of 

persecution more subservient to the central governmentp will become 

apparent in the way that magistratest ecclesiastical courtsp and 

especiallyý informers ignored the King's intimatedý then expressedo 

then repeatedly reiterated wishes on the subject of the persecution 

of the favoured dissenting groupsy let alone the other groups with 

which the King was less concerned in 1686. In its primary purpose - 

persecution as a source of revenue by ending malversation at local 

(1) Attorney in the Court of the King's Bench. CTB VIII9 pt. 2y 1020. 

(2) CTB VIIIy pt. 2s 531- 

(3) CTB VIIIj pt. 2p 535- 

(4) CSPD 1686-7p 223- 

(5) CTB VIIIt pt. 21 937- 938Y 990- 
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level - greater financial control doubtless was facilitated to a 

limited degree. But as the King's wishes, at least as far as 

Catholics and Quakers were concernedg received reinforcement 

through the warrants for stay of process and the dispensations 

granted toward the end of 1686 and in the first three months of 

1687, persecution as a source of revenue was supplemented from else- 

where. Those Dissenters who availed themselves of the facilities 

of the 'Dispensation or Licence Office' set up in November 1686 

found that the standard fee for a family dispensation was fifty 

shillings. 
(') 

Some who had to be 'bailed out' from the Assizes 

court by a Royal dispensation might have to pay as much as L26 for 

the privilege. 
(2) 

I 

The only evidence of the King's vaqnted tolerationist views 

in action in 1685 had been the continuation of the policy which 

Charles II had inauguratedy but not implementedy of granting what 

amounted to dispensations(3) to those who could produce certificates 

of loyalty. By the nature of the criterion of eligibilityt because 

the 257 names on the warrants for stay of process did not include 

(1) Morrice Qp 15; ivimey IP 462. 
(2) IvimeY IP 463-4- In the early months of 16879 however, the 

Eing was reported to have pardoned the fines and forfeitures 
of several Dissenters. Luttrell Iq 393P 398. 

(3) The instruments that facilitated the release and discharge 
of recusants were actually warrants for stay of process. Certificates of loyalty only procured 'what amounted to 
dispensations' in the sense'that the judges were instructed 
to 'discharge and set at liberty$ those who possessed them. 
CSPD 16851 52-53. See above pp. 119-121. 



those of any known Dissentersp(l) and in view of the attitude of 

the King to Dissenters and of Dissenters toward the King and the 

dispensing power during 1685 it is possiblel though not certainp 

that the warrants for stay of process issued in 1685 were mainly 

for the benefit of Catholic recusants. 
(2 ) 

The warrants of March 

1687 which waived certificates of loyalty as the criterion of 

eligibility for Catholics - 'the King being well satisfied in the 

loyalty of all his Roman Catholic subjects, - may be taken as an 

indication of the purpose behind the whole expedient, 
(3) 

asa rec- 

ognition of the fact thaty because of the large number of stay of 

process warrants issued during 16869 the expedient had by then 

realised its object of freeing Catholics from the weight of the 

penal laws and as a pointer to the fact that by that time Court 

policy was centred around another device intended to achieve the 

same freedom for Nonconformists: the dispensations (discussed below) 

which could be bought from the Licence Office set up in November 

1686. It must be significant that until March 1687 James still 

found it necessary to base even the religious freedom of his co- 

religionists on his brother's dispensation; in other wordsp to 

rationalise and justify the toleration of Roman Catholics by assert- 

ing their individual loyalty. 

One change in this policy during the early months of 1686 

was indicated by an amendment on 9 March to the original dispensation 

(1) This statement refers to the warrants issued in 1685- In 1686-7 
warrants for stay of process were certainly issued for Quakers 
and at least one Independentp William Minty of Poole. CTB 
VIIIO pt. 29 629-634; CSPD 1686-79 302; Densham, and Ogle, 
1899 190. 

(2) See above pp. 121-124. ' 

(3) CTB VIIIp Pt- 3P 1246p 1262. See above p. 124- 
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thatq in pursuit of the King's intention to pardon all those who 
(either themselves or their families) 'had suffered in the time of 

the rebellion and who had been prosecuted for refusing to take the 

Oat3 of Allegiance and Supremacylp and 'mentioning the late eminent 

services of Sir William Penn and the loyalty and good affection of 

his son William Pennly the king wished to signify 'the Royal pleasure 

that the said William Penny his family and servants should not be 

prosecuted for any of the causes above mentioned'. 
4) 

The only other difference was the greater vol=e of stay of 

process warrants issued in 1686 and the first three months of 1687- 

As they appear in the Calendar of State Papers Domestic and the 

Calendar of Treasury Books these warrants would seem to divide into 

two types; warrants for persons (sometimes designated Irecusants') 

who had produced certificates of loyaltyp 
( 2) 

and warrants, also for 

recusancy offencesq with no mention of certificates of loyaltyq but 

which like the warrants in the other category were endorsed 'Mr. 

Brent,. 
(3) 

An examination of the warrants themselves in the Public 

Records Office confirms the existence of these two types but clari- 

fies the nature of the distinctiong which is obscured in the 

Calendar. One type of warrant describes the late King's intention 

to pardon those who were persecuted recusants and then orders that 

process be stayed against Pertain persons who had produced certifi- 

cates of loyalty. 
(4) 

The second type describes how the Kingg 

(1) CSPD 1686-7p 62. 
(2) CSPD 1686-79 1199 278; CTB VIIIp pt. 29 1122-1129. 
(3) CSYD 1686-79 7-8t 66-79 719 1199 301P 3029 379-80p 381-2; 

CTB VIII9 pt. 29 626y 637,1003-1004. 
(4) SP 44/3369 3329 387-89 393; SP 44/337P 16-17P 107-108. This 

applies to Calendar entries on pages 7-8,66-671 719 119 and 
278. 
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having 'received good testimony of the Peaceable behaviour' of 

certain recusantsp had decided to stay all processes against them. 
(') 

According to John Miller the endorsement 'Mr. Brent' 'implies that 

many of the recusants involved were Catholics'q apart from the fact 

that 

'for the predominantly Tory magistracy [who 
signed the certifi- 

cates. of loyalty produced by the recusants in the first Cate- 

goryj 
(2 ) 

Dissent was closely identified with disloyalty and 

Catholics were far more likely than Dissenters to be able to 

prove their loyalty to the crown in the Civil War'* 
(3) 

In interpreting the significance of the two types of writ it is 

interesting that all warrants for stay of process issued in 1685 

were of the first type. 
(4) 

It may also be observed thatq apart from 

the 'Quaker warrantslp(5) the warrants for stay of process issued 

on 'good testimony, rather than certificates of loyalty were only 

issued during and after November 1686 - It is possiblet thereforey 

to explain the two types of warrant issued in 1686 in terms of the 

King's change of policy in the course of the yeart and the accession 

to favour of the Dissenters. The only difficulty with this argument 

is that from November the Licence Office was in existence specifi- 

cally to enable Dissenters to purchase dispensations for themselves 

and their families. It may have been the case thatp because of the 

(1) SP 44/3379 1292 171-29 175. This applies to Calender entries 
on pages 3019 333t 338. 

(2) C3PD 1685P 52-53. 
(3) Miller, 204,205. Robert Brent was employed by James in grant- 

ing dispensations and pardons 1685-69 and in 1687-8 as an 
important figure in the electoral campaign. Jones, 145- 

(4) SP 44/336,66-68p 104-107t 199v 246-7- 
(5) See below pp. 234-235- 
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reluctance of the magistracy to recognise the new 'warrants for 

dispensations', t4mt some Dissentersý perhaps Quakerso preferred 

to benefit from a stay of. process warrant through a direct applic- 

ation to the King. 
(') 

Four warrants for stay of process issued durirgl686 stand 

out as distinctive. Onev issued on 15 March to the civil and 

ecclesiastical authorities of Lancashirep specifically identified 

its beneficiaries as Roman Catholics. (2) 
Another, issued 1 May to 

benefit one persony her family and servants in Derbyshire, has the 

endorsement 'Mr. Brent' crossed out and replaced by 'Mr. Penn'$ 

possibly suggesting that the beneficiary was a Nonconformist, 

perhaps a Quaker. 
(3) 

The other two - the 'Quaker warrants' - 

specified that the beneficiaries were Quakers. The first - doubtless 

representing the final reward of the efforts of the Quaker oourtiers 

who had petitioned the Court during 1685 
(4) 

- was issued on 4 March 

by the Lord Treasurer to the Clerk of the Pipe 'to forbear process 

against the following personsp Quakersp till next term'. Appended 

to the warrant is one of Whitehead's petitions. The King had received 

a report on the matter from the Attorney-General on 20 January and 

upon reading it had 'declared his pleasure for stay of proceedings 

for the future against the said subjects'. Upon the basis of this 

the Clerk of the Pipe was 'to stay process' until the Attorney- 

General had had time 'to prepare instruments to discharge the proceed- 

ings as well against the following persons as all others mentioned 

(1) The dispensations issued from November 1686 are discussed 
belolv, pp. 267-269. 

(2), ' CSPD 1686-71 71-72. 
(3) CSPD 1686-79 119; SP 44/3379 19-20. 
(4) See aboveg pp. 111P 113P 115-119. 
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in the said report'. 
(') 

The 'instruments' referred to were almost 

certainly the warrants issued on and after 15 March which Quakers 

have termed 'the Mandate'. 
(2) 

It is possible that not all of the 

673 names mentioned were those of Quakers. Whitehead was in the 

habit of including the names of non-Quakers in his Petitions. 
(3) 

It is probable, for exampleg that the Brittaines of Lincolnshire 

were the family of Theophilus Brittaineg the ejected minister from 

Brocklesby whop six months beforep was still resident in the countyf4) 

and that the Fra. Barnardiston mentioned under Suffolk might have 

been part of the family of the Presbyterian Sir Samuel Barnardistoný5) 

Another warrantv issued on 15 November 1686y also mentioned Quakers 

by name. 
(6) 

The volume of stay of process warrants greatly increased 

between September 1686 and March 1687p doubtless an indication of 

the King's determination to bring the policy of protection for his 

co-religionists to a culmination andq perhapsp that Nonconformists 

were beginning to benefit from this policy. The warrants issued 

between January and August 1686 catered for 415 persons (plus the 

family and servantsq unnamedf of one beneficiary) from Gloucester- 

(1) CTB VIII9 pt. 2v 629-634. 
(2) These are discussed in a separate context below pp. 240-241. 

(3) Braithwaiteq 85; Whitehead, 358- 

(4) Palmer IIo 413-414- 
(5) Laceyp 376. The 673 names in the schedule attached to the 

warrant of 4 March were divided into counties: Surreyo 48; 
Sussex, 20; Staffordq 19; Suffolk9 77; Nottinghamshire, 69; 
Northumberlandp 52; Lincolnshirep 116; Leicestershire, 15; 
Gloucestershire, 21; Hertfordshiref 28; Essexv 41; Berkshireq 
8; Cambridgep 3; Herefordt 36; Kentp 13; London and Middle- 
sext 3; Norfolk, 81; Northampton, 8; Oxfordshirep 3; Wilt- 
shirep 7; Worcestershirev 5; GTB VIIII pt. 29 629-634- 

(6) CTB VIII9 pt. 2p 1005-1006. This warrant is discussed below. 
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4 

shire., Sussex, Plintshirep Lincolnshire, Derbyshire and elsewhere 

But between September 1686 and March 1687,800 persons (plus the 

families and servantsq unnamedq of two beneficiaries) benefit ed 

from stay of process warrants and a further 278 from dischargesq 

from Buckinghamshireq Londong Surreyy Leicestershirey Lincolnshire2 

Warwickshireq Gloucestershirej Cheshirep Derbyshire and Newcastle- 

upon-Tynee 
(2) 

In view of the understood desire of the King that his co- 

religionists should not be persecuted and the host of, warrants which 

enforced his views, it was not surprising that it was in the perse- 

cution of Roman Catholics that the actions of magistrates and 

ecclesiastical courts were most nearly commensurate with the King's 

wishes. Such persecution of Catholics as took place was spontaneous 

and ungovernable like that inflicted by a 'Protestant mob' on the 

builders of a mass house in Lime Streety calling for a night-and-day 

guard by the London trained-bands. 
(3) 

One of the few magistrates 

who initiated the persecution of Roman Catholics - Sir John Knight 

'a violent Tory in Bristol' - was himself arrested for disturbing 

the peace. When he appealed against his sentence 

'the Court said that he was a very dangerous mang and he 

did raise up fears and jealousiesp and did give a new 

resurrection to those things the Court had hoped had been 

(1) The treasury warrants include persons from all parts of England 
and Wales, whilst those in the State papers are grouped in 
counties. CTB VIII9 pt. 29 6269 637; CSPD 1686-7o 7-89 66-79 
71,119. 

(2) CSPD 1686-79 268-72p 2789 301,3029 3239 3329 333Y 338,3399 
379-80,381-2; CTB VIIIp pt. 29 1003-1004. 

(3) VCH London It 345; Morrice P9 5319 532j 632; Ellis It 
111-112,118-119y x1it xliii; Luttrell It 373P 375- 
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already buried'. 
(') 

The fact that the authorities were prepared to exercise restraint 

in the persecution of Catholics; - and thisp at a time when, through 

the rapid spread of Catholic institutions and personnel in Englandq 

provocation must have been severe; 
(2) 

_ calls for an explanation 

more convincing than deference to the King's wishes. This is espec- 

ially so sincef as will be seeng during the same period they were 

unprepared to defer to the King's wishes regarding the persecution 

of Quakers. Perhaps the explanation is to be found in the fact that 

the old fashioned tright' of the Church of Fhglandy whichlound-the 

'Papists' much more congenialq on historical grounds, than the 

'Panatics'2 had much more influence with the as yet unreformed 

magistracy, than the young radical element moving toward the Presby- 

terian 'Dons'. 
(3) 

The sermons of the Anglican'right' and their 

private fears regarding the growth of Nonconformist influence may 

point to this as an explanation-W Rumours that the Anglican 'right' 

were endeavouring to move the Church toward an understanding with 

the King - to which he was reported to be far from adverse - on the 

basis of toleration for Recusants and continued persecution of 

(1) Matthew to Philip Henryp 18 May, 8 June 1686ý Henry MS-5p 
letters 30P 33; Morrice QP 1502; Luttrell Is 379t 389; 
HMC 14th Reportv app. pt. II: Portland MSS 111 (1894), 396. 
Knight had also been an avid persecutor of the Dissenters and 
had been much favoured by the government 1678-81 and in 1685 
when he and the Duke of Beaufort held Bristol against Monmouth. 
DNB XIq 255; E. Terrill (ed)j The Records of the Church of 
Christ ... in Broadmeadq Bristol (184, 'Ag 492. 

(2) Morrice Pt 530-2; Qq 20v 219 22; Burnet 
Iq 672; Welwoodp Memoirsp 171-44 J. S. Clarke (ed)y The Life 
of James the Second King of England &c (1816) IIP 79-80- See 
H. Prideauxp The Life of the Reverend Humphrey Prideaux Dean 
of Norwich (1748), 23-24; K. Peilingp A History of the Tory 
Party 1640-1714 (1924), 214-215- 

(3) See abovep pp. 99,125,129-130; Millerp 205. 
(4) Morrice P. 642; Q, 20p 28P 45t 80. 
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Protestant Dissentersq may not have been totally without foundation. 

According to Morrice at least one Bishop believed them. 
(') 

Roger Morrice had a lively sense of the irony of the times. 

Since James II's accession, the Church of England had told Dissenters 

that the only way to prevent the triumph of Popery was to persecute 

all dissenters from*the Church of Englandp Catholic and Protestant. 

'After the strictest enquirylp howeverf Morrice had been able to find 

no instance of a Catholic Dissenter having been persecutedq although 

they never attended Church or took the Sacrament. Clearlyp Morrice 

concluded, 'the beat way to prevent Popery is not to persecute 

Papists'. 
(2) 

The comparative immunity from persecution which the Catholics 

had enjoyed in the course of 1686 and up to March 1687 had been 

founded on Charles II's dispensations, backed up by James's deter- 

mination to make their certificates of loyalty effective. Thereafter$ 

until the Declaration of Indulgencep it was founded purely on the 

fact of their being Catholics, the King's Chosen Few. 

Whilst the special datus of William Penn and the assiduous 

lobbying of other Quaker courtiers like George Whiteheadq Robert 

Barclay and Gilbert Lateyp 
(3) 

rendered the Quakers the most noticed 

and favoured of the Nonconformist seats in the first half of 1686, 

(1) Morrice Py 566P 5949 638; Qv A 39- 
(2) Morrice P9 574- 
(3) CSPD 1686-7,116; CTB VIIII pt. 2t 630; morrice Q9 86. See 

Braithwaitep 125-6; R. Hawkins (ed)j Friends Libraryt Consist- 
ing principally of Journals (1834) Ut 80,81. 
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with the exception of Penn's family they had received no guarantee 

of immunity from persecutionp and their position was still very 

vulnerable. 
(') 

Few if any applications for certificates of loyalty 

on the basis of the 1685 Dispensation had been received from 

Quakersv 
(2) 

and no releases or discharges were actually affected 

until after the Quaker warrant of 4 karch. 
b) 

On 10 Karch 1686 James II issued a General Pardon. This 

Pardon had no special relevance for the Quakers but provided all 

dissenters from the Church of England with an opportunity 'to take 

and sue out' the King's 'Particular pardonIq in response to which the 

King undertook to authorise the Secretaries of State to draw up 

warrants for the Attorney Generalý who would secure the release of 

those who had sought the King's pardon and were in prison for any of 

a number of specified offences. 
(4) 

The Pardon opened with the avowal 

that the King had intended to issue such a Pardon after his coronation 

but had been prevented from so doing 'by the late unnatural rebellion'$ 

and that its purpose was that all fears and jealousies which might 

concern the security of the King's subjects might 'be removed and wholly 

takenavay' so that they might return to their due obedience. The 

offences specified by the Pardon were: 

'all manner of treasonsp feloniesp misprisions of treason or 

felony, treasonable or seditious words or libelsp seditious 

and unlawful meetings and conventiclesp all offences whereby 

(1) Morrice Pp 533; Janneyq 281. As early as 7 Januaryp 16869 how- 
everp there were those who believed that the QuaýBrs had 'got a 
sort of connivance for themselves'. EMC Downshire MSS Ip ip 95- 

2) See above pp. 121-124. 
(3) CTB VIII$ pt. 29 629-634. See R. Hawkins (ed)q OP Cito 79; 

Besse IP 479; Janneyq 281-2. 
(4) Gazette No. 2120 (11-15 March 168516); the text is reproduced 

below in Appendix Oneq Item A. See last paragraph. 
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any person may be charged with the penalty and danger of 

praemunire; all riotsp routsp offencesp contemptsp tres- 

passes and misdemeanours and all judgments and convictions 

for not coming to church'. 

It was the King's will and pleasure that neither then nor at any 

time in the future should persons who had already committed such 

offences be charged with them. Among the persons excepted from this 

General Pardon were 

fall and every person or persons who in a traitorous and 

hostile manner' invaded the kingdom with 'James Scott late 

Duke of Monmouthp and all and every other person or persons 

who in the time of the late Rebellion... were officers or 

had the name or repute of being officers in his army'. 

The. names of such rebels and theirfamilies were listed together with 

a number of 'fugitives and persons fled from our justice into parts 

beyond the seas', and a few common criminals. The listp of about 150, 

included Stephen Lobby William Gaunty John lanleyp John Trenchardq 

John Wildmany Titus Oates and Robert Ferguson. 

While this Pardon in itself did not offer the Quakers any 

particular favour, the King's Warrant to the Attorney-General of 

15 March did: 

'Whereas we are given to understand that several of our sub- 

jectsp commonly called Quakersy in the schedules hereunto 

annexed, are either convicted... for not swearingp ... or 

indicted.. for not coming to churchly land that some of them 

lie in prison upon writs de excommunicato capiendo, and 

other processes for causes aforesaidp and'we being willing 

that our said subjectsp [those mentioned in the schedule 
'I 'hergunto annexedij and other of our subjects commonly 
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called Quakers' at that time beingp or in the past having 

beenp convicted or imprisoned for any of $the causes afore- 

said, should receive the full benefit of our General Pardon.. 

with all possible ease to them'. 

In consequence the King's subjects 'commonly called Quakers' 

imprisoned for any ecclesiastical offence were to be releasedp and 

all 'fines and forfeitures' then levied on them to be cancelled. 

(There was'no mention of refunds). 
(') 

On the basis of this warrantp 

the Attorney-General issued further warrants 15-20 March ordering 
(2) 

the releape of certain named Quakers. 

Though the King's warrant to the Attorney-General was of 

immense significance to the Quaker campaign to secure relief from 

persecutiong it was entirely retrospective. Some historians of the 

Quaker movement would appear to have interpreted it as if it were 

prospectivey and termed it the 'King's Mandatelq guaranteeing future 

immunityq (a mini-Indulgence so far as the Quakers were concerned)ý3) 

It wa69 hcwevery merely a warrant facilitating the release from 

prisong in accordance with the terms of the General Pardong of the 

members of one particular sect imprisoned for ecclesiastical causes, 

together with the cancellation of fines and forfeitures at that time 

in process. Since no such warrant was issued on behalf of the member- 

ship of any other sectt howeverp it was obviously a mark of the King's 

special favour. The wording of the warrant makes it clear that it 

(1), SP 44/336y ff- 391-2. (Summarised CSPD 1686-7,71)- see Appendix 
One, item B9 for text. 

(2) Besse 1,479-80; J. Grattonp Journal of the Life of John 
Gratton (1795)p 111- See A. J. Eddington, The First FiftY 
Years of Quakerism in Norwich, Friends Ifist. Soc. (1932)g 
220; CSPD 1686-71 719 75P 76. 

M, 1 (3) Besse I 
M; 

Whiting, 182. 
711( 
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was intended to apply to those Quakers listed in the attached 

schedule land other of our subjects commonly called Quakers'. Any 

doubt that it referred to the entire sect is dispelled by the number 

of releases that resulted. In an Address of Thanks sent to the Xing 

in the following yearg the Yearly Meeting of Quakers gratefully 

acknowledged that 'above 1200 [Quaker] prisoners were released from 

their severe imprisonmentsq and many others from spoil and ruin of 

their estates and properties' as a result of the 1686 Pardon. (') 

Penn believed that of thelthousands of worthy citizens belonging 

to the various dissenting sects' who were releasedp there were 

'upwards of thirteen hundred Friends', 
(2) 

though it is likely that 

the smaller figure (based on the meticulously kept Quaker records) 

was more accurateo(3)* 

Hencep although the Pardon had not been issued specifically 

to facilitate the release of Quakersp it was'the Quaker sect thanks 

to the King's warrant or 'Mandate' that followed the Pardon that 

benefit, ed most from it, and for which it had the mcst significance. 

In contrast to the 1200 Priendsp a total of no more than thirty 

prisoners were released from all the other sects put together. 
(4) 

But the joy and optimism of the Quakers was unbounded. Optimism for 

the future, howeverg was without justification. Knowing that on 

receipt of a Qaaker petition Lord Chief Justice Herbert had 

(1) Gazette No. 2245 (19 May 1687): as well as thanking His Majesty 
'for his gracious proclamations and warrants last yearly it 
also thanked him for his Declaration of Indulgence. 

(2) Janneyq 2819 282. The aged George Fox thought that 'fifteen or 
sixteen hundred OirQ, Est at liberty'. Cited Sewel IIP468-9, 

(3) From the figures provided by Besse it is clear 
that a total-of over 159000 Friends had been fined or imprisoned 
between 1660-1686, with a pecuniary loss of abokk a million 
pounds. The totals are corroborated by Whiting, 218; J. R. 
Westerng Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 161. cefe T. Timpsong 
Church History of Kent (1859)f 270-1. 

(4) Whiteheado 587-591- See Morrice P, 563-4. 
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immediately discharged all Quakers brought before the assizes in 

Ilchester on 30 IFarchp some Friends believed that this was the pattern 

of the future. (') 
Penn knew it was not. Although the King had made 

it clear that the Quakerst as a sect, enjoyed his favourp Penn was 

sure that they would continue to be 'grievously persecuted and 
despoiled of their goods by greedy informerstj to say nothing of the 

Tory magistrates. 
(2) 

Some less than completely satisfactory evidence 

exists - made much of by Professor Jones(3) - that during late March 

or April the King sent letters to some JPs indicating that forbear- 

ance in their treatment of Quakers would be in order; 
(4) 

butt the 

King's wishes notwithstandingp the Anglican persecutors were still 

not prepared to close their eyes to Quaker conventiclesp as they 

often did to mass houses. Boy even if the King's determination to 

protect Quakers had been as great as his determination to protect 

Catholiesp his task would have been much more difficult. rerseCL4tion 

continuedq and the only way his attention could be called to a case 

of persecution was through representations made to him by the (Zuakers 

at Court. It was necessary$ thereforey for persecution actually to 

take place before the King could bring pressure to bear on the 

persecutors; there sasno guarantee of future exemption. The circular 

letters were either not sent to all JPs or simply ignored. But the 

(1) Sewel Ut 466-8. 
(2) Janneyt 281- 2. 
(3) Jones, 103. Jones's use of HMC Downshire MSS I, ip 79p 95 and Braithwaitep 125 among the sources cited would tend to indicate 

that he may be confused with the General Pardon or the Mandate 
or that he is merely making unwarranted assumptions. 

(4) Sir R. LIEstrange to Sir W. Trumbullp 24 March 1686y RMC 
Downshire MSS It iq 139- See Luttrell'I9 378. The King had 
already given some indication of his oppostion to the persecut- 
ion of Nonconformists in general. Privy Council Registerp 
PC2/719 f- 413- 
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Quakers still enjoyed a better position than the other sects in the 

period up to the 1687 Indulgence; they enjoyed the King's favour 

and were prepared to bring cases of persecution to his notice* The 

other sects did not enjoy the King's favour and (with the exception 

of the Baptists from Tuly 1686) would not solicit his intervention 

against their persecutors* 

If the circular letters were sent to JPsq the ecclesiastical 

courts would not be affected by them. If they listed the offences 

mentioned in the Pardon and the Mandate as the areas in which the JPs 

should exercise lenieneyv they would in any event have provided 

inadequate cover for Friends. Joseph Besse's account of Q&aker 

persecution provides ample evidence that the persecution of (Zuakers 

for refusal to pay tithes or to join the militia continued to the 

end of the reign. 
(') 

In some counties the persecution of Quakers, for other offencesp 

did end in March 1686 (though it continued for other Dissenters). 

These counties were Gloucestershirep Hertfordshirey Cambridgeshirep 

and Cumberlandq though in the latter county eighteen Quakers remained 

in prison until 1688. 
(2) 

In other areas magistrates acquiesced in 

the King's request - while continuing to persecute other Dissenters - 

but the ecclesiastical courts seemed to be endeavouring to compensate 

for this by higher exactions for tithes. These were Berkshire, 

Derbyshiref Durham, Northumberlandl Somerset and Sussex. 
(3) 

In some parts of the countryq howevery although the King's 

(1) Besse 1., 371 389 39,83,1269 1459 165P 189,239-40P 329-30p 
358-9 483-. Sp 517-89 5629 575-6,647-9v 707-8p 734-51 IIP 

(2) Besse Is 99P, 135t 226- 227y 253-1ý- 
(3) Besse Is 36-9p 144-5p 189-909 239-409 647-99 734-5v 

761-2. 
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warrants made it necessary to release prisonersp(l) the persecution 

of Quakers continued unabated. But even the releases themselves 

were by no means a matter of forms many difficulties were met by 

individual (ýuakers from1clerks and other officials' who charged 

exorbitant fees for the legal steps of their release. 
(2) 

Even in 
k 

districts qere persecution continuedp however - and these included 

areas with thetighest concentration of Quakers; Londonp Middlesexq 

Bristol and Yorkshire - the King's expressed wishes did have some 

effect on the persecutors. Many informersv clergy and especiallyt 

magistratesq were undoubtedly cowed thereafter. In the post-Mandate 

persecution the name5of the persecutors and persecuted detailed in 

Quaker annals are recurrent, and it becomes clear that the continued 

persecution of Quakers was mainly the work of a bigot ed or avaricious 

minority. In Norfolk the same persons lo t money and pro V 
$*e YAOY C& 110e ftore P 

r-S, IL r 
for non-payment of tithes in each year between 1686-1689, andflathe 

actions were instigated by the same clergymen; the record of London 1ý1 
`ý (3) 

and Middlesex is similar.. But one respect in which Cuakers were 

completely left alone by their persecutors after March 1686 was church- 

attendance:, in the detaileclp month by month, account of the perse- 

cution suffered by the Society of Friends catalogued by Joseph Bessel 

no Quaker was convicted of recusancy after March 1686; this removed 

from the backs of the one sect who resolutely eschewed partial 

conformityp regardless of the consequencesy the crushing burden of 

(1) To see how the 1200 releases were distributed throughout the 
counties, refer to Besse Ip 37-8p 74p 83,99p 126,164,227P 
345Y 481-3, 

(2) Whiting, 182; J. Grattony Journal of the Life of John Gratton 
(1795)v 77- 

(3) Besse 1.483-6y 517-8. 
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the E20 per month fine. 
(') 

But prosecution of Quakers under the Conventicle Act continued 

in many localitiesy 
(2) 

and for this they blamed the informers. It 

was decided to tackle the problem area by area beginning with London. 

After a petition from Whitehead and Latey containing the names of 

forty-three informers who harassed Quakersp James II appointed 
(3) Richard Graham and Philip Burtonp already involved in one commissionp 

as Commissioners to enquire into the activities of informers. On 

31 May 1686 a warrant was issued requiring three of them - Jeffrey 

Nightingalep Peter Lugg and Captain John Hilton - to be present at 

Richard Graham's chambers at Cliffords Inn on 4 June. On the day 

when the informers were examined a group of Quakersp with Whitehead 

as the spokesmang met the Commissioners. The cases of fifty Quakers 

were outlined in which informers had sworn falsely as to the facts, 

and in which excessive distresses had been levied with violence. On 

the basis of this evidence and the testimony of the forty-three 

informers named in Whitehead's petitionp the Commissioners produced 

a draft report. This report considerably played down the conduct of 

the informers and in milk-and-water language proposed that a limited 

persecution of Quakers should continue. When it was pointed out by 

dissatisfied Quakers that their terms of reference had been to 

describep not to legislatep the Commissioners admitted that their 

(1) Besse It 37-8,39,74P 82-3,99j 126y 1359 144-59 1659 1899 
226-71 239-402 253Y 329-309 3459 481-59 517-89'Ybi- 5629 576j 
646-9p 707-8p 734-5,761-2; 119 165-70- See CTB VIIIp pt. 21 932. 

(2) See W. Beek (ed)p The London Friends Meetings: showing the Rise 
of the Society of Friends in London (1869)9 219p 252; R. 
Hawkins (ed)p Friends Library: Consisting Principally of Journals 
and Extracts from Other Writings of Members of the Society of 
Friends (1834) IXP 799 80p 80-81. 

(3) See above, p. 224. 
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freedom of expression had been considerably inhibited by a 

'message' they had received 

'from a great persony or personsp in the Church, urgently 

requesting them to do nothing which might weaken the power 

of the informersp as they were of great service to the 

Church'. 

In consequenceg the Quakers sent in a minority report of their 

own*(') On the basis of this minority report the Lord Chancellor, 

on the orders of the Xingp sent instructions to London JPs to dis- 

countenance the forty-three informers. 
(2) 

On 25ýWI*George'Fox 

wrote to a friend that the King had 'given check to the informers: 

, 
hat in many places our meetings are pretty quiet,. 

(3) 
Latey so t 

Ay Aave 7believed 
that the breaking of the power of the informersy more than 

the protection of the Courtq was what enabled Quakers to enjoy 

greater freedom during the remainder of 1686. 
(4) 

In the ensuing months the Quakers made it their business to 

keep the King in touch with the activities of informers in all parts 

of the country - and occasionally of Sheriffs and DePuty-lieutenants 

too - which enabled him to send out orders that they be discounten- 

anced. Through these orders, and through warrants for stay of 

Processo the King was enabled to thwart the activities of the 

minority of persecutors still activey andp on aselective basisy 

shield the Quakers from the worst of the persecution in the last 

four months of 1686. 

(1) R. Hawkins (ed)p op city 81y 82; Braithwaitep 125-6; Whitingp 
182-73; Oragg'Ut 63 - 

(2) Whitingp 183. 
(3) Cited Sewel UP 468-9. 
(4) R. Hawkins (ed)v op city 82-83. 
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But persecution was slow dyingg and releases slow to be 

effected. On 30 April 1686 Whitehead and Latey had presented a 

petition to the King pointing out that one hundred Quakers were 

still in prison at Bristol for non-attendance at churohv attendance 

at conventiclesq and non-payment of tithes. 
(1) 

By June they had all 

been releasedý-though they could not meet openly, and their meeting 

houses were still sequestered. On 7 June the Men's Meeting of the 

Society of Friends in Bristol appointed two of their number 'to 

speak with Jho. Tilly and-endeavour to prevail with him to deliver 

up our Great Meeting House peaceably'. others were appointed to 

refurbish the Temple Street Meeting House. By 21 June the Friends 

had Ispoken'with Jno. Tilly and had prevailed with him to clear the 

meeting house.. and were in expectation of the keys and full possess- 

ion thereof suddenly'. A decision was then taken to refurbish the 

Great Meeting House when regained. By 19 July this meeting housep 

in Friar Streetp had been regainedg the work of refurbishing completed 

and a plan made to hold their 'next meeting at the public meeting' 

housey or if obstructed therelp at a private house. No obstruction 

occurred. 
(2) 

Howevery although the Baptistso like the Quakersp were 

meeting in peace by July, the Bristol Sessions Book bears witness 

that other Dissenters were constantly being indicted for attending 

conventicles. 
(3) 

In Buckinghamshire and Yorkshire, howeverp whilst magistrates 

(1) CSPD 1686-7p 13.6; R. Hawkins (ed), op citp 80-81. 

(2) Minute Book of the Men's Meeting of the Society of Friends in 
Bristoltl667-16869 Bristol Record Society XXVI (1970)p 187P 
188-9. 

(3) 
. 1, yon Turner MS-89-13P XI 3; E. Terrill (ed), The Records of 
the Church of Christ Meeting at Broadmeadp Bristolp 1640-87P 
Hanserd Knollys Soc. (184*ýp 494- 
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held back as far as persecuting Quakers was concernedý the ecclesi- 

astical courts were levying exorbitant'fines for non-payment of 

tithes. In the latter county between April 169S and April 1Mý 

354 Quakers were fined a total of X1,963-58.11d. for tithes. (') 
The 

Sheriff of Norfolk Robert Nightingale - whop like LI&trangep had 

been knighted in 1685 - was still assiduous in seizing the goods and 

money of the quaRDrsp as were the JPS of Devon. 
(2) 

In Londony whilst 

the Precious Illandatel from which the Quakers expected so much was 

fresh off the press, two Quaker meetings were broken up-An a week, 

and in the ensuing weeks magistrates were 'most active' in disturbing 

their meetings. 
(3) 

This activity continued through June and Julyp 

but by early July Roger Morrice noted the first sign that the City 

magistrates were beginning to discriminate in favour of Quakers when 

they appeared before them. Quaker meetings were still disturbed every 

Sundayq but when Baptists and Quakers appeared before a JPv the 

Quakers were discharged and the Baptists fined; and this in the midst 

of the violent Anglican campaign against all Nonconformist conventicles 

that came as a reaction to the widespread Anglican support for the 

Bishop of London's stand on the issue of John Sharp's suspension. 
(4) 

It was against this background that James II took the first steps 

to Protect Quakers against the informers inveighed against in the 

minority reportq perhaps on his part a reaction to the reaction. 

Certainly Compton's recalcitrance in the face of the King's order 

must have removed any remaining motives which the King may have 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Besse 1,83; 119 167-190- 
Besse 1.164-59 515-518- See Luttrell I, 340Y 366. 
Morrice Pp 529P 536. 
Morrice Pt 5339 5369 5439 5509 563P 564. 
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harboured f6r restricting his dispensation and delaying a more 

forceful campaign to win Nonconformist support. 

The first evidence of Government intervention to protect 

quakers was a Warrant by the Lord Treasurer to the Treasurer's 

Remembrancery the Clerk of the Pipe and the Sheriff of Norfolk 

'to supercede all process against the Quakers.. for not going 

to church or refusing to take the oaths of Obedience [Allegiance] 

and Supremacy: and to restore to them all monies levied on them 

remaining unanswered to the King'. 

all in accordance with the terms of the earlier Warrant of 15 March. 

The names of ten Norfolk Quakers to which the Warrant applied were 

appended. The King's cue to act would seem to have been a petition 

from these ten persons - presumably complaining about the unabated 

activities of their incorrigible Sheriff - containingy for the 

benefit of the Lord Treasurer Icertificates.. of their being Quakers 

and of their being peaceable and quiet to the King and Government' 

Action was then begun on the basis of further complaints. Sunderland 

wrote to Lord Morleyq on the King's commandy informing him that 

Quakers had been exempted 'from the prosecutions which were 

against themlq and requesting him to conform to His Majesty's wishesf2) 

On 7 December the Duke of Newcastle was ordered to inform the JPs of 

Nottinghamshire 'to give no sort of countenancelto an informer, John 

Smithp who had beenivexatiouslyspersecuting the-Quakers of that 

otherwise fairly peaceful county-0 
) 

Drummed out of Nottinghamshire, 

Smith then repaired to Leicestershire, a county in which informers 

(1) CTB VIII9 pt. 2y 1005-1006. 
(2) CSPD 1686-79 303 (16 November). 
(3) -CSPD 1686-7t 315; Besse It 562. 
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had been deliberately encouraged by the JPs to give information 

about Quaker meetingsp the King's wishes notwithstanding. The 

Earl of Huntingdony Lord Lieutenant of Leicestershirep wrote to 

Sunderland for directions andq in a letter dated 30 December 1686, 

was told 'to give nosort of countenance to Smithýor any other 

informers in their prosecution against A 
Quakers'. 

(') 
In Lincolnshire, 

where fines and confiscation for tithes continued uninterruptedy the 

local quakers were up in arms about the martyrdom' of one of their 

women who had died in Lincoln Jail. Probably influenced by the 

nationally published account of her persecutionsp and the inform- 

ation provided by the new Commission on the Quakersy James again 

saw his cue for action. 
(2 ) 

The Lord Lieutenant of the CounVwas told 

that 

'His Majesty being informed that Mr. Henry Burrillp Clerk of 

the Peace of the*County of Lincolng and other informersp do 
lit, 

very vexatiously prosecute A quakers in that county... p and 

being pleased to extend his favour to those of that persuas- 

ionj would have you direct the Justices of the Peace to give 

no, teountenance to Burrill or any of the other informers 

against the Quakers,. 
(3) 

On behalf of gone Thomas Cannof Cansgill and some others.. oalled. 

Quakers' who were 'in some troublelif not in danger of being ruined 

upon account of their meetihgslp the Lord Treasurer informed Sir 

Daniel Flemming that the King's pleasure was 'not to have those 

(1) Besse Iq 345; CSPD 1686-79 329. 
(2) Besse Iq 358-360; Whitin 184; J. Goughp A History of the 

People called Quakers (1799') IIIv 186-7- 
(3) CSPD 1686-7p 389 (15 March 1687)- 
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poor people so troubled upon the account of their being Quakers 

only' but to chow them what kindness he could. 
(') 

From July 1686 to the Declaration of Indulgence of April 1687, 

though the King"s piecemeal protection of Quakers had by no means 

completely freed them from all types of persecutiong they themselves 

were satisfied that the King had done what he could. There is no 

doubt that in many Quaker communities James II was held in high 

regard. It was William. Penn's aim in the preaching campaign, which 

he made through Derbyshireq Nýttinghamshireq Yorkshirep Westmorlandq 

Lancashireq Cheshireq Staffordshire and Warwick8hirev in the winter 

of 1686-7t to heighten their awareness of the King's magnanimityp 

perhaps in preparation for the part they were to play later in the 

King's general programme. 
(2 ) 

The Yearly Meeting of the Society of 

Friends in June 1686 had set on foot a scheme for providing groups 

of Quakers whose meeting houses had been totally or partially demol- 

ished with the money to refurbish or rebuild. Collections were 

taken in various parts of England for this purposeq(3) Nevertheless, 

with rebuilding going on elsewherep in London persecution of Quakers 

for 'riotous and unlawful assemblies' continued through the autumn 

of 16869 but 'before the conclusion of t0s. -Ayearp the fury of 

persecutiona; loreligious assemblies was much abatedo and the meetings 

were generally held in peace,. 
(4) 

Only in Lancashire can the perse- 

Cution of Quakers be described as vigorous beyond the end of 1686ý5) 

(1) CTB VIIIt pt. 29,991 (9 November 1686). 
(2) W. Penn to J. Harrison, 28 January 1687p Janney, 285-6. 
(3) Minute Book of the Mens Meeting of the Society of Friends in 

Bristolf 1667-1686p Bristol Record Society XXVI (1970)9 187p 
188; Brockettv 61. 

(4) Besse 1.481-4- 
(5) Besse It 329-30. 
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Petitions presented at Court by Whitehead and Latey beyond this 

time said little of magistrates and informerst but complained 

mainly about damage inflicted on Quaker meeting-houses and private 

Propertyp and occasionally on individual Quakersy by the spontaneous 

action of troops or mobs. This was the kind of persecution from 

which the King could not protect themp though he didt when troops 

were involvedv reimburse them for their losses. 
(') 

It was typic- 

ally the case by nowy howevert that whilst Presbyterian and Indep- 

endent conventicles might still be broken upy the Quakers 'who have 

obtained His Majesty's permission for that purpose' were left 

undisturbed. 
(2) 

5- 

Despite rumours current at the beginning of 1686 of the King's 

'change of heart' with regard to Nonconformists in generalp(3) 

well-informed Presbyterians and Congregationalists continued to be 

pessimistic. At first many were incredulousp then convinced that it 

could not lasty and finally - and this belief persisted until the 

Revolution - doubtful of the sincerity of the King's tolerationist 

viewsp believing that his ultimate objective was a Catholic govern- 

ment and established Church. Sermons alluded mysteriously to 'the 

evil that is coming I upon the land', 
(4) 

A, group of Presbyterians 

(1) Besse It 189, -190,483; Morrice Pv 643; W. Beck (ed)q op citj 
220. 

(2) See BM Add MS-34 512, f. -36. 
(3) Owen Wynne to Sir W. Trumbullp 21 December 1685P HMC Downshire 

MSS It it 78-79; Heywood 
-_. 

IV, 116-8; 
Morrice Pv 519v 5329 533. 

(4) Brownev 406; Matthew to Philip Henryp 9 March 1686t Henry US* 
59 letter 21; Walter Wilson MS. Iy vp 121-3- 
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wýo met at Oliver Heywood's house in Yorkshire on 28 January 16869 

celebrate his release after a year in jail for preachingg heard 

im thank God for his release and pray for 'strength.. to do and 

suffer all things'. 
(') 

Keeping a close eye on developments in 
i 

Londong Matthew Henry was making prognostications of a most sombre 

kind. 
(2) 

On 13 Februaryt despite rumours to the contrary, 

Roger Morrice was still anticipating a worsening of persecution. 
(3) 

When the Pardon and 'Mandate' - made so much of by the Quakers - 

came in Marchq he did not see it as an opportunity to bring about 

the release of Dissenters imprisoned for ecclesiastical offencesp 

merely as the occasion of the release of the more obscure Western 

Dissenters still unjustly held in connection with the Rebellion. 
(4) 

Matthew Henry was even more cynical. He produced a complex legal 

argument - 'which most agree is the sense of it' - to the effect 

that one clause in the Pardon was deliberately worded 'so as to 

cut offMr. Baxter End most of the King's Bench prisoners from any 

benefit of it'. He believed that there were 180 exceptions to 

the Pardong all accused of involvement with Monmouthq and that 

this figure included 'Forty-five womeng one of whom had the title 

of a school mistressq and 
Cthat3 

many of the rest were young 

gentlewomen who were her scholars'. 
(5) 

To him the Pardon was 

far from beingg as the Quakers saw itv 
(6) 

a major move toward 

(1) Heywood 111,221-224. 
(2) Matthew to Philip Henryp 23 Februaryq 2 March 1686, Henry MS-59 

letters 19 and 20. 
(3) Morrice Pt 526-. 
(4) Morrice Ps 528-9. See also HMC Downshire MSS Ig iv 134P 151- 
(5) Matthew to Philip Henryp 16 March 1686p Henry MS-59 letter 229 

See HMC 14th Report, App* Pt. ID Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 
396; Luttrell Iv 373. 

(6) Janneyp 281. 
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liberty of conscience for all Nonconformists. 

Despite the thirty or so Dissenters who did 'sue out' their 

discharge 'upon the King's General Pardonlq(l) there was no let up 

in the prevailing gloom. On 8 May Morrice noteds 

'There doth begin some discourse of a tolerationg but that 

. it will be with several restrictions and limitationsp and 

that not only the future but the present advantage will be 

to one party.. but things seem not to me to look that way 

yet'. 
(2) 

In late June he observed that the discussion regarding a toleration 

continued but added: 'I see no reason to apprehend any such thingoý3) 

In July and August he found more credible the rumours 'that there 

would be a coalition between the Church of Rome and the Church of 

England' aimed at destroying the sects. 
(4) 

And whenp at the end of 

the yearp the evidence of the King's dispensation for Dissenters who 

were neither Catholics nor Quakers was irrefutablep he believedy as 

did othersp that 'this calm would not last long,. 
(5) 

Thschurchbook 

of a Nonconformist congregation at Warboys in Huntingdonshire noted: 

'We have now some prospects of peacep even when we looked for 

, (6) trouble . On 31 January 1687 Henry Newcome noted in his diary 

that he was depressed by the future prospects for Nonconformistst 

'Though I would fain hope Wt Mfid not fall under V 

(1) M Orr 
,4C; 

83& 
(2) Morrice Pt 532. 
(3) morrice Pp 533Y 550- 
(4) Morrice Po 5669 587,638- 
(5) Morrice Q, 9; Burnet It 702-3. 
(6) E. B. Underhill (ed)v Records-of the Churches of Christ gathered 

at Fenstaintonp Warboys and Hexham 1644-1720tHanserd Knollys Soo* 
(1854)v 281. 



violence... yet when I consider, what France feels, and 
Ireland fearsq I am discouraged'. 

He prayed thatp in the perils to comet 'we might not be tried too 

closely in this nationp lest many fall.. *'. 
(') 

On the eve of the 

Declaration of Indulgence Dissenters were still preaching that 

'there was great cause to expect a sudden desolation or 

violent persecution from the Popish Partylp but 'that the 

Lord's arm was not shortened that He could not protect His 

People'* 
(2) 

_ 

Thatwell-informed Dissenters greeted with incredulity rumour. s 

that the King intended to grant them religious freedom was not 

surprising. The attitude of the Government was such that a Noncon- 

formist minister could still be taken up on a charge of high treason 

for offences committed in the Westj(3) and discreet enquiries were 

still being made of gentry in Devony Somersetp Dorset and Wiltshirep 

to find out the identity of those 'most obnoxious to the Government 

and[who were] either actually in arms or aided and abetted the late 

Duke of Monmouth'. 
(4) 

As late as 29 May Sunderland requested the 

Lord Lieutenant of Somerset to order his Deputy Lieutenants and JPs 

to keep an eye on certain former rebels in their localitiesp and the 

King was believed to be trying to ascertain the attitude of the ex- 

rebels to William of Orange in an attempt to uncover further sources 

(1) Henry Newcome, AutobiograPhyl Chetham Soo. (1852) IIv 264- 

(2) Heywood 1119 227; Sermons reported in M. Savage to P. Henry, 
19 March 16879 Henry MS-4y letter 1. 

(3) CSPD 1686-7t 17; Ellis IP 32P 43P XV9 xxii. See CSPD 1686-79 
186; Morrice Pt 522; Roberts 19 2539 300; HMC Downshire 
MSS IP ip 107P 109- 

(4) CTB VIIIp pt. 2s 545-6 (30 January 1686). 
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of disloyalty. 
(') 

As Bishop Lloyd had pointed out to Philip Henryp 

the King's phobia about Nonconformistsl and his tendency toequate 

them with rebelsp was still very much alive. 

Between January and June 1686 the evidence that there had 

been any kind of change in Government Policy toward Nonconformietst 

other than Quakersq was: firstp the 'intimations' given by the AsEize 

judges on circuit to JPs that an abatement of the persecution of 

Dissenters would be in order (Burnet asserted that Chief Justice 

Herbert went as far as to encourage Nonconformist preachers to set 

up conventicles. ) (2) 
Secondlyp an instruction from the King to the 

Attorney-General in March $not to permit any process to issue in 

His Majesty's name against any Dissenter whatsoever'l 
(3) 

thirdlyv 

the treasury warrant of 3 May that 'all process' remaining in the 

hands of the respective Sheriffs on convictions for recusancy and 
(4) 

due to the King before the General Pardon should be superSeded; 

fourthlyv the Pardon which provided an opportunity for Dissentersp 

on applicationg to secure release from prison and stay Of process 

for past and current ecclesiastical offencesy as well as involvement 

in the Rebellion, (so long as they had not served as officers in 

Monmouth's army and were not specifically excepted). 
(5) 

Despite 

the many exceptions, the warrants issued in March 1686 pardoned some 

Dissenters who had been involved in the Rebelliong for examplep 
& (6) Edmund Pri4aux and Edward Strode. John Hampdenq whose execution 

(1) CSPD 1686-79 145; Morrice P, b27- 

(2) Burnet 1,672; Morrice Pq 529; Ivimey It 461-2. 
(3) Privy Council Register, PC2/719 f-413- 
(4) CTB VIII9 pt. 2P 718. 
(5) Gazette No. 2120; HMC Downshire MSS It it 134- 
(6) CSPD 1686-79 66. See also CSPD 1686-79 78,889 899 1039 104P 

202. -The names in these pardons were not necessarily those of 
Nonconformists or of persons involved in the Rebellion but the 
fact that a considerable proportion of them came from places 
in the West indicates that they might have been. 
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had earlier seemed a certaintyp was pardoned a week before the 
4MI. General Pardon and, by a Royal Warrant, had 'all A real and personal 

estate forfeited by anytreasons' restored to him. By the end of 

April he had pleaded his pardon in the King's Bench. 
(') 

If'the 

fulsome praise contained in the addresses of thanks of April and 

May 1687 sent by the ex-rebels in return for the King's 'Gracious 

Pardon and Generous Indulgence' was a reliable guidep the King had 

(2) 
won the loyaltyp if only temporarilyt of many of those pardoned. 

However, if the King had wanted to safeguard the larger sects 

from the effects of the persecuting laws (in accordance with the. 

'intimations' passed out by the assize judges and his-instruction 

to the Attorney-General) some at least of the names of the 415 

beneficiaries of the warrants for stay of process issued between 

January and August 1686 should be traceable in Nonconformist sources 

and a general indication found that Presbyteriansy Baptists and 

Congregationalists were benefit-ing from a policy of selective 

relief (instead of the gloom regarding future prospects that all 

sources contain). 
(3) 

Until June there were ýo few instances of 

Court intervention to save non-Quaker Dissenters from the effects of 

persecution that it is impossible to use them as evidence of a 

change of policy. In May the King orderedýthe release of a few 

Baptists and Independents 'imprisoned for ecclesiastical offences' 

in Londong and in March he issued a pardon for three Bristol 

(1) CTB VIII9 pt. 29 548; Morrice Po 527P 529; Matthew to Philip 
Henry, 23 Februaryv 4 May 1686v Henry MS- 59 letters 19 and 28; 
EMC Downshire MSS It it 71-2p 96,99-100; Ellis It 1-5v 32v 
it XVO 

(2) Gazette Nos* 2235 (18 April 1687) and 2245 (23 May 1687)- 
(3) See above pp. 253-256. 
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Dissenters, exempting them from the penalties for offences covered 

by the General Pardon. At least one of the threep Ichabod Chauncyp 

was in hiding abroad. A few weeks after the latter pardon was 

issuedp howeverp James issued an order to re-word it to the effect 

thatthe three Bristol Dissenters could only expect 

exemption from the statutes relating to Church attendances(') The 

King's comparative failure to protect Baptistsp Independents and 

Presbyterians to the same extent that he protected Quakers and 

Catholiesp may be accounted for by a variety of factors. No breach 

hadp as yety taken place between the Court and the Church of Englandp 

and months after this there were many reasons for believing thatal 

accommodation might be arrived at. Hencey by restricting his dis- 

pensations to two numerically small dissenting groupsp the King was 

doubtless endeavouring not to alienate the Church. In additiong it 

was doubtless the case thatp despite the 'intimations' given to JPsq 

the instruction to the Attorney-General and the Pardong the King 

still had his doubts as to the advisability of putting Nonconformists 

in a position to wield greater political influence by removing the 

restraint of persecution. Furtherv it is likely that he knew little 

of how much persecution of the three major dissenting sects actually 

took placey in view of the disinclination of their members to 

petition the Courtv or in any other way to invite the intervention 

of the King on their behalf. It is relevant to note that the King 

began to issue dispensations to Baptists in Julyp after a series of 

petitions had been received thanking him for his pardon and bringing 

instances of persecution to his notice. 

(1) CSPD 1686-7v 789 899 138; Morrice Pt 532-3; HMC 12th Reportt 
app. pt. vi: The MBS of the House of Lords 1689-90 (1889)p 305- 
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The events of June 1686 represented a significant stage in 

the demise of the Old Alliance. The defiance of John Sharpq 

Rector of St. Giles, of the royal injunction against 'the bold 

abuses and extravagances of preacherslp(l) and Bishop Compton's 

refusal to suspend himp 
(2) 

may have been significant in convincing 

James that he could not achieve a toleratedt respected and politic- 

ally influential status for his co-religionists with Anglican support. 

It was certainly a precipitating factor behind the setting up of the 

Commission for Ecclesiastical Causes in Julyp to facilitate a 

greater degree of control over an organisation on whose co-ýoperation 

the King felt he could no longer depend. 
(3) 

Anglican reaction to 

Compton's appearance before the Commission in the course of the 

summer could only have ýýcrystallised in the King's mind the necessity 

of a change of alliances, and hence the desirability of extending 

the policy of using the dispensing power to protect Dissentersp 

other than Quakersq from the effects of the penal laws. 
(4) 

The 

Godden vs. Hales Judgement provided the necessary authority for a 

more thorough-going use of the dispensing power. 
(5) 

Thus encouraged, 

the King 

lentertaijall that were about him Cwitlh 
.. the great 

happiness of Muniversal toleration.. kreflectfA, much on 

the Church of England for the severities with which Diss- 

enters had been treatedlp 

(1. ) CSPD 1686-79 56. 
(2) CSPD 1686-79 171,233. 
(3) CSPD 1686-79 202; Ellis Ip 144-150Y li- 
(4) Burnet Ip 672-3; Morrice Pt 593-8t 602,6o8-6og, 615; Perry 

IIP 491- 
(5) J. P. Kenyonv The Stuart Conditution (1966)v 438-9; Ellis Ip 

122-3y xliv- 
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and the Quaker courtiersp who believed that the campaign to win 

over the King to such a policy had at last been victoriousq could 

not contain themselves. 

Of the three larger dissenting seats, the Baptists were the 

first to feel the benefit of the increased use of the dispensing 

power. Compared with the rresbyterians and Congregationalistsy they 

enjoyed a favoured position in the King's estimation right up to the 

Declaration of Indulgence. 
(2) 

This was in the first place due to 

initiatives taken by a section of the Baptists who were beginning 

to see the advantage ofp and to put into practicep methods used to 

advantage by the Quakers-since the Restoration. There is no evidence 

that the Kingy in the belief that he had already 'won over' the 

Quakersp was pursuing a policy of working from the 'left'. Morricep 

among others, realised the precariousness of depending on the support 

of the Baptists onlyp which he thought was emerging in August 1686. 

'The Anabaptists are in no way considerabley neither their 

number nor interesty compared either with the Independentsp 

who do almost as far exceed the Anabaptists in bothp as the 

Presbyterians do the Independentsp and therefore it is a bold 

adventure in any to advise His Majesty to proceed upon the 

Anabaptists'suggestions alonel. 
(3) 

The first Baptist address was presented to James at Windsor 

on 5 July and signed by eight Baptist ministe3Sý probably all from the 

London areaq who had been released from Jail by the King's Pardon and 

(1) Burnet 1,6699 670y 672; Janneyp 284-5; Sewel IIP 468-4- 
(2) Lacey (PP 178-9) also found evidence to support this view. 
(3) Morrice Pq 615- For corroboration of Morrice's estimate of the 

relative sizes of the sectsp see Ivimey 1,467. 
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subsequent warrants. 'This address was showed to many of the 

courtiers by the King while the petitioners were on their knees, 

at which they were very merry'. 
(1) 

Within a week this was followed 

by a further address from a group of Baptist ministers - laudatory 

in its thanksy lavish in its prostrations and generous in its-'under- 

takings of future obedience - to which the King replied that 'if they 

carried themselves loyally they would find protection'; and also an 

address presented by an individual Baptist who had been freed from 

prison. - 
(2) 

'Between 10 and 17 July Morrice noted that it was 'comm- 

only said that thirty Nonconformist ministers' had presented an 

Address of Thanks to the King for his Pardon. He was sure that the 

address had not come from ministers of his own sect or from the 

London area and hence it too might have been presented by provincial 

Baptists. 
(3) 

The Baptiste' efforts to outdo the Quakers in the frequency 

and abjectness of their addresses was not without effect. By the 

end of July a widely believed rumour was doing the rounds that the 

King had undertaken to issue a Patent to allow complete freedom of 

worship to Baptistsv(4) and a large group of Baptistsp prosecuted 

for meetings at Abingdonp presented dispensations to the Recorder 

at the Abingdon Assizesp and met openly thereafter without disturb- 

anceo(5) Nor was this the only case of the King granting 

CSPD 1686-79 198; Ivimey It 462 (names the eight petitioners). 
Unlike the addresses which followed the Declarations of Indul- 
genceq these addresses were not published in the London Gazette. 

(2) morrice P, 563- 
(3) Morrice Ps 564- 
(4) Morrice Py 568. 
(5) Morrice Pp 572p 577; 

18,19. 
IvimeY It 463-4; Walter Wilson MS. Iv it 
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dispensations to Baptists being charged with meeting in conventicles 

or non-attendance at church during this period. 
(') 

Hencey when 

Gloucestershire Baptists addressed the King in Augustv they not only 

thanked him for his Pardon but for his 'late dispensationstv adding 

that they hoped 'he would be pleased to grant the like to themy with 

a non obstante to all laws'. In response to the King's promise 

that their full liberty would be confirmed by the present or a 

subsequent Parliamentq they undertook to lend their support 'to such 

men as woul& help to bring this about'. 
(2) 

Any attempt to assess how far the King was prepared to go in 

his policy of dispensing from the persecuting laws to win the support 

of Presbyterians and Independents - who would neither address nor 

petition him - must be viewed in relation to a number of factors. 

Firstq Stephen Lobbq undoubtedly the most widely respectedg if 

controversial Independent minister in the London areap who had given 

undertakings of future good behaviour and was later to become the 

King's 'Dissenting Manager', was not pardoned and released until 

23 December. 
(3) 

Secondlyp Richard Baxterp nationally acknowledged 

Presbyterian veterant was still in the King's Bench Prison in June 

1686 and was complaining of #growing distempersl. 
(4) 

Baxter wrote 

to Sir John Babery the Court's contact with the Presbyteriansp, asking 

him to use his influence with the King to get him released because of 

ill-healthp and the matter was brought before the Privy Councilp which 

(1) Morrice P9 563P 568P 584- 
(2) Morrice Pt 615- 
(3) CSPD 1686-7t 326; Portland Misc. l9p PwA 2147d, 2149a/b; 

Wilson IIIY 437- He had been specifically excepted from the 
General Pardon. 

(4) Matthew to Philip Henryp 1 June 1686y Henry MS-5v letter 32* 
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deferred its decision. Baber broached the matter with the King 

again at the beginning of Octoberp but reported that 'His Majesty 

had spoken very mildly but had said it was not yet seasonable'. 
(') 

Baxter's belated release was secured by the man who may have been 

responsible for ensuring the mitigation of his sentencep 
(2) 

Lord 

Powis. He was incredulous on first hearing that Powis was willing 

to intercede for him - though this would not have been the first 

time one of the Court Catholics had brought about the release of an 

imprisoned Dissenter(3) - but was prevailed upon to agree to the 

drawing up of a petition to the King. 
(4 ) 

The petition was drafted 

Dy someone else and signed by Baxter on 6 October-(5) Baxter believed 

thaty inlresenting the petitionp Powis had assured the Court that his 

'pains and weakness was so great that if he was discharged 

he was not like to go'out of the house he was inp the question 

being whether he should groan and die there or in another 

room'. 
(6) 

James was still reluctant to release Baxter at the end of October buto 

after repeated representations by Powisp signed the necessary warrant 

on 2 November. Even thený mcurities were required for his good 

behavioury and it was stressed that he was not being released because 

of the injustice of his imprisonment but because the King had been 

'Moved with compassion towarclsthe said Baxter in respect 4 his 

(1) Calamyy Abridgementy 375; Wilson 119 125; Morrice Pt 639- 
(2) See above PP- 148-150- 
(3) John Salkeld, a Presbyterian pastor from Suffolk had been 

'discharged by the intercession of Lord Dover' earlier in 
the year. Walter Wilson MS. 19 vp 121-2. 

(4) R. Baxter to 'Mr. Ridgesly 10 October 1686p Baxter MSS (Letters) 
IIIP 65- 

(5) Petition to the Kingp 6*Ootober 16869 Baxter MSS (Treatises) Up 
99. 

(6) R. Baxter to 'Mr. Ridges*'q op cit. 65-, 
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great age and infirmities of 
(1) ýbodyl. Notwithstanding these 

infirmitiesq he was not finally released until 28 February 16879 
(2) 

this last delay being occasioned by the efforts of a Catholic lawyerp 

David Williamsq to extort E100 from him in legal fees. On 21 

December 1686 Baxter was forced to appeal to Lord Powis a second time 

butq despite the Catholic Lord's assurance that he need not, and 

should notp payp he was still being pestered by Williams on 30 

December. Meanwhilev Baxter told P. owisv 'I continue to lay quietly 

in my prisonl. 
(3) 

But even his eventual release would not be a final 

solution to his problems. Baxter told his lawyery Beresfordp that 

the promise of good behaviour could not but leave him in a very 

vulnerable conditiong still a prey to enemies, like LIEstrangep 'who 

might take him up if he were to do so much as to pray in company . 
(4) 

Given the King's tardiness in effecting the release of Baxter 

iand Lobb - both with a unique status in their respective sects - and 

given the favour that the King was showing for his co-religionists 

in the autumn-winter of 1686-7p, the continued scepticism of Presby- 

terians and Independents regarding the initial furtive moves in 

'enticements is perhaps understandable. Despite the efforts made 

by court 'agents' to persuade them to accept the kindness of the 

King, I and to concur with him in his designslp(5) at the end of 

September Roger Morrice knew of no Presbyterian or Independent who 

had solicited help from the King in the form of a stay of process 

(1) CTB VIII9 pt. 29 974; Powickeq 152; Calamyp Abridgementp 375- 
(2) Morrice Qp 80; Powickep 164- 
(3) R. Baxter to Lord Powisq 21 Decemberg R. Beresford to R. Baxterp 

23 Decemberp D. Williams to R. Baxterp 30 Decemberp Baxter MSS 
(Letters) IIIP 72p 96; Vy 190. 

(4) R. Baxter to R. Beresfordq 17 November 1686y cited Powickep 
157-8. 

(5) Burnet Ip 701; Ivimey Ip 466- 7. 
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warrant or a dispensation. The King had already expressed his 

impatience and had compared them unfavourably with the Baptists. 

By 18 SePtember he was 
I 

'greatly offended with the fanaticsy especially the Presby- 

terians and Independentsp and was saying that they would not 

be beholden to him for their liberty but incpposition to him, 

were falling in with the Church'. 
(2) 

Were not the advantages of applying for the King's Idispensations' 

obvious? Morrice acknowledged that they were; Baptists were holding 

their services openly because of the Idispensations' they had 

received. 
(3) 

He also acknowledged that the lack of applications 

from Presbyterians and Independents was not because of any disinclin- 

ation on the King's part to grant them; dispensations from the Penal 

Laws and the liberty to keep conventicles were there for the askingý4) 

But whilst the King had beenprepared to intervene onbehalf of twenty 

Walbrook Dissenters convicted before an ecclesiastical court in July, 

he was disinclined to act without a direct application. Hence there 

are few examples in Augustp September2 or October of the King inter- 

vening directly on behalf of Presbyterians or Independents, despite 

the severe persecution in these monthsp(5) though the King may have 

thought of the pardons he issued to ex-rebels as a concession to 

(6) 
Dissenters. on 6 Novembert however$ Penn was sure that the King 

(1) Morrice P, 625- 
(2) Morrice P, 615v 618v 625- 
(3) See E. A. Paynev The Baptists of Berkshire(1951)9 50-51,54-3; ý5'; 

Ivimey Iq 464; E. A. Prestonp St. Helen's Churchq Abingdon 
(1900)p 139. 

(4) Morrice P, 615p 625- 
(5) Morrice rt 568,569p 6162 617- 

(6) CSPD 1686-71 2122 2139 226p 279; Morrice rp 6309 632. See 
Penn, 122-3. 
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was 'averse' to the persecution of any group and that the magi- 

strates who 'discouraged' it were those in favour witý the Court*(') 

In November James made the first major attempt to get the 

support of the two sects still remaining independently aloof from 

the Court. He opened a Dispensation or Licence Officep putting the 

whole business of dispensations on a financial footing. Herep for 

fifty shillingsp a dispensation could be bought which stopped present 

proceedings and guaranteed future freedom of worship. 
(2) 

During 

December 1686 (none were issued in November) and the first three 

months of 1687 twenty-four Idispensations' or 'warrants for dispen- 

sations' were issued for 182 persons. They are not endorsed 'Mr. 

Brentlp are in a completely different form from the stay of process 

warrants already discussed and are catalogued separately in the State 

Papers. 
0) 

Though there can be little doubt that the Licence Office 

was primarily intended to protect groups not already receiving 

protectionv it may have been of advantage to those who had already 

benefitted from stay of process warrants to avail themselves of this 

more complete form of protection. Hence it is possible that the 

incredibly small number of 182 persons who bought dispensations from 

the Licence Office may have included Catholics and Quakers, as well 

as members of the larger sects. It may also be the casep howeverp 

that some Presbyteriansp Congregationalists or Baptists, because of 

(1) W. Penn to Sir David Flemingj 6 November 16869 cited M. V. Hayq 
The Miigma of James 11 (1938 P 72. 

(2) CalamygAbridgementp 375; Morrice Qy 15- Each dispensationp 
though issued in the name of one manp gplied to his family too. 

(3) SP 44/549 360-19 362Y 3639 3649 365p 366 (two warrants)t 367 
(two warrants), 368s 370P 372P 374; SP 441569 360. See CSPD 
1686-7y 3179 322P 332t 333v 3359 335-69 338P 343P 3469 3509 356p 
365-69 3699 398. The warrants for stay of process appear in 
SP 44/336 and 44/337. Dispensations issued to enable an other- 
wise disqualified person from holding office are of c6urse 
omitted from this analysis. 
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constitutional scruples or the knowledge that the Anglican judiciary 

were dubious about dispensationsý may have solicited the Court for a 

stay of process warrant and been among the beneficiaries from such 

warrants in November and December 1686 and January 1687 who produced 

'good testimony of peaceable behaviour' rather than a certificate of 

their loyalty in the Great Rebellion. 
(1) 

The first 'warrant... for a dispensation' on record was for 

sixteen Irecusants' from Leicestershire (10 December); 
(2) 

the second 

w as a 'dispensation for some recusants (seven3 of Cambridgeshire' 

(17 December). 
(3) 

The eight persons who benefit, ed from a warrant 

for a dispensation on 2 January 1687 included Ambrose Barnesy the 

lay leader of the . Presbyterians in Newcastle. 
(4) 

Among the twenty- 

one persons who benefit ed frbm the three dispensations issued on 

(5) 
7 January was the influential Baptist minister Nehemiah Coxe. 

Among the twenty-two persons who benefit ed from the four 'like 

dispensations' issued on 9 January were Amos Short and John Kerridge, 

the, Independent minister and schoolmasterg respectivelyl of Lyme 

Regis. 
(6) 

The dispensation for eight Dartmouth persons issued on 

21st named John Flavell - principal of the Nonconformist academy and 

the only ejected minister to avail himself of a dispensation - as a 

beneficiary. 
(7. ) 

The Samuel Crisp who was among the seven Londoners 

(1) See above pP. 232-233. 
(2) CSPD 1686-79 317- 
(3) CSPD 1686-7,322. 
(4) C8PD 1686-7o 332. See W. H. D. Lorgstaffe (ed), Memoirs of the 

Life of Mr. Ambrose BarnespSurtees Soo. L. (1866) 
above p. 168; belowq PP. 4629 500- 

(5) CSPD 1686-79 335-6. See W. T. Whitleyq 'Thompson's List of 
Conventicles in 168319 CHST IV (1909-10)9 49- 

(6) CSPD 1686-7t 338; Densham and Ogle, 148. 
(7) CSPD 1686-7t 346. See above P- 79. 
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who benefit ed from a dispensation issued on 11 February was a 

member of the old Congregationalist familY. 
(I) 

Among the names 

on the four dispensations issued in January, Pebruary and March 

for Devon were the names of twelve Presbyterians from Moreton 

Hampstead. 
(2) 

Howeverp though it is clear that a number of Congregationalists 

and Presbyterians did apply for dispensationsp they were greatly out- 

numbered by the Baptist applicants. Whilst Presbyterians and Con- 

gregationalists enjoyed a new-f ound freedom and began to meet more 

openlyp they did sop in the maing without licences* 
(3) 

In his 

autobiography -a work so fillet-ed of chronology that it is imPoss- 

ible to allocate any remarkp including this onep to a particular 

period - George Trosse wrote: 

'I was resolvedq that if the magistrates should disturb any 

of the meetings where I preached, and proceed againstma as 

a conventiclerv I would rather have suffered than have 

pleaded the King's licence'. 

Whether this remark applies to the 1686 licences or notp the sentiment 

expressed would appear to have been typical of Presbyterian and 

Congregationalist practice. Hence the King's anger towards them was 

unabated. On Christmas day James interviewed one Dissenter who had 

been arrested for attending conventicles and had failed to apply for 

(1) CSPD 1686-7v 365-6;. - Bolamy 107- 
(2) CSPD 1686-79 333t 335v 338Y 398; J. Murchq A History of the 

Presbyterian and Baptist Churches in the West of England 
(1835)v 471- 

(3) Morrice Q, 15t 179 199 30Y 74; Laceyv 178-9; Calamyq Abridge- 
ment, 375 ; A. R. Hendersonp History of the Castle Gate 
Congregational Church Nottingham 1655-1905 (1905)y 79- 

(4) G. Trosse, The Life of the Rev. George Trosse Late Minister 
of the Gospel in the City of Exon (1714)y 92. 
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a dispensation. His only excuse was that 'he desired to live in 

peace according to the law'. In anger the King repliedt 

'There are some laws that are troublesome to you as to your 

worshipv but I will relieve you in your own wayv and will 

have these laws-taken off by this Parliamentq and if this 

Parliament will not do itq I will have it done by another. #(') 

The independence of the two larger Nonconformist sects becomes 

moxesurprisingg and the King's frustration in the face of it more 

understandablep when it is remembered that in many parts of the 

countryp especially Londong the Church was giving Dissenters every 

inducement to give in to 'enticement' by continued persecution. In 

the summer of 1686, contemporaneous with the period in which the 

last arguments for a Church-Court Alliance were disappearing) the 

Anglican agencies of persecution in London - more especially the 

informersý under the liberal patronage of the Church - undertook 

a renewed campaign against Dissenters similar to that with which the 

year had begun* The impact of the Summer campaign on the Quakers has 

already been noted. On 15 May Morrice wrote: 

'The Church of England are full of zeal against the fanatics. 

All the meetings they could possibly find of all sorts have 

been disturbed these three or four last Lord's Days in and 

about the City'. 
(2) 

In June the number of Dissenters of all sects brought before the 

magistrates increased considerably - the persecutors probably rendered 

more determined to protect the Church now that it was actually in 

danger. And whilst Quakers might escape with a warningp members of 

(1) Morrice P, 634; Qv 36. 
(2) Morrice Py 536. 
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the other sects were fined heavilv. (') 
The King's 'intimations' 

and declared wishes hadq howevery had an effect on some of the 

persecutorst the Recorder at the Guildhall sessions in Julyp at 

which 'very many Dissenters of all persuasionsy Presbyterianp Indep- 

endenty Baptist and Quakersy were indicted for riotIp explained to 

the jury as each case was presented that a conventicle did not 

guilt. constitute a riot, (though in each case the jury found them v)f2) 

It was becoming increasingly clear that apart from the informers. 

the real instigators of persecution were the ecclesiastics themselves. 

The bishops of a number of diocesesin the East and South-east of 

England called upon their clergy to make sure that churchwardens 

presented at the ecclesiastical courts 'all who come not to Church, 

or that receive not the Sacrament'. In London the result was a 

record turnover of businessJn the ecclesiastical courtsy though in 

some parishes the churchwardens refused to comply with the order and 

the clergy found it necessary to present the Dissenters themselves! 3) 

Although the persecution of Presbyterians and Independents continued 

for the remainder of the yearp howeverv the standard penalty was a 

five shilling fine and a dischargep whilst informers convicted of 

perjury could be fined E209 imprisoned, or pilloried. 
(4) 

Morrice 

believed, howeverg that the renewed persecution over the summer 

months was not caused by the avariciousness of informers but resulted 

'from some superior influencesp whether from the Court or 

from the Church - or both--- it is not easy to determine. 

It is well Imown that the Marshal is - and so is the 

(1) Morrice Pt 543Y 5509 5549 563- 
(2) Morrice Pv 564- 
(3) Morrice Pp 5649 5689 569P 572. 
(4). Morrice Pp 616,6179 6239 628y 6319 634- 

0 
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Recorder - altogether under the influence of the Church'. (') 

In circumstances like this, the arguments used by Presbyterians and 

Independents for not taking advantage of the Kingis Proffered freedom 

had to be good ones. 

In the provinces the impact of the King's intimatedy then 

expressed wishes regarding religious persecutionp differed dramati- 

cally from region to region. In Yorkshireq despite the continued 

activities of the ecclesiastical courtog Oliver Heywood noted that 

High Sheriff Tankard and the magistrates were Imuch'moderated, in 

their attitude to his sect. When the first rumours began to do the 

rounds among the magistracy that a de-espalat. ion of persecution 

would accord with the wishes of the Courtq Tankard was reported as 

saying: 'Have I displeased my neighbours to please the Court, and do 

they serve me thusV 
(2) 

In Lancashirey though persecution continued, 

some magistrates had by November read the signs correctly and were 

beginning to moderate their dealings with the more substantial sectsp 

though it is interesting to note that they would make no exceptions 

for Quakers. 0) 
In Norfolk, where onlythe direct intervention. of *- 

the King had been able to dissuade the Sheriff from persecuting 

Quakersy the persecution of other Dissenters continued into 1687. 
(4) 

In Suffolk it continued unabated tothe eve of the Declaration of 

Indulgence. 
(5) 

As the Church of England began to anticipate the volte-facep 

there were some areas in which there was a deliberate increase in 

(1) Morrice Pq 616,617. 
(2) Heywood IVp 116-119. 
(3) Jolly, 80,81; Besse Ip 329-30. 
(4) Harmer MS-76.10,80; Morrice Q. 38. 
(5) Harmer MS-76.9,152,153. 
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persecution. In the records of presentations for non-attendance 

in the Archdeaconryy Friars Lane, Leicestery there is evidence that 

(in response to repeated requests from the bishops) church wardens 

were tightening up on church-attendance. Some Leicestershire 

villages had not seen such a purge for many years. But at the 

Leicester Assizes of 26 July alonep three persons from Hinckley were 

presented for non-attendancep five from Shamfordy two from Stony 

Stanton, four from Narboroughp one from Desford (plus a second 

person. presented for preaching)p one from Kirbyy one from Brainstonev 

three from Oadlyp six from Wigston Magna and eight from Whetson- 

The total for the whole of the county, including Leicester itself, 

was fifty-six persons. According to an annotation by L. Yon Turnerg 

none of these were Quakersp and most were Presbyterians. This 

figure is by a considerable margin the highest for any Leicester 

assize since 1673. 
(') 

At the last Leicester assizes before the 

1687'Indulgenceg twenty-two Dissenters were presented for non- 

attendance at church, and twenty-four for attending conventicles. 
(2) 

In parts of Northamptonshire A/eOjCV4rftW* 40A$, KfP40ýV AOW kjal- 

wlýi% prou'a 116111Af 04 )VIIM and in the church book of the, 

Independent congregation at Rowel many 'admonitions' are recordedp 

made necessary by certain of the faithful who 'fall&t back for 

fear of persecution'. 
(3) 

In Exeterf although persecution had fallen 

off by comparison with the all-time high in 1685P Quarter Sessions. 

Records show that a total of 161 persons were fined five shillings 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89.129 ff. 339 349 359 36,37Y 38,399 40-44; 

MS. 89.279 32dq 32k, 419 42. The records are complete for 
1673-1687- 

(2) Lyon Turner MS. 89.279 429 43- 

(3) T. Colemang Memorials of the Independent Churches in Northamp- 
tonshire (1853)9 53. 
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each for attending conventicles in the course of 16869 and two 

pastors were fined E20 each for preaching. (Not all of these 

persons came from Exeter itself). 
(') 

On 7 March 1687p eighty-five 

persons were fined five shillings eachp and the same two pastorsp 

who were too poor to payp were fined X20 for preaching. 
(2) 

1 

In London and the counties immediately adjacentp the turning 

point of the long campaign of persecution which had begun in May 

was the establishment of the King's Dispensation and Licence Office 

in November. Thereaftery the magistrates increasingly turned against 

the informers. Theircbtermination to, put an end 'to the trade of 

the informers' was considerably strengthened by the knowledge that 

a group of nine informersq under the leadership of a Captain Hiltonp 

had presented a petition to Lord Sunderland in which they had implied 

the disloyalty of by far the greater number of London JPs as Ifavourers 

of fanatics'. The attempt reboundedp the informers were arrestedy 

andq determined to bring as many as possible down with himp Hilton 

gave information which damned the whole practice of informing. 
(3) 

By 

20 November 

$the informersp even all that were well known in London and I 

Middlesexy either had lately stood upon the pillory, or had 

been indicted for perjury or subornation of perjuryl. 
(4) 

Though November was the turning pointp the dispensations 

purchased by Dissenters did not meet with automatic recognition from 

the judiciary. At Berkshire Assizes they were declared invalid on 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89-30Y 51-57- In ibid. f ff- 5-279 every fine 
and confiscation between 1662-87 for Exeter is catalogued 
separately. 

(2) Lyon Turner 11S. 89-30,58-61t 135; CR9 277- 
(3) Morrice P, 638,650f 651p 654; Luttrell Ip 387- 
(4) Morrice Qq 9 (further convictionsy 20v 44)- 
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the grounds that the persons holding them had not suffered for 

their loyaltyp but after a fortnight's adjournment 'they rmt again 

and the licences were allowed as good'. 
(') 

At the session at Hicks 

Hall in December the Recorder accepted the dispensationso but still 

levied the standard fine of five shillings on those holding them. 
(2) 

Elsewhere conventiclers were told thatp dispensations notwiihstandingg 

'the law was plain against them' and were 'required voluntarily to 

pay their five shillings apiece'. This they refused to dop 'alleging 

His Majesty's gracious dispensation'. Afterwards they were informed 

thaty should any attempt be made to distrain them in the futurep they 

must get in touch with 'Mr. Brent, who would take effectual care to 

put a stop to itl. 
(3) 

In January 1687 the Court did intervene to 

prevent a group of Middlesex Dissenters from having to pay a fine. 
(4) 

But disagreement as to the validity of the King's dispensations 

continued among the Anglican judiciary into March1687v and the perse- 

cution of Presbyterians and Congregationalists in Londony as 

elsewherej was still continuing on the eve of the Indulgence. But 

the fact that Baptista could meet openly with relative impunity, 

indicates that the unwillingness of the two larger sects to apply 

for diBpensationap rather than the unwillingness of the Judiciary to 

recognise them, was the main factor behind the continued persecutioný5) 

Walter Wilson MS Ip iv 18p 19; CRy 156; Morrice Q, 19; E. A, 
Paynef The Baptists of Berkshire (1951), 54Y 55; Ivimey 19 
465-6; A. E. Prestong St. Helen's Church Abingdon (1900)p 
139-40- 

(2) Morrice Qt 30. 
(3) Morrice Q, 33- 
(4) Morrice Qt 47. 
(5) Morrice Qv 529 71P 749 85; 9,4, Ay wo op a, 5 -0 5 1.0 s, -, - 

W. T. Whitley 
' ed)t The Chu'rch-'Books Ford Or'CKddington of and Amersham 

1912)t 22 6. 1 
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That the persecution of Dissenters was relatively less 

severe between March 1686 and April 1687 than during 16859 howeverp 

is made evident by the increased activity of many prominent pastors. 

Henry'Newcome-advised thaty in the use of their Idawnings of unex- 

pected libertylý Nonconformist pastors should'not be foolep but 

wisep redeeming the time because the days *M evil'q and forthwith 

set an example of so doing by undertaking & 
-_ 

preaching 

campaign. 
(') 'His lead was followed by other Dissenting pastors in 

the North; Oliver Heywood undertook an itinerant evangelistic 

campaign which took him to towns in West Yorkshirep Lancashire 

and Cheshire. At the beginning of 1687 he computed that in the 

course of the preceding twelve months he had 'travelled one thousand 

milesp preached one hundred and thirty-two times on weekdaysp besides 

[thý Lord's days' and had had time to write a number of pamphletst in 

sharp contrast to the enforced inactivity of previous years. 
(2) 

After 

his release from prison on 23 March 1686 the Quaker John Gratton 

undertook an extensive preaching campaign which took in Nottinghamy 

Hullp Briggq Gainsboroughy Sheffieldp Handsworthp Chesterfield and 

the Home Counties. 
(3) 

-Xvm, as- ýý began to evangelise in 1686 

in Lancashire and Cheshirep though it took him until 

November to screw up his courage. 
(4) 

The records of the Independent 

congregations in Ipswich show that in the last few weeks of 1686 they 

(1) Henry Newcome, Autobiographyp Chetham Soo. (1852) Up 264- 
(2) Heywood 1119 224; IVv 120-123.. See B. Dalep 'The History of 

Early Congregationalism in LeedsIq CHST 11 (1905-1906)9 256. 
(3) J. Grattong Journal of the Life of John Gratton (1795)9 111P 

113-114P 114-116. 
(4) Jolly, 80. 
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were able to celebrate communion together for the first time for 

many yearsq to undertake the ordination of pastors and even to 

commence the building of a new meeting house. 
(') 

Since 1681 the 

Congregationalists at Axminster had been meeting in secret; from 

October 1686 they met openly. 
(2) 

But whilst Dissenters of all sorts were prepared to make the 

maximum use of even the smallest opening given to them many were 

sufficiently politically conscious to shy away even from an implied 

acceptance of any 'unconstitutional' method through which the opening 

was provided. Behind their fastidiousness was a vested interest 

whichp in turng was in many cases fed by a deeply-rooted prejudice. 

Whilst Presbyterians and Independentsp like Quakersq were fond of 

using the word 'ruined' in connection with the names of those perse- 

cuted under the post-Restoration persecutiont because they used it 

with less justice than the Quakerst they were more aware than the 

Quakers that the situation couldq in factq be far worse than it was. 

Par worse ifp for exampleg the Anglican persecutors were replaced by 

Roman Catholic onesq and James III backed by a Roman Catholic estab- 

lishment and unrestrained by a Church and Parliament which they had 

helped to undermineq should endeavour in England what was then taking 

place in France and Savoyp and appeared to be threatening in the 

Palatinate. 
(3 ) 

They had used restraint in the face of the 1prerog- 

ative exercise' of Charles II. Under James III the prerogative was 

not only 'unconstitutional' but it might be a lever of the 

(1) Brownev 370-1- 
(2) F. B. Wvattp 'The Congregational Church at A=insterly CHST IV 

(1909-10)o 108. 
(3) Braithwaitep 127; Morrice Pp 577-89; Qq 20p 219 22; Burnet 

Ip 702. 
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international Catholicism which the symbols and types of their 

colourful eschatology taught them to fear. 
(l) 

The Dissenter's dilemma in other respects in the face of the 

early stages of James II's 'enticement' was not dissimilar to the 

dilemma they had faced on occasion under Charles II* They believed 

that freedom of worship was their inalienable righty but to secure 

it they had to acknowledge an arbitrary and unconstitutional exercise 

of the royal prerogative. Placed between a Catholic King and a 

Protestant Parliamentp by accepting their liberty from the former 

in the only way in which he could grant itv they would apparently 

repudiate and undermine the authority of the lattery when it was 

exercised for the protection of constitutional government. On the 

other handp by acknowledging the authority of the latterp they would 

as apparently approve of the penal laws which punished them for doing 

what they believed was not a crime but a solemn duty. 

The Quakersp hardly conscious of a dilemma at allp hadv as has 

been seeng chosen to accept their liberty, acknowledge its source 

and offer co-operation. Many Baptists had done the same, taking 

advantage of dispensations from the King himself and through the 

Licence Officey whilst Presbyterians and Independents held back. (2) 

But 'enticement' hadv in factp divided even the Baptist sectsq where 

it took the lines of a division between thcse who attended Anglican 

services and those who did not (partially conforming and nonconforming 

Baptists). 
(3) 

The dilemma was most acutely apparent among the Presbyterians 

(1) See above PP- 158-160. 

(2) See-above pp. 261-2639 265-269. 

(3) Laceyp 179- 
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and Independentsv whose failure to respond to 'enticement' was 

increasingly arousing the King's wrath. 
(') 

At first some chose 

tolredeem the timel"and take any opportunities presented by a 

relaxation of persecutiong whilst 'pursuing a course of neutrality'. 

But they soon found that such a course was impossible to follow andq 

in any eve 'was scarcely consistent with the claims either Of 
(2) 

religion or Patriotism' . In an endeavour to resave the dilemma 

and salve the consciences of those who feared the exercise of the 

prerogative by a Catholic Kingp Sir John Baber was sent to visit 

Roger Morrice in August 1686. First Morrice was assured that the 

Court had no intention of coming to an accommodation with the Church 

of England to the disadvantage of Nonconformistsy and was thenasked 

'whether, if liberty and impunity would be granted by a lawy whether 

the Dissenters would in a body signify their thankful acceptance 

thereofl. 
(3) 

Morrice was still giving serious consideration to this 

question three weeks later; if the Dissenters could only bring them- 

selves to accept their liberty together with the Catholics 

'they might have itv and that by a lawp if not they must 

continue under the King's displeasure and ... in a little 

time - when the Church had recovered from its present sore- 

ness - be prosecuted by them to their ruinl. 
(4) 

In the ensuing weeksp howevery the full complexity of the issues 

involved became more readily apparent to himp as did the fact that 

a Parliament was unlikely to confirm the unconstitutional actions 

(1) Morrice P2 6151,618,621p 625p 634. 
(2) R. Halley, Lancashirep its Puritanism and Nonconformity 

(1872) Up 273. 
(3) Morrice PY 594- 
(4) Morrice Py 615- 
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of the King. His disinclination to show his approbation of the 

King's policy in any way was confirmed after Penn's return from 

Holland, and when rumours began to circulate that William believed 

the infringement of the Test Act to be a threat to the Protestant 

religiony and that he would not take off the penal laws without the 

full approval of a Parliamente 
(1) 

once this fact had been assimilated into the thinking of the 

two larger Nonconformist sects - the old debate revived and exhausted 

there began ýo crystallise what was to become a more or less general 

attitude amongst them during the months that followed. To attempt 

to remain uncommittedv impervious to the enticements of both Church 

and Courtq would drive them together. This eventuality could not 

Possibly be goodg and would probably be disastrousy for Dissenters.. 

To give wholehearted support-to the measures of the Court$ however$ 

as the Quakerst and some Baptistsy didt could be equally disastrous: 

'they might be dragooned by the Court... when they had helped to take 

the laws off from the Papists'. 
(2 

Hencey after a number of inter and 

intra sectarian dialogues had taken place in the first three months of 

1687 the conclusion was reached that although enticement from both 

Church and Court 'were things too unnatural to last long' they should 

endeavourp for the time beingf 'not to stand at too great a distance' 

from eitherg and to hold oht hopes of a reconciliation to both. If 

the many rumours of a 'Public Toleration' materialisedt however 

and after the Edict of Toleration for Scotland, issued from Whitehall 

on 12 Februaryp it seemed Irobable that they would(3) _ Ivery manv 

(1) Burnet 1,03,694; Morrice Pp 618p 628; Janney, 282f 284-5- 
(2) Burnet Ip 701- 703; morrice Qp 38P 39- 
(3) London Gazette No. 222 1 (28 February -3 March 1686/7). See 

CSPD 1686-7p 392. 
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ministers' had decided thatp no matter what the Baptists might dog 

the Presbyterians and Independentsp though they would continue to 

meetv would not do so in church hoursq nor would they build any new 
I 

meeting halls$ to create a climate of feeling in whichp if necessaryp 

a coalition between 'sober Churchmen' and 'sober Dissenters' might be 

sought. 
(') 

That the 'very many ministerslvho had come to this decision 

.. did not represent a fair cross-section of the two sects from whqnce 

they came, is apparent when consideration is given to the more diverse 

reaction that the First Declaration of Indulgence did in fact produc 
42) 

9 

and the continued reluctance of 'sober Dissenters' to coalesce with 

'sober Churchmenl. (3) 
Theirattitude didq howeverp presenta. very 

Poor prospect to a King who was about to use the very measure they 

envisaged - made necessary at once by continued Anglican inflexibility 

in the face of the King's wishesp(4) and the reluctance of the more 

substantial Dissenters to be 'enticed' - as another bid for their 

support. 

From this time until James IIp realising that his plans had 

failedq made his last desperate moves to placate the Anglicans 

immediately prior to the landing of William of Orangey the Dissenters 

held the pivotal position in a grave constitutional crisis. With 

their political interest at a premiumq they were in a position to 

tip the scalesy either toward the Court and the Catholic rartyp or 

(1) Morrice Q, 84,85; Burnet Iv 702-70310 Heywood IV, 124P 125- 
(2) See below pp. 287 et seq. 
(3) See below PP- 389P 391- 
(4) The Anglicans were only 'inflexible' in regard to the infringe- 

ment or repeal of the Test Actq the repeal of the penal laws and 
the continued persecution of Dissenters; they had apparently 
fallen in with the King's desire to end the persecution of 
Catholics. In some parts of England Catholics had suffered 
little since 1681. See H. Avelingg Northern Catholices the' 
Catholic Recusants of the North Riding of Yorkshke 1558-1790 
(1966)v 334- 
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toward the Church and William of Orange. Had the Dissenters given 

whole-hearted support to the King's programmep ignoring the long- 

term misgivings which they harboured about itt and using positions 

of power in Government2 Parliament and the Corporations (with the 

numerically miniscule Catholic grouping) to enact and enforce itv 

the Church of England would probably not have survived in its 

accustomed form and (given the sanction of a dissenting Parliamentp 

such as. James later envisaged) it would have been difficult to 

Justify an invasion. Had the Dissenters given whole-hearted support 

to the Church - and done so earlier - the invasion might have been 

broughtforward orp more probablyp the King forced into the arms of 

the Church and a return made to the position at the beginning of the 

reign. To a serious analyst of the situation at the end of March 

1687j howeverp it might have seemed more probable that the King's 

programme was condemned because supported by politically light-weight 

elements only, since more substantial dissenting elements veered, if 

anythingg toward the Churchy and hence -a point of calculation which 

the Marquess of Halifax had reached by 31 May 1687(l) - any kind of 

outside interference would be unnecessary. 

Halifax to William of Orange. K&JOA(gd), j1A4ýU1k1OcO5(jq6q)) 33 
(See also S. 36-9) 3.; Sr-41) 3 44-2, Ne 
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CHAPTER THREE 

NONCONFORMIST RESPONSE TO THE 

DECLARATION OF INDULGENCE of 1687 

1 

The King's promise of a Declaration of'General Liberty of 

Conscience to all persons of what persuasion soever'(1) made at the 

prorogation in mid-March 1687 merely enhanced the Dissenters' aware- 

ness of their all-too-familiar dilemma. It raised no new issues. 

Both the policy envisaged and the resultant dilemma appeared to be 

no more than variations on an old themel tried and discarded in the 

previous reignv and already given an inauspicious revival in the 

Present one. But when 'His Majesty's Gracious Declaration to all 

his loving Subjects for Liberty of Conscience' began to circulate 

on and after 4 April 
(2) 

it became apparent that the analogy between 

this and previous forms of enticement was far from perfect; the 

basic issues for Dissenters were the samep but there were new 

complications - here was something more than just enticement - and 

these new complications helped to give rise to a more diverse 

reaction than might have been predicted. 

Unlike Charles II's Indulgencesp this oneq whilst making clear 

that it was being issued by virtue of the royal prerogativet made 

evident the King's intention to obtain parliamentary sanotion for 

the suspension of the Penal Laws and the Test Act. This provided a 

conscience-salving device for those who would have baulked at the 

(1) Gazette 2226 (17-2lMaith 1686/7); Ellis 19 260-1s xavii. 
(2) Gazette 2231 (4-7 April, 1687)- 
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Declarationg had there been a clear-cut issue of Parliament versus 
the Royal Prerogative. Taking advantage of the Declarationp by 

preachingý church-building or ordainingp could be therefore 

construed as 'redeeming the time' until parliamentarysanction should 

be forthcomingg with no approval of the prerogative power even 

remotely implied. Thus Addresses of Thanks to the King - and pressure 

upon Dissenters to address was soon very strong - could be rational- 

isedq and the charge of condoning a prerogative act avoidedp by 

inserting a sentence in praise of 'His Majesty's Gracious Purpose to 

move His two Houses of Parliament to a concurrence in so excellent a 

work'. 

Nor was the reference to parliamentary approval the only clause 

in the Declaration which acted as a conscience-salving device for 

Nonconformists trying to decide whether to take advantage of their 

new freedom or to address. For those prepared to ignore the dismissal 

of Church of England men from the inner councils of governmentp the 

setting up of an ecclesiastical commission and the first moves 

against the universities, the King's assurance to the Church at the 

beginning and the end of the Deolvation might have been enough to 

allay fears that he was endeavouring to undermine Protestantism by 

striking at its main bulwark. And furtherg for those with fears of 

a Catholic-dominated Parliamentp the Declaration's failure to make 

specific reference to persons sitting in Parliamentp and the King's 

subsequent conductp might have been pnough to convince them that an 

abrogation of the Second Test Act (1678) was not intended. 
(') 

Any 

Nonconformist in a position to compare the King's English Indulgence 

E. Cardwellp Documentary Annals of the Reformed Church of England 
(1839)IIP 308-12; J. P. Kenyonq Robert Spencerp Earl of 
Sunderland (1958)p 160 (footnote). 
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with the Edict of Toleration for Scotlandp issue d on 12 Februaryl 
(1) 

which gave the 'Moderate Presbyterianslp Quakers and Catholics the 

right to might have been struck by the 

former's generosityp and hence been disposed to address. Many 

Dissenters werep in factp surprised how far the English Declaration 
(2) 

met their expectationsq and this may help to explain why groups 

who had received the 1672 Indulgence with poker-face now addressed 

the King in the 'abject strains' which proved so embarrassing to 

subsequent apologists. Thoughp by the same tokenp the Declaration's 

generosity to Roman Catholics - the 1672 Indulgence had only given 

them the right to worship in private - made other Dissenters all the 

more suspicious. 
0) 

In addition to the Declaration's actual content a factor which 

made it more acceptable to some Nonconformist groups in the form in 

which it came -a generous toleration by a prerogative act - was the 

fact that they had come to beli6ve that complete relief from perse- 

cution could not come in any other form. As has been observedq the 

Quakers had looked to the King as the only source of relief from 

persecution since the Restoration. But this belief must have been 

reinforced in the thirteen-month period since the 1686 'Mandate' by 

the still clearer spectacle they had been given of the King as the 

only intermediary between them and their persecutors. Quakers, in 

common with the other sectsq however, must have realised in the 

(1) Gazette 2221 (28 February -3 March 1687)- 

(2) Heywood IIIp 227; Jollyp 82; T. Reest Nonconformity in Wales 
(1883)t 176; Henryp Diaries and Letterso 326-7. 

(3) H. H. Oakley, Beginnings of Congregationalism in Sheffield 
(1913), 68; G. Trosse, The Life of the Rev. Mr. George Trosse 
Late Minister of the Gospel in the City of Exon (1714)p 92; 
BrockettP 50- See Reresbyp 452. 
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course of 1686 the limitations of a policy of giving selective 

grants of relief through the dispensing power* Because of the 

indirectness of the King's control over the agencies of persecutiont 

the reluctance of some of the sects to take advantage of the avenues 

of relief provided and the determinatio n of some Anglican persecutors 

to continue to persecutep persecution had by no means completely died 

out on the eve of the First Declaration of Indulgence. It must have 

seemed logical, thereforeý that since selective dispeneations had not 

worked, a prerogative act suspending the penal laws was the only 

alternative. It must have seemed logical to many dissenting groups 

also that, after such a prerogative act, the next steps would be the 

dissolution of an Anglican House of Commons which had resisted the 

first moves in the King's programme in its last sittingy and major 

changes in the corporationsp the commission of the peacep the 

lieutenancy and the shrievalty to facilitate the election of a more 

amenable lower house and to render the prerogative act effective. 

That the Declaration of Indulgence was an obvious accommodation to 

the logic of eventsp thereforep must have been a fact in the minds of 

Nonconformists which favoured its acceptance. 

The response of the sects to thle Declaration is best analysed 

by considering it in relation to three questions, arranged in logical 

sequence. Firstv would they accept and take advantage of the 

Declaration? Secondp would theyý in response to the pressures 

imposedy send addresses of thanks to the Kingv thus giving his 

programme the semblance of a popular base, as well as the hope of 

eventual implementation? Thirdp would they be prepared to co-operate 

in implementing the King's, programme by indicating their support for 

the repeal of the Test and Penal Laws and acting as JPs9 Deputy 

Lieutenantev Sheriffsq and Aldermen and Common Council men in 
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re-modelled corporationsp or court-nominated candidates in the 

projected elections for a biddable Parliament? 

2 

The initial response of the overwhelming majority of Noncon- 

fOrmists to the King's Declaration was one of supportt coupled with 

a determination to make the maximum possible use of the benefits it 

provided. Only John Howet who returned to England in early Mayp and 

a tight group of ex-emigres around himq spoke against the Declaration 

from the beginningg labelling it a Papist contrivance. 
(') 

Primed 

before their departure by William - in factp if Burnet is to be 

believedy encouraged to return by William specifically to influence 

co-religionists against the Declarationt with passage paidq and pockets 

full 
(2) 

_ this nucleus of dissenting clergy was doubtless at least 

partially responsiblep with the assistance of Dykvelt(3) for the 

reaction against the Declaration which eventually set ing when the 

'Papist Design, imputation had stuck and Nonconformists had become 

generally more aware of the constitutional issue. The Presbyterian 

'Donst, other than Howeq including Dr. William Batesp Richard Baxter 

and Roger Morricep certainly did not speak against the Declaration' 

from the first. They were not 

'so fond of hard usaget as to refuse a liberty so freely 

(1) Calamyp Howeq 131-132t 134;, Morrice Qq 129; Burnet It 708; 
R. F. 11ortonp John Howe (1895)t 162-3. 

(2) Burnet It 708) 709- See R. F. Hortonp op cit , 163; L. Pinkhamp 
William III and the Respectable Revolution (1954), 44- 

(3) Morrice Qp 124P 1329 134P 149; Burnet 1,708-712; R. Fo Hortonp 
op cit, 163 ; H. Rogers) Life of Howe (18$b), Z4. "; H. W. 
Clarkp English Nonconformity (1912) Ijv 110. See cspD 1687-47, 
129 13. 
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offered them; nor did they think it good manners, to enquire 

too narrowly how that Indulgence came aboutp so long as they 

were sheltered by it from OppC91jift. 

-Morrice's personal view was characteristically balanced. Whilst 

incredulous as to-the permanence of the toleration because he 

believed it to be against the long-term interest of Catholicism in 

England, he wrotes 

'I am satisfied on good information that [the Declaration3 

- was not issued out because the Court either hoped or expected.. 

. 
to gain a Parliament of the English party of Conformists or 

Nonconformists that would null and take off the disabling lawst. 

The King knew from their past practice that the Nonconformists were 

the strongest asserters of the Protestant religion and wouldnot place 

themselves in a position where they could be persecuted by the Pope 

as they had been by 'the HierarchistBI. The King's objectivep he 

believedp was more moderate and more subtle than that attributed 

to him by the e'omigr; s. The King wished to create a situation whereby 

'the most likely party of men to give the government any trouble or to 

make any eruption' would have 'perfect ease and tranquility'. Then 

'the Court mightp under cover of present satisfactionp advance Popery 

without any considerable observation or notice taken by the peoples; 

in this way armyp churchp and administration would be'infiltrated by 

the Papists. But the King hadq Morrice believed, miscalculated the 

Probable feeling of both Nonconformists and Anglicans; the latter 

from vested interestt if for no other reasoný would be 'greatly 

Calamyl Abridgementp 376; Morrice Qv 132; HMC Downshire 
USS Ip ip 237- 
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disobliged' and would implacably oppose the scheme which the King 

envisaged. 
(') 

At this stage in the proceedingsp howeverg few Dissenters saw 

things as clearly as Morrice and even hep to say the leastp was 

looking as through a glass darkly. Their initial response was 

expressed in joyful declarations of support withp in some cases - 

thanks to the clause invoking Parliament - no more than, the very 

vaguest misgivings. Within weekap and sometimes daysý these initial 

expressions of joy would seem to those who made them naive in the 

extreme. Thomas Jolly had exclaimeds the Edict 'was even according 

to our desires and above our expectations in a rational way... Some 

men's designs in itp time will discoverp God will defeat,. 
(2) 

Oliver 

Heywoodý having enumerated all the benefits which had immediately 

accrued from the Declarationg said: 10hp what a changel' Surely 

somebody hath laid hard siege by the Throne of Gracel, 
(3) 

Philip 
A 

Henry wrote: 'Whatever Men's Ends are in itp I believe God's End.. is 

to do us good'. 
(4) 

George SharPq a rresbyterian preacher in the West 

Riding, 'preached his first sermon in public from Psalm 68: 28; that 

whoever be the instrumentsy yet the supreme author of all good to 

His people is God Himself,. 
(5) 

In all parts of the country rejoicing 

among lay Dissenters was generalp it was notXexpected that they 

Would scan too scrupulously the means by which it was given them, 

with no suggestion OV, solicitation of their own'. 
(6) 

Par away from 

(1) Morrice Qv 87y 88p 89. c. f. Reresbyp 452. 
(2) Jolly, 82. 
(3) Heywood 1119 227- 
(4) Henryq Diaries and Letterst 327- 
(5) J. Hunter (ed)p Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) Iv 186. 
(6) J. Hunterg Life of Oliver Heywood (1842), 347-8; Ivimey 19 469; 

R. Halleyq Lancashire$ its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 
119 279-281; Mially 56; Browne, 178,237; Bennetp Memorialp 
327-8. 
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the urban areasp in the rural counties of Northern England and Walesp 

where persecution had often been worse and lasted longesty and where 
the constitutional issue seemed remotey joy was unbounded. 

(') 
Even 

in London a 'Dissenters' Jubilee' celebration took place in Spital- 

fields (17 Way) at which the preacherý an Independent, Charles 

Nicholetsp gave James II what must have been the most glowing eulogy 

he ever received: through this great King the Lord had turned again 
the captivity of Zion; James II was compared with Ahasuerus - 'Shall 

a heathen King be mcre tender than Protestant magistrates? ' 
(2) 

Ho7everq in view of the previous use of 'enticement' by the Court 

it may be significant that one observer wrotet 'I find some that are 

much joyed at it; but others seem to be less transported than they 

were in-1672..,. 
(3) 

But it is not surprising that the early expect- 

ations of the King and his Ministers of the amount of Nonconformist 

support available for the court programme were somewhat over- 

optimistic. 
(4) 

But this was aehort-term reactionp and for many Dissenters there 

was a quite different-long-term reAction. Despite significant differ- 

ences between this and previous Indulgences the basic analogy held 

true: whatever the Declaration might say about 'making no doubt of 

the concurrence of Parliament when next it should meet19 in itself it 

constituted a blatant use of the royal prerogativel and as such went 

(1) 4 T. Reest Nonconformity in Wales (1883), 176-7; B. Dale, A History 
of English Congregationalism (1907)9 449-511 

(2) C. Nicholetsp The Dissenters Jubileet as it was sounded in the 
Audience of a Solemn Assembly .. on May 179 16879 Being a Day 
of Thanksgiving for. * Liberty of Conscience (1687)9 epistle 
dedicatoryp and pp 2P 59 309 31t 40- 

(3) Ellis ly 260-19 xcvii. 
(4) Sunderland to Tyrconnel 31 May, CSPD 1686-7p 442; Burnet It 7149 

715; James to William 22 April and 20 May 1687p Dalrymple II, pt. 
lp app. bk. 5P 53; d'Adda 20 Juneylcited J. P. Kenyong Robert 
Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958), 158- 
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very much against the grain of the political philosophy of informed 

Dissenters; and whatever assurances it might make to the Churchp the 

fall of the Hydes and the campaign against the universities told 

another story. As this latter became more and more of a public 

scandal Dissenters capable of reading its significance became more 

deeply concernedp(l) and by the end of the year one shrewd observer 

believed that 'the ... business of Magdalen College' had been a 

decisive factor in causing the veering away of Nonconformist support 

from the King. 
(2) 

Meanwhile 'sober churchmen' had not been slow to 

bring their influence to bear on #sober DissentersIp and for the 

benefit of the less sober Dissenters through pamphlets and preaching 

they were utilising with a will the most potent weapon in their 

armouryq the Popish Peril. 
(3) 

Taking his cue from the Anglicans, 

Daniel Williams was soon preaching the importance of the constitut- 

ional issue for the benefit of his more politically-conscious 

colleagues. 
(4) 

The influence of Tillotson, Stillingfleet and the 

restv together with that of the Nonconformist eMigr; group and the 

moderating influence of the Donsp including Williamov soon led to a 

substantial change of opinion among London and Home Counties 

Dissenterst which did not favour the success of the King's policies. 

And this change would eventually percolate outward to the provinces, 

where some who had formerly made rash avowals were already showing 

signs of returning to more characteristic attitudes. 

(1) Morrice Qt 93-95Y 1049 My 1129 122-123P 144-79 151-5t 163v 
182-6p 197-8; H. W. Clarkq English Nonconformity (1912) 119 
ill. 

(2) rortland Miso. 19, PwA 2120b (21 December 1687); BM. Add. 
USS 34515P f- 43- 

(3) W. Llovdp Bishop of Norwich to W, Sancroft, 14 April 1687P 
Tanner USS XXIXv f. 8. 

(4) Williams It x. 
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In Yorkshirey Richard Stretton of Leedsp a friend of both 

Baxter and Howe$ who had stood aloof throughout the initial burst 

of enthusiasmp had managed to disseminate a greater awareness of the 

constitutional issue by Julyp which precipitated a widespread change 

of attitudes to Court policy. 
(') Arhys A149 IkPIO 601AW 

ft apif OIWSIAa Yk 1,04 
V, com rm - 0( 41CqCO,, PfWi4* 

lyaak; g Ae OfrAAdygoVe AtAoi T, ý /M&) 
whilst those who 'had lain buried in 

silence and restraint' could do no other than 'rejoice in it; now that 

the Design of it was manifesty they could not choose but rejoice with 

trembling'. 
(2) 

In Cheshire Thomas Jollyp whilst still professing his 

gratitude to the Kingq had found that he had incurred considerable 

unpopularity in dissenting circles by so doing. 
(3) 

Some thoughtthey 

saw clearly that the Indulgence was a part of the Papist Design: the 

Church would be destroyed andý that donet Nonconformity would be 

'Crushedl. 
(4) 

In London it took Roger Morrice precisely seven days 

to admit to having revised his opinion. Referring to his attempt at 

Political analysis of the previous week he wrote: 'I begin to be of 

the oýlnion ýhaý the true predominant motive and end is yet altogether 

(1) Miallp 96. 
(2) A. Nelsony Puritan Ilivinesq IX: The Life and Times of Philip 

Henry (1848)9 232-3; Henryp Diaries and Letterso 326-1. 

(3) Jolly, 85- 
(4) G. Trossep The Life of the Rev. Mr. George Trosse Late kinister 

of the Gospel in the City of Exon (1714)9 92; Jo Hunter (ed)q 
op citp 186; J. Waddingtonp Surrey Congregational History 
(1866)9 89. It is perhaps significant thatv whilst the Harley 
family's correspondence during this period madeno mention of the 
Indulgencey they were mainly involved in making provision for 
the Huguenots still arriving from France. Edward to Sir Edward 
Harleyp 21 Mayp 14 June 16879 HMC 14th Reportp app. pt. IIs 
Portland MSS III (1894)y 398-9- M. V. Hay was undoubtedly 
incorrect in his assertion that distrust of the King's motives 
in granting the Indulgence only became general after the 
Revolution. M. V. Hayp The Enigma of James 11(1938)9 71- 
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out of ourprospectp and greater and larger than we can yet 

comprehendl. 
(l) 

Others believed that more was behind the Declaration 

, 
(2) 

than they had at first thought and were 'fearful of the issue . 

Heywood notedq 'This design' 'begets displeasure in the men of the 

Church of England; contentment to some Dissentersp jealousies in 

othersq who suspect a design therein...,. 
(3) 

And by July it is 

likely that there were very few Dissenters who did nots By August 

Halifaxp whop in his correspondence with Williamp had already noted 

a certain 'firmness in the nationp an aversion to changeIq was now 

vindicating himself: 

$There are some things that can never prevail upon men's mindsp 

if they have time allowed to consider them; this may be the 

present caseq the whole kingdom being now so well-informed 

that all men are settled in their dislike of the unwelcome 

thing that is endeavoured to be imposed on them' . 
(4) 

Not quite fall men' or even 'all informed men' were settled in 

their dislike of the King's designp however; though it must be 

admitted that it is by no means clear that the handful who did not 

had representative followings in the sects from which they came. Men 

like William Penn and George Whiteheadp the Quakersp Stephen Lobb aid 

Henry Nyet the Congregationalistep and Vincent Alsopt the Presbyter- 

iang believed it 'inconceivable that Presbytery let loose [and by 
] (5) 

far the greater proportion of Nonconformists were Presbyterians 

could bring in Popery'. 
(6 ) 

But at least three out of the five had a 

(1) Morrice Q. 97- 
(2) Calamyq Abridgementq 376. 
(3) Heywoods IV, 125- 
(4) J. P. Kcnvon (ed)t Halifax Complete Works (1969), 336-7- 
(5) Morrice Pt 615; Ivimey It 467- 
(6) BM Add. MS 345159 f- 32. 
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vested interest - in addition to any religious or Political ideal - 

to incline them to that belief. Both Lobb and Alsop's son Benjamin 

had been pardoned of treasonable activities by the King. 
(l) 

Not 

that this alone could have dictated their attitudes toward the Indul- 

gence: there were many Dissenters who were pardoned of treason charges 

in the course of 1686 who did not find it necessary to expiate their 

offence and demonstrate their gratitude by becoming courtiers in 

1687. Vincent Alsopp pastor of the Presbyterian congregation in 

Tothill Streetý Westminsterg from 1677 to 17039 had always advocated 

separatism and tolerationg- rather than comprehensiong and his champion- 

ship of the Indulgence was perfectly consistent with everything he 

had ever written. 
(2) 

Pennq howeverg as has been seen, already had 

a position at Court, but it was very much in his material interestq 

as well as in accordance with his politico-religious aimsq to retain 

it. In 1681, with the help of the Duke of Yorkp he had gained 

proprietary rights to Pennsylvania. Penn's desire to retain those 

rights could have given James a whip hand over him: there is no 

evidence that he used itq but it may still have been a factor ensuring 

Penn's support. In May 1687 it had taken all the influence Penn could 

muster at Court to persuade the King to withdraw the quo warranto he 

had issued out against the charter of Pennsylvania (in common with 

those of other proprietary colonies). 
(3) 

In March 1687 his position 

at Court had again proved of material value whenp through Sunderland, 

(1) CSPD 1686-7o 3269 440; Calamyq Abridgement UP 488; Gordony 
199; Morrice Q9 114Y 126; cR, 89 9. 

(2) R. A. Beddardv 'Vincent Alsop and the IDnancipation of Restoration 
DissentIq JEH XXIVy no. 2 (April 1973)r 161t 164-5o 1739 175-79 
178-99 180. 

(3) Penn, viip viii-ixg 108-110,111-112p 114Y 121; Morrice Pv 551- 
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the Lord Deputy had been asked to interfere with a trial in Ireland 

involving Penn's interests. (') * During Ilay hel with Robert Brentq 

was reported to have played a major part in drafting the Declarationp 

including the insertion of the parliamentary-sanction clausep and he 
(2) 'was much at Courtp and often in the King's closeV. 

But Penn's vested interests should not serve to minimise the 

genuineness of his belief in tolerationy the part he had played in 

bringing the Indulgence about or the part he was to play in the effort 

to secure parliamentarysanction for it. Penn's pamphlets have been 

considered as important a contribution to the literature of toler- 

ation as the works of Miltonp Locke or Andrew Marvel. 
0) 

Since the 

beginning of the reign Penn and Whitehead had made repeated attempts 

to convince James of the importance of issuing an Indulgence on the 

pattern of that of 1672 (which wascCten praised by Penn). In the 

late summer of 1686 Penn visited William - probably on behalf of 

James - to win him over to the cause of toleration for Roman Catholics 

and Protestant Dissenters. 
(4) 

In the course of the summer of 1687, as 

he watched Nonconformist enthusiasm ebb away after the first optimism 

provoked by the Declarationg Penn wrote a number of pamphlets 

appealing for parliamentary confirmation and arguing the merits of 

(1) CSPD 1686-79 391- In 1688 Penn's position at Court was to bring 
a financial return, by his being'in the receipt of a share of 
the excise revenue from tea and coffee; HMC Downshire MSS I, 
iq 2939 301- 

(2) Ellis Iq 268-9t ci; Morrice Q, 86. 
(3) Penn's most important pamphlets up to this time were: The Great 

Case of Liberty of Conscience once more Debated (1670)1 England's 
Present Interest Discovered (1675) and An Address to Protestants 
upon the Present Conjuncture (1679)- See H. r. R. Smith's 
essayp Religious Liberty under Charles II and James II. Camb. 
Historical Essays XXL. 1911; Pennp 109 44-47Y 139-141- 

(4) William Pennp A Persuasive to Moderation to Church Dissenters 
(1686); Burnet Iq 693-4; Janneyq 282p 284- 



296 

toleration. 
(') 

Few realised more than the Quakers the imPortance 

of gaining a Parliament which would endorse the Indulgence. Not 

that they had any deep concern for the constitutional issue: merely 

a desire to ensure the security of their much appreciated liberties 

in the reign of a King whop by the standards of the timep was already 

into old age. Until parliamentary sanction was gained their liberty 

wasp wrote Whiteheadq 'but uncertain and precariousy as it was before 

when we had only the King'sepecious promises and declarations'. 
(2) 

Another way of rendering the Indulgence secure, howeverp was 

to canvass a more widespread acceptance of the King's prerogative to 

dispense and suspend. It was, doubtless in the face of violent oppos- 

ition frpm fellow Independents that Henry 17ye, in the summer of 1687 

when the first enthusiasm had wanedy republished his father's pamphlet 

first issued in 1672 in support of Charles II's Indulgence: 'The King's 

Authority in DiSDensing with Ecclesiastical Laws Asserted and Vindic- 

ated, by the late Rev. Philip_Nye, a Congregational Divine,. ' The 

conclusion of Nye's argument had beent 

041though men may be tenants in commont ... none can be 

joint tenants with the King ... the King hath the supremacyp 

and is thereby enabled to such Acts and Orderings about the 

Penalties of our Lawsp as are peculiar to the Crown and 

Dignity of a King; as in mitigatingp exemptingy dispensingg 

licensingp pardoning etc. and all this more especially in 

ecclesiastical matters'. 
0) 

(1) The Reasonableness of Tolerationg Some Free Reflections upon Occ- 
asion of the public Discourse about Liberty of Conscience (1687) 
(see especially pp 12,1; -14-'); Good Advice to the Church of 
Englandf Roman Catholics and Protestant Dissenters (1687)- (See 
PP 56-61). See Janneyq 297-8. 

(2) Whitehead, 629. 
(3) Henry Vye (ed), The King's Authority in Dispensing with Ecolesi- 

astioal Laws Asserted and Vindicated, by the Late Rev. Philip 
N. vey a Congregational Divine (1687)9 2,3-79 7-10- 
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Henry Nye, howeverp was out on a limbp as his father had 

been in the previous generationy but the republication of this 

pamphletp and his Prefaceý in which he endorsed its argument and 

eulogised the Kingq merely represents an extreme in Nonconformist 

attitudes to the Declaration of Indulgence; the other extreme being 

represented by John Howe and the gmigrZs. But there was one thing 

which the exponents of both extremities had in common: the Declarationg 

and the motives behind itp might be criticised or eulogised but all 

found it in them to make the best possible use of it that their 

energies allowed. Philip Henry 

'apprehended this libertyto be of a very short continuancep 

and to end in trouble; andp because he could not see haw his 

not using it would help.. prevent thetroublep whereas his vigor- 

ous improvement of it would help to prepare for the troubleg he 

set himself with all diligence to make the best use he could of 

this gleam both at home and abroadt. 
(l) 

Daniel Williamsp newly returned from Irelandy told Sir John Shorter 

that Nonconformists made full use of the new liberty because they were 

'under a. solemn dedication to the work of Christ as ministers'. He 

added, 

'I would persuade all Nonconforming ministers not to neglect 

the'present opportunity oF exercising their ministry; their 

obligation and licence to it is from Christ's prior commissiong 

and not the present removal of 0. physical obstacle'. 
(2) 

Nonconformist preachers who had either been silenced or 

(1) A. Nelsonp Puritan Divines IXt The Life and Times of Philip 
Henry (1848)9 236-7. 

(2) Williams Iv viii-ix, x, 6-7,58. 
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'underground' for long periods, and had not dared to brave the 

sporadic persecution that continued after the Pardon of 1686, 

preached publicly after the King's Declaration. These included 

William Tongq silent since the severe persecution of 1685, 
(1) 

John 

Farrolf about whom we have little information since his ejection from 

Selbourne in Hampshirep 
(2) 

and others in Walesq the border counties, 

and Lancashireq where the policy of selective relief had had little 

effect. 
(3) 

Many Nonconformist pastorsp some of whom had availed 

themselves of the liberty to preach before the Declarationp began to 

conduct itinerant evangelistic campaignsp preaching to large crowds 

in the openg in barnsq and occasionally in special meeting houses. 

By the end of the year Oliver Heywood had travelled lt400 miles 

through Nottinghamshireq Westmorlandt Yorkshire and Lancashire and 

had preached 'above a hundred times' on weekdaysp as well as 'Lords 

Days$. 
(4) 

Henry Newcome's preaching commitments increased; because 

Of the 'great congregation' that came to hear him it was necessary to 

increase the size of the barn in which they meW And Eimilar experi- 

ences were shared by Presbyterian clergy elsewhereq though Morrice was 

sure that the sudbn upsurge of support at Nonconformist meetings would 

only last as long as the novelty lastedý6) John Bunyan's experiencep 

(I ), Wilson 119 23-24- 
(2) J. Waddingtong Surrey Congregational History (1866)9 2050 212. 
(3) T. Reest Nonconformity in Wales (1883)9 176-71 B. Nightingale, 

LEncashire Nonconformityp Volume on Manchester and Oldham (1893)t 
86; CR9 83; H. Shawq 'Congregationalism in Manchester: its 
beginnings and developmentIf CHST 1 (1901-04)9 66. 

(4) Heywood 111,229. 
(5) Henry NewcOmev Autobiography, Chetham Soo. (1852) IIv 264-5- 

Thomas Cartwright, Bishop of Chesterp *granted a licence to 
Hen* Newcomb de Tattenhall to be schoolmaster there'. Thomas 
Cartwrightq Diaryý Camden Soo. (1843). 72 (18 August 1687)- 

(6) Morrice Qq 899 909 96,97; Henryp Diaries and Lettersq 328; 
CRy 2419 440. See G. G. Waddingtong A History of the Indep- 
endent Church at Greenacres (1854), 15- 
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howeverý was otherwisep and Thomas Jolly preached to 'a 

congregation of several hundreds'. (') 

1687 was a great year for chapel buildingy meeting house 

leasing and the re-opening and refurbishing of old premises. The 

Broadmead Baptist congregation at Bristol returned to its old 

meeting place on 28 April 1687 for the first time in five years andý 

a few weeks laterp the Castle Green Ind. ependent meeting house was 

re-openedf after seven years in which it had not been in regular 

use (its pastor$ Dr. Ichabod Chauncyp having returned from his 

exile abroad). 
(2) 

A congregation of Independents was 'regularly, 

organised' in Worcesterp and by February 1688f a Baptist pastor 

was reported to have died 'by an excess of preaching'. 
0) 

On 

30 March 16879 as soon as rumours of the Declaration began to 

circulatep chapel records cf the Middlegate StreetIndependents at 

Yarmouth show that orders were given 'that the meeting house 

should be made clean' and preparations be made for 'a great 

auditory' in honour of the King's Blict. 
(4) 

Heywood built a 

(1) Whiting, 131; Jollyp 82. See also Henry Newcome, op cit. 
(2) Lyon Turner MS. 89-13v X13, X14; E. Terrill(ed)v The Records 

of the Church of Christ Meeting in Broadmead Bristol 1640-879 
Hanserd KnollYs Soco (1847)p 494. 

(3) CRv 21p 81. See J. Noakep Worcester Seats (1861), ilo. 
(4) Harmer MS-76-2p 1459 146; J. E. Clowes (ed)q The Chronicles 

of the Old Congregational Church at Great Yarmouths 1642- 
1858 (1906)p 44; Brownep 1M 237- 
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chapel for his congregation at Northowram- 

He was also instrumental inUipý#4j, a large Presbyterian 

meeting place at Halifaxy and provides 

evidence of the building programmes of other congregations 

in Lancashire and Yorkshire. 
(') 

New meeting houses were in the 

process of construction in Cumberlandq Northumberlandq and Cheshiret 

where the Nonconformists were 'full of projects'. 
(2) 

Everywhere 

congregations scattered by persecution were coming together; because 

this was the first 'free existence' of many congregations 1687 is when 

their records begin. 
(3) 

The spread of Nonconformity in Staffordshire 

during the three months following the Indulgence was suchthat Addisonp 

Dean of Lichfield, who had had high hopes of its extirpation in 1685s 

had to admit to the Archbiihop of Canterbury that his self-assigned 

mission was now impossible of achievement. 
(4) 

The Presbyterians in some partsp having forgotten for the time 

being any aspiration toward comprehension, were building meeting 

houses with as much gusto as the separatists andf by acting like 

separatistsq preparing themselves for the eventual accommodation to 

the logic of events that would have to come in 1689. In addition to 

HeYwood's building programmep the Presbyterians constructed places 

of worship in Exeter (where they named it James Meetingq after the 

King)q Dartmouthp Tivertong Shrewsburyy Northamptong Cambridgep 

(1) Walter Wilson MS-553 Dv 138; Heywood IV, 1269 1279 1289 1299 
131; J. Hunterg Life of Oliver Heywood (1842), 356-7- 

(2) M. Savage to P. Henryp 5 November 16879 and 10 April 16879 
Henry MS-4t letters 2 and 4; Walter Wilson MS-553 Dq 6Y 34- 

(3) H. F. Sandersp 'Early Nonconformity in Nottinghamshirelp CHST V 
(1911-12)9 237; J. Murchp A History of the Presbyterian and 
Baptist Churches in the West of England (1835), 86,366P 373; 
W. H. D. Longstaffe (ed)q Memoirs of the Life of Mr. Ambrose 
Barnest Surtees Soc. L. (1866)p 175- 

(4) A. G. Matthewsq Congregational Churches in Staffordshire (1924)9 

799 80. 
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Shepton Mallet) Newburyp Birminghamy and Guestwick in the course 
bjýjfokct susseaft "A'O 

of 1687-8. 
(1) 

In London(a new Presbyterian congregation was formed 

in Poor Jewry Lanep and a newly formed congregation of General 

Baptists, leased Turners Hallo A PrQ3bjjQVj; m Church was built 
; 
V% 

'Zoav- Sir. #AL- 
-ýa 

Particular Baptist. meeting house in 

Devonshire Square, a Presbyterian meeting house re-opened in Bridge 

Streetv Westminster. 
(2) 

In Bedfordq the aged John Bunyan was actively 

involved in the construction of a meeting house for the large congreg- 

ation of General Baptists there. 
(3) 

Hence although some believed 

that 'this liberty would be'of short duration and end in troublelp 

the actions of others seemed to indicate that they at least were 

confident that it was here to stay. Howeverg it is difficult to say 

if their trust was in the prospect of a Dissenting Parliamentp the 

promises of Jamesj: [ý the assurances of William through Dykvelt9(4) 

the undertakings of 'sober Churchmen1v or simply in the omnipotence 

of God. Certainlyq the preaching of John Howe and his friendsp who 

counselled the believers to 'beware of the snares that were laid for 

them' and against word or deed 'that would give the Papists any 

assistance in the carrying on ýoý their designs', was not ca3culated 

to inspire trust in the King-(5) 

A further indication of the confidence of many Nonconformids 

(1) Walter Wilson MS Ip ivp 2549 262-3; vt l8p 20p 21p 26p 279 28; 
Lyon Turner MS-89.269 a 209 a 22; CRq 2009 3939 426; Harmer 
MS-76.6,19 2; Brockettv 54; DWL MS-38.66,8p 9; Warwick 
CR VIII9 xc ; C. A. Kennyp 'The Earlier History of 
Emmanuel Church Cambridgelp CHST IV (1909-10)v 185- 

If- (2) Wilson lyk579 135-6; IIIP, 546v *92; IV, 188 Ivimey 19 
470. 

(3) Whitingý 131- 
(4) Morrice Qv 124,132; Burnet Ip 7089 709r 711-712. 
(5) Calamyq Howep 131,132p 134; H. Rogersq Life of Howe (180), 

V-1 - 
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in their new-found security - and, by the same tokenp a yardstick 

of the King's success in restraining the agencies of persecution 

since the Declaration - was that the ministry was once again becoming 

attractive as a calling for educated Nonconformist youth andý furtherv 

that some of these youthq together with a few who were already 

practising pastorsy were prepared to take the risk of a formal 

ordination. 
(') 

Between November 1686 and July 1689 enrolment at 

Frankland's academy was fifty-one studentsp a considerable improvement 

on the previous two and a half year period. 
(2) 

It was inevitable that 

the chronic shortage of ministers, evident among Presbyterians and 

Congregationalists before James's accession - occasioned by the 

failure of the Nonconformist academies to supply enough candidates to 

cover the death rate among the ejected ministry(3) _ should appear in 

bolder relief in the face of the vast opportunities that Presented 

themselves to the Nonconformist pastorate after the Declaration of 

Indulgence. It was doubtless in an effort to cope with these new 

responsibilities that so many of the ejected ministry OjelplAVA. - M'ICWW 

VMOPMAC41ý( CVA(Q-0110ýS - as soon a, s the freedom to preach was 

official. 
(4) 

The purpose of these itinerant preaching marathons was 

not primarily to proselytiseý but to draw together the remnant of the 

faithfull scattered and confused by'persecution and habits of conformityp 

in districts where there were no local pastors to draw their old 

(1) See the discussion on the question of ordination and re-ordin- 
ation as it affected Anglicans and Presbyterians in Everyp 4-5; 
also above pp. 13-14. 

(2) T. G. Crippenp 'Richard Frankland and His Academylp CHST II 
(1905-1906)t 425- 

(3) see above PP. 76-83. 
(4) Heywood IIIp 229; Jollyq-82; Henry Newcomep Autobiographyp 

Chetham. Soo. (1852) Ilp 264-5; CRP 4p 
- 

241Y 440; 
Simon King to R. Baxterp 16 February 1688p Baxter MSS (Letters) 
V9 f. 101. 
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flocks together. In the course of 1687 the shortage of pastors 

was somewhat relieved by the return from exile of manyp though by 

no means allp of those who had fled in 1685-6. As soon as these 

men returned, there were many calls upon their services from groups 

of Dissenters in different parts of the country. 
(') 

In the South 

East the shortage of pastors was such that Joseph Whiston of 

Maidstone advised Presbyterians and Congregationalists VWk 

Where thereNaSa Congregational ministerp Presbyterians 

should acquiesce in him: and where there 4445 a Presbyterianý 

ministerg Congregationalists should acquiesce in him . 
(2) 

Even the ejected ministers too sick or too old to undertake preaching 

campaigns found their services 
I 

in great demand. 
0 ) 

Also those who 

had sought relief from persecution in the relative anonymity of 

London during 1685-6 now began to make treks to their old meeting- 

houses in the towns and villages of the North and West. 
(4) 

But the number of ordinations in 1687 did not represent a major 

influx of young blood into the ministries of the two larger dissent- 

ing sects. Between April and December 1687P on his travels through 

the Northern countiesp Oliver Heywood was involved in seven ordin- 

ations including two at Frankland's training academy; all involving 

only a handful of ordinands. 
(5) 

Philip Henry's diary and his 

letters to his son refer to ordinations as 

(1) see above pp. 81-83. 
(2) CRý 524- 
(3) M. Savage to P. Henry, 5 November 1687t Henry MS-4y letter 2; 

S. King to R. Baxter, 16 February 1688p Baxter MSS (Letters)p 
f. 101; Lyon Turner MS. 89.229 149 15; Powickep 164-5- 

(4) Walter Wilson MS It iiP 330; Lyon Turner MS. 89.239 Notebook 
on Southampton, 2,4,10- 

(5) Heywood 1119 227; IVp 126; J. Huntery Life of Oliver Heywood 
(1842)p 351-29 353-49 355-6; Wdter Wilso n MS-553 Dq 129,136; 
T. G. Crippeng 'Richard Frankland and His Academylp CHST II 
(1905-1906)9 425- 
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does the Notebook of Thomas Jollyt all probably taking place in 

private houses and involving only a few ordinands and senior mini- 

sters. 
(') 

For the half dozen ordinations of which there is evidence 

in the South - often conducted with elaborate secrecy - the total 

number of ordinands is only thirteen. 
(2) 

No ordinations took place 

in London. The first since the Act of Uniformity of 1662 was not to 

be until 1694. 
(3) 

Howeverg whilst the fear or threat of persecution might remain 

in some parts of the countryp incidents of actual persecution after 

the King's Declaration were comparatively rare. The only significant 

exception to this was that Quakers continued to suffer distraints for 

non-payment cC tithesq but in many areas even this type of persecution 

showed some signs of decliningf 
(4) 

Other incidents of persecution were 

few and far between. The windows of Henry Newcome's chapel were 

broken bY Sir John Blandq an Anglican enthusiast - though not acting 

in any official capacity - and Newcome encountered hostility from his 

Anglican neighbours over the affair. 
(5) 

A few Northern Baptists sent 

a petition to the King in June, complaining of fines. 
(6) 

In 

November there was a comPlicated 

(1) HEnryq Diaries and Letterst 360; A. Nelsong Puritan Divines IX: 
The Life and Times of Philip Henry (1848). 237; Jolly, 84. 

(2) Walter Wilson MS Iq iq 92; J*. E. Clowes (ed), Chronicles of the 
Old Congregational Church at Great Yarmoutht 1642-1858 (1906)p 

45; Lyon Turner MS. 89-139 XI 5; Densham and ogle, 148; J. Murch, 
A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches in the West of 
Ehgland (1835)9 366. 

(3) R- A. Beddardo 'Vincent Alsop and the Rnancipation of Restoration 
Dissenttv JEH LXIVq No* 2 (April 1973)pl6l-2. The 1687 ordin- 
ations in places apart from London were not the first since 1662; 
there had been isolated instances in the period of freedom after 
1672 and in 1681. Cragg 111 20; J. E. Manningp History of Upper 
Chapel Sheffield (1900)9 27- See also 28-30. 

(4) See above pp. 1129 222; R. F. Skinnerp Nonconformity in Shrop- 
shire 1662-1816 (1964)t 9; Ao J. Eddingtong The First Fifty 
years of Quakerism in Norwichq Friends Hist* Soc. (1932)9 263; 
B. Nightingalep Lancashire Nonconformity (1893)v Vol. on Man- 
chester and Oldhamq 86; J. Noalop Worcester Beets (1861)p 266-7. 

(5) H. Newcome, Autobiographyq Chetham Boo. (1852) 111 266. 
(6) Morrice Qp 141. 
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case involving three Roman Catholics who were still in the King's 

Bench Prison petitioning release. 
(') 

And 

a week after the Indulgence it would appear that the irrepressible 

Sheriff of Norfolk was still using obstructionist tactics to prevent 

the refund of fines. 
(2) 

Whilst persecutionp other than for tithes, 

did not amount to muchp howeverp Dissenters were still suffering the 

effects of persecution in the continued confiscation of goods and 

cattle for trading debts they were unable to pay. 
(3) 

One factor which prevented the Indulgence from being ignored 

or circumnavigated by the persecutors - asy for exampley they had 

ignored the King's wishes in regard to the Quakers in 1686 - was the 

King's determination to make sure that it was enforced by a thorough- 

going Policy of enquiry and interference. What he had done for 

Recusants and Qaakers in 1686p he did for all the sects in 1687. The 

first indication of the King's determination to make ýis will 

effective was a Treasury warrantg issued immediately after the 

Indulgencev declaring thatp as it had been His Majesty's will and 

pleasure 'to discharge and superfede all process' against Recusants 

in accordance with his warrant of 8 Marchq(lo His Majesty now 

'declared that his grace and favour should extend to all his subjects, 

as well Protestant Dissentersp as Roman Catholics' and hence he would 

(1) CTB VIII) Pt. 3p 1587- 

CTB VIIIp Pt. 3p 1303. 

A. J. Eddingtony op citp 225- 

CTB VIIIp Pt. 39 1246. See above p. 124. 
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not countenance any interference with them for religious causes. 
(') 

This warrant was soon reinforced by a letter from Henry Guy to the 

Attorney-General asking for information on monj&S received 

for recusancy. 
(2) 

It is possible thatp by the end of the yearý the 

King was becoming dissatisfied with the expedition and efficiency of 

the existing Commissioners who had been investigating distraints from 

Recusants and Dissenters since the previous yearp as he distributed 

commissions to over sixty other persons, divided between all the 

counties of England and Wales, 'to enquire.. touching the monie$.. Ievied 

or received from any Recusants or Dissenters whatsoever and not 

accounted for to the late or present King[by the several sheriffs 

concerne The list of instructions sent with each commission 

included the commands: 'to enquire by juries and by search of recordst.; 

to discover % by what authority .0 fines had been levied % and to whose hand$ 

same did come.. t. (3) 

Through the information fed in by the various commissionersp- 

and through petitions sent in to the Treasuryp the period between 

May 1687 and May 1688 saw a considerable number of fines and forfeit- 

ures restored to Nonconformists and Recusants. Some of the fines and 

forfeitures being refunded and some of the petitions for refunds 

related to money and goods distrained as long previously as 1681. 
(4) 

(1) CTB VIIIp Pt. 3v 1321. 
(2) CTB VIIlp Pt. 3, 1347. 
(3) CTB VIIII Pt. 3v 1695-1697; HLIC Downshire USS lp il 278. 

CTB VIIIP Pt. 3p 1343Y 1370P 1393P 1572; CSPD 1687-9)-117- 
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Restorations continued to be madep howeverp only when the amounts 

in question had not already been paid into the Exchequer. By 21 

January 1688t it is likely that most amounts distrained and still 
held at local level had been refunded, hence a letter was sent to 

Edward Ange through the Comptroller of the Pipe calling upon him to 

provide certificates and details of all amounts distrained and paid 

in during the period in which he was Receiver-General. 
(i) 

It was 

probably in the course of the ensuing investigation and through the 

petitions which continued to flow into the Treasury that further' 

amounts were found not t. o have been properly accounted for and that 

the final refunds'were made. 
(2) 

Theling's attempty through the Treasuryq to ensure the refund, 

as far as was possibley of fines and forfeitures levied on Dissentersy 

was clearly also intended to discourage further fines, in accordance 

with the tenets of his Declaration. But this was not the full extent 

of his policy of reinforcing the Indulgence. When necessary the King 

was prepared, where resistance was encountered from local Anglicansp 

to issue special orders to Mayorsp Bailiffsq Constablesp etc. not to 

hinder the erection of a Nonconformist chapel on a particular sitep 

Or to make possible the use of an existing building as a place of 

worship ror Nonconformists. These special orders were accompanied 

by a reminder 'to hinder any tumult or disturbance tt o the worshippersl 

and to protect them in their said meetings and assemblies'. 
(3) 

And 

furtherf in accordance with the spirit of his Declaration, the King 

(1) CTB VIII, Pt- 3,1720. 
(2) CTB VIIIV Pti. 39 17422 17599 17659 17919 1807; HMC Downshire 

MSS If 11 28 
(3) SP 31/3p f- 107; CSPD 1687-ly 34. HMC Downshire MSS If if 

285- See also CSPD 1687-3p 40- 
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issued a succession of pardons to rebels involved in Monmouth's 

Rebellion - some of whom had been specifically excluded from the 

General Pardon of March 1686. 
(') 

In factp by January 1688, so few 

of the original rebels excluded remained unpardonedy that the 

Commissioners still involved in the sale of the estates of the 

Western rebels were finding it impossible to proceedy and petitions 
(2) 

for a share in the takings were being withdrawn. . 
When the King 

found persons to be in prison for ecclesiastical offencest he 

immediately ordered their release with expressions of regret. 
(3) 

And 

on 16 November 1687Y symbolicallyp an order was given 'that the head 

and quarters of Henry Cornish be taken down from the Guildhallit and 
I 

interred in St. Lawrence's church-yard. 
(4) 

By the end of 1687P regardless of what motives Dissenters might 

ascribe to the King's policy - andp despite the early cordialityl 

these weret by this timep most sinister - it was undeniable that at 

no time since-the enactment of what Dissenters called 'the Clarendon 

Code' had they enjoyed greater freedom and more complete protection 

than now. The visible exhilaration among the sects, evidenced in their 

marathon preaching campaignst large and expanding congregationsy 

ambitious building projects and expanding ministryp might have led an 

observer with no particular'axe to grindq had such a person existed, 

to endorse the view which John Bunyan had expressed in the preface of 

his Discourse on AntiChrist, regarding Charles II's enticement policy: 

the King was acting from the best 'of intentions; it was the Tobiases 

CSPD 1687-qt 75P 115; Morrice Q, 167 
pardons); HMC Downshire MSS Ip il 283- 

(2) CTB VIIIý Pt- 39 1733- 

(3) Morrice Q, 132-3. 

(4) CSPD 1687-99 103; Morrice Qp 207- 

(mentions thirty-four 
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and Sanballats among the Dissenters who spread distrust and 

suspicion. 
(') 

I 

This distrust and suspicion notwithstandingp howeverg the real 

and unaccustomed freedom enjoyed after the 1687 Indulgence provided 

an atmosphere in which - given the right amount of unobtrusive 

pressure -, many Nonconformist groups sent Addresses of Thanks to the 

King. From 14 April 1687 
(2) 

until23 April 1688, 
(3) 

immediately prior 

to the Declaration being re-issuedy every London Gazettep with very 

few exceptions, contained at least one - usually more, often as many 

as eight - Addresses of Thanks to His Majesty for his Gracious 

Declaration. At first the goirigwas slow, but at the beginning of 

June the pace quickenedv and the best period for addresses was during 

and immediately following the King's Progq3ss of the late summer. But 

over the entire period of almost twelve months a total of one hundred 

and ninety-seven Addresses of Thanks were published. These may be 

divided into ten categoriest those from 'His Maje sty's Loyal Subjects 

dwelling in.. ' a particular borough, county or districtv of which 

there were nineteen; those from official bodies - Mayors, Common 

Councilsq Corporationsp Grand Juries and Chartered Livery Companies - 

of which there were eighty-nine; from Roman Catholic sources - only one 

(presented by Lords rowisp Arundell and Belasyse 'on behalf of all His 

Majesty's Roman Catholic subjects'); 
(4) 

those from Anglican courcesp 

(1) Cited Whitingg 131. 
(2) Gazette 2234. 

(3) Gazette 2341. 

(4) Gazette 2246. 
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of which there were eleven; from Presbyterian sourcesp fourteen; 

from Independentsp' nine; from Baptistsp seven; joint addresses from 

Baptists and Independentsp three; from Quakerep seven; and from 

'Nonconformists' who either did not care to specify their sectj or 

constituted all the sects of a particular districtp thirty-seven. 
(') 

The total number of addresses professing to come from Dissenters of 

all sorts or no specified sort was seventy-seveng but this figure 

does notq by any meansq represent the total number of addresses from 

Nonconformist sources. The content of almost all of the addresses 

in the first category identify their senders as Dissenters: some 

contain panegyrics on Liberty of Consciencep 
(2) 

others refer to the 

'oppression of the renal Statutes, *(3) Hence the aggregate number 

is likely to be around ninety-six* But even this figure omits those 

addresses received toward the end of 1687 and in the first three 

months of 1688 from re-modelled corporations$ many of which provide 

clues that they were Nonconformist-inspired. 
(4) 

The figures as they standy howeverg are very deceptive. The 

Nonconformist apologists of the next and subsequent generationsg 

notably Edmund Calamyp James Peirce and Nealp following-Burnet, 

asserted that few actually concurred in the addressesp which origin- 

ated with a misled minority not representative even of the congreg- 

ationst let alone the sectsp from whence they camep acting v&thout 

the advice of 'wiser brethren'. Pending off the attacks of the High 

(1) See Appqndix Two for lists of places of origin and references* 
(2) HM's loyal subjects in Devont Gazette 2242, in Tiverton ibid. 

2249P in Coventry ibid. 2252y in Northampton ibid. 2259- 

(3) HM's 1- oyal subjects in Westminsterf Gazette 22389 in Plymouth 
ibid. 22519 in Exeter ibid. 22529 in Chichester ibid. 2270- 

(4) e. g. Corporations of Chardý Gazette 22929 Gloucester ibid. 2313P 
Abingdon ibid. 2322p Tewkesbury ibid. 2325p Reading ibid. 2327P 
Nottingham ibid. 2328. 
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Churchmen after the Revolution, (') 
they were very much on the 

defensivey however2 and wished to minimise the extent to which 

Dissenters had co-operated withp or appeared to have approved ofp 

the schemes of James II; if there were 'some topping flights of 

compliment' in the addressest they aBBertedq the Dissenters had 

suffered hard and long before, their liberation andp in any eventp 

were merely taking their cue from the habitually fulsome luxuriance 

of Anglican addresses to the Court in the days of their ascendancy 
ý2) 

But there is some evidence tolack up the assertion of the apologists; 

whilst a small number of addresses represented hundreds of subscribers, 

the vast majority represented only a handful. And while it is not 

true to say that those who subscribed were invariably 'mean and 

inconsiderablelmen p 
(3) 

it is true that the most influential persons 

within the respective sects - and here we can include the Nonconform- 

ist politiciansp as well as their religious leaders - did not subscribe 

andlin some cases, endeavoured to influence others against doing so. 

It is, thereforep necessary to analyse the addresses from a 

number of angles. First, quantitativelys how many were actually 

involved in each address and were they representative of their sects? 

Secondt qualitatively: did subscribers represent substantial interests, 

men of intelligence and influence among the sectsp capable of assist- 

ing the King's programmep or were they merely isolatedg helpless 

groups of believers tendering their humble thanks to a King to whose 

(1) e. g. Prancis Lest Life of Mr. John Kettlewell (1718)v 14P-14S; 
W- Nichols, A Defence of the Doctrine and Discipline of the 
Church of England (1709)p 107-112. 

(2) Calamyv Abridgement, 376-7; Calamyq Howep 1324y 136-7; James 
Peircet A Vindication of the Dissenters (l7l8)YU3--s1'f#-1; Nea1 Vp 
36-3q; ' Ivimey 1,468-70; Burnet It 714-5- 

(3) An assertion made by Burnet (It 715) and Kiffin (IvimeY It 471)- 
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policy they were next to useless? Thirdt since it would appear 

that the King, 'topping flights of compliment' apartp only took 

seriously those addresses which specifically promised support or 

endorsed his prerogative right in some wayg(l) the actual content 

of the addresses must be analysed to determine how many actually 

included promises of supportg how many endorsed the prerogative or 

upheld the necessity of parliamentary sanctiong and how many were 

merely what they appeared to beg expressions-of thanks. 

While by no means ally or perhaps even the greater party of 

addresses were the results of pressureg pressure was undoubtedly 

exertedg and hence any attempt at a quantitative analysis of the 

addresses must be prefaced by an attempt to assess its bearing on 

their origin. In his Letter to a Dissenterg Halifax asserted that 

'the first draughts CWjt made by those who 414, not very 

proper to be secretaries to the Protestant Religionp and it 

fS your (the Nonconformists) part only to write them out fairer 

again.. It is unkindly done to tire all the post horses with 

carrying circular letters to solicit that which JV%ould be 

done without any trouble or constraint ... t. 
(2) 

Halifax's pamphlet was obviously an exercise in political polemics 

and this assertion a side-blow to achieve its own purpose. There 

is2 in fact2 no evidence that pressure of such an organised and 

detailed character existed, though there is an example on record of 

a group of Independent$whop having written their addressy called in 

a court agent to 'draw it out fairel and present it to the King. 
(3) 

(1) Morrice Q, 132. See also Bonreposp 14 July NSI Baschet, 171- 
(2) Halifaxp Complete Works, ed. J. P. Kenyon (1969), 110. 
(3) Harmer MS-76.2.146; J. E. Clowes (ed), Chronicles of the Old 

Congregational Church at Great Yarmouth: 1642-1858 (1906)9 44; 
Brownep 178. 
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What happenedp in fact, was more indirect or diffuse. 

For instance, one type of pressure was through 'person the 
(1) 

"1 
Court had gained'. Of thesep Sir John Baber had been a Presby- 

terian at Court since 1667 and ever since that time had been used 
bythe government as a means of sounding out opinion in the, sect to 

which he belonged. After the Indulgence in April he was the first 

to exert pressure on the Presbyterian ministry to addresst 

'Amid undiscerning chatter and wild speculation he passed 

purposefully back and forth among the Presbyterian ministers 

and their congregations doing the King's bidding I. 
(2) 

Among those who yielded to Baber's Pressure were Joseph Ready Daniel 

Burgessq Anthony Withers and Vincent Alsopq all of whomp and more 

especially the latter, were involved in the preparationp collection 

of'subscriptions' and presentation of the address of the London 

Presbyterians in April. 
(3) 

Among those who were under pressure from 

Baber and refused to addressvere Dr. William Bates and Richard Baxter. 

In the first of two letters to Baber explaining his position Baxter 

said: 

'I abhor ingratitude to the Kingy and my Lord of Powisq 

for my present Libertyq but I find that I am not yet out 

of the fetters of my bonds to the behaviour' (a reference 

to the conditions of his release). 
(4) 

Stephen Lobb was a King's man of more recent vintage; he went over to 

(1) Burnet It 714- 
(2) R. A. Beddard, 'Vincent Alsop and the Emancipation of Restoration 

Dissentlp JEH XXIV No. 2 (April 1973)t 175. 
(3) Gazette 2238; Morrice Qp 114t 115; Neal Vt 38; R. A. 

Beddardp OP-citp 76. 
(4) R. Baxter to Sir J. Babert 20 October 1687P Baxter USS (Letters) 

It f. 110. 
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the Court soon after the Indulgenceý and was the moving force 

behind the address of the London Independents in April. 
(') 

Penn 

was behind both the address of the London Quakers in April and that 

of the Yearly Meeting of Friends in May. 
(2) 

on 16 May he justified 

his action by saying: 

'This Declaration seems to me no more than a Royal Bill 

without doorsq informing the Kingdom of His Majesty's mind, 

and preparing both Houses to make it the subject of their 

next session'. 
(3) 

And another Quaker with an acknowledged position at Courtv Robert 

Barclayý was behind certainly oney and perhaps both of the addresses 
(4) from the Friends in Scotland. It has also been riýgiYCPI that 

Pennp Lobb and Alsopp within their respective sectsq attempted to 

influence Nonconformist congregations in the provinces to address. 
(5) 

In a letter written after the Declaration had been issued Penn 

admitted that he waslengaged in the public business of the nation't 

and had a particular assignment to discharge that would help to make 

Possible the final 'repeal' of the penal laws that were then 

'suspended$. (6 ) 
This assignment may well have been to encourage 

provincial Friends, and perhaps other Dissentersy to send addresses. 

The fact that Penn made a tour of Berkshirey Gloucestershirep Worcester- 

shirep Shropshire, Cheshire, Staffordshirey Warwickshirey Oxfordshirep 

(1) Gazette 2238; Morrice Qp 115- 
(2) Gazettes 2238,2245; Morrice Q, 1149 137; Sewel 119 435P 436-9; 

Luttrell 1.402; HMC Downshire IFSS Ip ij 243- 
(3) W. Pennp A Third Letter from a Gentleman in the Country to His 

Friends in London (May 1687)p 7- 
(4) Gazett, es 2252,2270; Braithwaitep 134; W. P. Miller(ed)p 

'Records of the Yearly Meeting of Aberdeen 1672-178609JFHS 
VIII (1911)p 62p 63. 

(5) R. Halley, Lancashire, its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 
Jjj 279- 281. 

(6) W. Penn to J. Harrison 1687Y Tmneyg 298. See 
Braithwaitet 134- 
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and Hampshire in the course of the summer of 16879 and made it his 

business to contact the Nonconformists in all týe'towns through 

which he passed helps to validate this conclusion. 
(ly 

Perhaps the most successful means by which p'res'sure"'wa's 

exerted was through the King's Progressp during which he 'courted 

the Dissenters' 
(2) 

and the Presbyterians were 'highly caressedt. 
(3) 

A comparison between the itinerary followed by the K"ing(4) and the 

Places from which, and the order in whichq addresses arrived during 

August arxISeptember 1687 make it evident' that they were either 

presented to the King duringg or resulted from pressure exerted ong 

the Progress. 
(5) 

The actual wording of at least three a: ddiesses bea . rs 

witness to their having been occasioned by the Kingis expected arrival 

in a Particular area, and the necessityt in consequenceg to make some 

kind of gesture of this nature. 
(6) 

Philip Henry and John Harvey'- in 0 

advance of the King's arrival in ShropShireq *received an intimation 

that an address would be expected from the DissentersIq 'drew one up 

and with the heads of their congregations presented it at the Bishop's 

Palace (in 
Chester] where the King lodgedl! 7) Both Henry Newcome 

and Thomas Jolly felt that they were"expected to give thanks in 

person to the King on Routon Heathp though only the latter - 

(1) W. Penn to J. Harrison 8 September 16879 Janneyt 298-9; 
Braithwaitev 138. 

(2) Reresby, 469-70; Warwick CR VIIIv xiii. 
(3) HMC 14th Reportq appo pto II: Portland MSS III (1894)t 402* 
(4) E'llis It 336-7poxxiii; Luttrell Is 411-412. 
(5) Luttrell 1.4129 4139 414-415- 
(6) Quakers: N. W. England and Wales., Gazette 22829 Bristol Gazette 

2287; Independents: Monmouthehiret Gazette 2272, North Wales 
and Shrewsburyq Gazette 2282. 

(7) Henryq Diaries and Lettersq 327; W. Urwickp Nonconformity in 
Cheshire (1864). 32; CRp 251- Sources conflict as to where the address was presented. 
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despite the unpopularity he had incurred by presenting a formal 

address earlier - was prepared to do so. 
(') 

The 'intimations' 

may well have been carried by William Penn, whose own route, as 

far as Chesterp exactly coincided with that of Jamesp Penn some- 

times trailing and sometimes preceding the King. 
(2) 

In the wake 

of the King Penn 'preached to the Dissentersp reminding them of 

the advantages of repealp their duty to the King and their duty to 

the principle of liberty of conscience'. 
(3) 

En route from Bistol James received two further addresses: the 

first presented by George Primrose (a Presbyterian) of Hereford# and 

the second presented by John Bryan and Francis Tallents (Presbyteriaw) 

of Shrewsbury. The latter James 'Creely accepted' - all the more so 

since it came 'with a purse of gold supposed to be E1001 - but laid 

'the obligation on them to choose such members for the next 

Parliament as should be for taking off the penal laws and 

test; and to that end he left behind him William Pennq chief 

and head of the Quakersp who began to speak at Mardol Head; 

but the rabble supposing what he would be at .. gave a shout 

and over-bawled himl. 
(4) 

Four miles from Worcester James met the 'elder Foleylp presumably 

(1) Joll. Yq 85; H. Newcomev Autobiographyp Chatham Boo. (1852) 111 
265; W. Urwicky op city li. 

(2) W. Penn to J. Harrisong 8 September 16879 Janneyp 298-9; 
Braithwaite, 138-9; Penny 123. 

(3) Penny 123. See L. Pinkhamp William III and the Respectable 
11 Revolution (1954), 50- 

(4) HMC 10th Report, app. pt. IV (1885)p 376. See HMC 14th Reportp 
app. pt. Us Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 401; CRv 83v 399- 
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Thomas, 
(') 

though he WOOdnot appear to have presented an address 
ý2) 

At Bristol Penn stayed with a fellow Quakerp William Hitchcockv and 

was reported by his host to have addressed a number of 'great 

he convened other such meetings in meetings'. 4at4fiVA 

Wiltshire and Berkshire. His companiong Francis Stamperg observed 

that he was 'very conversant with the Kingp whose ear was open to 

himt. 
(3) 

It has been estimated that of the thirty-three addresses 

bearing dates in the duration of the progress (16 August to 17 

September) eighteen were the result of pressures connected with the 

prOgress. 
(4) 

-A more subtle kind of pressure was exerted from the Court 

itself. On 25 July 1687 John Mendhamp Mayor of Thetfordý wrote a 

letter to Sir Joseph Williamson in which he said: 

'I find it will be very well accepted by His MajesVy if we 

should addressp but before I pall a hall I think it my duty 

to acquaint you and have your ýudgement and concurrence. I 

find it will run through the kingdomand am not willing but 

to do as the other corporations dos. 
(5) 

The two implications of pressure in this letter - onep of pressure on 

the writer and secondy of a nationwide pressure to address - are the 

nearest we get to proof of Halifax's assertion. Nor was the Mayor 

of Thetford the only man to be told that an address 'would be very 

acceptable to the Court': Sunderland called the Bishops of Durhamp 

(1) See LacevP 396-7. 
(2) HMC 14th Reportv OP Cito 400- 
(3) Gilbert Copep 'William Hitchcock to John and Amy Harding 1687'1 

JFHS IV (1907)p 73 (letter dated 28 September)* 

S. de Beer cited Laceyp 341 n. 21. 

csPD 1687-9p 33- 
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Chester, Oxford, Rochester and Peterborough and told them as muchp 

evoking C"phasica from the first threep and a tactful refusal 
from the last 0) The Bishops of Durhamp Chester and Oxford then 

began to spread the word among the clergy of their dioceses that 

addresses would be acceptablep and were soon joined in so doing by 

the Bishop of Lincolnp who sent out six Arch-Deacons to facilitate 

his purpose. 
(2 ) 

The Bishop of Oxford went so far as to issue a 

pamphlet entitled Some Reasons for Addressingp arguing that the King 

had a right to expect addresses from Anglican clergy in view of the 

assurances he had made to them and that hep as Bishopp had a right 

to expect obedience to his demand through the 'canonical obedience, 

required of clergy. A reply was soon returned from the Oxfora clergy, 

entitled, Arguments--against Addressingy and thisp in turn, was followed 

by a counter-replyg written either by the Bishop himself or someone 

working. closely under his directiong entitled A Reply to the Reasons 

of the Oxford Clergy Against Addressingg published with allowance by 

the King's Printer. 
(3) 

As the regulation of the corporations got 

under way a new type of pressure became available to the Court. 

Bridgwater was one of the first corporations to be remodelled becausel 

or so it was bel ievedg of its failure to address. 
(4) 

Grand-Juries 

in some places were packed and cajoled to produce addresses. 
(5) 

As 

early aB June 1687: 

(1) Thomas Cartwrightq Diaryp Camden Soc. (1843), 479 48; Mcrrice 
Qv 107; Perry 11,493-4- 

(2) T. Cartwrightv OP citv 50 (see also 61,62); Morrice Q, 102p 
106,107s 1089 114Y 1189 137; R. Hallevq Lancashire its 
Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 119 282. 

(3) See CSrD 1687--9,124-5; G. V. Bennettq White Kennett 1660- 
1728 Bishop of reterborough (1957), 11. 

(4) VCH Somerset IIp 231- 

(5) millerg 225; VCH Somerset Up 231. 
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'the Mayor of Totnes in Devon and the Recorderg being 

complained of for discountenancing addressing to thank 

the King for his declarationg the former was dischargedv 

and the latter suspended'. 
(') 

In the capital 'emissaries' from the Court - probably Penn and 

Sir John Baber - were sent to meetings held by various Nonconformist 

groups during the spring and summer and exerted a strong influence in 

favour of addressing. John Tillotson's allegation that E8000 had been 

given to Alsop and Hurst to distribute among addressersp however, 

almost certainly had no foundation in fact. 
(2) 

It would appear that 

Court 'agents' including the Lord Chancellor himselfy were involved 

in persuading individuals - clergyp Nonconformist aid Anglicaný and 

some Bishops - to address. 
(3) 

In addition James Stewarty already in 

correspondence with Nonconformists in the United Provinces in an 

endeavour to induce them to UB8 their influence in favour of address- 

ingy had drawn up two papers intended to serve the same end. The 

first was entitled Reasons why Protestant Dissenters ought to concur 
VM We 

fif the IoLal establishment of libertyp and the secondq Reasons whyý.. 

0 O"e, 0*e /0 6" 
11 - 

-At Pnýet. w pea, 15-14'. concur 
afthe present libertz. A copy of 

I's 
each of these was sent to William Carstairs in Holland, whoý through 

Bentinckv probably passed them on to William of Orange. The contents 

of the first would seem to indicate that it was primarily intended 
(4) 

for circulation among English Dissenters. 

(1) Luttrell IP 405- 

(2) Morrice Qq 132; Wilson IIv 199-200; B. Dalep A History of Con- 
gregationalism (1907)9 451; Williams Iq x-xi; Calamyq Howeq 
134-5; Neal VY 31-38. 

(3) Morrice Qq 20) 132y 149; T. Cartwrightv Diary$ Camden Soc. 
(1843)t 46-48- 

(4) CSPD 168TAY 35-369 40-41t 429 44-459 68-69. The two papers them- 
selves are in King William's Chest, SP 8/1, pt. 29 ff. 136-140- 
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The only indication that any of the pressure on Nonconformist 

congregationsy as opposed to corporations and Grand Juriesp was at 

all sinister comes in an assertion by D. R. Lacey that 'authorities 

believe that the addresses from Wales were not spontaneous but 

engineered by the King's agents working on the fears of Nonconform- 

ists'. 
(') 

The assertion actually made by Lacey's 'authority' was that 

the three addresses which came from Wales 'were all probably engineered 

in some way or other by the King's agents working on the fears or 

greed of a few nominal Puritans'. 
(2) 

Even in the qualified form in 

which the statement is madep however, no evidence is put forward to 

support it. Since the whole articlep actually a commentary on a work 

published in 1924 by Dr. T. Richardsp is of a highly sectarian nature 

the assertion need not be taken seriously. 

Howeverg in endeavouring to d: bcover the amount of support 

represented by each address - or as many addresses as the information 

is available for - it is important to recognise at the outset that 

this was not only in proportion to the amount of support for the 

Declaration in a given locality or sectp if signatures were a reliable 

criterion2 but in proportion to the amount of pressure exerted. The 

addresses published in the London Gazette and the few which appear in 

the State rapersp(3) were published or inserted minus the signatures 

which were doubtless appended to ti-B(riginal documents. 
(4) 

But it is 

(1) Laceyt 341 n. 21. 
(2) J. Morgan Jonesp 'The indulgence of 1687 in Walesig BQ III 

(1926-27)9 47- 
(3) SP 31/5- 

(4) Morrice Qq 102. An analyst of1he Baptist addresses speculated 
that the signatures were not published with the addresses 
because they were 'probably.. so utterly obscure that the names 
would have made the addresses ridiculous'. S. W. Bowserq 'A 
Page from an Old Newspaper: 168719 TBHS V (1916-17)y 88. 
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significant thatp of the sample of Nonconformist addresses for 

which we know the, number of signaturesq the smal I number of addresses 

with a large number of signatures were sponsored by the 'Court 

Dissenters'. The largest was Penn's address from the London Quakers, 

which was estimated to have had eight hundred signatures; the address 

preserted from the Yearly Meeting of Quakers a month laterý since it 

was endorsed by that meeting, is unlikely to have carried individual 

signaturesp though it was re orted to have been funanimously passed'(1) p 

Barclay's address from the Scottish Quakers had the backing of sixty 

personsq and therefore probably carried the same number of signaturesý2) 

Alsop's address from -the London Presbyterians was signed by none of 

the important Presbyterian pastors of the Cityp against whose advice 

it was drawn upq and carried no more than thirty-nine signaturesq all 

except five of which were those of laymen. 
0) 

Stephen Lobb's address 

'from those of the Congregational persuasion in and aroUnd the Cities 

of London and Westminster' carried the signatures of, nine Congregat- 

ionalist ministers and one hundred and forty laymen. 
(4) 

Among the 

other addresses which are likely to have carried any considerable 

number of names are two from the Baptiste. The first address to be 

presented at Court was from a group of London Baptiste acting against 

the advice of Joseph Stennett and the influential William Kiffin. 

(1) Gazettes 2238,2245; Morrice Qv 114; Sewel IIP 435; Luttrell 
It 402,404; Yearly Meeting Epistlest 1681-18579 lt 33- 

(2) Gazette 2252; Braithwaiteq 134. Luttrell It 4079 411; W- F- 
Miller (ed), 'Reoords of the Yearly Meeting of Aberdeen 1672- 
178619 JFHS VIII (1911). 62p 63. 

(3) *Gazette 2238; Morrice Q. 1129 114P 115; Neal Vp S(a-, 313 
Luttrell 1,402. 

(4) Gazette 2238; Morrice Q, 115. Despite the greater number of 
signatures on the Congregational addressp in London the Presby- 
terians outnumbered the Independents 2tl. R. Thomas$ Daniel 
Williams Presbyterian Bishop (1964)v 8. 
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This group included Nehemiah Coxeq William Collinsq Thomas Plant 

and Benjamin Dennisp the same group which had established a con- 

vention of addressing the King the previous summerv who were 

believed to represent a minority opinion among the Baptist sects of 

London. In additiong a collective Baptist address was presented at 

Court in Junet from the faithful in virtually all the southern 

countiesý which had been drawn up by a special conference in London 
ý1) 

It is interesting that within twelve months two of the London Baptist 

sponsorsp Plant and Dennist had become so unpopular with their fellow 

believers that they found it necessary to publish a lengthy vindic- 

ation of their conduct in the previous year. 
(2) 

It is possible that 

an address from 'the people of Coventry' presented in June had the 

largest support. Sir John Evelyn was at Court when it was presented 

and noted that the man who handed it to the King explained 

'that this was not only the application of one partyp but the 

unanimous address of Church of England meny Presbyteriansp 

Independents and Anabaptists... It was reported[tha3 the 

subscribers were above a thousand' 

The oontext implies that this address was in some way unusual - 

doubtless because of its 'unanimity' and mass support. Evelyn goes 

on to describe an address which represented the other extreme; from 

'that monstrous and scarce Christian sect called the Family of Love' 

(1) Gazettes, 2234,2255; Morrice Q, 96; Ivimey IjIt6q; Crosby 1119 
197-1; Whitingg 130; S. W. Bowserq op city 88; Luttrell Iq 400p 
08. 

(2) T. Plant and B. Dennisq The Mischief of Persecution (7 May 1688); 
IvimeY Iv 472. Dennis also served as an electoral agent in 1688. 
See below PP- 4439 508-_ 

(3) Gazette 2252; Evelyn IVP 5539 554- 
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whose adherents 'chiefly belonged to the Isle of Ely'. 
(') 

If the 

number of 'subscribers' was a thousand it musty as its sponsor 

claimed, have had considerable support outside of the ranks of the 

Dissenters since a thousand was the number of Nonconformists in the 

city before the beginning of the great persecution and consequent 

decline; thoughp in view of this address's fulsome praise for His 

Majesty's concession of liberty of conscience (its only theme)v it 

is difficult to see why Anglicans would subscribe. 
(2) 

Typicaly perhapsp of many Nonconformist addresses was The 

Humble Address of some of the Nonconforming Party in and about the 

Town of Northampton, which begant 

'We whose names are hereunto subscribedp being a very small 

remnant of Your Majesty's Nonconforming subjects in and about 

the town of Northampton; and such who aie willing to live 

peaceably in the land (hoping our worst adversaries have no 

greater charge against us than in the matters of our God) shall 

not presume to say muchy who are in capacity to do so little. *1(3) 
Even more pathetic in their helplessness were the Cambridge Noncon- 

formists who sent their address to Court in October. From the records 

of the several parishes in the Cityp a Baptist historian has found 

evidence Sq" Maý#S 

And this despite the fact that in Tulv 1687 there were 

(1) Ibidt 554 (see editor's note 2). Perhaps because ofthe 
embarrassment caused at Court by the receipt of this address 
it does not appear in the Gazette. The sect was founded by 
Henrick ýicholas (1502-1580) and adhered to 'an anabaptist 
mysticism, entirely without dogmal. DNB XIVP 4279 428. 

(2) Warwick CR VIII9 xcii. 
(3) Gazette 2260. 
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eight Nonconformist places of worship in Cambridgep each with a 

fair sized congregation. 
(') 

A situation in which a minority 

claimed to represent the whole body of Nonconformists in an area 

may have been common. This may be why Luttrell reports the address 

from 'His kaje'sty's Loyal Subjects in Devon' as being from 'several$ 

of ]Rxoný an& elsewhere speaks of 'several' having addressed from 

Kingsbridgep 'several' from 'near Plymouth' and 'several Dissenters' 

from Sheffield. 
(2) 

Sir John Reresby believed that 

'the King was much deceived as to the opinion of his subjects 

concerning the indulgencey three or four men in divers places 

pretending to represent the thoughts of a whole corporation or 

dounty'. 
0) 

According to one source the address from the Nonconformists in Nant- 

wich represented a few signatures collected by a General Baptistp 

Samuel Actonv(4) and that from the Baptists of Staffordshirev 

Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire was actually from a few 

General Baptists onlv. 
(5) It would appear that the address 

received in June from fthose of-the Congregational persuasion in 

Great Yarmouth' wasp in facty from only one of the three or four 

Independent caEregations therev all of which were probably quite 

small, 
(6) 

and Morricey who drew his information from his patron 

Gazette 2287; Luttrell It 416; Parish Records cited B. Nutter, 
The Story of the Cambridge Baptists (1912)v 78-79; C. S. Kennyt 
'The Earlier History of the Emmanuel Church Cambridge$, CHST IV (1909-1910)v 185, C, CH. M. Spuffordt 'Dissenting Churches in 
Cambridgeshire from' 1660-1700't Proceedings of the Cambridge 
Antiquarian SocietypLXI (1968), 699 70P 73-4. 

(2) Gazettes 2242,22569 2268; Luttrell It 404Y 408p 411. 
(3) Reresbyp 495. 
(4) Gazette 2273; S. W. Bowserp op citt 88. 
(5) Gazette 2244; S. W. Bowsert op cit. 
(6) Gazette 2250; Brownep 178. 
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Sir John Maynard2 asserted that the address of 'the Barristers of 

Middle Temple' was in fact the work of a small group of Roman 

Catholic barristersq newly elevated to their positions by the 

King. 
(" 

Despite the efforts of certain 'ministers and lay inhabi- 

tants' who were 'Out in many streets taking subscriptionstp even the 

address from 'His Majesty's loyal subjects dwelling in the City and 

Liberties of Westminster' was only supported by a small minority 

and encountered much opposition; andq wrote Morricep 'They in our 

section of the town [the City itself] seem not very forward to address 

, 
(2) 

at all . Many of the Anglican addresses claiming to represent the 

clergy of particular dioceses were also, very probablyp the work of 

dedicated minorities under pressure from their bishops. 
(3) 

Even when no corroborative evidence is availablep the demo- 

graphical size of many of the towns and districts from which addresses 

came bespeal%their unimportancet the Presbyterians of Macclesfield or 

Maidstonef the Independents of Hitching the Nonconformists of South 

Molton. (4) 
The process of devolution - the result of twenty-five 

years of persecution(5) - had led to a situation in which 'congreg- 

ations, were merely smallp fragmented 'parcels' of believers. 
(6) 

In 

1687 the gathering together of these scattered groups did not take 

place immediately. The church books and records of meetings kept by 

many Nonconformist congregations in England until some time between 

(1) Gazette 2250; Morrice Qp 121. 
(2) Gazette 2238; Morrice Qp 102. 
(3) Morrice Q9 101p 1029 106j 1089 114P 118- 
(4) Gazettes: 2274 and 2295; 2260. 
(5) See above P-85. 
(6) Harmer MS-76.9p 154; Brownep 260; Ro T. Jonesp Congregational- 

ism in England: 1662-1962 (1962)9 83-84- See R. E. Leaderp 
'origins of Nonconformity in SheffieldIq CHST VI (1913-15)9 397- 
403o 

t 
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1681 and 1686t when they were forced to. 'scatterlg do not reco=ence 

until after the establishment of 'parliamentary toleration$ in 

1689. 
(1) 

Hence the addresses sent by the Independents Of Norwich, 

the 'Nonconformists' of Sheffieldl and the Baptists of Nantwich and 

Stafford represented only fragments of once large congregations. 
(2) 

And they were probably typical of many more. 
(3) 

It is significant 

that 'the respectable as well as numerous' 'preponderance' of 

Independents in Hull - the one Independent congregation had had a 

membership of only fifty-five in 1669 and had increased to only 113 

in 1698 - did not addressq the only address produced by that city 

coming from the smaller Presbyterian congregation in Bowl Alley 

Lane. 
(4) 

The Canterbury Nonconformists - where the Independents 

alone had had a congregation of 500 in 1669 - took until November 

to address. 
(5) 

Except for the Bedford Baptists' contribution to 

the large Baptist addressy the Nonconformists of Bedfordshireq whose 

numerical weighting in the-population had been considerably above 

0 the average of other counties in 1676, did not address at all, 
(6) 

Harmer MS-76-9p 35-369 89P 101,108p 1229 130; 76.19 58-59; 
Walter Wilson MS Iq ij 90-92; iiip 163-164ý 179Y 180P 368; iv, 
63; v, 211,212; MS-553 Dý l3s 16-179 22t 130; W. T. Whitley 
ed)p The Church Books of Ford or Cuddington and Amersham ý1912)9 

xv. 
(2) Gazettes 2242,22689 2244; Walter Wilson MS-553 Dy 152-5; 

A. G. Matthewsp CongregationalChurches in Staffordshire (1924), 
83 -84; Brownep 260. ýMR. T. Jonesp Congregationalism in England 
1662-1962 (1962), 83-84i 

ý 
H. H. Oakleyp Beginnings of 

Congregationalism in Sheffield (1913)p 44P 49Y 53p 61. 

(3) J- Peircev A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 1718), 
270-1- 1 

(4) Gazette 2287; Welter Wilson MS-553 Do 110-115; VCH Yorkshires 
East Riding 1,312. See A. E. Troutq 'Nonconformity in Hullt, 
CHSTIX (1924-6)9 37-38. 

(5) Gazette 2297; G. P. Nuttallp 'Dimenting Churches in Kent 
before 1700'1 JEH XIV (1963)p 177- 

(6) Gazette 2255; Bunyanq 294. 



327 

The scatteredq though in 1669 and 1676 considerableg Nonconformist 

population of Warwickshire only produced one addressq that from 

'His Majesty's Loyal Subjects in Coventry'. 
(') 

It is interesting 

that a number of towns where Nonconformists were known to be nwrerous - 

Leicesterg Newcastleg Tivertong Exeter 
(2) 

_ should produce no addresses 

at allf and that Cumberlandq where Nonconformity was notoriously weakp 

should produce twoý3) 

Evidently it was one thing to take advantage of the King's 

Declarationy even express private satisfaction at the freedom to do sop 

but quite another thing actuallY to express one's thanks in an addressp 

which might be construed as seeming to approve a prerogative actp and 

might even look foolish if the beneficial effects of that prerogative 

act proved short-lived. But there was much more to the reluctance of 

Nonconformists to address than this. The most influential leaders of 

all of the three major sects in the capital refused to address and 

advised others against doing sop as did some eminent pastors in the 

Provinces. And in the stand of these informed leaders there was 

something more than a fear of the long-term results of seeming to 

approve an unconstitutional act. In his correspondence with William 

Carstairs in the United Provincesp James Stewart asserted that he 

failed to comprehend the attitude of Dissenters in regard to address- 

ing and co-operating with the King's programme. 

'No honest man can be enough concerned to help forward so good 

(1) Gazette 2252; Warwick CR VIIIt lxxvii, lxxxi-lxxxiiq lxxxiii- 
lxxxvq 3. xxxvi-lxxxviiip xciiý xcviv xcviii. 

(2) Lyon Turner Im. 89.27,13P 14; Walter Wilsn MS Ip vp 18-27; 
IIS-553 ])ý 16-17p 22. 

(3) West Cumberland and LeathwardgCumberlandp Gazette 2270; Walter 
Wilson MS-553 Dý 1ý 3v 5p 9p 13. 
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a work which the consenting to this liberty ... would 

undoubtedly effectuate. And truly since according to the 

account I have given you the favour of this liberty is realy 

the advantage of Dissenting Protestants every way the great- 

estý the succession sacredp and a legal establishment of what 

is done growing every day to us more necessaryp I cannot see 

UfMn what grounds your people can stand it out'. 
(1) 

In his replyp Carstairs provided a clue to the further element in the 

thinking of informed Dissenters toward the Declaration: 

'The importance of the affair you write of is such as cannot 

but make a man of my circumstancesy who has met with so much 

trouble on your side [of the North Sea] afraid to be con- 

cerned in it; it is true the Protestant interest ought to 

be preferred by every honest man to all particular concerns 

of his own ... yet sometimes it is hard to know where the 

interest of religion lies, and even when using the utmost of 

our reason as we thinkv in a consideration of present circum- 

stancesp [we] may run into mistakes both as to sentiments and 

Practice that may be of no small disadvantage even to that 

which we prize most... 1 
(2) 

Whilst the Presbyterian Dons, and those over whom they had influence 

hadq thanks to Charles II's 'enticements) begun to realise that compre- 

hension was becoming less and less likely and to discuss guardedly the 

Possibility of 'limited tolerationIq comprehension was still to them 

an issue in 16879 and complete toleration as unwelcome as it had always 

(1) J. Stewart to W-Carstairsp 26 July 1687ý CSPD 1687-qp 35- 
(2) W. Carstairs to J. Stewartg (c. 29-31) July 16879 CSPD 1687-9 40. 

To improve the sense of this quotation the word 'not' has been 
omitted from the seventh line. 
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been, If what was. being conceded was complete toleration by a 

prerogative acty the infringement of their political ethic served 

merely to make it more distasteful. The crux of their antipathy 

was the belief that 'the interest of religion' - comprehension or a 

limited parliamentary toleration - was being jeopardised bythe thing 

at present being attempted. Bates and Morrice believedv and endeav- 

oured, to persuade othersp that to address would repudiate comprehen- 

sion by approving general toleration (the constitutional issue aside) 

and wouldp thereforet alienate the 'sober churchmenly thus destroyingp 

possibly for goodq the prospect of comprehension whichy through their 

friendshipp had again begun to appear as a practical possibility. 
(') 

Since Baxter was called upon by Sir John Baber to explain why he had 

not subscribed to the address of the London Presbyterians he had an 

opportunity to set down his objection to addressing in detail. There 

hact beent he explainedg five reasons: 

'Firstp because I never saw itp nor was it offered to me. 

Iýy brethreny knowing my weaknessp I supposep justly thought 

me unmeet for any such employment and met about it a mile or 

more from me'. 

Baxter ingenuously went on to remind Baber of the nature of the charge 

made against him in 1685 and the fact that he was still 'under-Z400 

and E200 bonds for behaviour': if his Paraphrase of the New Testsment 

had offended 'the Churchp would not an address giving thanks that it 

had been relieved of the power to 'ejectv silenceg imprison and ruin 

us#, be even more offensive? With subtle irony Baxter continued: 

R. Baxter to Sir John Baberg Baxter MSS (Letters) Vp f- 40; 
Morrice P, 161,176; H. P. R. Smith, Cambridge Historical Essays 
XXIt The Theory of Religious Liberty in the Reigns of Charles II 
and James II (1911)p 5-8; Nuttall & Chadwickq 236-7. 
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'Secondy I believe that the King would beEgainst my punish- 

ment [now]; and that he was not for it then [June 1685] his 

Declaration seemeth to tell me. And yet I was near two year 

a prisoner or worse... 

'Thirdl my Nonconformityq lying mostly in an averseness to 

such oaths, subscriptions and covenants whose truth I am 

unsatisfied of, it's two to one but an imposed form of 

address will have some word at which I shall scruple... 

and what I should draw up might not satisfy others'. 

His use of the phrase 'an imposed form of address' may be evidence 

of the accuracy of Halifax's statement that the actual form of the 

addresses was foisted by the Court on Nonconformist groups whomerely 

reproduced themo or it may only be a restrospective reference to the 

Letter to a Dissenter (Baxter's letter is dated 1687 and may have been 

written after the publication of Halifax's pamphlet)y or it may have 

been a reference to the fact that Alsop had drawn up the address 

before inviting 'subscriptions'. 

'Fourthp I have these thirty-five years made loveg concord 

and peace the main study of my life; and I dare not now 

violate it causelessly with the body of the Conforming 

Clergy... 

Baxter's final point was that he had asked 'two or three' if 

they would sign an address if he were to draw one upp and they had 

declined on the grounds that an address had already been presented 

'in the name of the Presbyterians' of London. 
(') 

In all likelihood 

R. Baxter to Sir J. Babert 16879 Baxter MSS (Letters) Vp f- 40- 
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this was a sardonic allusion to the factv known to both Baber 

and Alsopq(l) that this address represented a minority of the 

Presbyterian pastors in the capital. 

In their stand against addressing Bates and Baxter were 

joined by another group of influential Presbyterianev many of them 

from the provincesq whose stand was influenced to a much greater 

extent by political and consitutional considerations. This group 

included Richard Stretton of Leedsp Daniel Williamsp newly arrived 

from Ireland (a refugee from the 'Papist administration' of 

Tyrconnel), John Howev newly arrived from Holland with the specific 

objective of opposing the Declarationp Joseph Bennett of Sussex, 

who 'prevented' his congregation from addressingg and Henry Flamank 

of Tavistock. These men drew analogies between this'and previous 

forms of enticementp and believed that no religious settlement'in 

England could last unless it had the ap1roval of Parliament. 
(2) 

Williams took the political argument further than the rest: like 

James Harrington he believed that the causes of civil and religious 

liberty were closely connected; Harrington had argued that where 

Civil liberty was entire it included liberty of conscienceg and where 

liberty of conscience was entire there must be civil liberty. At a 

Nonconformist meeting to consider whether an address should be drawn 

(1) R. A. Beddardq 'Vincent Alsop and the Bnancipation of Restor- 
ation DissentIq JEH XnV, No. 2 (April 1973)v 176. 

(2) Morrice Q, 1129 1439 149P 161-2; Calamys Abridgemento 376-7; 
Vol 11 678,683; Matthew Henry's Funeral Sermon for Strettong 
45, cited Neal Vo 36Y 37; R. Halleyq Lancashirev its Puritan- 
ism and Nonconformity (1872) 110 279; Miallp 96; Wilson IIp 
199-200; IIIv 131; CRý 48v 200; S. W. Carruthersq 
'Conventicles and ConventiclersIq JPHS X. No. 3 (May 1954)v 
lo6. 
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upv waic'ony airjaca 
'that it. was with him past doubty that theEeverities of the 

former reign upon the rrotestant Dissentersp were rather as 

they stood in the way of arbitrary power than forpeligious 

dissent; so it were better for them to be reduced to their 

former hardshipsp than [by 
addressing] declare for measures 

destructive of the liberties of their country; and that for 

himselfo before he would concur in an address which should 

be thought an approbation of the dispensing power, he should 

choose to lay down his liberty at His Majesty's feet 1. 
(1) 

John Howep whose concern for the Dutch interest led him to attend all 

the numerous meetings which occurred in London on the question of 

addressing, applauded Williams' view and asserted that he had expressed 

the consensus of the meeting. 
(2) 

Even among the Baptists, who had been the first to addressp 

there were three stalwart opponents of addressingt William Kiffing a 

]Particular Baptist, John Banyany a General Baptistp and Joseph 

Stennettp a Sabbatarian Baptist. To the end of his days Kiffin laid 

the execution of his grandsons in the Bloody Assize at the King's 

door. All three men had some understanding of the constitutional 

issue at stake; Kiffin could certainly remember the struggle against 

the prerogative before the civil wars. The Prerogativep howeverp for 

Kiffing Bunyan and Stennettp who were probably typical of many rank 

and file Dissenters of most sects, was infinitely more distasteful 

Williams Ip x; Wilson 119 199-200; H. F. R. Smithp Cambridge 
Historical Essays XXI: The Theory of Religious Liberty in the 
Reigns of Charles II and Janes II (1911)ý 23. After his return 
Williams was very closely associated with Baxter. Williams Ip xii. 

(2) Calamyq Howep 132-4,135- 
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now because it was equated with Catholicism. Stennett sought to 

draw attention to this equation, and to conjure up the horrors it 

implied to the popular imaginationp by composing a series of 

doggerel versesy which were read out at Baptist meetings. 
(3-) 

Whether it was the desire to coalesce with moderate Churchmen 

in the interest of comprehension which prompted many influential 

Dissenters to oppose addressingg or whether it was just a visceral 

fear of Catholicismg the common denominator was that all had become 

hardened against the tired weapon of enticement during the previous 

reign. It is no coincidence that Nonconformist sources indicate that 

it was the younger generation of Dissenters who addressed James II in 

16879 those toihom his approach was a novelty. 
(2) 

Hence if a quanti- 

tative analysis of the addresses points to the fact that on many 

occasions they were merely the work of isolated groups of believerst 

with little political potentialp a prdiminary qualitative analysis 

(from the negative angle of those who opposed addressing) would seem 

to indicate that from the outset many of the most influential sectarian 

leaders opted out of the King's programme. This is not to minimise 

the-influence of leading ministers who did sponsor addresses Penn, 

Barclayp Lobby Alsopq Coxe and Collins - though it may have been the 

casev despite the purity of their motivesp that the influence of the 

Court Dissenters within their seats decreased in proportion to their 

involvement in the Government's programme-M 

(1) Kiffin, 84; Wilson IIq 596; 
- 

G. H. 
Pikey Ancient Weeting Houses (1870)9 17S'A Whitingg 130-1; 
Ivimey Iv 470-472; H. W. Clarky English Nonconformity (1912) IIY 
110; S. W. Bowserp 'A Page from an Old Newspaper: 16871p TBHS 
V (1916-17), 88. $Ik Op 4ty 1&7, ZO, 

(2) Morrice Qq 162; Neal VY 36. 
(3) Portland Misc. 19 PwA 2126e; Calamyy Howev 13'5- 
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In attempting a qualitative assessment of the addresses 

themselves it is useful to note thaty in addition to the addresses 

which thanked the King for his undertakings in regard to the Church 

of England, and those which included panegyrics on Liberty of Con- 

science which betrayed their Nonconformist originsp there were also 

a great many seemingly neutral addressesý giving every appearance of 

having been sent merely in the interest of politeness and not betray- 

ing any political or religious standpoint. These addresses arose 

from the fact that between October 1687 and April 1688 James II was 

restoring the members of the Chartered Livery companies purged by 

Charles II in 1683-4-(') From October it became fashionable for 

each of these companies to address the King in thanks for his Dec- 

laration. Between then and April 1688 twenty such addresses were 

received. The addresses were usually briefq with some similarity in 

phraseology. Despite the fact that those being appointed to the 

companies were mainly Dissenterst and though thankful that an end 

had been put to persecutiong they are without a hint of any sectar- 

ian origin - or Anglicant since some of the companies may have 

addressed before they were purged - or anything which might be 

understood as a Political commitment. 
(2) 

Hence in any political 

evaluation of the addresses they can be ignored. Even their 

expressions of thanks in some cases were so general as to make it 

doubtful whether approbationt let alone supportj was implied. 

The rest of the addresses fall into one of two qualitative 

divisions# Firstp addresses from substantial interests: Mayorso 

CorporationspGrand Juries, Common Councilsq High Stewardsp Burgesses 

(1) Luttrell Ig 4159 416P 438. 
(2) VCH London 19 347; Gazettes 2287,22889 22899 2290,22929 2294Y 

2296t 22979 23009 23079 2314p 2315p 23179 2323t 2333. 
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and Capital Citizens; groups capable of influencing the choice and 

election of MPs and directly assisting the King's programme. Between 

April and the end of October 1687 thirty-seven such addresses were 

published in the Gazette. 
(') 

of these only one - that of the hand- 

ful of Catholic Barristers in the Middle Temple 
(2)_ 

spoke in favour 

of the Royal Prerogativep and only one - from the Grand J4ry of 

Lincoln in October - made mention of parliamentary approval by 

addingg 'We doubt not but your Parliament will join with your 

Majesty to make 
(the Declaration3 into a perpetual lawl. 

(3) 
However, 

it is significant that eighteen of these addresses thanked the Kingy 

not only or primarily for granting liberty of conscienceg butp as 

the Corporation of Tavistock put ito for having 

'graciously' signified his #resolution of protectingt supp- 

orting and maintaining 
[his] Archbishopsg Bishops and Clergy 

and all 
[his] 

other subjects of the Church... as by law 

established 19 

in return for which favours they declaredp 'to the period of 
Eheir] 

livesp Ehey 
would] endeavour to demean themselves as became true 

sons of the Church of ]ý, Igland,. 
W 

The Corporation of Carstang under- 

tookv in return for the assurances made to the Anglican Churchy'never 

to lift up our hand against our King'. 
(5) 

Only the CorporatLon 

of Gloucesterg the Grand Jury of Hereford (in August)p the 

Freeman of Banbury and the Grand Jury of Northumberland (in 

(1) See Appendix Two. 

(2) Gazette 2250- See abovep P- 325- 
(3) Gazette 2286. 

(4) Corp. Tavistook, Gazette 2270; the other seventeen in Gazettes 
22429 22509 22519 2252,2254p 22579 22609 22639 22669 2269, 
22709 2273,22759 2276p 2282. 

(5) Gazette 2282. 
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September) actually promised support for the King's Programme by 

saying that they wouldp 

'whenever [His Majesta shall be pleased to call another 

Parliament... use their utmost interest to chose such Members 

as may complyo; A[74s Majesty's] gracious inclination in U71 

repealing the Penal Laws'. 

Of the foury one mentioned repealing the Tests and one worded the 

promise to elect compliant MPs in such a way as to make it sound like 

a tactful reminder to the King of the importance of having Parlia- 

mentary sanction for his Declaration. 
(') 

Between the beginning of November 1687 and the Second Declar- 

ation of Indulgenceg the character of the addresses sent by 'substantial 

interests' changed considerably from those sent earlier. Of the 

nineteen addresses only four - three of them in November - thanked 

the King for his promises to protect the Church of Englandq(2) and 

three Obll-ýM'Z! q reminded him that Liberty could only be permanent if 

enacted by Parliament. (3) 
It is most significant when compared with 

the earlier addressesp howeverp that fifteen of the nineteen made 

specific promises of support for the King's programme. 
(4) 

Contrary 

to Halifax's belief in the futility of the King's policy of re- 

modelling the corporationsp(5) this must be taken as some indication 

of at least its limited success. Two of these addresses were received 

from the remodellecl corporations of towns from whose previous 

(1) Gazettes 2254Y 

(2) Gazettes 2293t 

(3) Gazettes 2327P 

(4) Gazettes 2292t 
2330v 2332t 23 

(5) Sp 8/1t pt. 29 

22689 2276. 

2297p 2329. 

2328p 2329. 

22939 23129 23139 2322p 2325p 23279 2328v 2329p 
34p 2336p 2339,2341. 

ff. 203-61 207-8; (od), U601PS, 
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corporations less effusiveg more non-committalp addresses had 

already been received. 
(') 

Others were from the remodelled corpor- 

ations of towns whose corporations had previously been silent. The 

address from the new corporation at Gloucester - more effusive'than 

the address from the old corporation - 

assured His Majesty of their 4united and utmost endeavourSto 

elect for Parliamentp when called, such Members)as they might 

'ýreasonably hopetshould*, Joyfully and readily meet and join with 

His Majesty.. in the repeal of the two Test Actsq so subject 

to dangerous interpretations'., 
(2) 

The new corporation in Tewkesbur Y* 
ý 

where the previous 

corPoration had been silentp said ; 
6 

'though Wf 
- 

haV12 before) i, 4 * piri-Vair capacity, add#ý, Mrd 
[Nonconformist 

addresses had been received 

from the countV of which thisi borough was a par t] 
(3) 

... 

yet now bQiAtj#n*gaj9J 6 
4ýwr 

kajfSfy with the government of I 

the corporation' 

they were in a position to make a more definite commitment to elect 

MPs who would repeal the Test and Penal Laws#(4) Prom November to 

APril addresses were received from nine boroughs - Banburyp Iýridportq 

Nottinghamq Readingf Tewkesburyp Abingdon, Hertfordp Hull and Chard - 

where the corporations had not previously addressed. 
(5) 

The willimness of many remodelled corporations to commit 

(1) Newcastle-under-Line: Gazettes 2252v 2312; Gloucester 2254v 2313- 
(2) Gazette 2313 (c. f. 2254)- 
(3) Gazettes 2243v 2282. 

(4) Gazettes 2325v 2327. 

(5) Gazettes 22929 2293,2297,2322p 2325v 2327,23289 2332p 2335-- 
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themselves more unequivocally to the King's programme can be 

attributed either to the influence of Roman Catholic mayorsp alder- 

men and common council men - an influence which some contemporaries 

thought was considerable though moderate(') - or to the fact that the 

Nonconformists chosen to sit on the corporations were more compliant 

in their views than most Dissentersy org at leasty than those, mainly 

ministersq who have left their views on record. Sinceq as will be 

seeng Nonconformists who had a particular aversion to serving as 

office-holders found it possible to avoid doing sog and since those 

known to be hostile to the King's programme would not be approached 

anywayt it is likely that many of those who became Aldermen or Common 

Council men in the remodelled corporations would not stop short of a 

commitment to secure the election of compliart 12Ps. The significance 

of the greater compliance of the small number of remodelled corpor- 

ations which addressed, howeverp must not be exaggerated. The most 

significant deductions to be made from the addresses are negative 

ones. Whilst two Corporations sent second addresses after remodelling, 

the rest did not do so. And many corporations did not address at allp 

either before or after remodelling. Among these were Bristolp 

Norwich, Dorchesterp Exeter, Chichesterp Cambridgey 

Northamptong Tauntong Maidstoneq Ipswichp Plymouth, Canterburyp 

Tivertong Coventry, Andoverp Chatford and Honiton. From all of these 

towns small groups of Dissenters had already sent addresses. 

(1) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2110ap 2112d; BM Add. US 34515) ff 39P 
499 50; Morrice Qq 215. N. B. Those being put into the corpor- 
ations in the place of the recalcitrant Tories were from[m-any 
dissident groups of whicli Nonconformists were only one. See 
below PP. 445-457. 

(2) Presbyterians: Gazettes 2246t 2248p 2295; Congregationalistst 
Gazettes 2242v 2250p 2246;, Nonconformists: (collective) Gazettes 
2245,22609 22689 2287y 2297; 'Loyal Subjects': Gazettes 2249P 
2251y 22529 2270v 22769 2282ý 2284,2287. 
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But how many ITs could they elect? The Corporations of other 

boroughs from which Nonconformists had sent addresses were dragging 

N their heels; the Corporation of the City of London did not address 

until Octoberv nor did the cor porations of Colchester and Yarmouth ý1) 

The addresses from Grand J4ries were not always as significant 

as they appeared to be. Many may have resulted from pressures 

applied by the Judges of Assizep some were only drawn up after a 

fracas with elements who had no wish to 'give thanks to the King for 

encouraging FanAticsIp others may have resulted from packingp 
(2). 

andp 

even then, a lot were Anglican in their phraseology. At theSpring 

Assizes in Exeter one 'high loyal Church of England man' 'said he had 

done God and the King more service in imprisoning one Nonconformist 

minister than in imprisoning a thousand rebelsl. 
(3) 

The secord qualitative division consists of addresses from 

light-weight interests. These include groups of Presbyterians and 

Congregationalistsi two sects which had a past tradition of political 

involvementq but since 1681 had fallen into quietismy and ever since 

1661 had suffered a social deterioration which rendered themless 

likely to become involved with the King's programmey andless likely 

to be useful to that programme if they did become involved. 
(4) 

Those 

I 
Gazettes 2285,2287. An idea of the number of corporations and 
other official bodies which did not address in 1687-8 may be had 
by effecting a comparison with the addresses received by James at 
his accession. Between February and June 1685 he received 361 
addresses from corporationsy JPsj Grand Juriesq chartered livery 
companies and clergy ofthe Church of England. Luttrell It 329, 
3311 3329 333-4y 335-6y 336-7,338-9,340P 342,343-4. Between 
April 1687 and April 1688 the King received ninety-nine addresses 
from such sources. See Appendix Twop sections A and C. The dis- 
crepancy can by no means entirely be accounted for by the paucity 
of addresses from Anglican clergy in 1687-8. 

(2) See above P-318. 
(3) Morrice Qq 1019 138; Gazettes 2242p 22529 22579 2260,2263P 

22699 22759 2276. 
(4) See above pp. 83-93. 
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N 

few who had been involved Politically since that time had espoused 

views and taken action which seemed to make them still more likely 

to resist enticement than the quietists. But the light-weight 

interests which addressed the King also included groups of Baptists 

and Quakers. The seven Quaker addresses, and the ten addresses in 

which Baptists took part (including the three sent jointly with the 

Congregationalists), look fairly modest by comparison with those from 

Presbyterian and Anglican sources (corporationsp as well as clergy). 

butp in factp probably represented a greater willingness to address 

since both Baptists and Quakers went in for collective addresses 

covering wide areas andý especially in the latter caseý are known to 

have represented large numbers of people. 
(') 

In the last analysist 

howeverp evidence of the relative willingness of each of the sects 

to address is disguised by the fact that in fifty-six Dissenting 

addressesp senders preferred to style themselves as 'Your Majesty's 

loyal subjects dwelling in... Ia particular districty or merely as 

'Nonconformists' . 
(2 

Roger Morrice asserted thaty whilst His Majesty 

preferred to receive addresses which were in a more fulsome vein$ he 

quickly realised that he 'could not expect such from Presbyteriansp 

let alone any positive undertakings1v thatp in totalp only a small 

minority of Presbyterians subscribed to addresses and that 'most of 

those who did address owned not the dispensing powerý and none 
V.. (3) 

ma4fied the prerogative'. The Presbyterian apologist Edmund 

(1) See above PP- 321-322; Quaker Collective addressesp Gazettes 
2282 (Wales and N. W. England), 2270 (West Scotland)q 2273 
(Ireland)ý 2252 (Scotland)v and 2245 (the Yearly Meeting); 
Baptist collective addresses: Gazettes 2244 (Midland Counties)v 
2259'(Southern Counties). 

(2) See Appendix Two. 
(3) Morrice Qi 143t 149. See Ellis Iv 274Y cii. 
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Calamy took much the same line. 
(1) 

But this is true of all the 

Nonconformist addressesy and the assertion that Presbyterian 

addresses were more restrained than those of the other sects is 

unfounded. Andq though it is probably true that the Presbyterian 

addressers did not mean to commit themselves to co-operation with 

the King's programmeq six out of the fourteen made general remarks 

which might be construed by a monarch expecting such commitmEnts as 

promises of more than just future loyalty. In facty it would not 

have presupposed a total lack of realism on the part of the King had 

he taken the fulsome praise of his person and policies contained in 

the addresses of the Bristoly Colchesterý East Somerset and Hull 

Presbyterians as implied undertakings of support. 
(2) 

The London 

Presbyteriansq having thanked the King for his promise 'to engage 

Disj two Houses of Parliament in a concurrence with .. so excellent a 

work' (the only mention of parliamentary concurrence in any Presbyter- 

ian address)p went on to promise to 'be most forward and faithful in 

Eheir3 allegiancel. 
(3) Coming as it did immediately after the reference 

to Parliamentp the King could not be blamed had he construed this as 

a tactful undertaking of support. The 'highest obligations' by which 

the Bristol Presbyterians felt bound in allegiance to His Majesty 

and which they intended to discharge; the undertakings of the 

Colchester Presbyterians 'to answer [qis Majesty'3_ Transcendant Grace' 

toward them ; 'the duties of lovingv faithful and obedient subjects, 

which the Somerset Presbyterians intended to fulfil were to them 

large-sounding nothings of the sort expected of them in this kind of 

(1) Ca'laimy, Abridgementy 376-7; Calamyp'Howep 136-7. 
(2) Gazettes 2246,22659 2287- 
(3) Gazette 2238. 
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exercise buty seen through the eyes of the Kingy might help to 

account for a certain over-optimism evident in his utterances of 

the early summer. 
(1) 

These, and corresponding phrases in the 

addresses of the Independentsp may also help to account for the 

fact thatv though the revulsion of opinion against the Declaration 

had taken place much earlier in these two sectsy it was not until 

mid-November that foreign observers began to note that 'the Presby- 

terians and Independents are coming off from the fondness they had 

at first for the Toleration' and that the promises they had made 

earlier were widely believed to have been meaningless. 
(2) 

A 
There was one major difference between the Presbyterian addresses 

and those sent by Congregationalistsp either on their own or in con- 

junction with Baptists. Of the twelve addresses sent by Congregation- 

aliststSOV10%made & central point of their thanksgiving the King's 

undertaking to make the liberty 'perpetual by obtaining the concurrence 

of the two Houses of Parliamentp that it might never be in the power 

of any thereafter to take it from theml. 
(3) 

The addresses of the 

Congregationalists in Yarmouth, Nor&ne and Hitchiný howeverparknWfd 

U undertaking to do all in their power to facilitate the 

election of a compliant Commonsy(4) and those of the Congregationalists 

in London and NorWick, promised to make it theirIconstant endeavourl 
(5) 

to answer His Majesty's'just expectationd'from them Of the seven 

(1) Gazettes 2246,22659 2287 (See-also addresses of Dubling Maccles- 
field and Edinburgh Presbyterians 2253v 2274t 2280); d'Addat 
20 June ITS, cited J. P. Yenyonp Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland 
(1958), 158. 

(2) Portland kisc. 19 PwA 2099b (17 November); BM Add IIS-34515v f-31. 
(3) See Appendix Two; Gazettes 2238v 2250y 2265ý 2295p 2243,22469 

2287- 

(4) Gazettes 2250,2265p 2295- 

(5) Gazettes 2238p 2242. 
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addresses from exclusively Baptist sources) four included similar 

clauses which might - with greater realism than in the case of the 
Presbyterians - be construed as promises of support. 

(l) 
It is signifi- 

cant, howeverg that the collective Baptist addresst representing the 

whole of the South of Englandý contained nothing which could be 

remotely construed as an undertaking to co-operate but 

prayed qhat the Wisdom of the Nationg when they shall meet 

in3ovftwo Houses of Parliament will cheerfully agree 

that all this may be confirmed unto the present and after 

ages by law'. 
(2) 

The Baptists in Kent (and this is the only Nonconformist address which 

contained such a clause)p thanked God for prompting the King to 

promise to protect the followers ofq as well as the dissenters from, 

'the National Way'. 
0) 

The seven Quaker addresses are devoid of 

Political significance. In the past the Quakers in general (as 

opposed to Penn and possibly Barclay) had seen the Court as the only 

possible source of relief from persecutionp but had had no further 

interest in political involvement. Hence their addresses thankfully 

recalled the past and present goodness of the Princep eulogised his 

long-standing commitment to toleration and made no sort of commitment 

to help to facilitate the success of the policy of which the Declar- 

ation was only a part. 
(4) 

13Y far the greater part of the thirty-seven addresses from 

'Nonconformist' sources which did not care to specify their sect or 

(1) Gazettes 2234 (London), 2241 (Leicester)t 
2244 (Cheshire and Shropshire). 

(2) Gazette 2255. (2) 

(3) 
(4) 

Gazette 2252. 

2244 (Midland Counties), 

Gazettes 22389 2245p 2252p 22709 2273,2282ý 2287- 
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which rePresented more than one sect in a Particular district were, 

like the Quaker addresses, perely what they purported to be; 

addresses of thanks and no more. Nine of them - from Taunton, South 
CIA01 wiliý"401 

Moltonq Essexv West Cumberlandt LeathWaro( ý Oxfordshirep Hampshire4 

Cambridge and Staplehurst(l) - thanked the, King for his promise 

to secure the concurrence of Parliament. Only two - from the Noncon- 

formists of West Somerset and of Oxfordshire - made any kind of 

political commitment: the formerg 'to answer the great obligation 

laid upon them' 
(2) 

; the latter 'to use their utmost endeavours to 

elect such persons 
[to the Parliament] as may abrogate and abolish 

such laws as have impeded the free exercise of religion'. 
0) 

Two 

addresses seemed to envisage a future conflict in which theorp on the 

side ofthe King2 would have to contend with their late persecutorsy 

the Anglicansq 'who are yet to learn what it is to do to others as 

they would be done unto'; and one of thesef from the Nonconformists 

of Staplehurstp in pessimistic vein 'hopedIthat there would not be 

found an English Parliament! which would'seem to frustrate(the3 Royal 

Resolution'. (4) 

3 Of the nineteen addreys in which the believers not only 

declined to specify their sect but even eschewed the title of 'Non- 

conformists1v designating themselves 'His Majesty's Loyal Subjects'p 

almost all took the form of a panegyric on liberty of conscience 

followed by lavish helpings of fulsome flattery for the King. It was 

almost as if the individual sects had been afraid to implicate them- 

selves by too fulsome an acclamation of the King's venture butp free 

(1) Gazettes 2245,226o, 2262,2270p 2277,22829 22879 2297- 
(2) Gazette 2254- 

(3) Gazette 2277- 

(4) Canterbury. Gazette 2297; Staplehurst. ibid. 2297- 
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of the labelsp felt less restrained. Almost all made reference 
to past persecution but did so in such a way as to indicate that 

the senders were Diisenting laity rather than clergy; another 

explanation for their lack of restraint. 
(') 

Only threep howeverv 

contained anything that might be read as an offer of support. 'His 

Majesty's loyal Traders of Exeter1V 'observing that no return of 

thankfulness hath yet been made.. from this Corporation'p assured 

the King that 'every last drop of blood' would be at his disposalo (2) 

His Majesty's Loyal Subjects in Dorchester p and those in Hertfordp 
a 4 Me I Orot ef WO, 1WVWV11 4W W 64*0- - ho=p 

ýýre 
rrepare to put at tWh King's disposal the more practical 

gift of their votes. 

In the fifty-six addresses from 'Substantial Interests' - ando 

as has been observed, the Corporations of many of the larger towns did 

not address - James had received eighteen offers of co-operation. 
(4) 

From 'Light-Weight Interests'l mainly Nonconformist groupsP he had 

received ninety-six addressesp and in them six firm promises to 
I 

support compliant candidates in the envisaged Electiong and fourteen 

very general undertakings which might mean anything or nothing - the 

majority almost certainly meant nothing - but which the King could 

notv in any eventy count on. 
(4) 

In addition there were the twenty-six 

apolitical addressesq mainly from the London Livery Companiesp already 

alluded tog and the eleven addresses from Anglicm Bishops and Clergy 

which merely thanked the King for his repeated assurances of the 

protection of their Church: all of which represented nothing in terms 

(1) ExamPles: Coventry 2252; Northants 2259; Chichester 2270; 
Bath 2271; Taunton 2284. 

(2) 'Gazette 2252. 
(3) Gazettes 22769 2300. 

4 (4) See Appendix Two. 
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of polilical support. Micept perhapBy in the case of the Anglicanag 

the implacable hostility of the great majority who had not addressed - 
and the embarrassed disapproval of those who hadp but avoided even 

mentioning the phrase - to liberty of conscience. 
(') 

If the addresses 

represented the barometer of political support which the Kingg his 

Ministersp and his opponents seemed to take them forp then the prospects 

were bleak. 
(2) 

Even if the airy promises of the isolated groups of 

Dissenters could all be taken as firmp it was very doubtful if they , 

represented enough Forty-Shilling Freeholdersp Freemen and Burgage 

occupiers to sway the vote in the direction of Court candidates in 

any constituency where the Church of England were 1repared for a fight. 

Twenty Nonconformist addressesp with varying degrees of tactv reminded 

His Majesty of the necessity of parliamentary concurrenceg but they 

did not appear to be overly eager tolring it aboutp and those who did 

show willing were probably politically sterile. 
(') 

The whole thing 

by the end of 1687 appeared to turn on the remodelling of the Corpor- 

ations (which did yield some positive undertakings of co-operationp 

and henceq it appearedp some chance of electoral success in the 

Corporation Boroughs)q on the changes in the Lieutenancy and among the 

Sheriffs at that tinie going forwardp andp in the last analysis on how 

the Dissenters would-respond on the key issue of repeal and to offers 

of public positions. 
(3) 

The Dissenters had accepted the Declaration - initially with 

enthusiasm, later with suspicion - and their actions showed that they 

(1) See Appendix Two. 
(2) Morrice, Qp 107P 124v 1299 

130P 132,143P 149; Dalrymple Up pt. 1 bk- 40 89. 

(3) Portland Misc. 19 PwA 21039 2110ap bf 2112ap bp c; BM Add MS 
34515P ff. 34P 359 39. 



347 

attributed the force of law to it, at least until Pailiament could 

meet. Many Dissentersp albeit an unrepresentativeg scattered 

minorityy had been prepared to addressp though rarely to give 

anything away in terms of political commitment. Hence at the end 

of 1687 the question remained: would theyp or could theyp co-operate? 

At the beginning of 1687 James II had been confident of a House of 

Commons majority in this or a subsequent Parliament. But in the 

actions of his Government during the first half of the year there had 

been an implied pessimism in the persistent attempt to by-pass possible 

Parliamentary opposition by eliciting from William and Mary - or 

, 
failing thatp from their representatives in England - some kind, of 

statement against the Test and Penal Laws. 
( I) 

Even while the initial 

enthusiasm for the Declaration had lasted the confidence of the Court 

in the prospect of a Dissenting Parliament had not been such as to 

cause the King to dissolve the existing Anglican one until every 

effort had been madep through Dykveltp to extract the required state- 

ment from the heirs to the throne. In fact the dissolution had not 

taken place until William had positively refused to sanction repeal. 
(Z) 

Moreoverg' once preparations for new elections had begun to be consid- 

ered I Sunderland had at once been unsure of his ability to 

obtain the sort of Parliament envisaged. He had been equally unsure 

of its desirability; the court would have to lean on the more 'left- 

wing' sects since it was clear that the Presbyterians could not be 

relied on; and in the unlikely eventuality of a Parliament of sectarians 

/4 1/4 7, 
Ibief-: p , 

William to Jamesy 7) 
17 June 1687ý Dalrymple IIv pt. ly app, to book VP 54-55; 
Jonesq 128. 
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being electedg their assumed parsimony and quasi-republicanism 

would probably undermine most of what the Government was trying to 

do both at home and abroad even if they favoured repealp and that 

could not be taken for granted. 
(') 

It was to facilitate this less 

than attractive prospect that plans had been set in motion in the 

autumn and winter by Sunderland for remodelling the corporations, 

for making major changes in the lieutenanoyg and for an extensive 

investigation through the Three Questions to sift out those persons 

of approved opinionsy suitable as candiftes for the eventual 

elections. 
(2 ) 

Thezewas talk that interference in elections and 

the bribery of Members would be necessary once Parliament met to 

ensure repeal. 
(3) 

In an undated letter to Williamp written some 

time after Dykvelt's visit perhaps toward the end of 1687, Sir 

Patrick Hume saidt 'I find no reason nor information as yet which 

can make me confident that either there [in Scotland3p or in 

Englandq the Parliament Tests themselves will be struck at'; the 

omens - the addresses of the Dissenters and the Dissenters' reactions 

to offers of positions and Court probings up to that time - pointed 

in quite another direction. But he allowed 

'If the Dissenters can be brought to this, no doubt the 

King and they will carry the Corporations.. and some 

Counties,. (4) 

(1) J. P. Kenyonq, OP Citp 158-9- 
(2) For a detailed discussiong see below PP- 439-445- 
(3) Portland Misc. 190 PwA21039 2110ap bp c; J. P. Kenyon$ op 

citq 160; C4anges in the Lieutenancy. CSPD 1687-99 46-47 
(4 August); 51,52 (8 August); 97 (6 November); 98 (8 Nov- 
ember); 102 (14 November); 106 (21 November); 111 (2 December); 
114 (9 December); 115 (9 December); 123 (30 December). The 
Three Questions: ibid. 87-88. 

(4) CSPD 1687-9p 127. 
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To himq at leastv the crucial determining factor in the next few 

months appeared to be the attitude of Nonconformists toward the Test 

and Penal Laws, since upon this would depend the degree of co-operation 

they were likely to afford to the Court programme. To the King the 

attitude adopted by many influential Nonconformists on this issue - 

whether or not the laws which had persecuted and excluded them from 

office should be repealed - must have seemed totally unreasonable. 

Indeed it was inexplicable if 'enticement' was viewed as coming from 

one direction only. But in fact, by this timeq it was not only the 

policy of the Government but of the Church of England. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

CRURCH AND DISSENT, 1685-1688 

1 

Anglican-Dissenting relations in the reign of James II 

should not be viewed entirely in terms of the rapportp which pre- 

dated the reign and was based on the long-term politico-ecclesi- 

astical objectives of both parties since the Restorationp existing 

between the Presbyterian 'Dons' and the Anglican 'left-winglf the 

group of clergymen whom the King styled 'the Deans'*(') Sir Roger 

LIEstrange and Seth Ward, Bishop of Salisburyp with their spiritual 

compatriotsp were persistent that they were the 'true sons of týe 

Church of Englandlp anathematising Tillotsong Stillingfleetp Patrick 

and their sort as 'Whigs' or 'Trimmers 1. 
(2) 

And 'true sons' or nop 

the resistance shown by the Tory magistracy right up to April 1687 

to the King's attempts to allay the persecution of Dissenters shows 

that it was the reactionaries which carried more weight among the 

(1) Simon Patrickq Works Ixy 502, Those who worked most consist- 
ently for a coalition with Dissenters were John Tillotsong 
Dean of Canterbury, Edward Stillingfleetv Dean of St. Paulsp 
Simon ratrickp Dean of reterborough and Rector of St. Paulsq 
Covent Gardeny Nicholas Stratfordp Dean of St. Asaphp Thomas 
Tenisonp Vicar of St. Martins-in-the-Pields and E)Iward Fowlerg 
Vicar of St. Gilesp Cripplegate. Morrice rp 491; Qp 869 
RB IIIý110;, DNB VII9 524-5; XVY 490-1; Nuttall and Chadwick, 
233p 239-ý401 245v 253. 

(2) The Observatory cited Kitchinp 350P 351P 352-3p 3549 35 P 356-7; 
Walter Popep The Life of Sethy Bishop of Salisbury (169Bp 67-70 
Birchp Tillotsonp 989 99. 
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influential laity of their Communion. (') 

Between these extremesp representing perhaps a majority of 

the Anglican clergyq were men like William Sherlookv Master of the 

Templep John Sharpq Rector of St. Giles and Dean of Norwichp and 

Henry Comptong Bishop of London. Thesey whilst apprehending a 

Papist threat from a very early stage in the reignp and throwing 

their whole weight in the scales against it, continued to preach 

the Church's right to persecute Dissenters and Dissenters' oblig- 

ation to attend the Church - in tune with 'the Hierarchists' - until 

the crisis following the Second Indulgence finally convinced them 

that nothing short of a coalition with Dissenters would prevent the 

destruction of their Church* It was thisp together with the contempor- 

aneous conversion of the most prominent Churchmeny including the 

Archbishop of Canterbury, to the idea of coalitiong that facilitated 

the success of the objectives of the 'Dons' and the 'Deans' in the 

proposals for the comprehension and toleration of Dissentersp put 

forward by the Church in the summer of 1688. 

That the measure of accord between'Church and Dissent which 

existed in the weeks before the Trial of the Seven Bishops was possiblep 

howeverv was due not only to the exigencies of the attendant crisis, 

but to the groundwork of many years laid by Tillotsong Stillingfleety 

Patrickp Fowler and Tenison. It was this groundwork and the consequent 

rapport which had been achieved with the most respected Presbyterian 

(1) Ifq as G. V. Bennett has asserted, 'educated opinion was hard- 
ening against the coercion of respected and peaceable Dissenters, 
before James II's first Indulgencep it must be assumed from the 
evidence of persecution that 'educated opinion' wasEparSely rep- 
resented among the magistracy* G. V. Bennettq 'Conflict in the 
Church'i Britain After the Glorious Revolution, ed. G. Holmes 
(1968)t 158- See abovep PP* 131-1439 167-168,272-275- 
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leaders of the time that enabled Halifax in his Letter to a 

Dissenter (1687) to warn Dissenters against their 'new . friends'. 

Court enticement was occasional and dictated by the political inter- 

ests of the time; Church enticement though he owned that the 'rigid 

prelateSI_ who had persecuted Dissenters had but recently lexting- 

uished! their'former haughtiness' - was based on the common interest 

of their Faiths; an interest. whichp he could have saidq had led some 

personsp on both sides of the demarcation of conformity, to work for 

many years for this now vital coalition of forces. 
(') 

Over the two 

decades since the ejectiong the relationship between the Dons and the 

Church comprehension party had grown closer and had this been the 

only factor necessary to effect a coalition the comprehension of 

moderate Dissenters would have become ever more probable. In 

addition to the common attitudes ofthe two groups toward the parish 

system and the persecution of those who rejected ity there had 

developed close personal friendships* The impact on both groups of 

the ideas of the Cambridge Platonists had gradually eroded theologi- 

cal barriers andq bv the same tokeng created an ever widening gulf 

between the Dons and the rest of Nonconformity. 
(2) 

Purtherp by 1685 

the point of difference which had prevented agreement on the terms 

of a comprehension in 166o-1,1668 and 1673-4 - Baxter's zeal for 

'the holy discipline'- had suffered a similar erosion, as the Dons 

had gradually come to accept that the country as a whole -would never 

sufferlthe setting'up, of an indeperAentp ecclesiastical jurisdiction 

of every minister over his own parishlp or the organisation of 

(1) J. P. Kenyon (ed)q Halifax Complete Works (1969)910b-od7,113. 
(2) See aboveg pp. 9-18. 
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presbyteries and synods like those in Northern Ireland, (') 
Slowly 

the points of contention between the Dons and the moderate Churchmen 

had been reduced to the demandy which Presbyterians in general madep 

for the, reform of some acknowledged abuses in the ecclesiastical 

courtsp the question of the re-ordination of pastors whose orders 

had been conferredp not by bishopsp but by presbyters duringv and 

(in isolated cases) sincep the Interregnump and the demand for 

'latitude' in the use of such ceremonies as the sign of the cross at 

baptism, kneeling at Communion and bowing at the name of Jesus, at 

which Presbyterian clergy and laity were prone to scruple, 
(2) 

With points of difference at a minimum and with a record of 

many past attempts to arrive at a scheme of comprehensionv(3) it was 

only to be expected that the 'sober Churchmen' and 'sober Dissenters' 

who had sponsored past projects would canvass support for an inter- 

denominational coalition to save comprehension from the final destruc- 

tion which was augured by James II's programme. It was also more than 

likely that support for such a coalition would be more widespread both 

in th. e Church and among the seats than in the past since it was 

believed that what was portended was not only the destruction of any 

hope of comprehensiony but an end to the free existence of their 

common reformed faith. It was clearly in the interests of those 

working for such a coalition to foster the idea that the cause of 

Protestantism itself was at stakeý even if the menacep in realityp 

fell short of that. 

(1) Everyp 21. 

(2) Everyp 21-22; Powicke, 212,213-4; Morrice Qv 120. 
(3) In 166o-iv 1667-8,1673-4p 1675P 1680-1. He F. Re Smithy The 

Theory of Religious Liberty in the Reigns of Charles II and 
James IIp Canbridge Historical Essays XXI (1911)p 5; Nuttall 
and Chaawicky 215,2190 223. 
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Hence by holding out the bait of comprehensiont moderate 

Anglicansy whose own aims lay in the direction of a broadened Churchq 

could exert a very considerable influence on the political behaviour 

of the Presbyterian Dons. But beyond the IDonsIv were the 'Ducklingstv 

and beyond them, the other sectsp whose political objective was a 

toleration outside the Church. Over them the moderate Anglicans had 

no leverp except in so far as they could help re-animate the spectre 

of the Popish Peril. Nor would the Dons have exerted such a disprop- 

ortionate influence among the groups to their left had not the special 

circumstances of the time made their integrity so evidentp and had 

not other factors combined to incline the 'leftist' groups to be 

suspicious of enticementq not least among which was its associationg 

through over-usep with constitutional illegalityp and its overtones 

of Popish Perilp a prospect which they too helped to exaggerate. 

Perhaps the most surprising development of the reignp howevert was 

the tardiness with which the dedicated minority of Anglican clergy 

whose names had long been associated with plans for comprehension 

succeeded in convincing their 'Hierarchist' and 'Tory' colleagues 

of the necessity of an understanding with amenable Dissenters; a 

situation whichy in the long termp was to be far more significant 

than the eventual growth of the rapprochement after its belated 

start. 

2 

During the bleak days for Dissenters between 16 
1 
81 and the 

spring of 1686p it was the 
. 
Churchmen who kept alive the idea of 

Comprehension. They did this at the cost of bringing upon 

themselves a great deal of unpopularity within their own Communion, 
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and with the realisation that their scheme was unlikely to attract 

widespread support given prevailing conditions, among either the 

persecuted Dissenters or the perscuting Churchmen. Within weeks 

of the still-birth of the last Comprehension Bill in 1681, Stilling- 

fleet published another pamphlet in which he advanced new arguments 

for what had seemed to be a lost causep castigating the expedient of 

an Indulgence as a means of ending the prevailing persecutiong and 

advancingt for the first timet the 'Popish Menace' as an argument to 

w in Dissenters over to comprehension. 
(1) 

In his sermons he used 

other shook tactics. He accused the Dissenters of being Ischismatics 

and troublers of the peace of the NationIq andq perhaps hoping that 

the prevailing persecution would lend force to his argumentp inveighed 

against them for 'helping the Romish Cause by standing aloof from the 

Church'. Having tried to shock them into comprehensiong he then 

elaborated upon the concessions that the Church would be prepared to 

make to bring in the sheep that were not of its fold. 
(2) 

Tillotson's 

sermons also argued that only a Church in which sober Dissenters were 

comprehended could 'be a bulwark of sufficient force to resist all 

the arts and attempts of Poperyt and that 'little sects and separate 

congregations cao, never do it,. 
(3) 

Tenison used the same arguments 

in a pamphlet written in 1683- 
(4) 

(1) E. Stillingfleet, The Unreasonableness of Separation; or An 
Impartial Account of the Historyp Nature and Pleas of the 
Present Separation (1681)9 lxxxii-lxxxivp lxxxiv-lxxxvp 
lxxxviii* See Morrice P9 304- 

(2) Morrice PY 319; Perry IIP 430-1; Calamyp Abridgementy 353-4.; 
J. WaddingtonpEurrey Congregational History (1866)9 82-839 
84-86. See E. Stillingfleet, The Mischief of Separations A 
Sermon Preached at Guildhall, Chapelp 11 May 1680 (1680), 
epistle dedicatory and PP 3-4- 

(3) Birchq Tillotsong 97-98. 
(4) T. Tenisong An Argument for Union taken from the True interest 

of those Dissenters in England who profess and call themselves 
Protestants (1683)o 11 18-19. 
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Perhaps it was the anticipated succession of the Duke of 
York and second thoughts after the failure of Exclusion that led 

other Anglicans to lend their voices. Samuel Bolde argued that 

only a few concessions were necessary to assimilate 'the generality 

of.. sober.. Dissenters' within the Churchp which would thereby 
4 become 'an impregnable bulwark against Popery'. Persecution had 

been counter-productive and never produced 'real proselytes'. 
(1) 

In 

December 1682 Daniel Whitby, rraecenter of the Church at Sarumq 

published The Protestant Reconciler in which he 

'humbly plead[ed] for consdescension to dissenting brethren, 

in things indifferent and unnecessaryp for the sake of 

peace;.. showing how unreasonable it was to make such 

things the necessary conditionsof commi3nion'. 
(2) 

The burden of The Naked Truthý by Croftq Bishop of Herefordy and of 

The Conformists Plea for the Nonconformists, q by Edward rearce was 

much the same. 
(3) 

John Sharp published A Discourse ConcerninR 

Conscience in 16839 and The Case of a Doubting Conscience in 1684, 

whichp whilst upholding the obligation of church attendance - the 

Churchy as a branch of Ithe Universal Catholic ChurchIq was the 

essential channel of salvation and grace - also suggested certain 

minor concessions that the Church could make to facilitate the 

comprehension of moderate Presbyterians. Sharp concluded his second 

(1) Samuel BoldepA Plea for Moderation towards Dissenters (1682), 
11-12v 28-29. Boldep 'a conformiing ministerp formerly persecuted 
for his moderation' was active in campaigning for the repeal of 
the penal laws in 1688. Ducketttrp242. 

(2) Morrice P, 348; BirchqTillotsonj 97-98; Perry IIP 432-3- 
(3) fl, Croftf The Naked Truthq or The True State of the Primitive 

Church (1675; 1683)p 4P 22-#; E. Pearce, The Conformists Plea 
for the Nonconformists (1683)p 45; Powickep 211-213; Perry IIj 
432-3. 
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pamphlet with an appeal and a warning to Nonconformistst 

'By this unnatural separation ... we offer a very fair 

handle and pretence to all discontented and factious men 

to practice against the best governments; so we take a 

most effective course to ruin the best constituted Church 

in the world, and with it the Reformed Religion in this 

Kingdom'. 
(') 

Baxter was careful to respond to these arguments in one of the few 

pamphlets he published in this period* It begant 

'It grieves me to the heart that neither partyp Conformable 

or Nonconformablep is more sensible of the sin and danger of 

our distance... It layeth my soul in daily lamentations to 

see how we run further from each otherp to the apparent 

danger of the Protestant cause'. 
(2) 

While the Anglican pamphlets indicated continued support for 

comprehension among Churchmen the prevailing intensity of persecution 

and the fact that many of the pamphlets were publicly burned at 

Oxfordq and one of the pamphleteersp Whitby, was forced by his 

Bishopq Seth Wardq to make a public retraction of his views, serves 

to emphasise that the movement to comprehend moderate Dissent was 

still very much the work of a dedicated minority. 
(3 ) 

But at least 
f. 

one promiýnt lay Anglicanp Sir Roger L'IEstrangel believed that the 

minority was a growing one. The Observator announced that there 

(1) A. T. Hartq The Life and Times of John Sharp Archbishop of York 
(1949)9 87-89. 

(2) R. Baxter, Epistle to the Nonconformists and a Vindication of 
the Church of England in Her Rites and Ceremoniesp Discipline 
and Church Orders (1682)9 1. 

(3) BirchpTillotsonp 98y, 99; rerry UP 432-4; 
Morrice rp 414- 
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had been a 'Whig Reactiono in the Church and traced it back to 

1681 when English Protestants had first become aware of Louis 

XIV's campaign against the Huguenots. For the purpose of attackq 

the 'Whig' clergyman, favouring comprehension and apprehensive of 

Poperyp was charac'terised as 'Mr. Trimmerl. The Observators of 1684 

conducted a virulent campaign against Trimmer clergy in London - an 

area which LIEstrange believed to be infected more than any other - 

and, one by one2 brought themq or at least the more obscure of themt 

before its 'bar'. At least two of the Trimmer clergy singled out, 

Hughes and Smithies, were forced to exculpate themselves in writing 

from the charges madeq the worst of which wast wanting 'to raise the 

burden of oppression from the shoulders of the Dissenters'. 
(') 

LIEstrange's campaign was temporarily damped down shortly after the 

accession of James 119 by the publication and widespread popularity 

of a satirical pamphlet entitled The Observator proved a Trimmery and 

the new volume of Observatorsý beginning in February 16859 proclaimed 

'a truce of God'. 
(2) 

But whilst LIEstrange first wanted to test the direction of 
MY proba 

the wind in the new reignp Tillotson'tad no 
'Poubt 

thatp the King's 

assurances notwithstandingp the re-establishment of Catholicism was 

intended - how and in what form he had no idea - and brought out the 

fourth edition of his Discourse against Transubstantiation. 

This was somebody's cue to publish a Discourse 

against Purgatoryq creditedp for obvious reasonsp though incorrectlyp 

(1) Observators quoted extensivelv in Kitchint 350-1v 354Y 355-6; 
W. Smithiesp A Reply to the Observator (1684)t epistle to the 
reader and pp 2-4; Philo Pater (pseud. )9 The Observator 
Reproved(1684)9 1-8. 

(2) Kitchinp 356-7p 358- 



1- 1, ý- ý I- 
359 

to Tillotson. 
(') 

The Bishop of London was also Pessimistic andq 

in response to a widespread desire amongst his clergy to address 

the King, let it be known that he 'felt it unwise to encourage 

the sending of innumerable effusions to the King, some of which.. 

might later prove an embarrassmentlp anddreir up a shartp restrained 

address of his own and sent it out to his rural deans 'that the 

whole diocese might express their unanimous thoughts in the same 

words'. 
(2) 

The continued persecution of Dissentersq howevert 

reassured both Compton and LIEstrange and, whilst the former was 

soon playing an active part in the support of Royalist candidates 

inthe Electiony the latterxecommenced his campaign against Trimmerso 

using as the butt of his invective the steady stream of anti-Romist 

pamphlets being publishedq and extravagantly eulogising the new King's 

religiony attacking in the strongest terms the notion of 'Popular 

liberty of consciencel. 
(3) 

Meanwhilep Richard Baxterp in jailp was 

writing that two parties had been discernible in the Church of England 

during the preceding decade; those who followed the tradition of 

Hookerv Bilson and Jewelp and the 'new party' of self-styled 

'Catholics' who 'hankered after' union with Rome. At present 9 he 

assertedy the latter have the advantagep thanks tolthe infamous 

Roger LIEstrangel who had fastened the name of#Trimmers' on. the 

former. He had been 'employed by hisfpniusq and the Courtp and the 

Papistsq and the New Clergymeng to do a work so truly diabolical$ 

as he had never lreadýthe like in history$: to sow discorcl between 

Church and Dissentersp to vilify all churchmen disposed to favour 

(1) Birchp Tillotsong 118-119. 
(2) Carpenter, Comptong 79. 
(3) Evelyn IVP 439; Kitchino 351P 352P 358. 
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Dissenters land to destroy them whom he nicknamed Whigstv (this 

expression being understood to include both Dissenters and moderate 

Churchmen). 
(') 

Despite Baxter's dour predictions and the fulminations of 

LIEstrange against 'Whiggeryl in the Church, the first concerted 

move in both the aati-Papist campaign and in the endeavour to 

re-achieve and utilise to good purpose a rapport with the Donst was 

made on 7 November 1685- 
(2) 

It is likely that this meetingy attended 

by what was to be the hard core of those who were to work toward 

Coalition - Fowler2 Tillotsong Patrickv Stillingfleety and Tenison - 

laid plans for the all-out pamphlet war that began in early 1686v 

and hoped to use the outcry common to the pulpits of both Church and 

conventicle following the revocation of the Edict of Nantes as the 

basis for a rapprochement with Nonconformists. It did not take the 

Observator long to learn that 'the Baxterians*. were now moving to 

meet the Whig Party in the Church on the common ground provided by 

Mr. Trimmer'. But LIEstrange believed that the overtures were coming 

from both sidesp and that, on their sidep the Presbyterians were 

endeavouring to ingratiate themselves with the clergy by more 

frequent church attendance and greater participation in its rites. 
(3) 

This latter development he deplored most of all* The Deana, LIEstrange 

was sure, represented the mostlinsidious form of Whiggeryp a form no 

longer clumsy and anarchic, but politic to the last degree,. 
(4) 

The 

(1) R. Baxterp Against the Revolt to a Foreign Jurisdiction (1691)9 
324-9- Whilst 

, 
this pamphlet was not published until after 

the Revolutionp it was written during the second half of 1685- 

(2) Morrice PP 491- 
(3) This belief was probably correct* J. Hunter (ed), Diary of 

Ralph Thoresby (1830) It 181-182, 
(4) Kitchino 352-3. 
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parishioners of St. Gilesy Cripplegatep shared LIEstrange's view 

rather than that of their rectory and Dr. Edward Fowler, pronounced 

'guilty of WhiggismIq was brought before the Court of Arches andy on 

9 Decemberg suspended for lancanonical practicealp including 

'admitting excommunicated persons without absolution'. 
(') 

Thus 

Fowler was provided with both the time and an incentive to lead the 

anti-papist campaign and to attempt a rapprochement with the Dons* 

Despite the antipathy between the Latitudinarian or 'Whig' 

clergy and LIEstrangep their actions and utterances suggest that they 

had one thing. in common; their view of the King's objective. The 

Kingp associating Dissenters with Exclusiong the Rye House Plot and 

Monmouth, now intended to use the Church of England to destroy them. 

The difference was thatt whilst a large part of the Tory magistracy 

was prepared for the partp and showed themselves up to it in the last 

few months of 1685, the moderate clergy for a number of reasons - 

among them the assumption that the reconversion of the Church to 

Catholicism would follow - were not. 
(2) 

If the King's utterances 

in the course of 1685 were taken at their face valuep the premonitions 

of both wings of the Church would aPpearp at that stagep to have been 

not far short of the truth. In Marchp and again in July, James had 

enthused to Barillon over his plans for the reconciliation of the 

English Established Church with the Holy Beep and the re-establishment 

of the Catholic Faith. But this was what Barillon and Barillon's 

Masterp Louis XIVq wanted to hear. Sunderland's assertion that 

James II's chief aim was 'the establishment of the Catholic religion 

(1) DNB VIIP 524-5. Fowler had been regarded as a Presbyterian under 
the Commonwealthy and both his father and brother were ejected 
ministers. ibid. 

(2) Kennett iiI*jq4ziPerry 11,473-4. 
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in Erigland' was also made to Barillon in Jul. Vq and perhaps with 

a similar motive. No allusion was made at all to the fate of 
Nonconformists in an likigland whose established Church was again 

of the old religion. And no mention appears to have been made of 

any of these plans to the Lord Treasurerp the Earl of Rochestert 

the most influential lay Anglican at Court. 
(') 

Whether the King was serious or not in the assertions he made 

to the French ambassador, only a small move had to be made in that 

general direction - the appointment of Catholic army officers - to 

convince many broad-church Anglicans that he intended to go all the 

way. * There is some evidence that the Bishop of London had begun to 

fear that the Church was in danger as a result of audiences in the 

first few months of the reign in which the King allegedly spoke 

threateningly on the subject. of Anglican preachers who dared to 

attack Rome and reminded him that his concept of loyalty was 

reciprocal. 
(2) 

Whatever the causey Compton called an informal 

conference of his clergy towards the end of 1685p after which four 

of them - Fowler, who had been present at the meeting cE the Deana, 

Sherlockt Clagett and Horneck - began to conduct weekday lectures on 

strongly anti-papal themes. Before the year was outy James complained 

vigorously to Bancroft and Bancroft to Comptonp who undertook to 

suppress any lecturer who 'spoke anything against the reputation of 

(1) Barillon to Louisp 26 jjAY,, j% NS 1685P Dalrymple Up epp. to pt. 1 
bk. 2Y 38; 16 July NS 1685t C. J. Foxp Early Part of the Reign 
of James 11 (1808)9 app. In interpreting these and 
similar statements - to d'Adda for example - which provide clues 
to the King's intentionsp a great deal hangs on the meaning of 
1,6tablirl and lbene stabilital. It has been argued that what 
was implied was not 'establishment' but 'security in the practice 
of their religiont for Catholics. M. Vo Hayp The Enigma of James 
11 (1938)9 211. 

(2) J. Lingardq A History of Sagland to 1688 (1819-30; abridgement 
and continuation. H. No Birtp 1912) XIVp 10-11p 289, cited 
Carpenterp Comptong 80-81. 
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Church or State'. 
(') 

After Compton had further Provoked the King 

by refusing to force the Huguenots flooding into his diocese to 

conform to the Church of Englandq 
(2) 

a confrontation was a matter 

of time. But whilst, at the end of 16859 self-opinionated 'Young 

divines and preachers', following the lead either of Compton's 

conference or the meeting of the Deansp were indulging in the 'bold 

abuses and extravagances' of which the King was shortly to make a 

public issuep(3) very littleg if anythingg of significance had been 

done to win over Dissenters. Suchy indeed, was not Compton's 

intentiong despite the efforts he had expended in the previous reign 
(4) 

to induce the Dissenters of his diocese to conform. As to the 

Deansp an Anglican-Dissenting coalition achieved through the Dons 

must have seemed a somewhat abstract aim with John Howe abroadp 

escaping from their Church's persecutionp and Richard Baxter in the 
I 

King's Bench Prisony-suffering for the objection of the Anglicans to 

his Paraphrase of the New Testament. In factp all that had come of 

the rapprochement by the end of 1665 a pamphlet entitled A Plain 

Account of the Persecutiong now laid to the Charge of the Church of 

RaRlandq asserting the tolerant attitude of the Maglish Church in its 

dealings with Dissenters and contrasting it with the intolerance of 

Papistsy as illustrated by the revocation of the Edict of Nantes. 
(5) 

Coming at one of the high-water marks of persecutiong the burden of 

(1) Carpenterg Comptong 

(2) Carpenter, Compton, 

(3) CSPD 1686-79 56-7; 
Novemberv 1 Decembe 
39 5,6, q.. 

(4) Carpenterp Comptong 
(5) CSPD 1685P 432. 

82-83. 
85-86. 

Matthew to Philip Henryp 10 Novembery 24 
rp 22 Decemberg 16859 Henry MS. 61 letters 

60p 69,92,. 
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this pamphlet must have been less than meaningful to most Dissenters* 

3 

The rumours of a tolerationp which came to the ears of many 

Anglicans for the first time in the early months of 1686, were equally 

unwelcome to both wings of the Church. To the Trimmers they threat- 

ened to, destroy their hopes for comprehension-and raised the fear 

that the Dissentersv in view of the harsh treatment they were still 

receiving from the Anglican magistracyp would readily join with a 

Court programme inimical to the interests of the Church. To the Old 

Guard, who had hoped to follow the King through a policy aimed at 

the final rout of the Dissentersy the rumours were no less alarming. 

Some resolved their dilemma by continuing to support the Kingj others 

by joining the Trimmers in their attack on Poperyp 
(1) 

whilst othersp 

in a state of complete discomfiturey felt that they could do neither. 

LIEstrange was in this latter category. His vigorous onslaughts on 

Nonconformity, his vilifications of individual Nonconformistsp and 

his frequent home thrusts against Toleration itself in the previous 

reign, through The Observator and in individual pamphletsp made it 

impossible for him to follow the King in this aspect of his policyv 

at least. 
(2) 

His simultaneous attacks on the Whig clergy made it 

(1) some preachers and pamphleteers in the anti-Popery campaign 
were labelled 'Tories'l 'Hierarchists' or 'High-Churchmen' 
(terms used in opposition to 'Whig1p 'Trimmerlg 'sober church- 
men'). Carpenterp Comptong 88; Perry IIP 478-9- 

(2) R. LIEstrangep Interest Mistaken or The Holy Cheatp proving 
from the undeniable Practices and Positions of the Presbyterians 
that the Design of that Party is to Raslave both King and People 
(1661) ; Toleration Discussed (1663); Kitching 
84,85,3". 
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equally impossible, even had he the inclinationp to close with 

them. By the end of January 1686p many were looking with amused 

anticipation to see what line'The Observator would take. LIEstrange's 

uncharacteristically milk and water answer wast 'If I find the 

wisdom of my superiors that way inclined [,. 
e. to toleration]9 I 

should never open my mouth against it'. Howeverg he also published 

a letter which he had sent to the King in which he pointed outp 

respectfullyp that2 despite popular rumour2 he was no Roman Catholicq 

but 'a true son of the Church of England'. 
(') 

In the course of 1686 the Court policy of favour to Roman 

Catholics and Quakersp the King's occasional intervention to allay 

the persecution of other types of dissenterp the early moves against 

the Church of Englandp and trends which Protestants interpreted as 

evidence of the growth of Catholicism in Riglandp all helped to 

intensify the c=paign which the clergyp more especially those in 

Londonp were conducting against Popery. But this war of sermons and 

pamphlets was now being fought by High Churchmen as well as Trimmersp 

andy in any eventp did not represent in itself a move in the direction 

of the Dissenters. The fact remainsp howevery that the most prolific 

and vociferous combatants on the Ar4glican side were the small group 

of Trimmers who had met to discuss the possibility of a rapprochement 

with Dissenters in November 16859 with the addition of some of the 

Whig clergy of London who shared their opinions. And furtherp the 

pamphlet war also served to emphasise the common ground which existed 

between conformists and Nonconformistsq whoever was doing the fighting, 

and helped to incline the minds of Dissentersy who had never heard of 

(1) The Observatorg 25 January 1685/6P cited ICitchinp 359. Despite 
this testimony LIEstrange was often in company with the Court 
Catholics and with'the pro-Catholic Bishop of Chester. T. Cart- 
wright, Diaryp Camden Soo* (1843)9 4P 5P45v 51Y 529 539 549 58s 
64- 
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Tillotson and Stillingfleetp more favourably toward the clergy of 

a Church whose magistracy continued to persecute them. 

Vigorous anti-Papist preaching by a number of the London 

clergy had provoked complaints from the King before the end of 1685- 

In the early months of 1686 the number involved in this kind of 

preaching increasedp as more and more clergy came to believe that 

Catholicism really was gaining ground in England. 
(l) 

Whenp in 

January 1686, James complained to Archbishop Sancroft for the second 

time that the Anglican clergy of London 'preached too much against 

Poperyly he replied that Roman Catholiolpriests were so busy troub- 

ling Oar people with questionsq that Wgý: could do no less than 

instruct them in the established religion'. 
(2) 

Nor was this too much 

of an exaggeration. It is clear that the Catholic proselytising 

campaign had begunp though in the early stages it was probably 

confined to London and involved only the chaplains of foreign 

embassiest plus a few Jesuits-(3) Two of the Deans - Tillotson and 

Patrick - were in diligent correspondence with persons in high places, 

among them the wife of the Earl of Lindsayp who were being assailed Aad(bqm ftw&W or (4) by Roman Catholic priests an % were contemplating conversion. Dark 

rumours circulated of the army of Jesuits at Court and the building 

of mass houses. -Tenison was soon engaged in a 'public disputation' 

with a Jesuit Andrew Pulton whop with Edward Hallp was to establish 

-2to (1) G. D10ylyq Life of William Bancroft (1821) 10 21^' 

_ 
Perry 119 471t-1; Richard Kidderp Autobiographyp'134 in S. 

H. Cassan, Lives of the Bishops of Bath and Wells (1829); 
Matthew to Philip Henryp 2 Februaryp 23 Februaryp 2 March 1686, 
Henry US-5t letters 16p 19p 20; Edward to Sir Edward Harleyp 
22 December 1685v HMC 14th Reportq App* pt. II: Portland MSS III 
(1894), 391- 

(2) Simon Patricky Works IX, 502. 
(3) Matthew to Philip Henryp 2 Februaryp 9 March 16869 Henry MS-5, 

letters 16,21; VCH London 19 345- 
(4) Simon Patrickq Works IXt 501-2; Birchp Tillotsong 119p 120p 121. 
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a Jesuit-College in the Savoy*(') 

The feeling of suspicion in the ranks of the clergyp and the 

virulence of their anti-Papist campaignp increased as time went onp 

and was exacerbated when the directives against controversial preach- 

ing, previously issued by James I and Charles 119 were re-issued by 

James II in March. Coming at a time when suspicions were already 

very much aroused and in the changed circumstances of the new reigno 

'a purpose insidiously hostile to the cause of Protestantism' was 

ascribed to themp and there can be no doubt that they achieved the 

complete reverse of what had been intended. To many clergyp up to 

this time on the fencep this was the ultimate provocationp the casus 

belli. 
(2) 

Framptong Bishop of Gloucesterp Wake and Sherlock added 

their voices to the campaign. Kenp Bishop of Bath and Wellsv began 

an anti-papist preaching campaign by a sermon in the Royal Chapel 

condemning the French atrocities andl by implication, the Church 

responsible for them. 
(3) 

Patrickv who in January had made a personal 

and abject apology to the King after being accused of gleaning too 

much toward the two Deans' in his preachingp(4) on 25 April preached 

and later published a sermon which not only included a violent attack 

on Rome, but called for an understanding with the Dissenters. The 

Church at Ephesusy he saiag had been in danger of being overturned 

by the 'blasts of strong4edoetrinel which had come from the mouths of 

(1) Morrice P9 599; Qq 20y 219 22; Carpenter, Tenisonp 50-52p 
55- See Luttrell It 404- 

(2) CSPD 1686-7y 57-58; 
G. DIOvlvp Life 

of William Sancroft (1821) It 220-1. 
(3) Perry IIP 478-9; S. 'H. Cassan, Lives of the Bishops of Bath 

and Wells (1829)PýZqj ; Evelyn IYY 503 9 504 
(4) Simon Patrickt Works Ut 502-505* 
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deceivers; this was the situation of the English Church nowp but 

'notwithstanding the cunning and craftiness' of the Roman Churchp 

with its lofty claims to authorityq Anglicans must stand fast; and 

they must look for strength to the brotherhood of all Protestants 

who, 'in essential things' were of one mind. 
(') 

To those who had eyes to seep the necessity of such an under- 

standing becamemore and more apparent as the events of the succeeding 

weeks showed to Anglicans the shape of things to come. A royal 

dispensation to a clergymaný Edward Sclaterý to enable him to continue 

in his living, despite his conversion to Catholicismp 
(2) 

the elevation 

of Samuel Parker and Thomas Cartwrightq men of dubious loyaltiest to 

bishopricsy against the advice of the Archbishop of Canterburyp(3) 

the receipt by William Sherlockq Master of the Templep of a 'severe 

r epr o of 

after an anti-Catholic sermonv(41 were followed by more appointments 

against Bancroft's advice. 
(5) 

John Sharp's sermonp his apology to 

the Kingp Bishop Compton's standq and his subsequent suspension formed 

the climax. 
(6) 

Since January Compton had been seen as the force 

behind the pulpit onslaught on Popery; (7) his suspension was all the 

more aweful to the public mindp and its significance was not lost 

(1) Simon Patrickv A Sermon Preached on St. Mark's DaYp 1686 (1686), 
5-18p 20-22y 26p 34-35- 

(2) HMC Downshire MSS It it 162; J. Gutoh (ed)f Collectanea 
Curiosa (1781) It 290-3. On 5'Mav 1689 Sclater was reported 
to have recanted. Luttrell It 530. 

(3) G. D'Oylyp Life of William Sancroft (1821) Iq 235-7; T. 
Cartwrightp Diaryp Camden Soce (1843)9 19 5- 

(4) Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendon, Correspondence and Diaries ed., 
S. W. Singer (1828) Iv 258; rerry IIP 481. 

(5) G. D'Oylyq op citp 239. 
(6) HMC Downshire USS Iq 1859 186t 1979 200,203p 2079 210-211ý 

2169 217; Ellis I, 160-162p lvii; ST IVt 243-5- 

(7) Ellis Iv 1-5ti- 
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upon Nonconformists. The anti-Catholic preaching of the Anglicans 

acquired enough boost to continue its momentum into the following 

year. 
(') 

During a visitation in Dorset Trelawney, Bishop of 

Bristolq reprimanded his clergy for their 'reflecting discourses, 

which he may have sensed would prove the undoing of the-Churoh in 

the estimation of the King. 
(2) 

. The crisis of the summer of 1686p which began with the Godden 

vs. Hales Judgement in June and the establishment of the Commission 

for Ecclesiastical Causesp and lasted until Compton was fihally 

suspended in Septembery proved to be a water-shed in the reign of 

James 11. 
(3) 

It was the Anglican stand prior to and during the 

crisis that finally convinced the King that his programme could not 

be carried out with the Church's support and removed his doubts about 

a more thorough-going use of the dispensing power to protect Dissenters 

from persecution. 
(4) 

And it was the Court policy which had rrecipi- 

tated this crisis that led the Churchmen to realise thatp to save 

the Anglican Establishment from the incursions of Poperyl they must 

come to a decision regarding their relations with the Nonconformists. 

It augur ed well for the King's success$ howeverp that the two wings 

of the Church came to diametrically opposite decisions. While the 

Trimmersq predictably, thought that now was the time to make concess- 

ions and strengthen their rapport with sober Dissentersp the 'Tories' 

and 'Hierarchists' took the view 'that Dis_senters must be persecuted 

(1) See Evelyn IVP 522Y 5299 538P 539P 541; Henry Hydep op citp 1, 
258- 

(2) CSPD 1686-7o 134-5- 

(3) CSPD 1686-7,171Y 1749 202y 233-234; HMC Downshire MSS Ip ip 
1849 170P 1699 2169 217- 

(4) See abovep pp. 260-261. 
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in order to prevent the advance of Popery'. Thisp indeedq 'was 

an auspicious moment for the King to commence his new policy'. 
(') 

Roger Morrice's Ent'ring Book portrays a veritable orgy of 

persecution through the summer months of 1686. 
(2) 

It was evident 

to Dissenters more than ever before who their persecutors were. 

And in case any were still in doubt a Catholic author published a 

book to identify them* 
(3) 

Howeverp Dissenters were aware of entice- 

mentp from both the Church and the Courtq as well as persecutiong 

and for the first time becameErare of the pivotal position in which 

they had been placed between the parties. 
(4) 

In factp in the course 

of July and August 1686 Morrice and his patron Sir John Maynard were 

wooed in turn by Bishop Comptong seeking legal advice and sounding 

out Dissenting opinion on the issue of the Commissiony 
(5) 

by Dr. 

Edward Fowler) aiming to consolidate an alliance with Dissenters in 

the face of the common threatv 
(6) 

and by Sir John Baberp from the 

Courty assuring them of the impossibility of the King ever reaching 

an understanding with their persecutors and enquiring 'whetherp if 

liberty and impunity would be granted by a lawp the Dissenters would 

in a body signify their thankful acceptance thereof'. 
(7) 

Regarding Compton's appearance before the Commission of Ecclesi- 

astical Causesp Morrice noted that 

'it was never known of late years that so universal an interest 

(1) Perry 119 493. 
(2) Morrice Ps 569Y 573-49 578Y 5819 584p 634. See above pp. 270-271. 
(3) Morrice Pt 567. 
(4) JIMC Downshire MSS I"p ig 95; Matthew to Philip Henryp 4 Ilay, 18 

Mayp 8 Juneg 15 June 1686p Henry MS-59 letters 28y 30P 339 34- 
(5) Morrice P9 594- Maynard was referred to by Morrice as 'Serf. 

(6) Morrice PY 593. 

(7) Morrice Pq 594- 
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of Churchmeny Toriesp Trimmers and Dissenters as did follow 

the Bishop's caselp for 'all think themselves struck at by 

it'. 

During Compton's visitp Morrice assured him of the support of Noncon- 

formists and their concern that 'he made a resolute defence of 

himself'. (') 
But despite Morrice's assurances and Maynard's advice, 

Comptonv his conduct symptomatic of a man caught between the two wings 

of the Churchq prior to his first appearance before the Commission and 

in an attempt to avert itv repeated that 'he would drive the Dissenters 

either to the Church or to the Devillp and was reported to have sent 

letters to the clergy in his diocese urging them to encourage perse- 

cution. 
2 Par from entertaining notions of a coalition with the 

Dissenters against the Court and Romanismv it appeared thatv had 

persecuting Dissenters been all that was necessary to put him back 

into the King's good gracesq Compton was rrepared to do it. Howevery 

Morrice did misjudge Compton wheng after the Bishop's first appearance 

before the Commissiony he asserted that he was likely to be cowed into 

complete subservience to the Courtis policy. 
(3) 

The prevailing persecutiong and Compton's seeming cowardice in 

the face of Court pressurep made any broad based coalition with 

Dissenters out of the question and a rapport with the Dons difficult. 

Fowler visited both Baxter (in prison) and Morricel but despite the 

common ground they shared in opposition to the Commissionp their 

discussions of a possible theological compromise could not but seem 

hypothetical. When Fowler reported back to his Anglican colleagues 

(1) Morrice Py 593-4y 601-6039 611,613. 
(2) Morrice Pq 602. 
(3) Morrice Po 6089 609. (See also 615)- 
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he was disappointed, but not too surprisedy to find them'very little 

concerned; but every man shifts for himself and no man hath any 

respect for the common interest of religiong property and liberty', 
(') 

After his visit from the Court representativep Baberp it is 

understandable that Morricep in his prognosticationsg should place 

Fowler's suggestion of an Anglican-Dissenting Alliance on an equal 

footing with the offers of the Court. 

'If the chtwch and the Dissýnters joinv they certainly will 

break the measures of the Courtp and, thereforeg if the 

Dissenters deliver the Church from the Papists, they will 

expose themselves to the malice and persecution both of the 

Church and the Courts. 

There seemed to be four possibilities: 

'I. Whether the Church will fall in with the Court and the 

rapists and utterly destroy the Dissenters* 

II. Or whether the Dissenters will fall in with the Church 

and help to give check to the Court; and thereby constrain 

the Court to fall in with the Church and utterly destroy the 

Dissenters. 

III. Whether the Dissenters will sit still and take present 

quiet from the Court against the bitter persecution of the 

Church and wait what Providence will do in the process of 

timefor their deliverance. 

IV. Whether the Court and the Dissenters will join together 

and so the latter have an unalterable liberty given unto them 

by a law (this Parliament being dissolved and another chosen 

that would by a law establish liberty and restrain the Church 

(1) Morrice Pp 593. 
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from persecution) . 
(l) 

Looking at events this wayp and reassured by the undertakings of 

Baber and the taunts of 'a doctor of considerable note in the Church 

of England' that the Church would survive its present set-backs to 
(2) 

persecute againy it is not surprising that the crisis of the 

summer of 1686 left Roger Morrice with a quiet preference for the 

third and fourth eventualities in his analysis - and this despite a 

life-long friendship with the small group of Anglicans whose long-term 

aims were the same as his. He knew that these were not the Church, nor 

were they Xepresentative of it. - He also understood that to Preach 

against Popery might recommend Anglicans to the good graces of Diss- 

enters, but did not mean that the Churchmen would not consign Dissenters 

to the same hell fire as the Papists, perhaps first. 

After the dissolution of the Parliament which was to take place 

in the following July (1687) things at Court were to be in a limbo with 

everyone uncertain as to whether co-operation with Dissenters wasp 

after allp to prove possible. To the small group of Anglicans who 

believed that the continued existence of their Church depended on a 

united front with the Dissentersy there appeared to be an evenf;? eater 

cause for pessimism in September 1686 as to the feasibility of 

co-operation. It was impossible for Dissenters to forget that the 

Church of England was a persecuting churchp because persecution was 

still intense. In factp in the remaining months of 1686 there were 

signs of a hardening of attitudes on the part of the 'Hierarchist' 

or 'Tory' section of the Church. They refused to make a distinction 

(1) morrice Pt 594- 
(2) Morrice Po 598- 
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between 'Bober Dissenters# and 'Fanaticsst as the moderates did, and 
their determination to persecute increased as the rumour began to 

circulate amongst them that 'some Fanatics were about to be put into 

the Commission of the Peace upon the great change. that was like to be 

made'* This attitude was all the more surprising in consideration of 

the fact that they now appeared unconcerned about the Roman Catholic 

appointments which had already taken place. By mid-November the Church- 

men were 'extraordinarily afraid' thatp in the projected remodelling 

of local government 'some fanatics' would be allowed into important 

civic positions. 
(') 

Even if the Dissenters could separate in their. 

minds the Church itself from the works of its magistracyp it was all 

too easy for most of themg to whom the personal sincerity of the Deans 

was unknown, to believe that the half-hearted overtures of the Church 

were merely provoked by the current crisis. Intelligent Dissentersp 

howeverg were beginning to be aware of the axial position into which 

bids from both sides had put thems fanatics in the Catholic camp might 

speak of using them now and dropping them laterp but the paucity of 

Roman Catholics (unless thousands were to be converted in a day) would 

ensure the continued usefulness of the Dissenters for some time to 

come; while the Churchment when their immediate usefulness was overy 

had no such need of them. Wooing from the Anglican camp was too 

obviously a reaction to the Court's efforts. And furtherp the Church 

had less to offer than the King in the immediate sense at leasts 

James offered toleration here and now; the Church only made promisest 

and did not do that with one voice. The Court was beginning to 

undertake a consciousp organised effort to win over the Dissenters; 

the Church of England had no policyp only the isolated efforts of 

(1) Morrice Pq 642; Qp 20,28P 49Y 52. 
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some perceptive individuals. Hencep when the question of a coalition 

with the 'sober part of the Church, was put to him again in the 

autumn, Morrice decided that even this must be viewed with suspicion. 

And wheng to add greater force to the argument, the cause of William 

of Orange was linked with that of the Churchp he decided that he 

deeply distrusted both. 
(') 

But during the winter months of 1686-7 a great deal occurred 

to make Morrice re-think his attitude and to shake the self-confidence 

of those who continued to persecute. The suspension of Comptong the 

concern expressed by the rrotestant Government at The Haguey and 

Compton's clandestine effortsp despite suspensionp to preserve his 

diocese from Popery; all appeared as shades of a new order. 
(2) 

Wide- 

spread concern amongst Anglicans at 'the Romish priests [who were] 

very busy in practising upon the people1q led to the publication of a 

pamphlet written as a catec4ismp 'aiming to enable the parishioner to 

withstand Rome's seduction' by drilling him in the pat answers to 

standard arguments. 
(3) 

What was probably of greater concern, to Church- 

ment howevery was Sunderland's tirade against 'Trimmers' who were not 

working wholeheartedly for the King's project andp what followedq the 

attempt to convert the lay leader of the Church to Catholicism. 
(4) 

It is significant that the Earl of Rochester selected to argue the 

Church's case in the disputation which was to decide the issueg 

Stillingfleety Tillotsong Patrick and Jane (Dean of Gloucester), all 

(1) Morrice Pv 678. 
(2) carpenter, Comptonp 1009 1089 109. 
(3) A Plain and Familiar Discourse by Way of a Dialogue Betwixt a 

Minister and His Parishioner concerning the Catholic Churchp 
by a Divine of the Church of England (4 December 1686)9 DWL 
7-39-9. see esp9cially Preface and p 2. 

(4) J. P. Kenyony Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)9 140- 
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participants in the anti-Papist campaign. It is also significant 

that the King refused to have the first twop and' settled for the 

second two under protest. 
(') 

Though Rochester's decision'must have 

been reassuring to Churchmeny his resultant fallq followed as it was 
by the recall of his brother Clarendon from Dublin, 

(2) 
must have 

shattered any illusions of the strength of the Old Alliance between 

Church and King. The Hicks Hall assizes in January 1687 had also 

convinced London Anglicans of the seriousness of the King's intention 

of winning over Dissenters; toleration of Dissenters would come. 
(3) 

With their illusions brokeny even the more die-hard Tories began to 

realise that by continuing persecution they were forcing Dissenters 

into the arms of the Courtq though some were not fully aware of this 

until the Indulgence camep and it was too late to make the gesture. 
(4) 

Meanwhiley many broad-church and moderate clergy began to contemplate 

Joining the propaganda war against the Papists to draw Dissenters 

away from the Courtq though few actually thought of going as far as 

a coalition. 

In the course of 1686 the pamphlet war reached a new intend typ 

as the army of theological pugilistsp most of whom contrived to 

publish anonymously, swelled to include a forcefulg? OuP of young 

(1) Simon Patrickt Works IX9 491-6; Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendong 
Correspondence and Diariesy ed. S. W. Singer (1828) 111 P9-91. 

(2) Ibidp 87-89P 132-39 134v 142. 

(3) Morrice Qt 52. 

(4) See above, p. 275. 
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Tory clergymen. Among them were Francis Atterburyp Henry Aldrichp 

Gee and Hooper. 
(') 

The Dissenters, howeverv despite their volubility 

in previous contests of this kindp 
(2) 

and despite their historical 

and theological aversion to Catholicismy played no part in the 

pamphlet war. Although their silence caused little reaction among 

Churchmen at the timev it provided a powerful argument against 

Dissenters after the Revolutiong and thirty years later Nonconform- 

ist apologists were still having difficulty fending off Anglican 

attacks on this score-0) One West Country Anglican divine went so 

far as to quote in full a letter, allegedly-written by a French 

Jesuitv arguing that if the Catholic Cause had had only the rresby- 

terians to deal with in 1688 there would have been no obstacle in the 

way of the Grand Designp for they were already half-subverted. 
(4) 

The justifications provided by the apologists were stereotyped 

and unconvincing. Edmund Calamy argued that the Dissenters 

'thought it not proper to take this work out of the hands of 

divines of the Church of Englandp who not only did it wellp 

but who were duty bound to do the more in opposition to the 

common danger, because they had done so much tobasten and 

occasion ito. 
(5) 

James Peirce argued 

(1) Burnet 1,674; Neal Vp 14- If. See Nuttall and Chaawickq 294- 
William Sherlockq Master of the Templeg was almost certainl,? the 
most prolific of the anti-papist pamphleteers. DNB XVIII9 95-97- 

(2) Calamyq Abridgementv 373; Neal Vp 15- 
(3) James Peirce, A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 1718)p 

266-1; Miscellaneous Tracts (1717-1720)p Tract IX: The Dissent- 
ers Reasons for not Writing; C41401L 313. &M Howep 
1389 139; : Bennet, Memorialt 324-5T, $ ragg 

fIv 221. 
(4) W. Snapep Vindication (1716)v 67 cited James Peirce, Miscellane- 

ous Tracts (1717-1720)9 Tract IX. 
(5) Calamy, Abridgementq 373- 
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that the Nonconformist ministry had only 

'Just 
Cbeen] 

delivered from the Church's nasty gaolsq 

or crept out of the corners where' they had been 'glad 

to hide themselves': they had 'newly returned to their 

families and studiesq from which the malice and cruelty 

of their enemies had long banished them'. 

In such circumstancesp how could they come to the. rescue of 

Churchmen 

$by whom they had been plundered of their booksp or 

forced to sell themv either to prevent them being made 

a preyq or to raise money to maintain their distressed 

families? '(') 

This kind of argument was reProduced elsewhere ad nauseam. 

Perhaps James Peirce came nearest to the motive behind the 

Nonconformists' preference to remain spectators in the war of 

words when he admitted that 

$nothing can be more serviceable to our causef than 

to have the Churchmen most thoroughly verst in the Popish 

controversy* For the further they go from themg the 

nearer they come to us,. 
(3) 

In accordance with Morrice's prognosis; the greater the alienation 

between Church and Courto the more useful the Dissenters would be to 

bothq and the higher both sides would be prepared to bid for their 

(1) James Peirceg A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 
1718)9 266-7. 

(2) Calamyq Howev 138-139; James Peircet The Dissenters Reasons 
for not Writingg Tract IX9 Miscellaneous Tracts (1717-20); 
Bennetp Memorialp 324-5; Neal Vp 15- 

(3) James Peircep A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 
1718), 267. 
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support. But the Church had, in any eventq far stronger motives 

for taking the offensive than the Dissenters. It was the Church 

which felt itself most threatened by the policy of the Court and 

by the advance of Popery. Their great proximity to Rome in the 

ecclesiastical spectrum made their membership correspondingly more 

vulnerable to the proselytising campaign being conducted by the secular 

priests. They had a great many 'notions' to IunteachIq not least of 

which was Non-Resistance#(') And, as the need to provide a wedge 

between the Dissenters and the Court - to replace the bludgeon they 

had used to drive them together - began to dawn on even the dowestp 

what better wedge than the Popish Peril ? 
(2) 

At no time in the reignp either before or after the 1687 Dec- 

laration of Indulgencep is there evidence that the Dissenting clergy 

feared the loss of any of their flock by conversion to Catholicism; - 

on the contraryp some were confident thatp through the King's actionsq 

they would gain converts from the Church. (3) 
But the approach and 

contents of the great majority of Anglican pamphlets and sermons 

published in 1687 and 1688, as well as the personal letters and 

annotations of Anglican ecoleriasticsp make it transparantly clear 

that the most important single motive behind theircampaign, was the 

fear of mass conversions to Catholicism. 
(4) 

On 15 September 1687 

(1) Calamvt Howep 138; Welwood, Memoirso 
(2) See Burnet It 672-3; N. Sykesq William Wake Archbishop of 

Canterbury 1657-1737 (1957) It 43; A. T. Hart The Life and 
Times of John Sharp, Archbishop of York (1949ý, 92p q9t 100. 

(3) Heywood 1119.228. Howevert Daniel Williams once urged his con- 
'blindly givýup [I heir3 f aith.. to such Who coks gregation to 

most daringly pretend to domin on over them'. Williams It 11. 

(4) H. rrideauxp The Life of the Reverend Humphrey Prideaux Dean of 
Norwich (1748)p 29. (See also 23-28y 30-35); Carpenterg Tenison, 
50-55; Richard Kiddery Autobiographyq 234 in S. H. Cassanp Lives 

of the Bishops of Bath and Wells (1829); HMC Downshire MSS It 
it 265. CQN. Sykesq From Sheldon to Becker (1959) 9 31' J. 
Gutch (ed)pCollectanea Curiosa; Misc. Tracts Relating to the 
History.. of the Church of England.. Chiefly collected from the 
MSS of Archbishop Sancroft (1781) It 326-8. 
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$a Real Catholic of the Church of England' published A Few Plain 

Reasons Why a Protestant of. the Church of England should not turn 

Romari Catholicq and on his first pagep even had the title not made 

it evidentp claimed that his objective was to counter the Catholic 

attempt to convert Anglicans to the 'Mother Church'. On 9 July a 

pamphlet had been published entitled Reasons Why a Protestant 

Should not Turn Papist, and in September, A Discourse_Showing that 

Protestants are on the Safer Sideq and that their Religion is the 

Surest Way to Heaveng in the preface of which the Anglican writer 

makes it clear that his object is to reassure his flock in the face 

of the conversion campaign of the Catholic priests. In addition to 

these more general pamphlets, others were written on individual points 

of doctrine; some for the sake of academic debate or to answer an 

earlier Catholic treatise, but many to reassure the faithful; asp for 

instance, A-Treatise Showing that the Roman Church falsely claims to 

be that Church.. mentioned by St. Paul in 1 Timothy 111: 15,9 An Answer 

to the Compiler of the Nubes Testump A Discourse concerning Penancip 

showing how the Doctrine of the Church of Rome makes void True Repen- 

tancel or The Fallibility of the Church of Rome Demonstrated. At 

least one of thesep the lasty was written by Dr. Daniel Whitbyg would- 

be pamphleteer of 1682p nowno longer restrained by his Bishopy the 

formidable Seth Wardp who h" 1687 suffered 'an almost 

total decay of his reason'. This timely senilityp quite apart from 

leaving a fluent Anglican writer unrestrainedy also removed from the 

scene of action at a vital junc. ture one of the most outspoken 

opponents within the Church of the comprehension of sober Nonconform- 

(1) Walter Pope, Life of Sethp Bishop of Salisbury (1697)9 1711 184. 

&Q "/s I. Ixt 3.34q. 
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Whilst Nonconformists lacked the strong motives which Anglicans 

had to involve themselves in the anti-Papist campaignp it should not 

be assumedp as some post Revolution critics and apologists did, 
(') 

that their tongues and pens were completely inactive. The anti-Papist 

preachingf interlarded with the esoteric expositions of Daniel and 

the Revelationp which was always a part of Nonconformist preachingp 

did not cease in the course of 1687 and 1688p and with the increased 

freedom to preachp may have become even more of a pre-occupation. 
(2) 

Preaching before Sir John Shorter on 26 November 1687 Daniel Williams 

f made an attack on externalism which was transparently aimed against 

the Catholics. 
(3) 

A number of books and pamphlets were also published 

by Nonconformists in the course of the reign. It is significantp 

however, that only one of the anti-Papist pamphlets extant has been 

attributed to a Nonconformist authorp and that this was a commonplace 

attack on transubstantiation published after the 'understanding' had 

been reached with the Church in the summer of 1688. 
(4) 

By far the greater part of the works published by Nonconformists 

in the reign of Ja. mes II were of a non-controversial nature: devotional 

works, moderate apologeticsy attacks on the distinctive doctrines of 

other sects. The Dissenters not only resisted the temptation to write 

(1) James Peirceq A Vindication of the Dissenters (1718), 266-71; 
W. Nicholsq A Defence'of the Doctrine and Discipline of the 
Church of England (1697)p 85t 106; Bennett Memorialq footnoteg 
324-5- 

(2) DWL Catalogue of Sermons: 'Sermons on Last Things't 1687-8: 
W. Alleng 1035. G-4; R. Baxterp 1037. F. 8 (7); 0. Heywoodt 
20-75-C; Calamyq Abridgementp 376; Anonp An Apology for the 
Pulpits: Being an Answer to a late Book entitled Good Advice 
to the Pulpits (1687)y 19 2,8; Powickep 
159-163; Walter Wilson MS It ivp 264- 

(3) Williams It 34-35- 
(4) 'Transubstantiationo A Peculiar Article of the Roman Catholic 

Fd thl (October 1688), attributed to John Goodwing Independent 
Minister at Pinnerg in 'Poperys Pro and Conly DWL 7.66-49 
tract 6. On John Goodwin's views see Jo Huntp Religious 
Thought in England (1870) It 259-60p 261. 
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against Rome, they resisted the very considerable Iressure of the 

Court after 1686 to take their revenge on the Church of England by 

e: xposing Anglican persecution. 
(') 

One OL"V*Or,, 79 

believed that a 'pastorlhad been sentenced 

to whipping for writing an anti-Catholio pamphlet. Howeverg the 

clergyman in question was Samuel Johnsong degraded from his Anglican 

living in 1686 for writing a pamphlet which allegedly incited members 

of the armed services to mutiny rather than serve with Catholics. 
(2) 

With the exception of the pamphlets of William Penn and Stephen 

Lobby and the posthumous republication of Philip Nye's tract on the 

dispensing powerl it is difficult to find any evidence of political 

advice or exhortation in the sermonsy letters and pamphlets of Diss- 

enting clergymen. Dissenters were certainly averse to using published 

works as vehicles for such advice. When John Howe fled to the 

Continent in August 1685 he sentlack an 'open letter' to his flock 

in London which contained only the most oblique references to the 

political situation. In response to requests for guidance as to how 

they should behave he told them to put their beliefs into practice and 

I not to content themselves with only a6notional knowledge of practical 

matters': to study the Scriptures daily that 'the future state of the 

unseen worldp and eternal thing0p might belmade more lively'; 'that., 

how grievous and bitter soeverlmight be their lot at any timepothere 

could not be but kindness at the bottom': and that they must bear in 

(1) Wilson 1,207; IIIP 496-7; IVp 247; Palmer Ip 211; Neal Vp 
W. Urwickp-Nonconformity in Hertfordshire (1884)p 270. 

(2) Ellis Ip 197n-8v Ixix (See also 190-19 1xvii); J. S. Clarke 
(ed), The Life of James the Second King of England &c Collected 
out of Memoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) IIq 70- 
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mind that whilst the severities imposed by the Churchmen were a 

genuine grievance to Dissentersp the Churchmen were genuinely 

grieved by the 'errors' of the Dissenters. (') 
When Oliver Heywoodo 

liberated from the threat of persecution in 1687Y took the oppor- 

tunity to writeg he produced two involuted devotional tomes. The 

nearest approach to a pr actical, exhortation in either was when he 

counselled against 'pepper-professors: hot. in the mouthy but cold in 

the stomachly and called his readers away from an over-involvement 

in temporal affairs to the pursuit of spiritual ideals. 
(2 ) 

The same 

strain of almost mystical abandonment of the harsh realities of this 

life is also found in Samuel Hardy's A Second Guide to Heaven. The 

Devilp he saidp was out to seduce the believer away from the Christian 

path by the allurements of temporal advantage; such advantages as 

peace and prosperity would not last - there was a lull before the 

final storm; to withstand the fiery trials which were to comeq con- 

comitants of the Second Coming, they must be truly converted. 
(3) 

That the published work of Dissenters at this critical juncture 

in their historyq which men like Morrice believed would be decisive 

one way or the otherp was spiritual rather than political does not 

preclude the possibility that political advice was offered through 

other channelsy nor does it indicate a complete absence of political 

awareness. But it is symptomatic ofthe fact that the silence of 

Dissenters in the war of words was not entirely the product of the 

conscious calculation that to obviate the perils which would arise 

(1) Calamyý Howep 116-125: See especially 118,119p 120f 121. 
(2) Oliver Hevwoodp Closet Prayer: A Christian Duty (1687)p preface; 

Baptismal Bonds Renewed (1687)y Epistle to the Reader. 

(3) S. Hardyp A Second Guide to Heaven (1687)f introductory epistleg 
and 8-9,194-99 2009 226-7- 
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from alienating either side (Church or Court) or from driving them 

togetherf silence was'the best policy. The clarity of the Political 

cognition of Nonconformists was oftenp though not invariablyp clouded 

by the subjective theological standpoint from which a situation was 

viewedt a crisis of essentially geocentric proportions was often 

viewed as part of their own sectarian - usually chiliastic - scheme 

of things. This other-worldly preoccupation was inhibitive of action 

and was probably a contributing factor to the febrile indecision whichp 

in the summer of 1687ý Morrice believed would lead Nonconformists to 

waste the opportunity that was theirs by preventing them from closing 

with either Church or Court. 
(') 

One point of view from which the failure of Dissenters to take 

part in the pamphlet controversy was especially inexpedient - whether 

their inaction was dictated by art or preoccupation - was that of the 

Dutch interest. To Dykvelt the rapid crossfire of pamphlets was 

constanty tangible evidence of the Church's fight for survival. On 

4 June 16879 when present at a friendly discussion between William 

Bates and Thomas Tenisonp Mykvelt severely criticised the Presbyter- 

ians in particular for their silence. In answer Bates asserted that 

'some Presbyterians had written but the Churchmen had refused to 

licence their books'* 
(2) 

Bates was n9t the only Presbyterian to make 

this assertion. Baxter said that he had offered to write 'a piece 

against Popery every month' but that those in charge of licencing 

had refused their imprimatur. Jonathan Hanmer also professed to have 

produced a discourse against the Papacy and been refused a licence. 

(1) Morrice Qp 1289 1619 162. 

(2) Morrice Qp 140- 
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Bunyan published only two pamphlets during the reign; according 

to his biographer 'an unusual circumstance for his facile pent 

which may possibly be accounted for by the troubles ofthe stormy 

intervening years'. Henry Pendlebury published a treatise on tran- 

substantiation after the Revolution with a note that he had prepared 

it in 1687 but had failed to get a licence. 

'The Licencers of the Pressp being Churchmen' refused licences 

to Nonconformists because they wished 'to secure to themselves 

the entire glory of the triumph. And the repulse of some was 

a good reason why all others should save themselves the labour 

of writing to no purpose'. 
(') 

Of theseq only Bates's testimony is contemporary; the other evidence 

was inserted into the works of the apologists as an afterthoughtp in 

two cases in týe form of a footnotep after much play had been made 

with the reasons why Dissenting clergy should not have been expected 

to take part in the controversy. In their favourp howeverg it may be 

said that Sir Roger LIB3trange was still continuing his campaign 

against 33axter's works - he confiscated a collection which had been 

made by the Earl of Angleseyq and were being auctioned following the 

Earl's death 
(2) 

- and hence could be depended on not to let any new 

ones past. In factv there had been some tightening UP on censorship 

after the accession. The expiry of the 1662 Censorship Act in 1679 

had been followed by a six year period in which censorship had taken 

the form of ad hoc pronouncements, But the 

(1) Calamyt Abridgementt 373 ; Bennetp Memorialq footnot3324-5; 
James Peirce, A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd ed. 1718)9 
265-6; Neal Vý editor Toulmin's footnotet p. 15'; Bunyanp 
342-3- 

(2) Morrice Qj 14. 
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Act of 1662 had been renewed by Parliament in 1685(l) andy in 

additionp LIEstrange had been ordered on 21 May to put an end to 

'the late scandalous and intolerable liberties of the press,. 
(2) 

On 10 February 1688 a proclamation was issued for suppressing 

'seditious and unlicensed books and pamphlets 1.0) Hence it is 

possible thatq whilst censorship continued to-be less than completely 

efficientp LIEstrange could have exerted his authority in banning any 

Nonconformist works of a remotely controversial nature. 
(4) 

However, 

though he retained his position as Surveyor of the Imprimery until 

*ýa *jVC! U&Ot,, 
(5) 

he had fallen from grace by March 1687P 
(6 ) 

andp in 

any event, he was not the only person concerned with censorship, 

especially with regard to works of an ecclesiastical nature. 
(7) 

pour 

other persons concerned with the Press licencep Ishamp Alstonp 

Batteley and Needhamp claimed that no anti-papist tract written by 

a Dissenter had been brought to them for their attentionp and that no 

book had been refused a licence purely because it was written by a 

Dis senter 

(1) J. R. Westernp Monarchy and Revolution (1972)p 61-62. 

(2) CSPD 1685t 158-9. 
(3) Luttrell-Iq 431. 
(4) J. R. Westernp op cit, 62-63- 
(5) DNB XIP 1005- 
(6) Luttrell Iq 3929 396; Kitchin, 36T-b. 
(7) The Secretaries of State 

and the Archbishop of danterbury were among those 
who could license books. J. R. Westerny op citp. 62. 

(8) Zacharay Grey, An Impartial Examination [of Neal] (1736-9) IIv 
424-434,. 
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5- 

But the inaction of the Dissenters in the pamphlet war was 

symptomatic of something more basic than the discrimination of 

Anglican licensers. The political aim of the sects in 1687 were, 

as alwaysg confused: some wanted comprehension through Convocation 

and a Parliament; others tolerationp from King or from Parliament. 

And this confusion was compounded by the First Declaration of 

Indulgence. Confusion of aims produced a corresponding variety of 

political leanings, and thisq in its turng produced the utter muddle 

which characterised the political behaviour of the several Nonconform- 

ist sects for the remainder of 1687o The behaviour even of those who 

had previously aimed at comprehension was far from uniform or consis- 

tent over a period of time. During Dykvelt's visit in the spring 

and early summer of 1687 hopes of an agreement between the Dons and 

the moderate Churchmen gradually increasedy though such hopes were 

not even a subject of interest to anyone elseo Disillusion and mutual 

suspicion set ing howeverý before Dykvelt's departurep and hopes did 

not revive again until the end of the year. 

Opinion among Churchmen on the prospect of 'an understanding 

with sober Dissenters' was equally fluid. Despite the aspirations of 

the Deans at the end of 1685Y only Fowler had meAe any serious attempt 

to establish a rapprochement in 16869 and without success. In 

January and February 16879 although most Anglicans had recognised 

the inevitability of a toleration for. Dissentersp(l) the pulpit 

fulminations at Anglican churches produced the same cacophony of 

(1) morrice Qy 52 
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Mr. 
sounds each Sunday. On 15 January Rev. A Pellingp at Mercers Chapelp 
'preached about Poperyp and very fervently against placing any 

confidence in the promises that Papists made to hereticsIp clearly 

endeavouring to draw Dissenters away from the Court. But on the 

same dayp at Lincolns Innq Dr. Hestcard was still inveighing 'in the 

old strain.. against schismatics and Dissenters'. 
(') 

But wheny at 
the end of February, Rev. Stains still preached vigorously in favour 

of persecuting 'Fanatics' it was 'much wondered atp at this time of 

the dayp not only by Nonconformistsý but by the conformists them- 

selves'. 
(2) 

On 2 March The Observatorg still strongly in favour of 

putting the Dissenters to routp was published forthe last time. It 

was rumoured that the King had ordered its closure and LIEstrange 

himself admitted that his views had lost support within the Church 

and that he had failed to gain the support of the King. 
(3) 

By the 

beginning of 1688, though still 'a loyal son of the Church of 

England') LIEstrange was operating a Catholic printinq press at 

Holyrood(4) andy by June 16879 along with the Bishops of Oxford and 

, 
1W 

Chesterp the 'persecuting partvriPiddlesex Justices' and the pro- 

Catholic lawyersq Warcup and Withansp formed an 'absolutist partylp 

in opposition to the notion of an understanding with Dissenters and 

perhaps hoping to be of use to the King in the future should he wish 

to extirpate them. 
(5) 

But they were barking up the wrong tree. 

On 26 March 1687 Morrice noteds 

(1) Morrice Qv 45- 
(2) Morrice Qp 80. 
(3) Kitchint 365-6; Luttrell Ip 392P 396. 
(4) Morrice Q, 91; DNB XIv 1005- 
(5) Morrice Qv 120; Thomas Cartwrightp Diwyq Camden Soo. (1843)v 

4y 5p 45; Kitchiny 366. 
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'There is much lax discourse as if the sober Churchmen were 

willing (which most have been peremptorily averse from) to 

come to some good understanding and coalesce with the sober 

Dissenters#. 

But the understanding envisaged was to be based on certain conditions; 

'they should expect the Dissenters should not erect great new meeting 

placesy nor meet ordinarily in Church hours'. Morrice was scepticalf 

however, taking the view that the offers were made by a minority; 

'Most Churchmen expect and desire that the Dissenters may 

abuse their liberty and break'out in some eruptions against 

the state, andy therebyp necessitate the State to take in 

the Churchmen and make them trump once more'. 
(') 

But in the ensuing weeks there was much to make the Churchmen 

think more seriously about the coalition. The Edict of Toleration 

itselfq and the initial response to it from Dissenters, made any 

'eruption against the State' most unlikely. The arrival from France 

of 'a large number of Jesuit priests and scholarsly which coincided 

with the publication of the Edictpuade some think that 

'Jesuits and Priests (of which there were some thousands in 

the kingdom)o** would soon fill all the bishoprics and dean- 

eriesq all ecclesiastical dignitiesp prebends and livings' 

andq since 'they were men of policy and learning1v 'if they 

were once settled thereing they would have to be acquiesced 

in'. 
(2) 

(1) Morrice Q, 84- See G. V. Bennettp 'Conflict in the ChurchIp 
Britain after the Glorious Revolutionp 1689-1714, ed- G. Holmes 
(1968)ý 159- 

Morrice Qv 87ý 88v 89; Perry IIs 493Y 498. 
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The activities of Dykvelt were also aimed at bringing about a 

coalition. 
(') 

On 19 March William Wake was exhorting Anglicans 
40 

Istrenuouslyt ehave themselveslin times of persecutiont such as thIS 

now threatened to be'* 
(2) 

Among the Anglican converts to the idea of a coalition at this 

time was the Dean of St-Asaphq Nicholas Stratfordq who immediately 

began to preach the advisability of 'coming to a good understandinglý3) 

Tillotsong Stillingfleet and Patrick, who in the preceding months had 

been concentrating on attacking Catholicism rather than coalescing 

with Dissenters, came to life simultaneously. Bven nowp howeverv 

their objective seemed to be to draw Dissenters away from the court 

rather than to reach an 'understanding'. 
(4) 

For the remainder of the 

year their efforts in the direction of a rapprochement were less than 

strikingg though two of them had family disasters to contend with. 
(5) 

The statements of Ken, Bishop of Bath and Wellsq in which he spoke 

favourably of 'sober DissentersIq but distrustfully of IfanaticsIq 

were interpreted as implying the availability of his powerful support 
I, (6) 

for an 'understanding . 

The implications of Dissenters of all sorts making full use of 

their liberty after the Indulgence, and of the new influx of priests 

from Francep was pushed home by Dykvelt during his interviews in 

(1) Burnet Iv 708P 709- 
(2) Lvelyn Ivv 543-4. 
(3) Morrice Qq 86. 

(4) Simon Pat'rickf works Ixy 505-6 (See also pp 317-9); Morrice 
Qv 94. 

(5) Simon Patrickp OP Cýtp 507-8 Birch, Tillotsonp 126-130- 
(6) Morrice Qp 90; H. A. L. Ricey Thomas Ken Bishop and Non-jurer 

(1958)9 94-9: 5ý- 



April and Mayq(l) during which he was reported to have 'carried 

himself very high' and been 'fondest of those that the Court think 

worst affected'. 
(2 ) 

The announcement that Roman Catholic priests 

had been given livings in Warwickshire and Worcestershire, the news 

of heavy fines levied on Dissenters found in possession of Burnet's 

pamphletsg the stories of the misdemeanours of the Catholic Lord 

Dunbarton's regiment quartered near London and rumours that the Lord 

Chancellor wasEpeaking openly of the imminent restoration of the Old 

Religiong lent force to his arguments. 
0) 

In no time Protestants of 

all parties were communicating 4their innermost thoughtsp hopes and 

fears' to him. Soon the project of a coalition had found more 

convertsp and the 'Whig' clergy began to join with John Howep and 

Dissenters newly arrived from Hollandv in endeavouring to restrain 

those who planned to address. Nonconformists were reminded that if 

they helped the Papists to destroy the Churchp their turn would 

follow. 
(4) 

Some Anglicans even became impatient; 'the Dissenters 

talked to them of Concord and Union upon common principlesq but 

that discourse was altogether in vain when the Dissenters perpetuated 

the separation' through their inaction and doctrinal rigidity. On 

three occasions in the previous twenty-four years comprehension had 

been possible, but the Dissenters had not af. Lted their opportunities. 

Their very inaction would 'force the moderate Churchmen to go over 

(1) Everard van der Weedep sieur de Dykvelt arrived in England 
during the second week in February as a special emissary from 
The Hague. Ellis 19 2429 lxxxviii; Dalrymple III pt. I, appo 
to bk V9 52. - 

(2) Ellis I, 289p cviii. 
(3) Morrice Qv 1099 1109 1139 115P 1169 1191 132; HMC Downshire 

USS Iq iq 240- 

(4) Morrice Qp 116; Calamyq Howep 134; Jo Fitzpatrick to Williamp 
30 May 1687t Dalrymple III pto 19 appo to bk v, 66. 
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entirely to the Hierarchists'. 
(1) 

On one Sunday in mid-Mayt* 

whilst a number of clergyý including the Bishop of Exeterv were 

preaching violently on the theme of the Popish Peril (with the 

transparent object of scarifying impressionable Dissenters)y another 

group was encouraging parishioners to Igrow, up into a coalition' 
Me. 

with Dissentersp a further groupp including Rev. A Moore of Hackneyq 

& S, ýh o [as 
and A 

Stratfordý were discussing practical concessions which would 

facilitate the comprehension of moderate Presbyterians. (Moore was 

Prepared to 'relax kneeling at the Sacrament, and coming up to the 

Altarg and crossing in Baptism' ). (2 ) 
But on the following Sunday 

William Sherlock was still thundering on the subject of the Diss- 

entexsl- obligation of church attendance and the right of the Church 

to persecute them if they absented themselves. 
(3) 

The overtures of men like Stratford and Mooreq the expressed 

fears of other Anglican clergymen that the Indulgence would empty 

their congregationsv and the threats of Tories like Sherlocky were 

taken sufficiently seriously by Nonconformist preachers to induce 

them to take great care to avoid incurring the Church's displeasurep 

even after the Declaration, by holding their meetings out of Church 

hours andy not infreqttentlyp by continuing to attend Church them- 

selves. 
(4) 

Reresby noted that $the Presbyterians or Calvin- 

istev who most of them had begun to conform, continueAto come to our 

churchest. 
(5) 

In Kreter George Trosse continued to attend 'prelatical 

(1) Morrice Qq 115Y 116. 
(2) Morrice Qq 120. 

(3) Morrice Q, 121. See G. M. Strakap Anglican Reaction to the 
Revolution of 1688 (1962), 17- 

(4) Morrice Qt 89y 90; *ocketto 49P 50- 

(5) Reresbyý 452. 
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assemblies with great constancy' and observed; though other 

'Nonconforming ministers in The City' preachedlin the very time 

of public worship upon the Lords Days; yet I forbore it'. 
(') 

At 

Whitwellp thought aking advantage of the Indulgence to preachy Philip 

Henry was careful not to do so in Church hoursp to continue to attend 

churchp and 'never in the least changed his judgment as to the law- 

fulness of joining in.. Common Prayery and continued to do it occasion- 

ally * When hecontinued this practice after the immediate prospect 

of a coalition had receded in 'ýhe'late summery he noted in his diary 

that he was 

'greatly clamoured against by.. the rigid separatistsp and 

called a dissembler... One side told him, he was the author 

of alL. mischief in drawing people from the Church; and the 

other side told himp he was the author of all.. mischief in 

(2) 
drawing people to the Church' . 

Along the same lines Trosse noted: 'By this my moderationg and associ- 

ating with both partiesq I got no respect from either sidep but fell 

under the censures and condemnations of the zealots of both'. 
(3) 

The 

Deansq howeverf regarded the continuationcf habits of conformity as 

a hopeful sign and 'magnified those who at thi's hour of temptation 

stick so close to the Church of England as to choomrather to be 

God's favourites than the King's., 
(4) 

The Harleysp and possibly the 

Foleysq were still attending church in Se. ptember. 
(5) 

Henry Newcome 

(1) G. Trosse, The Life of the Reverend Mr. George Trossep Late 
Minister of the Gospel in the city of Exon(1714), 92. 

(2) Henryq Diaries and Letterso 328-9. 

(3) G. Trosset op city 92-93. 

(4) T. Cartwrighty Diaryq Camden Soo. (1843), 44- 

(5) HMC 14th Report) app. pt. II: Portland USS 111 (18909 403-4- 
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of Manchester also persisted in attending church and in holding his 

own services outside of church hours. He would have done so beyond 

the onset of disillusionment in July had not the local Anglican 

clergyman chosen to extend the length of his sermons to make 

Newcome's services impossible. Eventually he was 'forced into public 

time I and - 31 July ceased to attend church. 
(') 

In Londony William 

Tong had a similar experience. 
(2 ) 

The practice of partial conformityl 

however, continued long enough for Sir John Shorter and various other 

Nonconformists admitted to the City Corporation in November 1687 to 

continue to attend church regularlyp and take the Sacrament in order 

to qualify legally for their offices and avoid the appearance of 

taking advantage of the dispensing power. 
0) 

Despite the distrust of both the moderate Churchmen and the 

Dutch cause expressed by Morrice during the autumn of 1686y and the 

coolness with which he had greeted the talk of coalition when it was 

revived in March 16879 between mid-May and the end of June he was an 

exponent both of an Anglican-Dissenting coalitiong andy grudgingly$ 

Dissenting support for the Dutch interest. Dykvelt had arrived in 

Erigland in February 1687 'with directions how to talk with all sorts 

of people: to the Kingv to those of the Churchp and to the Dissenters'. 

His instructions had beendrawn up by Burnet and his arrival was 

accompanied by the return to 11tigland of a number of the emigr; 

Dissenting clergy of 1685 and before. They were returning at William's 

requestp and from William's coffers they were possessed of'such 

Henry Newcomev Autobiography, Chetham Soo. (1852), 264,265; 
B. Nightingalep Lancashire Nonconformity (1893)t Vol. on 
Manchester and Oldh&mp 86. 

(2) Wilson IIP 23. 

(3) morrice Qp 189p 190p 196. 
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presents as enabled them to pay their debts)and to undertake the 

Journey'. William's purpose in encouraging their returnp perhaps 

put into his mind by Anglican correspondents in Englandq was to use 

them to offset the influence among Dissenters of certain 'false 

brethrenp whom the Court might gain to deceive the rest'. Dykvelt's 

Own Instructions included orders to 'press' Dissenters to 'stand off, 

and not to be drawn ire by the promises of the Court and to remove 

from their minds 'the ill characters that had been given them of the 

Princelt for the Dissenters had been6'possessed with a conceit of his 

being arbitraryand imperious'. 
(') 

Roger Morrice and his patron 

Sir John Maynard, who was probably one of. the most influential Noncon- 

formist politiciansq received a visit from Dykvelt in the third week 

of Majr. His chief concern was to assure them that 'the Prince was 

very well inclined to Protestant Dissenters and desired they might be 

possessed with a sense thereof'. Maynardq with Morrice's concurrencep 

then assured Dykvelt thaty in the event of James II's demisep 

'he might rest assuredly confident that the Protestant Diss- 

enters were universally fixed for the Prince and Princess's 

succession, and would do all in their power to promote it 

against all whomsoever'. 

Despite the enthusiasm of the words, howeverp this was not really 

saying, a great deal; merely that Dissenters would support the legal 

succession. Dissenters continued to be suspicious of William despite 

DYkvelt's assuranceso Morrice did not trouble to conceal his fear 

thatp if James diedv William might find himself under the twin tempt- 

ations of 'leaving the Penal laws on because he found them on1p and 

falling in with 'the Prerogative Party' and hence governing against 

Burnet Ip 708 -709- 
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the interests of Dissenters. Maynard retorted that William's 

'own judgmentp inclination and interest would induce him to 

take off the laws on Protestant Dissenters, and his desire 

to reign in the affections of his people would dispose him 

to govern by law and to infringe no man's liberty'. 

And Morrice thought that he had been convinced. 
(') 

During the same week as his grudging conversion to the Dutch 

interestq the preaching of Moore and Stratfordp certain Private assur- 

ances made to 'sober Dissenters' by 'sober Churchment that 'in a 

better time' comprehension would be offered to those who would accept, 

and toleration to those who would notq 
(2) 

as well as. the trend of 

public eventsy had convinced Morrice of the urgent expediency of an 

Anglican-Dissenting coalition. He wrote: 

'It is plain to all mankind that a coalition between the 

sober Conformists and Nonconformists is the only expedient 

that is within the reach of human prospect to save this 

nationp together with impunity to those who cannot come 

within that coalition or comprehension'* 

Only this would restrain the King in his Catholic Design; even the 

moderate Catholics would be pleased at some restraint(V 

But 

believing that a coalition was 'the only expedient' to save the day 

was not the sam thing as saying that such a coalition could and would 

be achieved. There had been a number of occasions in the previous 

(1) Morrice Qq 1249 125. 
MOM 4 all 

(2) Burnet Ip7OSj . 
f-number 

of Anglican Pamphlets at this time 
contained broad hints regarding comprehension; G. M. Strakap 
Anglican Reaction to the Revolution of 1688 (1962)p 21, 
Morrice Qq 128, 
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reign when some kind of mutually satisfactory final agreement 

between Conformist and Nonconformist had been desirablep but on 

each occasion the hard work of the moderates had been thwarted by 

the intrigues and utterances of the extremists on both sides. It 

was this that was inhibiting a rapprochement nowp Morrice was sure. 

The extremists on his own side in particularg he was certainp would 

induce 'Nonconformists [to] 
refuse this blessed OPPortunity as they 

had done others. '(') 

DesPite Maynard's firm convictionsp Morrice continued to have 

his doubts as to William's intentionso since Dykvelt's assurances had 

been of so general a nature. In a subsequent interview Morrice said, 

very pointedlyp that the Dissenters 'hoped to be set upon equal terms 

with other subjects by a law' on William and Mary's accessiony but 

Dykvelt still did not rise to the bait. 
(2) 

Dykveltls reluctance 

seems even more mysterious in view of the fact thatp according to 

Burnetp his instructions said that Dissenters were to be told that 

'whensoever the crown should devolve on the princess' 'full toleration' 
(3) 

and 'comprehension' would 'if possible' be accorded to them. Only 

at a third interviewp in early Junep at which William Bates and John 

Howe were also presentp did Dykvelt give Morrice the impression that 

William would in fact 'set the Protestant Dissenters on equal terms 

with other subjects,. 
(4) 

It is possible that Dykvelt deliberately 

held off on this point until he knew the upshot of the rapid exc1hange 

of correspondence between the Court of St. James and The Hague then 
t 

(1) Morrice Qq 128-9* 

(2) Morrice Qp 125- 

(3) Burnet It 701- 
(4) Morrice Qq 132. 
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in progress on the question of the Test Acts. 
(') 

He may have 

been expecting the public pronouncement on this issue whichl in 

November 16879 James Johnstonlelieved was overdue. Any commitment 

on his part mightp in any eventp impair William's bargaining position 

with his father-in-lawp inhibit his freedom of action in the event of 

an imminent succession2 or prove harmful to his relations with the 

Churchmený some of whomp thanks to Dykveltp were beginning to enter 

into correspondence with him. 
(2) 

Whatever the motivey Dykvelt's hedging did nothing but harm 

both to the prospect of an Anglican-DiSBenting 'understanding' and 

to Dissenting support for the Dutch interest. Hencev by the time of 

his departure at the end of June many Dissenters were deeply suspici- 

ous of all the political interests. The early enthusiasm for the 

Edict of Toleration had given way to cynicism. 
(3) 

The habitual 

distrust with which they regarded William of Orange - ever since 1679 

many Nonconformists had had little room for him - was intensifiedp(4) 

and an understanding with the Anglicans was beginning to appearp not 

only impossible of achievementp but an undesirable capitulation to an 

alien interest. After Dykvelt's departuref Dr. Bates told Morrice 

that when he had last spoken with him the Dutch agent had pointed out 

that although 'the Prince would give them some liberty by law. ** it 

was his opinion that if ever the Prince came to the throne he would 

fall for all intents and purposes with the Prelatists'. According to 

Morricep most Presbyterians believed Dykvelt to have been 'a man of 

(1) Dalrymple 119 app. to bk VP 54-55; CSPD 1687-qp 59 12-13- 
(2). Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2110b; CSPD 1686-7t 436; 1687-qp 12. 

(3) See aboveg pp. 290-293. 

(4) Lacey, 343 n-41- 
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very much art and inconsistency' -a view shared by the King - andp 

for himself he believed that his suspicions of the previous autumn 

had received striking confirmation. 
(') 

One of the 6migr; s newly 

arrived from Holland helped to confirm Morrice in his suspicion of 

the Dutch interest by recounting an interview he had had with the 

Princess Mary immediately prior to sailing. The Princess had told 

him that 

'if ever the crown should descend upon herp she thought she 

should never be severe to any that were religiousp ... but 

she knew not the power of temptations2 but hoped none would 

ever prevail with her to do otherwise'. 

Mary's refusal to answer a request to be more specific as to 'how she 

would carry towards Dissenters and Hierarchistslp was interpreted by 

the 6migre to imply the probability that she and her husband would 

not only reject comprehensionp but would re-introduce persecution. 
(2) 

In Julyp August and September 1687 the Dissenters, already dis- 

enchanted with the Court and the Dutch interestp reacted strongly 

against the Churchp and 'sober Dissenters' and sober Churchmen' ceased 

to canvass the idea of an understanding, Hencep despite preaching 
-1 

campaigns and church-building, politically Dissenters were in a state 

of stupefaction; only those completely innocent of politics were 

prepared to commit themselvesp and they under pressure. The violent 

utterances of the Tory magistracy and of certain Tory politicians like 

Sir Edward Seymour on the subject of the Indulgencep had made Diss- 

enters realise that their objection was not to the prerogative 

exercise itself but to the fact that it had been a prerogative 

(1) Morrice Q, 134Y 140. See cSPD 1687-Rp 12- 13. 

(2) morrice Qp 1319 3191 149- 
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exercise to free Dissenters from persecution. 
(') 

Throughout the 

summer and early autumn all-too-credible reports were constantly 

circulating among informed Dissenters that the 'Rierarchists were 

treating with the Court' and bending over backwards to meet the 

King's wishes. On 27 August Morrice wrote that such negotiations 

had been going onIfor a month or twolp and that those participating 

in them wereq in many casesp the very persons who had advocated 'an 

accommodation' with the Dissenters in April and Mayp and that they were 

'now at a greater distance from Dissenting Protestants than 

formerly', and had 'utterly disclaimed not only all hopes and 

all endeavours after an accommodation with them but had said 

that all such attempts were altogether in vain'. 
(2) 

Prom the beginning of July an Anglican pamphlet had been incircul- 

ation which argued that the 'true interest of the Church' lay in 

compliance with the Crown - not in an 'understanding' with DissenterSO 

BY 17 August John Swynfenq whop as a Nonconformist politician had in 

the past co-operated with the 'sober' wing of the church, had decided 

'that the Churchmen must not be trustedl. 
(4) 

What sickened Roger 

Morrice more than anything else was. the inaction of the Deans, whoib 

he believed had been alienated by the initial enthusiasm which Diss- 

enters had shown for the Indulgence and the laudatory addressesp which 

made their 'wiser brethren' crawl with embarrassment, that continued 
(5) 

to be sent to the Court throughout the summer. In some areas 

(1) morrice Qý 138. 
(2) Morrice Q) 166,167,178- 
(3) morrice Qt 1549 155- 
(4) Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 17 August 1687p HMO 14th Reportý 

app. pt. ID Portland MSS III (1894)t 400. See Laceyp 443-447 
on Swynfen. 

(5) Morrice Q, 1629 167. 
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feeling between Dissenters and Churchmen ran high. In Blackburn 

and Manchester outrages took place in which groups of Dissenters, 

including at least one Presbyterian minister, took over Anglican 

churches by forcey proceeding to use them as their own places of 

worship until first the Bishop of Chesterg and finally the Kingp 

intervened. (1) 
But those. who had previously 

pinned their hopes on plans for comprehension merely assumed that 

they had been unrealistic: the problems were too great. Even when 

the desired aim had been within their grasp, when they had joined 

with the Anglicans in Parliament to destroy Charles II's Second 

Declaration of Indulgencep the Churchmen had promptly forgotten their 

pledges. 
(2) 

In factq in the summer of 1687P comprehension must have 

seemed to moderate Presbyterians as far away as it had been at any 

time since the Restoration. 

It was at this timep amid the background of these eventsq that 

the Marquess of Halifax chose to publish his celebrated Letter to a 

Dissenter. 
(3) 

In view of the prevailing climate of distrustp the 

timing could not have been worse. Even the elaborate arguments he 

put forward to lead Dissenters to distrust their 'new friends' 

either misfired or were superfluous. 
(4) 

Basedp as they werep on the 

assumption that some Anglicans at least had always worked for a 

coalition - hence the Church did not come into the category of a 

(1) CSPD 1687-19 34ý 65t 85-86. 
(2) Morrice Q2 155t 156.. 5ogJ. Hunterp The Rise of the Old Dissentp 

exemplified in the Life of Oliver Heywood (1842). 345- 
(3) A Letter to a Dissenterp Upon occasion of His Majesty's lhte 

Gracious Declaration of Indulgencep published anonymouslyo J. Po 
Kenyon (ed)p Halifax Complete Works (1969), 105-117. Though the 
precise date of publication is uncertainp it must have been pub- 
lished after the dissolution of Parliament on 6 Julyp and before 
the first of many answers to it was published in September; ibid, 
104o 

(4) Ibidp 10b-111. 

0 
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'new friend' - they misfired in that the Deans werep at this timep 

inactive. And aimedy as they wereq to cause Dissenters to distrust 

the Court's intentionsq they were unnecessary: among many groups of 

Dissenters the distrust had been present from the beginning; among 

othersy the reaction had come during the early summer; andq ingrained 

into the minds of Dissenters and vivified by the anti-papist campaignp 

no Dissenter needed lessons in the Popish Peril. Furtherp Halifax's 

exhortation to co-operate with the Churchmen illustrated his own 

political isolation and paraded his ignorance of prevailing opinion 

within the Church. 

'If you had now to do with those rigid prelates who made it a 

matter of conscience to give you the least indulgence, but kept 

you at an uncharitable distancep and even to your most reason- 

able scruples continued stiff and inexorable, the argument 

[against co-operation] might 'be fairer on your side; but since. 

the common danger hath so laid open that mistake that all the 

former haughtiness towards you is forever extinguishedo and 

that it hath turned the spirit of persecution into a spirit of 

peace ... shall this happy change only affect the Church of 

England? And are you so in love with separation as not to be 

moved by this example? t(l) 

Whilst the Dons might still bewail the failure of Dissenters to close 

with either side, and hence improve their 'quarters' with both whilst 

the chance had lastedv not even they were prepared openly to advocate 

a coalition with the Church at this time. 
(2) 

Hencev with the 'sober 

churchmen' also out of actiong Halifax was canvassing a cause which 

(1) Ibidy 113. 

(2) Morrice Q, 1619 162. 
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had no supportersp cheering a game which had no Players; and in 

circumstances whichy in view of mutual susPicionsp seemed less than 

promising for the commencement of play. In advising the Dissenters 

to prepare themselves to co-operate with the Churchmen in defence 

of their common interestp Halifax was also making the supposition 

that the Churchmen themselves were prepared for such a policy. By 

way of proofq he reminded Dissenters that some of them had written 

pamphlets against the Church but, distinguishing between 'the body 

of Dissenters... and these small skirmishers', the Church had chosen 

not to reply; thisp surelyq he arguedp was evidence enough of the 

changed spirit. 
(') 

But the Churchmen had not resisted the temptation 

to reply from any desire for coalition. The only pamphlets written 

by Dissenters in 1686-7 which refle9ted on the Church were those 

which also called upon Dissenters to support the King's programme: 

the efforts of Penn and Lobb. 
(2) 

In October and November the 'Hier- 

archist' faction of the Church was as voluble against Nonconformists 

as it had ever beenp and if there were Churchmen who still advocated 

an 'understanding' they did not show themselves. 
(3) 

Churchmen still 

intriguing with the Court were prepared to go as far as approving the 

removal of the Charters in order to reach 'a temperament' with the 

King and regain his favoure(4) On 5 November Roger 11orrice had 

evidence that a 'noble peerlp on behalf of the Church of Englandq had 

offered 'to take off the Penal Laws and the Test from the Papists, 

(1) Halifaxy op city 114- 
(2) W. Penng Good Advice to the Church of Englandq Roman Catholics 

and Protestant Dissenters (1687)p W. Penn, A Letter from a 
Gentleman in the Country (1687); Stephen Lobbp A Second Letter 
to a Dissenter (1687)- 

(3) Morrice Qt 1769 178,181. 
(4) Morrice Qq 178. 
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and leave all the laws on the Protestant Dissenters as-they were'. 
He had told the King that the Church had reached this decision because 

of its grief at living under the King's displeasure. The King had 

repliedq 'They have hard thoughts of me that think I can so easily 

depart from my public Declaration'. Within a week Morrice had been 

provided with proof of the authenticity of the story. Short1y after- 

wards 'it was most commonly reported' that the 'Hierarchists' had made 

a second application to the King in which they had gone as far as to 

approve the complete abolition of the Test Acts. The accuracy of this 

allegation was vouched for by 'Dr. Walkerý minister in Essex, Chaplain 

formerly to the Earl of Warwick'. 
(') 

On 26 November Morrice wrotet 

'I do not find that any of the Toriesp especially of the clergyp 

are come one inch further toward the Reformed Protestant inter- 

estý but still have as great an enmity and disgust against all 

the reformed churches as ever they hadq and even the best of the 

clergy cannot forbear frequent reflections of that kind in their 

sermons'. 

Even John Sharpp whop Morrice believedp was 'deservedly counted to 

adhere as firmly to the Protestant interest as any of them', advoc- 

ated zeal against both Popery and the reformed churchesp and Sherlockv 

though virulently anti-papistp still defended the right of the Church 

of England to persecute 'fanatics'. 
(2) 

When the Dutch agent James 

Johnstone in the second week of December was inviting opinions on 

Pagel's letter - which advocated the abolition of the Penal Laws but 

the retention of the Test Acts as a safeguard of the Protestant 

(1) Morrice Qq 1810 194P 195- MVI'rkt, 010'98 44- OIANA; q AM A& 
(2) Morrice Qp 203. "p /wr ) Alas. 
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interestý and hence might have provided the basis for an Anglican- 

Dissenting agreement(') - the initial response of the Dissenters to 

whom he showed the letter was overwhelmingly favourabley whilst the, 

Anglicans condemned it as 'too temPorising'. 
(2) 

If the purpose of 

the Letter to a Dissenter was to draw Dissenters away from the Courtq 

for those who would read it it was unnecessary. If it aimed to bring 

about an Anglican-Dissenting agreement to block the King's programme, 

it was wrongly directed; the Churchmen required as muchp if not more, 

convincing than the Dissenters. 

Despite the view expressed by James Johnstone on 30 December 

that 'the paper about the Test [Pagel's letter] and the Letter to a 

Dissenter did more service than ever was done in EnglandIf(3) it 

would appear that the latter's influence on Dissenters was minimal. 

Philip Henry 

#read and considered the letter of advice to the Dissenters*", 

but concluded that he would continue as formerly. He remem- 

bered the exp9rience he had had of the like in King Charles's 

timep and that It he Indulgence] did goodrand no hurt. And 

why might not this do so too? ... Doubtless it was intended to 

introduce Popery; but it Eas] certain that nothing could arm 

people against Popery more effectually than the plain and 

powerful preaching of the Gospel'. 

As things stood the 'want of kindness' among the Churchmen for Non- 

conformists, made it difficult for him to see why he should join with 

(1) Written by Grand Pensionary Pagel probably before 4 November; 

circulated by Johnstone during December and published in early 
January 1688. SP 31/3Y ff. 333-4; Portland Misc. 19 PwA 
2112dq 2118b. 

(2) Portland Misc. 19 PWA 2118b. 

(3) Portland Misc. 19 PwA 2124e. 

0 
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them to destroy the Indulgence. (1) 
Roger Morricep who provides 

what is virtually a blow by blow account of public events at the 

timep hardly gave Halifax's pamphlet a mention. He dismissed it by 

saying that Halifax spoke on no one's behalf but his own: he carried 

no weight in the Churchp nor with the Tory Politicians. (2) 
When he 

noted on 14 January 1688 that, 'the Marquess of Halifax hath several 

times been at Court of lately he added: 

'His coming in may be more prejudicial than all othersy for 

he hath most highly disobliged the Protestant Dissentersp and 

therefore thinketh himself to be distrusted and neglected by 

them. He hath been the principal in all mischiefq and partic- 

ularly in advising the continuance of the late long Parliamentp 

in proroguing the two good Parliaments following and in the 

taking away of the chartersl*(3) 

Lacey points out that 'statements that Halifax's Letter had a major 

influence upon Dissenters are not based on Nonconformist sources . 
(4) 

Calamy observed thaty though Halifax's 'cautions' were taken seriously 

by Baxter and 'the wiser part' of the Dissentersq they were suspicious 

of his motives and aware of his vested interest. 
(5) 

The imPact of the Letter to a Dissenter must have been lessened 

(1) A. Nelsong Puritan Divines IX: Life and Times of Philip Henry 
(1848)p 235-6. 

(2) Morrice Q9 182. 
(3) Morrice Qq 227. On 5 january 1688 Clarendon wrote in his diary 

that a Irumour was very hot about the towng that Lord Halifax 
had been very lately with the King in private'. Correspondence 
& Diaries, ed. S. W. Singer (1828) 119 153. Morrice refers to 
Halifax's attitude to the first three of Charles II's Parlia- 
ments. His presence in the ministry and his support for the 
Government's electoral campaign in 1685 had also discredited 
him in Nonconformist eyes. 

(4) Laceyt 343-41 n- 47- See also p 188. 
(5) Calamyý Abridgementy 376. 
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by the published answers which it provoked (sixteen by 8 December 

1687)p some of which were well written and 'had 
a good circulationý') 

Among the first of these was one by Sir Roger LIEstrangep speaking 

as 'a true son of the Church of alglanal. 
(2 ) 

Halifax had pointed 

out that Dissenters were 'the refugelt not 'the choice' of the 

Papists: LIEstrange argued that this was equally true of both Church 

and Court and hence Dissenters had cause to suspect both* The offers 

of the Court were more trustworthyp howeverp resting as they did on 

the long-standing commitment of the King to religious tolerationp and 

'His Majesty's gracious promisesomade in the late Declaration: 

Oso that they are all as safe as the word of a King in a Royal 

Act, of Gracey signedq sealed, and delivered in the presence of 

God, angels, and menp can make lem'. 

For himselfq Sir Roger avowed that his 'religion was the same as in 

former timestp but his conduct was different nowp 'under a Roman 

Catholic Princep than it had been under an Anglican princelp because 

the 'interest' of his religion had changed. That tinterest' now lay 

in the direction of a full-hearted support for the King's programmep 

commensurate with the Church's long-standing avowal of 'the principles.. 

of monarchyl. 
(3) 

A further pamphletp whose author identified himself ' 

as a Congregationalist of forty years' standingp(4) made a great deal 

(1) Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2112do See T. Cartwrightq Diary, Camden 
Soc. (1843), 85. By this time Johnstone knew that Halifax was 
the aithor of the Letter to a Dissenter. As early as 8 October 
Robert Harley had written: 'The Papists say,, the Letter to the 
Dissenters is written by a club. Lord Halifax has most ink in 
it'. HMC 14th Reportq app. pt. II: Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 404- 

(2) Sir Roger LIEstrangev An Answ 
, 
er to a Letter to a Dissenter upon 

Occasion of His Majesty's late Gracious Declaration of Indul- 
gence (1687)v I- 

(3) Ibidq lp 69 7t 10-11p 12p 13P 16-17- 

(4) DWL Catalogue credibly attributes the pamphlet to Stephen Lobb; 
A Second Letter to a Dissenter upon His Majesty's late Gracious 
Declaration of Indulgence (1687)t DvVL. 8-57-13. 
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of Anglican persecution in former times and their ill-intentions 

toward Dissenters at that time; the Anglicans had deliberately 

broughtthe hatred of Catholicism among Dissenters to a fever heat 

by assertions that were 'groundless and absurdtp to facilitate the 

destruction of the Present King's Indulgence in the manner in which 

they had destroyed the late King's Indulgences. The rapid growth of 

the Roman Catholic interest predicted by Churchmen had not taken 

place (despite the inducements of otfice)p and would not. The 

interest of Dissenters lay in taking advantage of the King's Indul- 

genceg addressing him thankfully for itp and using their 'utmost 
I 

endeavours by all lawful ways and means to extirpate all those laws 

and Tests' that deprived them of their freedomy or laid 'any restraint 

on conscience in matters of religion'-(') Animadversions on a Late 

Paper Entitled Letter to a Dissenter 
(2) 

went so far as to imply that 
I 

A Letter to a Dissenter was part of the Anglican campaign to convince 

Dissenters that their own persecution was an essential to the safety 

of Protestantism and the English Constitution; it had been industri- 

ously printed and disseminated on a pre-made plan by specially 

appointed 'interlopers' and thawkers,. 
(3) 

The King's Declaration had 

not been 'a sudden or occasional overture to serve the present turn', 

but. the result of a life-time's determination on the part of the Kingo 

against the frustrations of the Church; 

'The best actions frequently happen to be traduced by the 

sinister interpretations of those that Postpone the public 

(1) Ibidt 1-5p 6,9-10. 
(2) Published December 1687 by IH. CIp probably Henry Carep an ex- 

Whig pamphleteerp recently converted to Catholicism and the 
King's cause. o. f. Jonesp xiv. 

(3) Ibidp 6p 7- 
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tranquility to their own pettish humours and little self- 

interests'. 

The 'Malcontents I of the Churchy having prolonged persecution just as 

long as they could legally do sop were deliberately seeking a rapp- 

rochement With the Dissenters to destroy the Indulgencep thus making 

possible the re-commencement of persecutiont the Churchmen were both 

Inewland 'false' friends. 
(') 

The cogent arguments of the court pamphleteers mustp for those 

Dissenters who read themp have carried the ring of truth. Although 

they did not achieve their objective of encouraging mass support for 

the King's programme among the Nonoonformistsp the pamphlets perhaps 

provided a short-term counter-balance to the Popish-Perill thus 

weakening the Church's most powerful lever on lay Dissenters. Penn's 

persistent re-affirmation of the sincerity of the King's toleration- 

ism must have helped to allay the fears of somep and his clinical 

exposure of the Church's vested interests and the illogicality of her 

standp must have helped to revive the suspicions of others. 
(2 ) 

The 

Church of England 

'says she is afraid of Popery because of its violence, and 

yet uses force to compel it; is not this resisting Popery with 

popery?... 'TwerehAPOUJAIVall parties were disarmed of this 

sworaoool(3) 
Should not the Church's 'piety be a0C to maintain her upon equal 

terms? ' Even were the Penal Laws to be abolished the Anglicans would 

(1) Ibidt 3-6p 10-12. 
(2) W. Penny Good Advice to the Church of Englandq Roman Catholics 

and Protestant Dissenters (30 June 1687), 14P 37-61; A Letter 
from a Gentleman in the Country (1687)9 3-4; Buranellip l2le 

(3) W. Penny A Letter from a Gentleman in the Country to his Friends 
in Londong upon the subject of the Penal Laws and Teets (1687)o5- 
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'keep the churches ... ; all the difference isq they could 

not force: they in! 6*persuade and convince[who! y 4he could'. 

Was not 'that enough for a true churchp without gaolsp whipap 

halters and gibbets? '(1) 

If the effect of the court counter-blast to the Anglican pamphlet 

war was merely to help to confuse Dissentersp to confirm the divisions 

in their ranks which had emerged after the Indulgencep or merely to 

illustrate the tactical advantages of the Po6ition on the fence 

between Church and Court occupied by manyp including the Dons; since 

Dykvelt's departure at the end of June 16879 something had been 

achieved. The rapprochement between 'Bober' Churchmen and 'sober' 

Dissenters which had seemed imminent in the spring and would, if it 

became more broad basedy have provided an insurmountable barrier to 

the success of the Court programme, had been delayed. In achieving 

this limited objectivey however, the Court pamphleteers had had the 

indispensable assistancep far more significant than their own effortsq 

of Dykvelt's perverse clumsiness in dealing with the Dons, the old- 

fashioned royalism and intolerance of the Anglican Iright1p and the 

inactivity of those who were alone capable of effecting a detente - 

the Anglican 'left'. 

6 

The early signs of a Ithaw'in the frosty relations between 

Churchmen and moderate Dissenters which had characterised the second 

(1) W, Peant Good Advice to the Church Of England, Roman Catholics 
and Protestant Dissenters (30 June 1687), 89 99 20. 
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half of 1687 were becoming apparent by the end of the Year. Even 
in November the 'sober' element in each camp was reported to be 

concerned about the present state of things. (') 
A contributory 

factor to this concern was the revived apprehension of the spread of 

Catholicism after the return to London from his Northern Visitation 

of Bishop John Leybournp laying claim to 209000 confirmations. 
(2) 

But the attempt in December to reach an 'understanding' between the 

moderates only served to illustrate how far apart 'sober' Anglicans 

and 'sober' Dissenters still were. The'initiative had come from 

Stratfordq Dean of Ste Asapht who arranged a meeting at his London 

house between his Bishopt William Lloydp and Dr. Bates9the old Pros- 

byterian die-hard. Bates set the tone of the meeting by pointing out 

to the Bishop that, in view of past betrayals and maltreatmentp it 

was too late for anything more than 'a concord of desire and affect- 

ion' in the face of the present adversityp with the 'public ministry, 

of Church and Disserýt 'aiming at the same ends... p to confirm persons 

in the true religion'. Lloyd then laid down his two conditiorr9that 

Dissenters should approve the retention of the Tests and should agree 

not to 'keep their meetings in church hours', and the meeting 

foundered. 
(3) 

But Nonconformists noted with satisfaction the changed 

tone of Anglican preaching and were pleasantly surprised to discover 

that one of their numberi John Swynfenq had been adopted as a parlia- 

mentary candidate by the Dean, Chapter and Church of Lichfield. It 

(1) Morrice Qq 203y 211. 
(2) Morrice Qq 203. This figure 

did not represent converts. Leybourn was the first Catholic 
bishop to visit the'area in fifty yearsq 'so the great majority 
of the Catholic population could not have received the Sacrament 
of Confirmation before and would probably have taken the oppor- 
tunity to do so'- Miller, 10. 

(3) Morrice Qq 214- See Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2119b. 
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was no less significantp in view of his former suspicions of 
Churchmen, that Swynfen had agreed to stand. 

(') 

But relations continued strained. The Churchmen were prickly 

over the Nonconformist use of the Guildhall Chapel under the mayor- 

alty of Sir John Shorter. IvVhen Daniel Williams preached there he 

began by emphasising that he hopedp by accepting the invitation to 

preachy he had not given offence to any. When Anglicans did take 

offence at the content of his sermon he was concerned to 'prevent or 

remove any such offences p which OrC 001J. at least more fatal than 
do 

any imprudent propagators thereof4apprehend 1. He had only deliv- 

ered his sermons before the mayor after spending two days 'debating$ 

with himself6the expediency thereof'. The burden of his second 

sermon was that Anglicans should disown persecution and those in 

their midst who wanted it to continue. Popery was the great evil in 

the face of which Protestants must unite. But unless Anglicans 

repented of 'that profane and persecuting spirit" 'all healing 

methods for accord' would be 'impossible' and God. would 'level his 

arrows against the guilty in a manner too extra-ordinary to be 

disregarde d. 1 
(2) 

In the course of December a number of rumoursy most of which 

probably emanated from the Court, speeded up the thaw. James 

Johnstone reported that many Bishops believed that the King was about 

to 'lay them asidely anticipating their opposition in the projected 

Parliament. The Bishop of Chesterp they believed, was about to be 

given the bishopric of London. The London clergy were 'mightily 

(1) Morrice Q, 185,1959 2099 215; Laceyp 193. 
(2) Williams Iv 4,69 599 60,78,86,102-1049 106; Luttrell 

4229 427-8. 



413 

afraid' that the complete removal of Compton would inhibit their 

campaign against Popery 'by which they had roused a spirit against 
it allover the Nation'. Many Anglican clergymen believed that the 

King was about to call a Convocation of the Clergyp as Henry VIII 

had done, to force them to acknowledge his dispensing powerp under 

pain of praemunire. 
(l) 

Meanwhile it was credibly reported that the 

King!, angered by reports of a rapprochement and by the answers to 

the Three Questionsp had 

'a project of a new Proclamation on foot declaring all such 

Dissenters who were not for taking off the laws and the Test 

unworthy of the favours granted by His Majesty's Tolerationp 

and liable to all the'laws against Dissenters'. 
(2) 

These rumours put both sides in a mood for compromise. The Presbyter- 

iansp although 'much solicited' with 'great offers' from the Court, 

were prepared to show willing to arrive at an agreement with the 

Churchmen on the basis of retaining the Test Acts and abolishing the 

Penal Laws. Many Churchmeng accepting the advice of Fagel's Letterp 

then began to ex1ress their willingness to support this compromise. 

The conclusion of an agreement on this basis was made all the more 

likely wheng having read Fagel's Letterp the King expressed a firm 

opinion that the penal statutes and the Tests could not be separatedo 

and even Penn and Stewart 'lost all their hopes of separating themlý3) 

But the moderates were by no means home and dry. The whole 

thing had happened too quickly. The extremists on both sides had 

(1) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2112d. 
(2) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2120b, co 
(3) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2112dy 2113ap 2121b, 2124; BM Add US. 

34P 510 ff. 659 66. 
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still to be won over. Despite the 'peremptory denials' of the 

Hierarchistst and the cries of lodious scandal' from the moderate 

Churchmen, many Dissenters were disposed to believe the rumours, 
(which Mbrrice believed were being deliberately put about at the 

King's orders to kill the nascent rapproohement)p that the High 

Churchmen had again been at Court offering 'to take off the Penal 

Laws and the Test from the Papistst if they might be left upon the 

Protestant Dissenters'. 
(') 

Dissenters of all sorts also wagged their 

heads when they learned that the Princess Mary's Chaplaint on an ill- 

fated visit to England aimed, at winning over the 'high prelaticall 

element in the Church to William's causeq was assuring the High 

Churchmen that William was 'invincibly attached to the slightest 

bagatelle of the ceremonies of the Church', which they took to 

include the Penal Laws. Dr. Edward Fowlerý who was already beginning 

to take the leadership of the movement towards a rapprochementv was 

incensed at this. 
(2 ) 

But many Churchmeny including the Bishop of 

Ely and William Sherlockq continued to jib at any suggestion that the 

Penal Laws be repealed. James Johnstone noticed, howeverv that such 

persons were increasingly seeing the wisdom of keeping their views 

to themselves so as not to give offence to Dissenters. 
(3) 

Sherlock, 

in factq had taken it upon himself to write a pamphlet in answer to 

a book entitled An Agreement between the Church of England and the 

Church of Rome in which heq in common with other Tory Churchmenp WaS 

(1) Morrice Q, 232. 
(2) Portland Misc. 19y PwA 2126dv e. 
(3) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2126op d. 



charged with taking the lead in the negotiations with the Court the 

preceding Augustv September and October. The booko he arguedq had 

been a blatant attempt 'to revive some old disputes between us and 

the Dissenters, and to raise new jealousies in them'. There was 

nothing that the Papists dreaded more 'than that the Dissenters 

should at this time entertain any kind thoughts of the Church'. fThe 

Ploto, pos well laid, were not all wise man of both parties aware 

of itly and the accuser must have been 'weak' at 'this time of Day' 

tlý ý10 1ý01 W, CAWch k time when the O&PSI&M 
- 

Anglicans could 'patch up' a peace with the Government was long 

passed. 
(') 

On 13 January 1688 Oliver Heywood noted; 

'The high Church of aigland men say that the Dissenters must 

either stick to them in this [the 
abolition of the Test S] I or 

they are undone. Yeaý tis verily thought this will be an 

occasion *a greater union amongst both parties than hath 

been'. (2) 

At the end of the month Van Citters reported that Dissenters and Church- 

men were 'uniting more and more', and that the basis of their union 

W48 the principles expressed in Fagel Is Letter. 
(3) 

During February, March and April gestures of good will - by no 

means limited to the two groups of moderates who had been associated 

with schemes for comprehension during Charles II's reign - continued 

on both sides thought despite the widespread agreement on termsy no 

formal negotiations took place. The London clergy in their Sunday 

(1) William Sherlockq A Vindication of Some Protestant Principles 
(January 1688)v Preface and Pp 1-3. 

(2) Heywood 1119 228. 
(3) BM Add MS 34t 5129 f. 69. 
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sermons now spoke with considerable unanimity of their tbrethren 

the Nonconformablep or Dissenting, Protestants' whot unlike the 

Papistsv were of 'the same persuasion' with them and 'differed only 

*.. in matters indifferent'. 
(') 

Sanuel Jonesp 'in many respects the 

most eminent of all the Welsh Nonconformist ministers of the 17th 

Centuryll was in correspondence with Dr. Robert Smitht one of the 

erstwhile persecuting clergy of the London area, and their letters 

abounded with good will. 
(2 ) 

There is some evidence that Nonconform- 

ist magistratesp even where they had not done so before their appoint- 

ment to officep made a point of attending Church services. 
(3) 

At the 

end of February James Johnstone reported that 

'those that are wise among 
[the Anglican clergy] are at 

present so frightenedq and so sensible that only the Diss- 

enters can ruin themp that they will bear with many things 

(which they would not do at another time) to take the 

Dissenters off,. 
(4) 

The King, perhaps fearing the death of his schemep called John Howe 

for a secret interview to discuss a possible compromisep(5) and in 

response to Penn's argumentsp even let it be known that he might 

consider. allowing the Test Acts to remain. 
(6 ) 

This was in February. 

By 12 April Halifax believed that the Ceaft') 'not finding YAC; f 

(1) Morrice Qt 248. 
(2) Correspondence in BM Ayscough MSS9 cited T. Reesq Protestant Non- 

conformity in Wales (1883)p 230-19 240-1. South was coming into 
prominence as a controversial pamphleteer and preacher. G. M. 
Strakay Anglican Reaction to the Revolution of 1688 (1962), 17- 

(3) ]Perry UP 499. - 
(4) Portland Misc. l9f PwA 2147d. A group of Quakers acquired a lease 

for a meeting-house direct from the Dean and Chapter of Westmin- 
ster Abbey. W. Beck (ed)9 The London Friends Meetings: showing 
the Rise of the Society of Friends in London (1869)9242. 

(5) Lacey, 1949 197p 199- 
(6) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2142; Morrice Q. 238,239. 
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expectations answered by the Dissenterstj was considering making 

overtures to the High Churchmen. He addedl 

'but the truth isp the Papists have of late been so hard 

and fierce ppon themf that the very species of those form- 

erly mistaken men is destroyed; they have broken thatloom, 

in piecesp that they cannot set it up again to work upon 

I 

In fact Halifax was anticipating events and overstaling the 

case. What temporarily converted the broad church and 'Hierarchist, 

clergy of 1687 into the 'sober churchmen' of the summer of 1688 was 

the Second Declaration of Indulgence of 27 Aprilp and the Order in 

Council of 4 Mayp 
(2) 

though the early stages of the transformation 

were obviously apparent by the time Halifax wrote. But there was no 

destruction of the speciesp just a temporary - for somep Machiavellian 

- accommodation to the logic of events. The species was very much 

alive in 1689* The Declaration of Indulgence of April 1688 and the 

command that it be read in churches were probably aimed at driving 

a final wedge between Conformists and Vonconformistsq and hence 

destroying the coalition. They would have the effect ofj first 

re-affirming the King's earnestness andy secondp by not allowing 

Anglicans to take the Declaration silently as they had done in 16879 

, y#, N (ad), A&V, 3Wq - 
(2) Gazettes, 2342p 2344; E. Cardwellp Documentary Annals of the 

Reformed Church of England (1839) IIP 313-5. 
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it would force them to show thsir true colours, and make the 

Dissenters realise that Anglicans were inalienably opposed to Toler- 

ation. In the event the converse happened. The crisis which resulted 

from the King's Order in Council convinced many waverers among the 

Anglicans of the absolute and immediate necessity of making concrete 

concessions to the Dissenterep and actually setting on foot plans for 

comprehension and a generous toleration. Hence both the Political ends 

now held out before the Dissentersy and the means envisaged by Angli- 

cans to achieve these ends (Parliament and a Convocation)v were far 

more acceptable to most Nonconformists than the Court's allurements9 

obviating as they did their qualms of conscience on the constitutional 

issueg and on the charge cf abetting the Popish Perill as well as 

facilitating the realisation in an acceptable way of the diverse 

politico-ecclesiastical aims of the sects since the Restoration; 

comprehension for the 'Donsly and a parliamentary toleration for the 

more 'indigestible' elements. 

Had the King stopped short after the Second Indulgence, howeverp 

it is likely that no crisis would have occurred. The only major 

difference between the two Indulgences was that the Second put greater 

emphasis on parliamentary supportp and might even have been interpreted 

as implying that such support was essential to the permanence of the 

prerogative act. The Indulgence concluded with the exhortation that 

His Majesty's subjects should 'choose such Members of Parliament as 

may do their part to finish what we have begun.. q&Rbeing resolved 

to call a Parliament that shall meet in November nextp at furtheW 

This may have been a deliberate concession to conscience-ridden 

(1) Gazette No. 2342; Laceyp 209-210. 
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Presýyterians and Independents to win over those who choked on the 

constitutional issueg before alienating them from the Churchmen 

through the crisis which would follow the order to read the 

Declaration in parish churches. In fact the assize judges setting 

out on their circuits after the Declaration had been published were 

issued with instructions to push home the great palatability of 

. 
the Second Indulgence and to call upon 'all perso ns' to support it 

fl) 

Despite the feverish activity among London Dissenters and Churchmen 

which followed the Order in Council on 4 Mayp the Court circulated 

reports that the King had been successful in winning more Dissenting 
(2) 

support and in driving a wedge between Church and Dissent. The 

King may have believed that he had. Even when he heard that the 

Bishops intended to petition himp there is evidence that James was 

expecting that the petition would express itself strongly against 

toleration for Dissenters(3) and hence achieve the end envisaged. 

That the crisis which followed 4 May had the opposite effect 

to that anticipated by the Xingq was due to two factors: that a 

rapprochement between Churchmen and Dissenters had been growing 

gradually over the preceding four monthsp and that there was a wide- 

spread awareness among Dissenters that the King was using the Order 

in Council to destroy that rapprocementp having apprehended its 

potential danger to his programme. 
(4) 

On 12 May an informal confer- 

ence was held at Lambeth involving the Bishops of Londono Elyp 

(1) E. Cardwellp Documentary Annals of the Reformed Church of England 
(1839) IIt 314- 

(2) Laceyo 352-3 n. 6. 

(3) R. Thomasy 'The Seven Bishops and their Petition1p JEII XII 
56-70; Nuttall and Chadwickq 239- 

(4) Laceyj op cit. 
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Peterborougho Chester and St. David'sp Lord Clarendon and possibly 

other laymen - probably Halifaxp Rochesterp Danby and Nottingham - 

and Thomas Tenison, in company with other activists from the London 

clergy of whom he was the spokesman. The Bishops of Chester and 

St. David's Idiscomposed the companyl nobody caring to speak before 

them'. After a period of embarrassed silence they left. 'Then the 

archbishop and the restIq according to Clarendonp 

'took into consideration the reading of the Declaration in 

the churches ... After full deliberationg it was resolved 

not to do it ... The resolution was to petition the King 

in the matter* but first to get as many bishops to town as 

were within reach: and in order thereunfOlthat the Bishops 

of Winchesterg Norwichq Gloucesterp St. Asaphq Bath and 

Wellsg Bristol and Chichester should be written tog to come 

to town*(') 

In consequence Archbishop Sancroft wrote to the Bishops nameds- 

'My Lord; this is only in my own namey and in the name of 

some of our brethren now here upon the placep earnestly to 

desire you immediately upon the receipt of this letter to 

come hither with what convenient speed you cany not taking 

notice to anyp that you are sent for'. 
(2) 

(1) Morrice Qq 255; Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendon, Correspondence 
and Diariesp ed. S. W. Singer (1828) IIp 171- 

(2) J: Gutch (ed)p Collectanea Curiosa; Miso. Tracts Relating to 
the History... of England... Chiefly Collected... from the NSS 
of Archbishop Sancroft (1781) It xiiP 329. The Bishop of 
Winchester first promised to 'come part of the way towards youll 
then pleaded sickness. (letters written 13 and 14 May). The 
Bishop of Norwich waited until after the petition had been 

4 ft - presented to the King before kvetýkN It though it in 
possible that he received Sancr-P , oft B letter too late to act* 
Ibido 329Y 330P' 342; H. Prideauxg The Life of the Rev. 
Humphrey Prideaux Dean of Norwich (1748), 39-40- 
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Of the laymen present at the meeting of 12 May Nottingham and 

Rochester expressed themselves in favour of cautiong and believed, 

on the wholep that the clergy would be best advised to read the 

Declaration on the prescribed Sundays in, compliance with the Order. (') 

It is'likely that Halifax opposed reading since he wrote letters to 

certain clergmen - later to be printed and distributed - advising 

them not to read. 
(2 ) 

Between 11 and 17 May smaller meetings of 

London clergy were convened to discuss the issue of readingv one at 

Clarendon's housey another at Sherlock's house at the Temple. At 

these meetings the fiercer' Anglicans - who warned that if they 

obeyed the Order they would soon have things to do which they could 

stomach still less - gradually won over many of the 'milder' sorto 

who were for reading. The most potent argument in favour of reading 

was that to do otherwise would permanently alienate the Dissentersý3) 

At the meeting at the Temple on 14 May twenty clergymen were chosen 

to 'feel the pulse' of their brethren in London not present. 
(4) 

The crisis among London Anglicans had produced a comptementary 

one among Dissenters. Meetings took place in which Richard Baxterl 

William Batesp John Howe and George Griffiths (an Independent) 

expressed themselves in favour of the faction within the Church who 

opposed reading. In sermons and messages of support Baxterp Bateep 

Strettonp Williams and Griffiths expressed their sympathy for the 

campaign of the 'fiercer' Churchmen. Anglicans should not Judge 

(1) Portland Misc. 19p PWA 2161dp 2163- 

(2) H. Prideauxy oP cit, 39p 419 43- 

(3) Eenry Hydep OP citv 172; Morrice Qp 255p 2561 Portland Misc. 
199 PwA 2161d; BM Add M. S- 34p 515p f. 65; G. D'Oylyf Life of 
William Sancroft (1821) Iv 260-1; Simon Patricky Works IX, 510,. 

Carpentery Tenison, 85- 
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Dissenters 'by the tattle of a handful of men whop being corrupted 

by the Court, had assumed to themselves the name of Dissenters'. 
(') 

Thus encouragedy it would appear that the twenty clergymenp including 

Fowler, Tenisong Patrickt Stillingfleet and Grovep who were 'feeling 

the pulse' of their colleagues in the Anglican ministry in Londonp 

decided to widen their terms of reference by sounding out opinion 

among Dissenters. In doing so they received 'full satisfaction'; by 

far the greater part of the Dissenters to whom they spoke undertook 

'to come up to a national temperamentp and keep the Papists out of 

governmentp and to concur to a due liberty to others'. 
(2 ) 

This concern 

for the opinion of Dissenters was by no means limited to London. The 

Bishop of Hereford was careful to ascertain that Sir Edward Harley 

was against reading before refusing to do so himself. The Bishop of 

St. Asaph on his way to London would appear to have paid a visit to 
Pw4j (3) 

James Owen of Oswestryp possibly for the same purpose. When 

Fowler visited Sir John Maynard in London Roger Morrice was so 

eloquent against reading that Fowler asked permission to note down 

what he saidp in order to present it to his colleagues. The gist of 

Morrice's statement was that to read would imply compliance with 

something declared illegal by Parliamentp would 'encourage the laying 

of more snares' and would sanction an unlimited toleration' which 

(1) BM Add MS- 345151 ff 65v 66; Portland Misc. 199 rwA 2161dq e; 
Morrice Qy 255-8p 26i; T. E. Manningp History of Upper Chapel 
Sheffield (1900)p 8; R. Thomast Daniel Williams Presbyterian 
Bishop (1964)v 4-5; Mackintosho 253. George Griffiths, 'a 
noted Independently pastored a congregation at Girdler's Hall, 
Basinghall Streety London. ý H. H. Oakleyq Beginning of Congreg- 
ationalism in Sheffield (1913)t 62. 

(2) BM Add MS. 34515P ff. 659 57; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2161d; 
Simon Patrickp Works IXv 510; Perry 11,515; 

Morrice Q9 258y 259- See VCR London 19 347- 
(3) BM Add 0.34515t f- 119; Neal V, 64. 
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was 'pernicious to religion and the souls of menIv involving as it 

did 'liberty for idolatry'. 'Silent connivance' to the Design was 

evil, but publication would be 'unpardonable'. 
(1) 

The reports of the twenty were handed in and discussed at a 

meeting of clergy on 17 May held at Stillingfleet's deanery in 

St. Paul's Churchyard. A number of the Bishops sent for by Sancroft 

would by this time have arrived and were doubtless present. The 

findingsq PrV(-4b& CACU"je 
_ 

0 Morricets paperv were effective in 

'stopping the mouths' of those who had advised compliance. 
(2) 

Fowler 

clinched the matter by sayings 

'I must be plain. There has been argument enough. Vore will 

only heat us. Let every man say, "Yea" or "Nay". I shall be 

so. rry to give an occasion +o schismy but I cannot in con- 

science read the Declaration; for that reading would be an 

exhortation to my people to obey demand 
MiCh (3) 
7X I deem unlawful'. 

At smaller meetings of clergy before 17 Way Morrice's paperp 

as transcribed by Fowlerp was discussed. In an abbreviated form it 

was printed; Morrice certainly received a printed copyy and James 

Johnstone may have obtained one too. 
(4) 

Immediately before the 

Bishops presented their petition various of the leading Nonconformist 

clergy were in the receipt of a document entitled 'The Comprehensive 

Sense of the Clergy' - probably the Church's answer to Morrice's 

paper - which began: 

(1) Morrice Q, 258-9- See Portland Misc. 19p PWA 2162b. 

(2) Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2162b; Carpentery Tenisonp 85- See 
Henry Hydev op citq 172* 

(3) A. T. Hartq William Lloydp 1627-1717p Bishopy Politician, Author 
and Prophet (1952)9 94- 

(4) Morrice Qf 258-9; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2162b* 



424 

'We are not averse to the publishing of the Declaration for 

want of due tenderness towards the Dissenters, -in relation 

to whom we shall be willing to come to such a temper as shall 

be thought fit when that matter comes to be considered and 

settled in Parliament'. 

Morrice was surprised to find that the Churchmen even admittedt and 

repented of, the post-Restoration persecution*(') This document was 

in fact the first draft of the petition of the seven bishops, 

presented at Whitehall on 18 May. This petitiony whilst not promis- 

ing comprehensionp was interpreted by both Churchmen and Dissenters 

as impýing t. 
(2) 

Years afterwards (1706) Daniel Williams had occasion to remind 

the government through Sir Robert Harley of the Dissenters' loyalty 

during the crisis of May 1688. In his letter he asserted thatq whilst 

the bishops were in the Tower (8-29 June)(3) the King 'sent a message 

to us... that we should engage to stand by his Declerationt. Williams 

addedp 'We humbly refused itp yea and declared by our answer that we 

were firmly resolved to lose our liberty rather than comply with that 

demand'. In view of his close association with Baxter this may be 

taken as the opinion of the Dons. 
(4) 

Clearlyp if they were as 

categorical as Williams asserted, they were positive that a better 

alternative to that proposed by the King was immediately in prospect. 

The behaviour of Nonconformists of all kinds during the period 

(1) Morrice Qq 259-60; Portland Misc. l9f PWA 2162b; G. DIOYIvp 
Life of William Sancroft (1821) It 253,255-8. 

(2) E. Cardwellp Documentary Annals of the Reformed Church of 
England (1839) IIP 316-319; Simon Patrickv Works IXt 510; HMC 
Downshire MSS It it 293; J. Gutch (ed)t OP cit, It 335-7- 

(3) Luttrell It 4429 443-4t 446-8. 
(4) BM MSS Loan Collectionp Portland Papers 29/160 cited R. Thomas, 

Daniel Williams Presbyterian Bishop (1964), 4-5- 
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of the imprisonment and trial of the seven bishops may have been 

the deciding factor in prompting Sancroft to commence comprehension 

negotiations on his acquittal. Dissenters provided the Kirg with 

visible evidence that enticement had failed by visiting the bishops 

in the Tower, preaching their cause and by popular demonstrations in 

their favour; three Dissenters offered to stand bail for them. Among 

the jury that acquitted the bishops were those who were, or had beeng 

Dissenters. In the Protestant euphoria which surrounded the impris- 

onmenty trial and acquittal of the bishops Nonconformist diarists 

allowed the birth of the Prince of Wales to go by without comment. 

The melodramatic fears that they had entertained regarding the King 

'since his accession hardly required this pointer that Catholic rule 

might be perpetual. The crisis that followed the Second Declaration 

of Indulgence had completed their alienation from the King; even the 

staunchest of the Kingts Nonconformist supporters were out of sympathy 

with his electoral tactics by the time that the Prince was born. Any 

significance which the birth had for Nonconformists was for their 

politicians; for many caution and restraint could now be thrown to 

the winds and their last misgivings about William of Orange left 

behind them. Not the birth of the prince nor even the $offers' 

emanating from the Church but 'the Affair of the Seven Bishops' and 

the realisation it seemed to provide for their visceral fears brought 

th .e main body of Dissenters onto the side of the Church. (') 
On 

(1) Evelyn IV9 590; Everyp 22; Reresbyp 500; Calamyj Abridgement, 393- 
386; Neal Vp 63-65; E. Cardwell, Documentary Annals of the 
Reformed Church of England (1839) 111 3189 320; Portland Misc. 
l9p PwA 217lay b; 2175ap e; Calamy, Howep l31-(4-; JollYP 90; 
Morrice Qq 2639 265 (See also 281,285p 286); Ellis III 2-3p 
cxxxviii; Laceyy 213y 220p 353- See Perry 111 530; BM Add MS. 
34515s ff. 72-77; Edward to Lady HarleY6930 June 1688t HMC 14th 
Reportý app. pt. IIt Portland ISS III (I 4)p 412-4; ST IVy 
300-392. 
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25 July Halifax wrote that the affair had 

$brought all the Protestants togetherp and bound them up 

into a knot that cannot easily be untied'; and 'the several 

parties though differing never so much in other thingsp seem 

to agree in their resolution of preserving by all legal 

means' the security of their Pligion and laws. 
(') 

After the bishops' acquittal news of the Church's new tolerant 

attitude to Dissenters became known outside London* 
(2) 

with 

churchmen-the sense of crisis continued after the acquittal; the 

Commission for Ecclesiastical Causes might take action against 

those who had not read the King's Declaratione(3) Fears such as 

this were a spur to the comprehension scheme. At dinner with 

William Sherlockp Master of the Templep John Howe was asked by his 

host 'what he thought the Dissenters would dop supposing the prefer- 

ments of the Church should be made vacantp and an offer should be 

made of filling them out of their number? ' When Howe hesitatedg 

Sherlock explained that he forsaw the ejection of all clergy who 

had refused to read the Declarationg and the offer of their vacant 

preferments to Dissenters. He concluded by asking: 'Who knows.. 

but Mr. Howe may be offered to be Master of the Temple? ' Howe 

replied that he considered his host's predictions unlikely of fulfil- 

ment, but he asserted that if the situation did occur 

the could not pretend to answer for the conduct of the 

Dissenters, among whom there were several partiesq 

that acted upon different 

(1) Kenyon (ed)p Halifax: Workep 341-342. 

(2) J. Waddingtont Surrey Congregational History (1866)t 90; B. Dale# 
A History of English Congregationalism (1907), 455; J01179 90; 
Morrice Qq 286. 

Ibid. See CSPD 1687-99 219. 
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principles; and that therefore it was most reasonable to 

suppose Cýhay their conduct might be different. Ile signi- 

fied to him that he Could answer for none but himselfs and 

that he thought for his partj if thinjIshould ever come 

tic 
he MoboxfOL 

0 0 pass k9 he should not bawlk an opportunity of more public 

service (which he was not aware he had done anything to for- 

feit) provided it was offered to him upon such terms as he 

had no just reason to except against'i but then he addedf that 
I 

as for the emolument thence accruingg he should not be for 

meddling with that, any otherwise than as a hand to convey 

it to its legal Proprietor'. 

Whereuponp Sherlock 'seemed not a little transported to joy'. 
(') 

The 

fears of other Anglicans were rather more melodramatic. After the 

acquittal the-Bishop of St, Asaph went into hiding at the house of 

Richard Kidder land lay concealed there for several weeks', believ- 

ing that 'the danger was not over (as was conceived) although they 

were acquitted in Westminster Hall . 
(2) 

By 21 Tuly 1688 'the Archbishop [of Canterbury] and the Clergy 

of London', along with 'some bishops', had had 'several conferences' 

with 'the chief of the Dissenting ministers' and 'the heads of the 

Presbyterian party' 'in order to agree such points of ceremonies as 

were indifferent between themp and to take their measures for what 

is to be proposed about religion at next Parliament'. As soon as the 

matter was reported' there was'a discourse as if thev wore near some 

accommodation'. 
0) 

This was doubtless 'the matter of very great 

(1) Calamy, Howep 139-41. 
(2) Richard Kidder, Autobiographyp 139y in So Ho Cassan, Lives 

of the Bishops of Bath and Wells (1829). 

(3) Luttrell It 452; Ellis 111 63, clii- 
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moment' which kept Bishop Lloydy by the mediation of Richard Kiddery 

in touch with Bancroft from his place of concealment. 
(') 

It is significant that behind all these discussions and negotiations 

regarding the terms which would bring somey if not allq Presbyterians 

into the national church, there was one common assumption; thatp 

whatever might come of the negotiation and regardless of future 

contingenciesp toleration was there to stayp and even those Dissenters 

who would not accept the most generous terms of comprehension would 

continue to enjoy the benefits of complete religious freedom. This 

bears witness to a silent revolution which had been taking place in 

Anglican thinking (and in the thinking of the Dons)q ironicallyp in 

no small way the achievement of the King. Except for a few Tory 

backwoodsmen who voiced their prejudices immediately after the 1687 

Indulgencep no Anglicans had publicly attacked toleration itself 

since before the Indulgence was issued. The innumerable Anglican 

Pamphlets published since that time had warned the Dissenters that by 

taking advantage of toleration they might destroy the bulwark against 

Papismp but none had attacked the idea of toleration. 
(2) 

Roger 

Morrice believed that the great majority of Anglicans had come to 

accept the permanence of toleration by December 1687. 
(3) 

It is of 

interest thaty immediately following the acceptance of this ideaq 

serious talk of 'the comprehension of sober Dissenters! began. 
(4) 

This emphasises the truth of Every's statement that 'in 1688 toler- 

ation and comprehension were complementaryl. 
(5) 

From the Anglican 

(1) Richard Kiddery op cit. 
(2) Every, 19-20; Morrice Q, 138; Reresbyq 497; H. Prideauxt The 

Life of the Reverend Humphrey Prideaux Dean of Norwich (1740, 
31-34- 

(3) Morrice Q, 214- 
(4) Morrice Q, 2149 243. 

(5) Every, 19. 
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view-point the latter was to some extent a safeguard against the 

consequences of the former. At a time when the Church was under 

attack and forced to accept incursions into her membership and 

status through tolerationy there was no better way of strengthening 

her position than by assimilating the most moderate and responsible 

element among the sects newly tolerated. 

It was perhaps the acceptance of the fact of tolerationp and 

the desire to safeguard the Church against its effects - as well as 

the highly vulnerable situation in which the Church found herself - 

which led High Churchmen to expound the idea of comprehension in 

1688, a policy heretofore the preserve of the'Latitudinarians. One 

High Churchman, John Kettlewelly sought to rationalise the change. 

'Even that Church which asserts herself infalliblelv he 

argued, 'is not thereby so tied down against all alterationg 

as to reject a reformation of discipline or even new Orders 

and Constitutions for the use of certain of its members) and 

since the Church of England never pretended infallibilityý 

there could not be wanting a pretence for such a review at 

this time . 
(1) 

Por information on the actual terms of comprehension negoti- 

ated in July and August 1688 we are to a large extent dependent on 

the testimony of William Wake. He was at this time preacher at Gray's 

Inn, later Bishop of Lincoln and Archbishop of Canterbury, and a 
(2) 

close friend of Thomas Tenison and John Sharp. Since Wake's 

(1) Cited N. Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker (1959), 85-* Until he 
became a Non-Jurer John Kettlewell was Vicar of Coleshill in 
Warwickshire. M. V. Hayý The Enigma of James II (1938)t 44. 

(2) Morrice Qq 249; Luttrell It 436; N. Sykes, William Wake 
Archbishop of Canterbury 1657-1737 (1957) Iv 489 49- 
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active part in the scheme was quite a small oneg it was doubtless 

from them that he derived his information. When in September Wake 

heard from Dr. William Clagett of the intended invasiony he recoll- 

ected that Bancroft had been among those who had been acting through- 

out the summer as if they were anticipating a change. Whilst his 

suspicions of Bancroft's direct complicity in the plot were groundless, 

his recollections are useful. Bancroft had engaged several of the 

clergy 'to make a review of our Liturgyp to look over the daily 

Service and the Communion Book, and to consider what might be fit to 

be added or altered in either'. At first it had seemed to him strange 

'at this time, when we had so much other business against Popery upon 

our hands' that such a work of revisionism had been undertaken. He 

could 

'well remember that, intimating somewhat to this purpose to 

a.. Bishopy he told 010, -, 4-L things could not long stand 

in their present posture; and when T, pressed him foLrther, 

only this obscure, yet remarkable answer; 

"That men who rode over precipicesq would in a little time 

either break their necksq or come to their journey's end"'. 

On mature reflection, Wake decided that Sancroft's strategy had been 

to be well prepared for the meeting of Parliament; in 1660 the Church 

had been unprepared 9 and had 'considered too little,. what they did'. 

Come the meeting of Parliament in November they would be in a position 

aot only to improve their4own constitutiod, but to'bring over the 

truly honest and well-meaning Dissenters to join in Commiinion*with 

them - 
(1) 

(1) Cited N. Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker (1959)p 34- 
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By the time Wake gave evidence at the impeachment of 

Sacheverell in the House of Lords in 1710, he had more precise 

information. The 'design' of July and August 1688 had been 

'to improve and if possibleý to enforce, our discipline; to 

review and enlarge our liturgy by correcting some things, by 

adding others; andý if it should be thought advisable by auth- 

ority when this matter came to be legally consideredv 

first in Convocationt then in Parliamentp by leaving some few 

ceremoniesq confessed to be indifferent in their naturet as 

indifferent in their usagep so as not to be necessarily 

observed by those who maote a scruple of themp till they should 

be able to overcome either their weaknesses or prejudicesp "( 

be willing to comply with them'. 
(') 

Feeling among Churchmen at this time mayp howeverp have been 

even more disposed to generosity than Wake remembered. A paper in 

Sancroft's handwriting entitled 'For the Regulation of Ecclesiastical 

Affairs' and dated from this timep contains plans for the reform of 

the church administration in response to Nonconformist criticiamp 

which involved considerable concessions. 
(2) 

The most reliable guide 

of what was achieved at the July conference in 1688 is contained in 

certain personal notes reproduced in the biography of John Kettlewell, 

though assigned to an impossible date. The terms indicated were 

that the government of Bishops was to be retainedg but 'the terms 

of communion' were to 'be as large as was consistent with the con- 

stitution of OL National Church'. The liturgy was to be reviewed 

(1) Cited ibiaq 84- See Everyt 24; N. Sykesq William Wake Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury 1657-1737 (1957) Iý 48. 

(2) E. Cardwellv Documentary Annals of the Reformed Church of 
England (1839) IIP 320-326. 
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and a new Book of Canons prepared. Alterations in both were to be 

such as to facilitate the assimilation of as many Dissenters as 

possible. A new 'less exceptionable' form of 'subscription' was 

containedg with the annotation that those who still dissentedg 

despite the concessions madep were not to be barred from public 

office. 
(') 

It would appear that John Kettlewell hady in factj taken a 

detailed interest in the 
. 
'several consults at Lambeth' upon the 

subject of improving the doctrinef discipline and liturgy of the 

Church; or that he had left a contemporary reference to 

'certain articles -hico were drawn up for the better securing 1w 

and strengthening of the Protestant Interest and Religion and 

for making the Church of-England the head of that Interestj ' 

which were communicated to some of the chiefs among the Prot- 

estant Dissenters for their approbation'. 
(2) 

In factp this may represent a slight over-statement. No hard 

and fast decisions could possibly have been arrived at at that stage. 

A great deal of research still needed to be done. Hence in August, 

Tenisoný Patrickq Sharp, Wake and Moore were set to work by Sancrofty 

to draw upýa scheme 'to improve and2 if possiblep to amend our 

discipline; to review and enlarge our liturgy, by correcting some 

things and.. adding othersly a task which was still incomplete at the 

end of the yearq(3) and temporarily forgotten. 

(1) Francis Lee v Lif eý of John Kettlewell (1718) 1 392-5 cited Nuttall 
and Chadwickv 241- 

(2) G. Hickes and R. Nelton (eds)q The Complete Collection of the 
Works of John Kettlewell (1719) Iv 53-54 cited N. Sykesq Sheldon 
to Seeker (1959)9 85- 

(3) G. DIOylyq Life of William Sancroft (1821) Iq 3289 329; Perry 
119 544; Norman Sykesy From Sheldon to Seeker (1959)t 85. 
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6 
Nonconformist apologists of a later period tended to assume 

that, since comprehension was ultimately a failureq the negotiations 

of the summer of 1688 had been merely a Machiavellian exercise on 

the part of the4hurchmen. 
(') 

For some at least Bancroft's scheme 
A 

had only a short-term utility. But there can be little doubt that, 

in addition to the latitudinarian clergy directly involved in the 

projectq Sancroftq as sponsory was making a wholly serious and- 

conscientious attempt to arrive at terms for comprehension. on 27 

July he issued to his bishops a series of twelve Articles entitled 

'Some Heads of Things to be more fully insisted upon by the Bishops 

in their Addresses to the Clergyp and People of their respective 

Di oceses'. Article XI and the letter which accompanied the Articles 

make it clear that Bancroft was endeavouring to prepare the minds of 

Bishops, clergy and laity of the Church of England to accept the idea 

of the comprehension of moderate Dissenters and toler, -ýtion for those 

who refused comprehensiong when it was enacted in the November 

Parliament. 
(2) 

At all events2 many Dissenters at the time placed a great deal 

of hope in the great day about to dawn as a result of Sancroft's 

scheme. 
0) 

The ICing2 who had soured toward the Dissenters as a 

result of their attitude to the Seven Bishopsq(4) was reported later 

to have dated his total disenchantment with them from the time when 

Sancroft"s scheme made their Coalition with the Church (for him) a 

(1) Neal VP 66) 78- ; Calamyp Abridgementt 

(2) j. Gutch (ed)v Collectanea Curiosa; Use. Tracts Relating to the 

History and Antiquities of the Church of England... Chiefly Coll- 

ected from the MSS of Archbishop Sancroft (1781) IP 386-390. 

(3) Cragg IIp 30- 

(4) Reresbyq 500- 
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sorry reality. 
(') 

In July Sunderland was sufficiently on edge on 

the subject of Anglican-Dissenting relations to have a pamphlet 

entitled A Way to Peace Among All Protestants seized immediately 

after publication. 
(2) 

But what was of importance for the present reign was that by 

converting almost everyone to toleration, the Anglican High Church 

includedv the King had all but destroyed toleration as a lever for 

inducing Dissenters to play the part prepared for them in his own 

programme; and furtherg he had given the Churchmen the incentive to 

better histerms by launching a scheme for comprehension. And by his 

Order in Council - aimed at effecting the final separation between 

Church and Dissent - the 'King had then created the circumstances in 

which the scheme for comIrehension would have some hope of final 

success; through a coalition between the Church-in-Danger and that 

influential faction of Nonconformity which had aspired to assimilation 

into the national Church since its hopes had initially been dashed 

at the Restoration. 

(1) See J. S. Clarke (ed)v The Life of James the Second.. Collected 

out of I-emoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) 11,169; E. Cardwelly 
Documentary Annals of the Reformed Church of England (1839) Iq 
321. 

(2) Birchp Tillotsong 131. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CO-OPERATION WITH THE KINGIS PROGRAMME 

1 

At the time when Church and Dissent were furthest apartq 

during the summer and autumn of 1687, the feverish outburst of 

activity among Nonconformistsp and the plans afoot all over &gland 

for the construction of meeting houses, had made it clear thaty at 

least until a Parliament should meett Dissenters of all shades and 

nuances were prepared to attribute the force of the law to the first 

Declaration of Indulgence. The addresses of thanks, while repres- 

enting no more than a scattered remnant of the faithfulp had further 

demonstrated that a part at least of each of the sects _nerre prepared 

to indicate their public acceptance of it. The reluctance of a great 

majority of the addressers to commit themselves specifically to the 

King's Programmet howeverý left the issue of whether or not the 

Declaration had been successful in its primary objective of enlisting 

the Dissenters as political allies as very much an open question. 

Before the dissolution of Parliament the Court's actions had tended 

to give the lie to the pseudo-optimism of the King's public statements. 

The beginning of regulation in the summer of 1687 had been against the 

background of the severest misgivings at Court as to the amount of 

support likely to accrue from Dissenters. 
(') 

And even at the end of 

the year the question of whether an articulatep politically viable 

party could be culled from the ranks of the so recently prostrate 

(1) see abovep PP- 346-349. 
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Nonconformists - which would work with Catholics in local govern- 

ment to ensure the election of a House of Commons that would abolish 

the Test and Penal laws - could elicit the most diverse answers. 

That this should have been the case nine months after the 

Declaration of Indulgence was owing to the fact that opinion among 

the Dissenters themselves was less than decisive on the key issue of 

repeal. 'And this indecision wasq at least partlyp due to the failure 

of those accustomed to giving direction to opinion in the two larger 

sects to act authoritatively. During the second half of 1687 the 

comprehension parties in Church and Dissentq despite the urgency of 

the crisis, were further apart than they had been in yearsy(l) and 

hence moderate Presbyterians thought it pardonable to weigh the 

advantages of flirtation with the Court, to ensure the continuance 

Of tolerationg against the remoter prospect of co-operation with the 

Churchq to facilitate comprehension. 
(2) 

The hardening of opinion 

among the moderates, in favour of retaining at least the Test Acts, 

which took place between November 1687 and February 1688y was due to 

a variety of factors, the most important of which was a belated 

rapprochement with the moderate Churchmenp which made the prospect 

Of comprehension less remote. 
(3) 

In the course of 1688 the issue of collaboration with the Courtq 

which some saw as 'the great test' for English Nonconformity, 
(4) 

deeply divided all the sects. The influence of the Dons against 

(1) See above, PP- 398-401. 

80 
morrice Q, 161-29 167s 176,178-9t 181 6ý, ýS (2) S2 #Rgham to 
Williamy 2 September 1687ý Dalrymple Iýp pt 9ý 
Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2099b. 

(3) See above, PP. 410-417. 

(4) Morrice Qq 154-5- 
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co-operation was disproportionate to their numbersp but the 

cleavage was not one between the anti-collaborationist (Arminian) 

Done and their followers, and the collaborationist (Calvinistic) 

sects. The issue of collaboration divided each individual sect in 

the course of 1688. Each sect contained those for and those againstp 

the Presbyterians and Congregationalistsp whose union was all but 

effected in 1688, 
(') 

being considered as one sect. That many 

sectariansp whose political aim was toleration, refused to co-operate 

with the King's programmep suggests the importance of issues other 

than those raised by the imminent prospect of comprehension as cata- 

lysts of their political behaviour: notablyp the anti-Catholic factory 

inflamed by the flood of pamphlets from Anglican sources; the famili- 

arity of the political dilemma posed by 'enticement'; the effect of 

the rresbyterian-Congregationalist union as an influence for restraint 

on the Congregationalists; and. what remained among Dissenters, from 

the years of persecutiony of the quietistic aversion to political 

involvement. 

The optimism or otherwise of the Court as to the probability 

of a biddable Dissenting Parliament-took little or no account of the 

hardening of attitudes at the beginning of 1688 and the emergence of 

the intra sectarian fissures. Sunderland, who had been pessimistic 

as to the probabilityp and doubtful of the advisability, of such a 

Parliament in the course of the summer of 1687y believed by November 

that the prospects had improved. 
(2 ) 

The'Ring was most uniformly 

(1) See abovep P- 42. 
(2) Mackintoshq 182-184; J. P. Kenyonp Robert Spencer Earl of 

Sunderland (1958)9 160; BM Add. MS-34515P f- 32; Portland 
Misc. 19p PwA 2099b; Morrice Qq 129. 
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sanguine throughout; though the better informed Court Catholics 

exuded a qualified pessimism by December. 
(') 

During Decemberv 

while James babbled about an April Parliament, Robert Brentq one 

of the key figures in the electoral campaignp was predicting that 

no Parliament could meet until October 1688 at the earliest* 
(2) 

Brent's predictioný the early responses to the Three Questionsp and 

his estimate of the importanceof the Presbyterians to any Dissenting 

allianceg had reclaimed Sunderland from his flights of fancy of the 

previous Novemberp and by January 1688 he was discussing the policy 

of an 'expedient' as a concession to Presbyterian opinion. The 

idea had been mooted by Sunderland in conversation with d'Adda 

the previous SwAvAet , 
(3) 

and had been under discussion among the 

moderate Catholic nobility in November. 
(4) 

The 'expedient', aimed 

at conciliating moderate Nonconformist opiniont being canvassed in 

January 1688 was that the Tests should be abrogated but Roman Catholics 

barred from membership of the House of Commons. 
(5) 

Penn and James 

Stewart believed that 'the expedient' was too half-hearted to influence 

Presbyterian opinion and, taking their cue from Pagel's Letter, 
(6) 

began to canvass the separation of the Tests and the penal laws and 

the repeal only of the latter. 
(7) 

Jamesp paying more attention to 

the false optimism of the extremistsp opposed this separation of the 

Tests from the Penal Laws and it was not until April 1688 that he was 

(1) CSPD 1687-qq 66; Morrice Qy 1299 130y 254; Bonrepost Memoire 
au Roiv Archives Nationales K 13519 No- 49 f- 53; Portland 
Misc. 19y PWA 2103p 2112b; BM Add MS-345159 f. 38. 

(2) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2120. 
(3) J. P. Kenyont Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)9 186-7. 
(4) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2099b. 
(5) Kenyon, op cit. 
(6) Burnet 1,731-2,731j- 
(7) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2099b, 2112d, 2141a. 
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convinced that a Nonconformist Parliament wasy at that stagep out 

of the question. 
(') 

Sunderland's 'expediently howeverp although it 

Was ignored at the time, was adopted as Court policy in August or 

September, by which time it was much too late to influence Presby- 

terian opinion toward the Court. 
(2 ) 

But even then James was still 

confident that the forthcoming Parliament would repeal the Tests. 
(3) 

The King's confidence in the prospect of an amenable Parlia- 

ment, when those nearer to the Nonconformists were predicting 

disastert(4) doubtless owed something to the studied optimism of the 

courtiers, who were playing their own gamep(5) but a great deal more 

to the reports being received (as late as September 1688) from elect- 

oral agents operating in various parts of the country which rang with 

confidence of widespread support for the King's programme. 
(6 ) 

The 

optimism of these reportsp and the people named in them as 'suitable' 

parliamentary candidates, the names of persons recommended by the 

various commissions and commissioners concerned with regulationy and 

the names of persons appointed as JPsq Sheriffs and to the corpor- 

ations (where information regarding them. is available) make it clear 

that the catchment area from which the Government was drawing the 

(1) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2112d; Kenyonp op city 192. 

(2) Gazette 2384,20 September 1688. 

(3) Bonreposp Memoirs au Roi 
,9 

Archives Nationales K 1351y No- 4P 
f- 53; Morrice Q, 291. 

, 
jottingham to (4) Halifax to Williamt 31 May 16879 12 April 68 

Williamq 2 September 1687Y Dalrymple 19 7ý-809KCý. qoin(W), 
Portland Misc. 19p PWA 2112c; 2120b; 21450; 

Morrice Qq 140Y 181p 247p 288-9. 
(5) 13M Add- MS. 34515P 38; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2112a. 
(6) Duckettr 213-234p 234-253; Morrice Q9 291. These reports are 

discussel in detail below. They were Printed in Sir George 
Duckett's Penal Laws and Test Acty Questions Touching their 
Repeal Propounded in 1687-8 by James II. This work, one of the 
few surviving copies of which has recentlyleen 'lost' by the 
British Museump was published in two volumes in 1882-&3, 
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personnel to replace the Tory-Anglican land-owning interest in 

local government, and from which it was seeking to cull a new House 

of Commonsp was a wide one containing many formerly excluded politi- 

calp religious and social groupings of which Protestant Dissenters 

were only one. It is also clear thatp since they designated Noncon- 

formists as 'suitable' who are known to ha: ve been opposed to the 

King's programmeý and since they estimated Nonconformist support as 

'strong' in areas where influential ministers and laymen did not 

favour repealy the reports of the King's agents were superficial$ 

and their questioning unthorough. Probably the reports were merely 

meant to be interpreted as rough estimates of Whig and Nonconformist 

political strength in a particular district, the assumption being 

that this strength could be harnessed by the Court given the right 

inducements. 

The Court campaign undertaken between July 1687 and September 

1688 to ensure the election of a House of Commons that would confirm 

the King's Declarations of Indulgence and repeal the penal laws and 

the Test Acts wasq perhapsy the most organisedl and certainly the 

most complexp effort of that kind undertaken by any government up to 

that time. 
(') 

Nevertheless it is likely that from first to last James 

II seriously underestimated the difficulties involved in winning over 

the Nonconformist and Whig interest which had been removed from local 

administration between 1681-5. During this previous purge Charles II 

had concentrated on the regulation of the large Whig strongholds 

Londong Portsmouthq Derby, Nottinghamq Norwichp Bristol, Ipswichp 

Exeter and Lincoln - leaving to James a number of small boroughsp 

Tonesl 119 14P l7p 41Y 4? -509 114-5p 128-175; J. Carswell, The 
Descent on England (1969 9 106p 113- 
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mainly in the West Countryp incapable of resistance. The'speed 

and success with which the regulation of these boroughs had been 

accomplished in the weeks prior to the 1685 Election was probably 

a major factor in explaining the King's assurance of a successful 

outcome of his more sweeping campaign in 1687-8. 
(') 

In the course of the fifteen months of the Court's electoral 

campaign a total of approximately 200 constituenciesp returning 400 

out of the 515 LTSY were subjected to some kind of direct govern- 

mental pressure. 
(2 ) 

The form of pre4sure employed throughout the 

period was the regulation of borough corporationsv(3 
) 

and purges of 

the lieutenancyv(4) and the shrievalty. 
(5) 

Some borough charters 

were surrendered voluntarilyy but more often the King and his legal 

officers would have to instigate actions of quo_warranto against the 

charters of corporations who refused to surrender them. 
(6 ) 

The royal 

claim to be able to dispense with statutory oaths was written into 

the new charters to facilitate the admission of Catholics and Diss- 

enters, and to the power of dismissal was added the power to appoint 

new members to corporations by letters mandatoryy and to veto those 

elected. 
(7) 

(1) Jones, 46-47- 
(2) Ibidq 166. 
(3) CSPD 16874P 1389 150) 1549 157-89 159Y 160-12 1749 177P 178, 

196p 204p 206p 2139 2239 229,236-79 2449 246-8p 252-31 255P 
256p 257p 259p 262-264p 2680 269. 

(4) Changes in Lord Lieutenants and Deputy Lieutenants. CSPD 1687-IP 
46-47P 51-52p 97P 989 100p 102,106p 1119 114P 115t 116,1239 
1319 132,136-7,1419 1429 144P 146,148P 1529 161p 168,172, 
187y 2019 213,2209 226p 229. 

(5) CSPD 1687-49 1159 1349 179- 
(6) HMC Downshire MSS Ip pt. iq 286-7; Jones, 45; J. P. Kenyonq 

Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)9 189-90. 
(7) e-g- SP 44/3389 47-9 (Oxford)q 44/338Y 49-52 (Hertford)p 44/338t 

87 (Taunton)p 44/338P 90 (Grantham)t 44/338,94 (Hull). See 
R. H. Georgel'The Charters granted to the English Parliamentary 
Corporations in 1688tp English Hist. Review 1v (1940)9 47-56; 
Jonest 45- 
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The first device employed to ascertain the identity of persons 

in the various localities who were prepared to support repealg fill 

positions in the corporationsg magistracy or lieutenancyg stand for 

Parliament as court candidates or vote for court candidates in the 

electionsp was the Three Questions. 
0) 

Between August and November 

1687p howeverg James had made eleven changes in the Lord Lieutenancyp 

and'had not given the new Lord Lieutenants time to settle in before 

the questioning process began. -_ Furtherg by February 1683 thirteen 

Roman Catholicsq lacking in experience and local 6clatq held fifteen 
I lieutenancies. 

(, 
*O) It was therefore not surprising that this was the 

most sluggish and inefficiently executed part of the campaign. That 

it would be a failure as a means ofascertaining the identity of 

articulate personnel on whom the Court could dependq must have become 

apparent quite early. Between 19 and 26 November a 'Commission for 

the Regulation of Corporations' was set up to draw up lists of persons 

suitable to fill municipal offices and act as JPs and Deputy Lieuten- 

ants. It was to work through a network of agents located in boroughs 

all over the country. The work of these'agents was to be co-ordinated 

by Robert Brentj (a Catholic lawyer who hadp up to the April Indulgencet 

been responsible for distributing dispensations to persecuted Recus- 

ants and Dissenters)y from his rooms at the Temple. Sir Nicholas 

Butlery an ex-Baptist convert to Catholicism, and Duncombeg a bankerp 

(1) CSPD 1687-qp 87-88. 

Jones, 136. 
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were to have Particular oversight of the City(f London. After 

February 1688 Brent and Butler also had to work in conjunction with 

a committee made up of 'old sectaries, most of them... Anabaptistsit 

who were to ascertain the extent of, and to encourage support for 

the Court's programme among Dissenters in the various localities and 

to report back at intervals. Nehemiah Ccxe and James Clarke went to 

Wiltshire and Dorsety Benjamin Dennis and Richard Adams to Cambridge- 

shirel Norfolkq Suffolk and Essex, Nathaniel Wadeq John Jones and 

Richard Andrewes to Somerset and Devon and Edward Nosworthy to 

Cornwall. The names of those who went to other counties are unknown. 

It is likely that William Pennp and probably Sir John Babert had a 

more general function; wcrking with the leaders of the sects in 

London. In additiong Stephen Lobb acted as a tDissenting Organiserl fl) 

In their respective counties Brent's agents were to establish contact 

with all sectionsp but more especially with Dissenters. They were to 

appoint 'correspondents' in each borough who could feed them with any 

relevant details of local politics and make recommendations. The 

agents themselves were to interrogate existing common counoilmenv 

Aldermeng JPs and Deputy Lieutenantsp canvass suitable alternatives 

and send back lists of names on the basis of which regulation could 

proceed. 
(2) 

By March 1688 over 1200 personsp having been judged 

unreliabley had been ejected from public officeo(3) 

(1) Duckettff, 218,2219 234736; BM Add MS. 34515P 34o 39; Portland 
Misc. 19p PwA 2147a; Eckintosh, 187; Morrice Q 207 227P 
239,243,244j 2459 249; P. C. Turnery James 11 

49481t 331; 
J. R. Jonesp 'James II's Whig Collaboratorsly Historical Journal 
in (196o), 67,69; Luttrell Ip 420-1p 423; Warwick CR VIIIp 
xixq xxviii-xxix., See CSPD 1687-90 286-7p 304-5- 

(2) Duckettll, 216-217 note 220. See also 221-34,234-5; Morrice 
Qq 236p 238. 

(3) Jonest 149- 
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It is interesting that the two Dutch observersp Van Citters 

and James Johnstonep were adamant from the beginning that the whole 

system of agents and regulation would be a failure, unless the Court 

were to resort to corrupt or 'irregular' practices to ensure a 

successful election. 
(') 

For the greater part-of 1688 pamphlets were 

appearing warning electors of the corrupt devices likely to be 

employel? 
) 

One such device widely Enticipated was that sheriffs would 

be called upon to falsify returns. 
0) 

There were some grounds for 

the popular suspicion. There can be no doubt that the new charters 

of 1688 did reduce (sometimes drastically) the number of electors 

on borough franchisesp(4) and it was not until. 20 September 1688 that 

James finally concededg to the surprise of many, that Roman Catholics 

would not be allowed to stand. 
(5) 

At one stage there was a rumour 

'that Charters would be granted to towns that never sent Members to 

Parliament'. 
(6) 

In the last phase of the electoral campaignp in 

September 16889 there was also talk of the use of itinerant voters 

an d dragoonsy and a disproportionate number of the 106 candidates who 

had been allocated to their constituencies before the writs for the 

elections were withdrawnt were military men. 
(7) 

Hence the King's optimismg so late in the dayq was not founded 

BM Add MS. 34510P f. 63 (28 November 1687)9 f. 75 (6 January 1688)p 
f. 87, (28 February); MS. 34512, f- 77 (11 May 1688); Portland 
Misc. 199 PwA 2112b (8 December 1687) PWA 21450 (February 1688). 

(2) Bonrepos, Memoire au Roip Archives Nationales K, 1351, No-4p f-58- 
(3) Morrice Qq 251; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2110by 2112bf 2112c. 
(4) BM Add MS-345159 ff. 49p 50; MS. 34487, f. 29; Portland Misc. 

199 PwA 21450; J. R. Westernp Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 77. 

(5) Gazette No. 2384; BM Add MS. 344879 f. 29; MS- 34512, f. 100. 

(6) Morrice Q, 235- 

(7) J. R. Jonesq 'James II's Whig Collaboratorsly Historical Journal 
III (1960)p 71-73. See CSPD 1687--qf 2679 2719 272,273,274p 
275p 2769 279- 
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solely on his expectations of the Nonconformists. Nor were the 

106 candidates who had been allocated to their constituencies, 

with the exception of a handfulv men who had any claim to be 

considered Nonconformists. The great majority could not even lay 

claim to anything approaching a Dissenting heritage. Irrespective 

of the purpose of the electoral machinep a high percentage of the 

men it sifted through could have been gained had there been no 

Declarations of Indulgence. Dissenters undoubtedly sat on the 

reformed corporations and-a few would have stood for Parliament had 

there been an Elections but they represented a minority - and probably 

a small one - of the aggregate of Aldermenp Common Councillorsy 

Sheriffsp and prospective parliamentary candidates in 1688p and, 

certainly in the case of the Presbyterians and Congregationalistsp 

and possibly even in the case of the Baptists and Quakersp they were 

collaborating in the face of the consensus of opinion in their own 

sectsp or, in some instances, were collaborating despite the fact 

that they held views on the key issue of repeal which were unlikely 

to lead them to help facilitate the election of a Parliament commen- 

surate with the King's wishes. 

2 

Whilst Nonconformists had co-operated with the Whigs during 

the Exclusion Crisis and been dislodged from all public positions 

with the Whigs in the Tory reactiony Nonconformity was not the same 

as Whiggeryp nor was the latter the political front for the former. 

Most Nonconformists reg=ded themselveB as being 'outside of 

Politics', their religious status not denoting any kind of political 
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affiliation. Even from Sir Roger LIEstrange's warped angle of 

vision Whiggery and Nonconformity were not synonymousq and Nonoon- 

fOrmist politicians were not ipso facto exponents of ideas he chose 

to label "'Whig'. 
(1) 

And the nervous bunch of Nonconformist families 

still in politics in 1685 had nothing to do with the ejected ministry 

and were worlds apart from the politically innocent rank and f, le. 
(2) 

With the exception of Lobb and Alsop, and in 1688 a few Baptistsq the 

ministries of the sects to the right of the Quakers saw in the Court, 

the Administration, Politics, central or localq something that was 

intrinsically vainp soiled with corruptiont and irrelevant, perhaps 

a hindrancep to otherworldly aspirations andy as such, something to 

be shunned. 
(3) 

James II's failure to understand this attitude of 

mind2 and perhaps the urgings of his Quaker courtiers2 led him to 

embark on an Indulgence policy aimed at enlisting Nonconformist 

electoral support. But the political alliesq especially at local 

levell enlisted by Robert Brent's agents in 1687-89 and many of 

those agents themselvesq when they were not Catholicsp could often 

more accurately be described as 'Whigl than 'Nonconformist'. Andy 

hencep whilst some Dissenters undoubtedly were enlistedp a majority 

of those who collaborated with the Court were Anglicans and pseudo- 

(1) Alan Colep 'The Quakers and the English Revolution1v Crisis in 
Europe 1560-1660, ed. T. Aston (1965)9 3559 356. See Kitchiny 
350Y 3519 352-3t 354-6; Sir Roger L'Estrangeq An Answer to a 
Letter to a Dissenter up on Occasion of His Majesty's Late 
Gracious Declaration of Indulgence (1687)t 61 10-11,13,16-17. 
Even Lucile Pinkhamy in the spectrum of historiography perhaps 
comparable with LIEstran gep recognised 'the Shaftesbury Whigs1p 
'the Presbyterians' and 'the more rabid republicans' as 
separate political group ings; William III and the Respectable 
Revolution (19509 11. 

(2) See above, PP-171-175- 
(3) Williams It 529 57-58; Harmer MS. 76.9,155-6; Walter Wilson 

MS- It vp 158-99 221-3- See Henryl Diaries and Letters, 327-8; 
Whiting) 131; Braithwai tey 144-5; H. W. Clarkp English Noncon- 
formity (1912) 119 110. 
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Anglicansq along with the Catholicsy whose support was taken for 

granted. 

The returns to the Three Questions reproduced in Duckett(') 

do not contain those for Cheshirep Hertfordshireq Laneashirep Middle- 

sexq Rutlandy Suffolkj Surreyv Warwickshire and the City of London, 

and hence estimates of both compliance and opposition are bound to 

be conservative. It is also worthy of note that, in counties for 

which returns are availabley magistrates often avoided answering, 

and 'absent' had to be entered by the side of their names. 
(2) 

The 

Government grouped the returns into 'consentlp Irefuself and 'doubt- 

ful'. The three groups were of roughly comparable size, the 

'consenters' being marginally the largest and the Irefusers' the 

smallestp the 'consenters' being inflated by the inclusion of Roman 

Catholicsq whose electoral efficacy was likely to be limitedy though 

some of their answers pre-supposed that they would be allowed to stand 

for Parliament. It is significant that the 'consenters' were strong 

in the fringe countiesp especially Northumberlandq Westmorlandq 

Herefordshire andeWOOCe-14,4 
(3) 

and that the percentage 

of Idoubtfuls, was highp and the number of outright refusals smallf 

in Cornwallp Devon and Somerset. From the counties covered 0104C M" W 

persons (excluding Roman Catholics) had agreed to give the under- 

takings demanded and rather more than 300 were taken to have favourable 

opinions. 
(4) 

The list of names whichp on the basis of these answersp 

(1) From Rawlinson MSSy al 139AP in the Bodleian Library. 
(2) See J. Carswelip The Descent on England (1969), 110-111. 
(3) Nonconformity was very weak in these countiesp with the except- 

ion of Herefordshire. Walter Wilson MS-553D9 1-14t 16-229 
28- 9 39-42. 

A- IIq - /; o *po Cie, 6( 

V . Hay ý The Enigma oZ JaInes 11 (1938) P 1? 8. 
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was drawn up to act as a guide to the selection of magistrates 

and parliamentary candidates contained those of sixty-seven former 

Whig UPsy 
(1) 

and the appointments made on the basis of this list 

were of persons more often labelled 'Whi gI than 'Dissenter'. 
(2) 

Robert Brent's electoral machinep more especially in the phase 

between the agents going out into the provinces in March and April 

1688 and the receipt of their final reports in Septemberg was staffed 

with Whigsq many of whom had worked under Shaftesbury and were now 

using his techniques in support of the opposite interest: Nathaniel 

Wadep the Spekesp James Vernong Ralph Montaguey Sir John Trevor, 

John Jonesq Nehemiah Coxev the Rotheram$, William Stokesy Edward 

Nosworthyq and Henry Care. 
(3) 

If 'Whig' was not the political counterpart of 'DissentIq 

'Tory' was by no means the political counterpart of 'Anglican'. 

There was a powerful Whig faction in the Churchp(4) and in the course 

of the reign of James II there had also emerged a jure divino faction 

whog in the event of a clash of loyaltiest saw their first allegiance 

as being to the King rather than to the Anglican-Tory interest. 
(5) 

(1) J. R. Jones, , Janes II's Whig Collaborators', Historical Journal 
111 (1960), 66)M-9. 

(2) Edward to Sir Edward Harleyp 25 February 1688p HYC 14th Reportp 
app. pt. II: Portland IMS III (1894)y 405; Morrice Qy 2399 247. 
See J. P. Yenyonq Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland(1958)9 188-9. 

(3) Duckettl; 218p 234 note; Morrice Qp 2389 239t 245p 249y 285; 

. 
J. R Jones , James II's Whig Collaborators1p 

Historical Journal IiI (1960)9 65p 68-9. Wade and the Spekes 
had been involved with Monmouthp md Coxe and perhaps Nosworthy 
werep or had beenp Nonconformist pastors. Roberts I, 211-212p 
293; E. Windeattv 'Early Nonconformity in AshburtonIq Trans- 
actions of the Devonshire Association)XVIII (1896), 1-6; S. 
Schofieldp Jeffreys of the Bloody Assizes (1937). 100P 194; 
Laceyy 3379 429-30; Jonesy 144v 162-3; Whiting, 84; Luttrell 
It 430; W. T. Whitleyq 'Thompson's List of Conventiclestp 
CHST IV (1909-10)p 49- 

(4) Kitchin, 350-358- 

(5) F. C. Turnery James 11 (1948), 332; Kitchinp 366. See T. Cart- 
wrightp Diaryq Camden Soo. (1843), 49 59 459 479 499 51Y 52t 58; 
K. Feilingq A History of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)9 217. 
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The existence of these two groupsp the determination of many 

provincial 'Tories' to maintain their dominant position in local 

Politics come what may, aid the paucity of support available from 

articulatep enfranchised Dissenters in certain regionst (thanks to 

devolution and social deterioration(l))t accounts for the number 

of Churchmen and Tories on the reformed corporations and magistracyp 

which surprised many observers. It is also probable that some of 

the Anglicans who co-operated with the Court represented urban- 

commercial interestsp as opposed to the landed interests they had 

replaced. 
(2) 

Keith Peiling has acknowledged that the 'new political 

bloc' which the King was seeking to create in 1688 was to includeq 

not only Catholics and Dissenterst but 'apostate Tories,. 
(3) 

Whilst some were worried at the number of Catholics on the 

list of Sheriffs issaed in November 1687v 
(4) 

Roger Morrice was 

interested to see that in some counties the number of 'Tories' out- 

weighed the number of Catholics. 
(5) 

Regarding the list of Sheriffs 

issued on 2 December he noted, 'above one half of these are Protest- 

ants (about om third part thereof Whigs and the other two parts Tories), 

near the other half are Papists'. 
(6) 

In January 1688 he observed 

that the sort of Dissenters being put into the regulated corporations 

were persons unlikely to co-operate with the King's programmep and 

that the Anglican influence was still strong on many corporations 
(7) 

simply for lack of'suitable alternatives to take their places* 

(1) See aboves pp. 82-91. 
ý2) See Jones, 119 l4v 114 -115- 
(3) K. Feilingg A History of the Tory Paity 1640-1714 (1924)9 217- 

(4) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2112d. 

(5) Morrice Qq 193- 

(6) Morrice Qy 215- 

(7) Morrice Qq 234- 
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The new Commission of the Peace for Staffordshire published in 

February 1688 included seven Anglicans, five Dissentersp and three 

Catholics. 
(') 

When the special committee 

'commissioned to manage the whole scheme of the regulation 

of the corporations ... offered to His Majesty a list of the 

most settledg rich and beat qualified men in the kingdom for 

Deputy Lieutenants and Sheriffs' 

in February2 Morrice was pleased that it was 'made up of sober church- 

ment which are two parts in numbery and of Dissenters,. 
(2) 

A week 

later Morrice was waxing almost lyrical on the subject of this list 

and forseeing all manner of beneficial con, sequences for the nationp 

including the establishment of the government on a 'national bottom'; 

a system in which the government at local level would be carried on 

by the 'sober' element in both Church and Dissenty with the 'Papists', 

'giddy fanatical and 'Hierarchists' completely excluded. The Kingy 

he was suret could not do better. Within daysp however, he was 

forced to admit that whilst the Churchmen seemed 'keen to servelp all 

the Presbyterians and most of the Independents had shown no interestý3) 

At the end of August 1688 he admitted that the scheme of the 'national 

bottomt had been a non-starter and that he had over-estimated its 

implicationsg concludings I 

tPublic affairs seem now to be in a very tottering posture, 

there seems to be no party engaged to the Crown. The Hier- 

archists are disobliged, the English interest It he 'sober' 

Churchmen and Dissenters of the 'national bottomt] are not 

(1) Morrice Q, 239 (111). 
(2) Morrice Q, 239 (11). 
(3) morrice Qp 243-4p 244- 
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closed with: so few of them are put into the Lieutenancy, 

or into the lists for Justices that they cannot in prudence 

act, being overnumbered by Papists and Tories'. 
(1) 

The importance attached by Morrice to the part played by 

Churchmen and Tories in the remodelled corporations and Commission 

of the Peace and to the number of Churchmen and Tories named as 

'Suitable' for office or candidacy by the Commissioners is borrk out 

by other sources. The aggregate number of persons 

rdesignated 

'right, 

for election candidacy by 1ýrentts agents in the reports presented to 

Sunderland in April 1688 was sixtyý and of these twenty-six were known 

Anglicans. 
(2) 

In Norwichp Bristolq Colchestery Coventry and Notting- 

ham the persons appointed to the remodelled corporations in 1687-8 

included a balance of Anglicans and Disentersy the difference between 

the Anglicans removed and the Anglicans inserted being one of economic 

interest. Urban-commercial Anglicans replaced the Anglican gentryp 

and the urban tradesmen who depended on their patronageo 
(3) 

Among 

those designated by Brent's agents as 'suitable' to serve as JPs in 

Bedfordshire there would appear to have been a considerable number of 

what Feiling would call 'apostate Tories'. 
(4) 

Sinc'e Luttrelldid not 

use the term 'Whig' as a synonym for 'Dissenter' it is probable that 
foe V4 PPOCQ 

many of the 111higs I who replaced the 'Tories I on the CommosSiOPS in 

January 1688 were Anglicans. 
(5) 

The remodelled magistracy of 

Newcastle included 'Conformists and Nonconformists', and 'a great 

many' of those on the list of persons 'suitable' toba on the 

(1) Morrice Qp 286. 
(2) Duckettf, 221-34; Laceyp 204-5- 
(3) Jones, 153-4- See 114-1159 156. 
(4) Bunyant 348 n. See 182,200-ly 219P 347-8. 
(5) Luttrell 1,429. 
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corporation 'were known to be zealously affected to the Church of 

England'. 
(') 

Of the 106 'suitable' candidates recommended to 

Sunderland in September 1688 forty-seven had been in the 1685 Parlia- 

ment andy by the nature of that Parliamentp the greater part of them 

were perforce Anglicans. 
(2) 

Certain Anglican families and individual 

Anglicans co-operated with the Court on corporations and promised to 

use their local influence for the electoral benefit of the Court in 

the election. Among these were the Howard and LIEstrange families' 

of Wincheister2 the Duke of Norfolk in Norfolk and Suffolkq and the 

Duke of Albe marle in Essexy Nathaniel Crewel Bishop of Durham, Sir 

Robert Holmesy Governor of the Isle of Wight, and Sir Stephen Pox 

of Cricklade. 
(3) 

It was widely assumedy howeverp that where the catchment pool 

of local ýovernment officers permitted of choicef the King much 

preferred to employ his co-religionists and the Jure divino, Church- 

men2 from whom he hoped for conversionsy and employed Dissenters and 

other groups only as numbers and availability necessitated-W This 

may have been so initiallyq but by December 1687 'several' Catholic 

gentry had refused to serve as Sheriffs and Deputy Lieutenantsp and 

by February 1688 seventeen Catholic office holders had been removedq 

possibly as a result of inefficiencies brought to light during the 

questioning process. Of the 455 new commissions issued to JPs in 

(1) W. H. D. Longstaffe (ed)v Memoirs of the Life of Mr. Ambrose 
Barnesp Surtees Soo. L. (1866)p 175-6p 178. 

(2) Duckettlr, 235-53; CSPD 1687-qp 267p 271-6p 279; Jonesp 159-60. 
(3) CSPD 16874 9 257p 259; Gazette No. 2350; Jonesy 159-161. 
(4) Morrice Q, 133p 234p 286. See , 

71-plvS 
-102, 
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February 1.6879 2909 just less than 64%9 were to Catholics; of the 

709 new JPs put in between February and April 1688v only ninety-nine, 

10Y were Catholics. 
(') 

For the same reasonsy although the electoral 

machine continued to be in the hands of its original Roman Catholic 

controllersj Catholic agents were gradually edged out and more'and 

more reliance placed upon Whig professionals. 
(2) 

But English 

Catholicsp despite the misgivings of someq(3) continued to be' the 

staunchest supporters of the King's programme, and this was amply 

illustrated by the replies to the Three Questions. Kent had the 

high est number of 'consents' because it had fifteen Catholics 

as J? s; in Herefordshire thirteen out of the twenty-one favourable 

replies came from Catholicsp in Plintshire five out of fivep in 

Northumberland five out of twelvep and in Worcestershire twelve out 

of nineteen. 
(4) 

Hence it was not surprising thatp electoral agents 

apartp a disproportionately large number of Catholics (vis a vis 

Whigs and Dissenters)v should occupy lieutenancies and deputy lieut- 

enanciesq(5) between a third and a half of the shrievalties 
(6) 

and, 

whilst not being in a majority, may have been in a position to sway 

(1) BM Add MS- 345159 f- 39; Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2112c; Millert 
209p 218; G. E. Cockaynev The Complete Peerage, ed. V. Gibbs 
(1912) IIy app. Gp 656-7. See Warwick CR VIIIp xxviii. 

(2) J. R. Jonest #James II's Whig Collaborators1p Historical Jour- 
nal 111 (1960)9 67P 72. 

(3) Portland Misc. 19y rwA 2112c. 
(4) Luttrell It 420; Jonesp 167-8- 
(5) Miller, 219p 220; Morrice Qp 1689 246, W CSPD 1687-49 1149 1169 

123,142p 1449 146p 148v 152-39 156,1619 168v 187p 201; 
Duckettq 2549 256-7p 258j 259-609 260,2629 263,265-69 2679 
269770,271$ 273-4p 275p 276-79 279y 2819 282y 288p 289-909 291v 
292-3y 293p 294-5p 296,299. 

(6) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2110a, 2112cp d; BM Add MS- 34515P ff- 
33t 39; Morrice Qy 193p 215; Luttrell It 422. 
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a sizeable number of remodelled corpcrations. 
(') 

It was certainly 

the case that the maximum use was made of any Roman Catholic talent 

that was available. In Buckinghamshire only two members of the prom- 

inent Catholic families did not occupy a local Covernment position; 

one a minorp the other a lunatic. 
(2) 

In the North Riding Wirooleft 

JPs were Catholics 44d 
ý"OAIa OWWrS one had a 'J. 

(3) Catholic brotherp 44other a Catholic wife. 

In addition to Dissenters, Whig and jure diving Anglicans and 

Roman Catholicsq the court also drew on an incongruous motley of other 

groups to act as electoral agents and local government officersy men 

over whom it could exercise some kind of leverage or to whom it could 

offer some kind of attractive inducement. rerhaps the largestof 

these groupst which must have included a good many Dissentersq were 

ex-rebelsp of Monmouth and Rye House vintagep who had felt the bene- 

fits of the King's pardon andq in 1688, through gratitudep fear or a 

desire to benefit further from the King's generosity, were jumping 

0n the Court bandwaggon. 
(4) 

On 18 February Morrice was surprised to 

discover that 

lkr. Edward Stroudy who had been charged with aiding and 

abetting Monmouth's Rebelliong and thereupon committed to 

the Towerv had now gained the King's pardon and was Sheriff 

of Somersetshire. 
(5) 

(1) Morrice Qy 286; Portland Miso, l9p PwA 
2145c- See Millerv 222. 

(2) Miller, 219. 

(3) H. Aveling, Northern Catholics: The Catholic Recusants of the 
North Riding of Yorkshire 1558-1790 (1966)v 335-6. 

(4) Duckettl 218,234 n., %4,14, 
(5) Morrice Qv 239 (1). 
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He later noted that an ex-Monmouth supporter, recently pardonedv 

had become Mayor of Lymeq that Aaron Smith had been pardoned by 

His Majesty for involvement with Monmouth and then 

'sent [aq 
a Commissioner or agent into several counties to 

inspect the proceedings in corporationsy and to signify what 

fit persons are left out in corporations) or in the Commiss- 

ion for the Lieutenancyp and the Commission for the Peacep 

or what, unfit persons were still in any of these offices or 

trustsly 

and thatq having pardoned Henry Brown for the same offenceg the Ydng 

had 'sent him upon the like errand... into Oxfordshire and Leicester- 

shire'. 
(') 

On 31 January 1688 Luttrell noted; 'Captain [Nathanieý 

Wadeq one that WaS- in the late rebellion, is made town olerk of 

Bristol'. 
(2) 

Hugh Spekep whog like his brother who had been executedq 

had been deeply involved with Monmouthp also served the Court in some 

capacity- cripplingp and probably unpaidq fine of 02000 marks' 

levied in Iro 
(3) 

ve er 1686 might have provided his motive. Henry Care 

switched from an extreme Whig position - though not necessarily that 

of a rebel - to serve the King. 
(4) 

There is evidence that the King 
fo VAn TsremAard, * 

capitalised upon the pardon he had given A attempt to win him over to 

the royal cause; both John md Henry Trenchard were IU4#Cl( as 

Court candidates) for Taunton and Poole, respectivelyp in September 

(1) Morrice Qj 2499 285- 
(2) Luttrell IP 430. The electoral agents believed that Wade was 

prepared to stand as a Court candidate for Baxnstaple. Duckettl[j 
241- 

(3) Ellis IP 194-59 1xviii; J. P. Kenyonq Robert Spencer Earl of 
Sunderland (1958) 

1 188. f4;. 361. &t. 

(4) Luttrell 19 453; Jones, xiv. 
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Also part of the strange miscegenation that comprised James 

II's supporters in 1688 wasa group of radicals, some of them wearing 

a 'Catholic' or 'Nonconformist' label to enhance their usefulness, 

who were employed as agents or common councilmen. 
(2) 

In additionp 

the lists of those recommended ap suitable for election candidacy 

pcsstýy Josue included many office holders andýarmy officers, thus arousing the 

(3) 
particularist and anti-militaristic sentiments of the localities. 

Elsewhere court agents deliberately took advantage of the particular- 

ist sentiment in boroughsy and those who emerged as crown supporters 

were prominent local figures (sometimes Dissenters), who wished to 

exclude non-resident Tory gentry from their corporationsy 
(4) 

or who 

preferred the more remote control of the central government to the 

oppressive domination of the I local landed oligarchs and their urban 

associates' 
(5) In the western countiesp there is evidence that those 

touting electoral support for the court were persons who had suffered 

in the Bloody Assize and had old scores to pay off. Elsewhere Whigs 

and Dissenters were seeking to pay off old scores consequent upon 

(1) CSPD 1687-qo 115; Morrice Qq 285; Luttrell It 451; DuckettjT., 
229 ý 242,243; S. Schofieldp Jeffreys of the Bloody Assizes 
(1937)ý 252; HMG 12th Reporty app. pt. vis The MSS of the House 
of Lords 1689-1690 (1880)t 307; Pennp 122* 

(2) Morrice Qq 189p 243-4; DNB XIXp 1149-50- See J. R. Jonesp 'James 
II's Whig Collaboratorsly Historical Journal 111 (1960), 69-71; 
J. S. Clarke (ed)p The Life of James the Second King of England 
&c Collected out of Memoirs Writ of His Own Hand (1816) IIP 139- 

UftfjýM7- 
(3) J. R. Jones, OP Cit, 71P 72 See 

1: 
P. Kenyonq op cit, 188-9; 

CSPD 1687-IR, 2759 276t 279; 
Vckettjjj23ý-53- 

(4) Alderman Barnham of Norwichp Alderman Barnes of Newcastlep 
Thomas Day the Mayor of Bristol and Sir Samuel Barnardiston may 
have been selected with this idea in mind, 

DuckettLr, 223p 225-ý69 
228-9. ' See also W. H. D. Longstaffe (ed)p Memoirs of the Life of 
Ambrose Barnes, Surtees Soc. L* (1866)9 177- 

(5) Jonesq 139- 
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their exclusion from office during the period of the Tory reaction, 

1681-5- In Somerset the Court received a great deal of electoral 

support as, a result of the King's appointment Of commissioners to 

red ress the grievances of those suffering from the depression in 

the textile industry)(1) many of whom were Dissenters. 
(2) 

But whilst the over-employment of Roman Catholics, the exist- 

ence of a collaborationist party within the Church, the support of 

" miscellany of multi-religious fringe groups, and the presence of 

" variety of local inducementsy help to explain the majority of 

'consents' in the answers to the Three Questions and the availability 

of personnel for the electoral machine and local government positionst 

and though the term 'Whiglt applied by contemporaries to one faction 

of collaborationistst covered a multitude of sinners - Churchmen as 

well as Dissenters - the fact remains that a proportion of Dissenters 

from all the sects were won over to James II's programme. Indeedq 

with the exception of the first twot Dissenters were almost certainly 

present in all these groupsq and the local inducementsq rationalis- 

ations of Dissentingt as well as non-Dissenting, support in these 

regions. What remains is to examine the attitudes of Nonconformists 

in each separate sect to collaboration and to the key issue of the 

repeal of the Test Acts and the penal lawsl then to estimate the 

extent to which each sect was involvedq to examine the significance 

for the King's programme of the total Nonconformist involvementp and 

to discover the degree of reliance that can be placed on the-assess- 

ments and prognostications of the electoral agents. 

(1) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2141a; Jonesp 156-7- See DuokettTI, 21Sp 
2242 2292 232-32 243- 

(2) See above2 pp. 182-183. 



458 

Despite the early enthusiasm with which many Presbyterians 

and Congregationalists - with the exception of the emigrgs working 

under William's direction(')- had received and taken advantage of 

the 1687 Indulgence$ there had always been an element of suspicion 

and uncertainty. 
(2) 

A variety of factors had combined together to 

increase this suspicion and uncertainty by the time of Dykvelt's 

departure at the end of June. 
(3) 

But Dykveltls departure also 

signalled another reaction. The hopes of the moderate Presbyterians 

for a rapprochement with the Latitudinarian Churchmen that might lead 

to comprehensionp and the conversion of many to the Dutch causep had 

given way to a deep-rooted suspicion of both the Church and the 

Dutch interest. This suspicion led to an estrangement between the 

'sober' element of Church and Dissent andt since it was shared by the 

greater part of the Congregationalist and Presbyterian sectsy led to 

the confusion that characterised the political behaviour of the two 

larger Nonconformist sects in the second half of 1687- 
(4) 

The reaction against the Dutch interest in Tuly 1687p also 

inescapably involved the onset of doubts on the policy which Dykvelt 

had advocated -a parliamentary toleration with the retention of both 

Test Acts(5)- and a tendency to temporisep and take seriously 

compromise solutions mouthed by Court representatives. 
(6 ) 

Those 

(1) Calamyp Howe, 130-132; Burnet It 708P 709- 
(2) See above2 pp. 287P 397- 
(3) see above, pp. 290-293- 
(4) See abovep pp. 398-401. 
(5) see Morrice Qq 1249 1259 

132y 134Y 140; Burnet It 7* 709- 
(6) Morrice Qy 155-6p 161-2p 166-7p 176. 
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Presbyterians who in Tune 1687 had opined that the sect would never 

support the taking off of the Testsp werep by Augusty themselves 

prepared to consider a number of alternative solutions to the 

constitutional crisis. 
(') 

But it is significant that even at this 

stageg when the inflexibility of the Church 
(2) 

and the Court's enforce- 

ment of complete toleration 
(3) 

could have led to a massive redirection 

of 6piniony the examplesof Hursty Rosewelly Alsopy Lobb and Nye in 

openly advocating public acceptance of the Declaration by the Presby- 

terian and Congregationalist sectsq andý in the case of the last 

three2 advocating collaboration, were not followed. Quite apart 

from the opposition of John Howe and the emigr4sq and of the Dons, 

Baxter and Batesp to such courses, Dr. Samuel Annesleyq a IDucklingIq 

leader of the 'toleration' party anong the Presbyterians, declared 

against public acceptance and collaboration. 
(4) 

Even the addresses 

from Presbyterian and Congregationalist sources represented no more 

than the genuine thankfulness for relief from persecution of a politi- 

cally sterile minorityp and did not denote undertakings to collab- 

orate. 
(5) 

Among some Presbyterians and Congregationalists in the autumn 

of 1687 there was still an element of uncertainty as to the precise 

(1) Morrice Q) 1299 1401 178-9- 
(2) See above, PP- 387-388,391P 393,400-401P 402-403. 
(3) See above, PP- 305-308. 
(4) R. Baxter to Sir J. Baber) 20 October 1687, Baxter MSS (Letters) 

Iq f. 110; Same to Samep 1687 (no date)p Baxter LISS (Letters) V9 
f-40; Morrice Q, 112,114,115) 126; Wilson 111,438,439; IVt 
65; H. Nyep The King's Authority in Dispensing with Ecclesi- 
astical Laws Asserted and Vindicated by the late Rev. Philip 
Nye, a Congregational Divine (republished 1687), preface; 
J. Peircep A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd ed. 1718), 269p 
270- 

(5) See above, pp. 321-327Y 333. 
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course to be taken between Church and Court. 
(') 

This was reflected 

in the Earl of Nottingham's letter to William on 2 Septemberv though 

he conceded that if past Practice was a reliable guideý because of 

their sensitivity to 'the reproach of having been factors for Popery19 

they were unlikely if elected to Parliament to sanction the repeal 

of the pen, al legislationy let alone the Tests. 
(2 ) 

In October veteran 

politician John Swynfenj after consultation with Richard Hampden and 

John Howev still distrusted both sides but concluded that since 

Nonconformists were clearly in a position to act decisively 'one end 

of this sunshine JS to melt the other side into compliance'. His 

ensuing reference to the 1685 Parliament makes it clear that he was 

referring to the Church. 
(3) 

By late November Swynfen's advice had been taken, Church and 

Dissent were drawing together; 
(4) 

and as they did so attitudes began 

to c)4rystallise. Sir John Baber told the King that the Presbyterians 

had regained their accustomed self-aswance in opposition to the 

repeal of the Tests. 
(5) 

James Johnstone. told William that attitudes 

toward repeal, formerly more fluidy were beginning to solidify against 

the repeal of the Tests and that 'people generally' were questioning 

(1) Morrice Qy 178-9,181; Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 17 August 
1687P Newsletterg 13 September 1687y HMC 14th Reportp app. pt. 
II: Portland MBS 111 (1894)9 4009 401-402. See BM Add MS. 
34515t f. 31i Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2099b. 

(2) Nottingham to Williamq 2 September 1687, Dalrymple III pt. ly 
app. to bk vi 77-80. 

(3) Robert to Sir Edward Harley, 8 October 1687P HMC 14th Report, 
OP citt 404- When Robert Harley reported Swynfen the confusion 
of his reported speech conveys something of the confusion of 
the old man's direct speech. My interpretation of his meaning 
is not the only one which this letter could give rise tot but 
I regard it ap the most likely one. 

(4) See aboveg PP- 410-417. 
(5) Morrice Qq 181; Laceyp 190. - 
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the advisability of 'cutting up the Reformation by the roots' by 

giving Catholics complete freedom of religion through the removal 

of all the penal laws and oaths. 
(') 

And in December Morrice was 

ruminating on the probability of the support of the Presbyteriansp 

and the possibility of the support of the sects, for a Dutch invasion 

to safeguard Mary's successionp to prevent the abrogation of the 

Tests by a packed Parliament and to obviate the destruction of 
(2) English liberties through a Catholic establishment. The Dutch 

interest, however, thought it advisable that William should 'publish 

something' to 'confirm the doubtful and keep up the spirits of the 

fearfulIq thus helping to prevent the election of a rarliament 'of 

the Court's complexion'. 
0) 

By January 1688 it is likely that the 'doubtful' and the 

'fearful' were chiefly in the sects to the left of the Presbyterians. 

Despite the near-union of the Presbyterians and Congregationalists 

the two sects did not invariably act together. Whilst there was 

undoubtedly a party amongst the Independents wh6l influenced by the 

constitutional issue and the Popish Perilý wanted no truck with the 

Governmentp there were those who showed a willingness to co-operate. 

Sir John Baber told the King that the Presbyterians 'desired a good 

understanding with the sober Churchmen' and could not be depended on 

by the Court; support was more likely to accrue from the Congregation- 

alists and the other sects. 
(4) 

The returns to the Three Questions 

in Lancashire showed that in some areas 'all the Protestants were 

negativelp while in others the Presbyterians gave negative answers 

(1) Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2110c. 
(2) Morrice Qq 207. 
(3) Portland Misc. 19g PwA 2110bg co 
(4) Morrice Qq 181; Laceyp 345 n 54. 
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like Churchmený and the Congregationalists gave Positive answers 

like sectarians. 
(l) 

The division among the Cornish Dissenters may 

have been along the same lines; 

'some were positivey others doubtfulp desiring that the 

questions might be debated by a free Parliamentp and in 

case a reasonable expedient or equivalent could be found, 

they were ready to serve His Majesty in all things'. 

The answer of the second type of Nonconformist 'was also the unanimous 
(2) 

answer of those of the Church of England' . In Wiltshireq Dorsetq 

Cambridgeshirep Norfolkl, Suffolky Somerset and Devon it would appear 

that Congregationalistsq though not Presbyteriansq indicated a 

willingness to co-operate. 
(3) 

rresbyteriansy like Ambrose Barnes of 

Newcastlep who gave positive answers were rare. But even Barnes 

supported the idea of an 'equivalently which he associated with James 

Stewart. His willingness to collaborate stemmed from his unusually 

clinical view of politics; he saw the Popish Menace as no more than 

a figment of the Protestant imaginationg viewing the political scene 

in Balance of Power terms. The threat to England came from Louis XIVO 

against whom Spainv the Emperor and the Pope were aligned with 

Holland. 
(4) 

Barnesy howeverl, was something of a curiosity and may 

not represent such a glaring exception to Presbyterian political 

behaviour as at first appears. Though he used the Presbyterian label 

(1) HMO 12th Reporto app. pt. vii: MSS of S. H. Le Fleming (1890)t 
VY4 -20'1) Lacey 9 349 n. 95. 

(2) Lord ýýranville to Sir William Levesono 5 May 1688, HMC 5th 
Report (1876), pt. 1,197. The 'expedient' was a reference to 
Sunderland's scheme (J. P. Kenyong Sunderland, 186-7) and the 
'equivalent' to Penn's scheme. (Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2141a). 

(3) Laceyv 203y 350 n. 96. 
(4) W. H. D. Longstaffe (ed), memoirs of the Life of Mr. Ambrose 

Barnes, Surtees Soc. L (1866)9 178-9. 
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and had been a partial conformerý from his favourable references 

to John Goodwin and John Owen and his attacks on 'Baxterians' it 

is possible to deduce that he was more of an old fashioned Indep- 

endent in practice. 
(1) 

In some regionsq howeverg the Congregationalists, perhaps 

under the influence of the nascent uniony followed the Presbyterians 

rather-than the sects. In Staffordshireý according to Worrice, 

'Protestants of all sorts' gave negative answers to the Three 

Questionsq while in Yorkshireq according to James Johnstone, no 

'Dissenter of quality' supported the repeal of the Test Acts. 
(2) 

From January 1688p despite the uncertainties of the preceding 

six monthsv there was never any doubt on the stand of the vast 

majority of Presbyterians, both the 'comprehension' and 'toleration' 

groupsq on repeal* It was reported that the., Court was 

'so angry with themp since their combined answers to the 

Lord Lieutenantsy that... when the time of kindness is 

over they may be the first to feel the weight of His 

Majesty's displeasure. 1.0) 

From a number of boroughs the electoral agents reported either that 

the Presbyterians were supporting an opposition candidate or merely 

omitted mention of them as supporters of the Court candidate. By 

late February it was clear that if a Parliament met it would not 

even sanction the repeal of the Penal Lawsp let alone the Tests. 

The electoral agents prefaced the report they presented on 19 April 

by saying that Catholiesp Independentsy Baptists and Quakers were 

(1) Ibid, 8 n. 9s 17P 19. 
(2) Morrice Qt 234; Lacevp 349 n. 95- 
(3) BM-Add MS. 34515Y f- 43. 
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'generally in His Majesty's interest notwithstanding the many 

rumours and suggestions to divide and create jealousies among 
it me AIM, Otov 

them'; Presbyterians and Anglicans were no The Pres- 

byterians being put into the corporations were not infrequently as 

strongly opposed to the repeal of the Tests as the Anglicans put 

out. 
(2 ) 

The return's to the Three Questions which came in from 

strongly Nonconformist counties like Somersety Bedfordshire and 

Buckinghamshire carried either a majority of straight negativesp 

or affirmatives that were made conditional upon 'hearing the debates 

in Parliament . 
(3) 

When individual Presbyteriansy despite their 

viewsq were pressured into accepting local government positions or 

election candidacies there was counter pressure on them from co- 

religionists to withdraw. 
(4 ) 

That Presbyterians, despite expressed 

opposition to the King's programmep were nonetheless appointed to 

borough corporationsp may help to explain why so many corporations 

had to be re-regulated. 
(5) 

The hardening of attitudes against the repeal of the Test Acts 

which took place between November 1687 and February 1688 may be 

accounted for by a variety of factors. First, after the months of 

estrangementp the initial moves were being made in the detente 

between the Dons and the moderate churchmenp and the example of the 

(1)) DuckettZp2l99 220,237; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2143c; Morrice 
Qq 239 (ii)v (iii)q (iv)t 2449 288-9. See HMC Downshire MSS ly 
iv 298; J. Carswell, The Descent on England (1969)t 114- 

(2) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2147d; J. S. Clarke (ed)q The Life of 
James the Second King of England'&c Collected Out of 1jemoirs 
Writ of His Own Hand (1816) 119 139-40- 

(3) Bunyano 347-8; Luttrell Iv 422; VCH Somerset 11,230-1; 
K. Feilingp A History of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)t 219. 

(4) Walter Wilson MS 19 vq 158v 1599 223; Harmer MS-76.9p 155-6; 
W. Urwickv Nonconformity in Cheshire (1864)9 32-3. 

(5) Portland Misc. 19p PwA 2161e; Morrice Q, 234- See J. P. 
Kenyont Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)v 189-190. 
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Donsy who had distinguished themselves by their refusal to have any 

contact with the Catholic Court and whose leader had been apotheosised 

by Nonconformity in general after hisivial and imprisonmentq had an 

influence that stretched beyond the confines of their own sect. 
(') 

The second factorg which arose from the firsty was that by January 

1688 the Churchmen were'for the first time beginning to realise the 

inevitability of toleration for Dissenters and hence, for the first 

timep were not positively alienating the sects. 
(2) 

Thirdlyq the 

announcement of the Queen's conception, provoked an outburst of 

hystericalforecasts by all sorts of Nonconformists of a new 'Popish 

Perill. Like 15889 1688 would be a 'year of deýinyl in which a 

decisive round against the Beast would be fought. Morrice wrote: 

'In most kingdoms and states the Protestant Interest is 

utterly suppressedy and in others dangerously threatened. 

In Bohemiap Wallachia, Moldavia, all Hungary and several 

other countries it is quite utterly destroyed. So it is 

in France where there were lately at least 11800pOOO Prot- 

estants'. 

James II's 'toleration' was a rusep his utterances mere tergiversations 

and his plan was to complete the triumph of the Counter Reformation by 

the establishment of a Catholic dynasty to rule a re-converted 

England. 
0) 

Some believed that 'the Magdalen College affair' had 

(1) Bolamo 100 

(2) Morrice Qý 2142 2329 243- See EverY. 19- It is significant 
that leveryoneigave anienthusiastic affirmative, to the last 
of the Three Questions 'about living peaceably with other 
denominations'. J. Carswellp The Descent on Rigland (1969)p 
110. 

(3) BM Add MS. 34515, f. 35; Morrice Qý 226,2319 232-3p 234-8p 
239-242v 247v 2499 252; Welwoodq Memoirs, 113 . 187 ; Burnet 
Iv 727-728. See Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2120bp 2141op 2145b. 
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laid bare the King's true intentionsy and done more than any other 

single factor to alienate Dissenters from his cause. 
4) 

The fourth 

factor was that in December 1687 and January 1688 Pagells Letterv 

despite the efforts of the Courty was being widely circulated and 

read by Nonconformists. Coming at a time when William Penn and James 

Stewart had had to give up their cherished compromise (the King had 

quashed the scheme) and even Sunderland's 'expedient' had been 

ignoredp 
(2) 

it served to reinforce and popularise the standard Pres- 

byterian viewpoint and emphasis the advantage of the Dutch succession. 

Certain Dissenters who had been won over to the Court now left itp 

and John Howe began to ruminate on the adva ntages of a scheme he 

believed to be in the offing 'for bringing about a great Revolution 

in His Majesty's familyl. 
(3) 

The impact of Pagel's Letter went right across the Nonconformist 

spectrum. For comprehension-orientated groupsq it offered protection 

for the Church and the political exclusion of Roman Catholics. For 

toleration-orientated groupsi it offered a permanentq 'constitutional' 

parliamentary toleration and a bulwark against Catholic advance. 

Hence it helped to 'confirm the doubtful' among the Congregationalist 

and Baptist sects whog whether through constitutional sc. ruplesq fear 

of the Popish Peril or quietismg had not as yet committed themselves 

to the Court. 
(4) 

But a great manyy especially among the Baptists, 

(1) BY Add. MS- 345159 f- 43; Portland Misc. 1% PwA 2112d. 
(2) See above, pp. 438-9 ; J. Carswellp The Descent on England 

(1969)t log; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2124ey 2141C. 
(3) Duckettlrp2l9-20; Burnet IP 734; Portland Misc. lgp PwA 2099bp 

210lay 2112dq 2118bg 2126eq gp 2141a, b; Morrice Q, 2079 234Y 
239; Welwoodq Memoirst220; J. P. Kenyonq Robert Spencer Earl 
of Sunderland (1958)t 1799 180; L. Pinkhamq William III and 
the Respectable Revolution (1954)t 61. 

(4) Burnet 19 734; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2124e, 2141cp 2147d; 
Whitingý 131; Laceyq 204- See Devonshire to Williams circa 
January 1688p Dalrymple IIt pt. lt app. to bk vq 88-9. 
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already had. The Baptist sects had not only been the first to 

address, but individual Baptists hadq by June 16879 showed willing 

to co-operate with Catholics in local government. It is significant, 

howeverp that this co-operation was made conditional. In negotiations 

between groups of Baptists and local Catholic gentry in the Northp 

the Baptists, whilst readily concurring in the taking off of the 

laws that were made against religion merelylp had opposed 'the taking 

off of the disabling laws1q and insisted on presenting the King with 

a 'list of grievances' to be redressed. 
(') 

In October 1687P those 

Baptiste already co-operating with the Court on the corporationsp 

'would do no more than let others have the free exercise of their 

religionly but despite their aversion to 'going all the way' with the 

King's programmeg they continued to show themselves willing to 

occupy positions on the corporations. 
(2) 

By the early months of 1688 the issue amongst the Baptist 

sects had resolved itself into one of support fort or opposition tot 

collaboration; anti-collaborationists rationalising their stand 

either in terms of quietistic premisest or the arguments of Pagel's 

Letter. The staunchest opponents of involvement were the influential 

Stennet familyp the revered John Bunyanp (though there is contra- 

dictory evidence on Bunyan's stand)p and William Kiffin - until his 

own appointment (under duress) to the City of London corporation. 
(3) 

(1) Morrice Q, 96,141; Crosby 1119 198-200; Luttrell Iv 400- 
(2) Morrice Qp 181. 
(3) 

352 '353; Iii-, 3 _-. T. ' Jones"j'_ Congr' 
Bunyanp 348-J, 

mey If 47 -7; R egationalism in 
England 1662-1962 (1962)p 104; H. W. Clark, English Noncon- 
formity (1912) 119 110; Whitingy 130-131; M. Noblep Memoirs 

-of the Protectoral House of Cromwell: (1787) 119 463; Kiffing 
84,85-88; G. H. Pikeq Ancient Meeting Houses 
(1870)p 17! rý)- 'See a discussion of the evidence on Bunyanle 
position below) PP- 503-507- 
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Hencep though a considerable number of Baptists had given indi- 

cations in their answers to the Three Questions or in conversation 

with electoral agents that their support was availableg by mid-March 

1688, they were having second thoughts. This gave rise to a situation 

in whichp by the time the King had received the lists of 'suitable' 

persons from the Committee on Regulation through Baptist defections 

they were already outdated; thereforep many of those whose names were 

on them were never actually put-into oorporationsp or were speedily 

removed if appointed. Concern at Baptist and Congregationalist 

defections may well have been a factor in convincing the Court that 

an April Parliament wouldp after allp be impracticable. 
('ý 

Neverthe- 

less the reports of the electoral agents 

(OSMOUS WIVOT moderate Dissenters and moderate Churchmen were support- 

ing one candidateýNh& were tending 

to join with Roman Catholics in the support of another. 
(2 ) 

But some 

'strict Dissenters' were prepared to admit that their motive in 

making electoral undertakings to court agents was fear of the 

consequences of a negative answerg and that such, undertakings would 

not be kept. 
(3) 

Others who made undertakings and seemed keen to 

serve were stigmatised by co-religionists as social climbers* 
(4) 

What finally alienated many Baptists from the Courtq and confirmed 

the aversion of all types of Dissenterp was the Affair of the Seven 

Bishops. 
(5) 

(1) Morrice Qp 239 (ii)v 243-4; Portland Misc. l9p Pwa 2141c, 
2143ct 2145c, 2147d, 2161e; dIAddaq 12 Mw ch 1688 NSý cited 
J. P. Kenyony Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958). 191-2. 

(2) Duckett q-04 - 23-1 
, 
lacqj, 20c). 

(3) Bm Add MS. 345159 f. 67; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2161e. 

(4) Morrice Qq 254. 

(5) d'Addaq 1 June NS9 cited Mackintoshp 253; J. Carswellp The 
Descent on England (1969)9 1379 143-4- See above,, PP- 424-427- 
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The move among the Baptists away from the Courtq howeverg had 

begun earlier; Baptist response to the Declaration of Indulgence in 

April made that evident. There can be no doubt that the King expected 

addresses of thanks from Nonconformists for his second Declaration 

on the scale of those he had received for his firstf and that he was 

disappointed when hd did not receive them. 
(l) 

It would also appear 

that pressure was applied to elicit such addresses. By 16 June all 

major Nonconformist leaders had been 'pressed fervently to sign a 

congratulatory address to the King for the confirming of His Declar- 

ation'. 
(2) 

Involved in applying this pressure were Sir John Babery 

Stephen Lobbq William Penn and Charles Trinder. 
(3) 

Pressure notwith- 

standingý howevert only two addresses were received from Purely Non- 

conformist sourcesq neither of them from Baptists. The first was 

from the 'Old Dissenting Officers and Soldiers of the County of Lincoln't 

who offered to influence elections in His Majesty's favour; an offer 

that was vain in view of the paucity of Dissenting interest in their 

county. 
(4) 

The second was from the Yearly Meeting of Quakersp which 

met on 9 Juneq praising God and His Majesty that the gaols were 

'everywhere clearp except in cases of tithesy andkepairs * parish 

churchesp and... oaths' and promising co-operation in the electionsý5) 

Apart from one other, from fthe inhabitants of Wapping, Shedwellp 

Ratcliff and Limehousetq who promised loyalty but not supportp 
(6) 

(1) Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2169. The second Declaration of Indul- 
genceq issued 27 April 1688 (Gazette No. 2342) is discussed in 
detail in Chapter IV9 pp. 417-424. 

(2) Morrice Qq 269. 
(3) Laceyy 215; J. R. Jonest 'James Ills Whig Collaboratorslq Hist- 

orical Journal III (1960)p 69. 
(4) Gazette 2344; Walter Wilson MS. Iq iiit 163P 164- 
(5) Gazette 2354; Braithwaite, 145-6; Luttrell 1,443- 
(6) Gazette 2353. 
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the remaining forty-eight addresses published in the London Gazette 

between the last week in April(') and the Wurd WMk in September 

1688 
(2) 

were from 'substantial' interestsy mainly official bodies 

or local government officers. 

Following the patýern set in the addresses to the 1687 Iýdul- 

gence received from remodelled corporations, 
O) 

a majority of these - 

twenty-Sig out of the forty-eight - contained specific promises that 

they would help to secure the election of MPs who would repeal the 

penal laws and the Test Acts. Unlike the earlier addressesp however, 

very rarely did the salutation indicate that the address was being 

sent by the complete corporation of a particular borough. (Somep of 

coursep were not received from the members of corporations at allp 

but from JPs9 Lord Lieutenants, Grand Juries, etc). The twenty-Six 

addresses which included undertakings of support were from the 

Bailiffs and Burgesses of Droitwichp the West Riding JPs9 the Mayor 
W 4wgrars 

and Burgesses of Lymel the Mayor Aldermen(of Northamptong the 

Mayor and Aldermen of Carlislep the complete corporations of 

Scarborough and Canterbury (i. e. including Mayorg Aldermen and 

Common Councilmen)y the Howard family(of Winchester, the Mayor and 

Capital Burgesses of Devizes, the Corporation of Cambridgep the 
AAd swjesxý 

Mayorp Recorder, Aldermenýof Bedford, the Mayor andZuoV41XW1of 

Thetfordq the Mayorp Recorder. aný Aldermen of Rochester and of 
ý! ( Mrs 

Maldenp the Bailifft Recordeý and JPs of Leominsterg the Corporations 

of Berwick, and of Dartmouthq the Lord Lieutenant and JPs of the 

North Ridingg the Grand Inquest of Middlesexy the Lord Lieutenant 

(1) Gazette 2343. 
(2) Gazette 2383- 
(3) See above, pp. 336-339. 
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and Deputy Lieutenants of Kent, the Corporations of Bathp 

- and King Is Lynn 

and the Freemen 'of Bath. 
(3) 

The altered style of the salutation may have been indicative of 

division in the corporations on the issue of addressing. If it wast 

it considerably down-values the addresses in terms of parliamentary 

seats. It also cannot be without significance that the offers of 

support came less often after the birth of the Prince of Wales. 

Thirty of the total of forty-eight addresses were received after the 

birth of the Prince on 10 Juneg but these contained only Cý 
. 
qhe. of 

the twenty-Si)( offers of co-operation. 
(2 ) 

The Corporation of 

Exeter, which made no promises of support and was one of the few 

corporations for which we can be fairly certain that there was a 

Nonconformist majorityp 
ýKplljd 

. in their brief address that the 

birth of the Prince would itself make the Indulgence permanent. 
(3) 

The silence of the Presbyteriansy Congregationalists and 

Baptistsq except insofar as individuals from these sects may have 

helped to sponsor the addresses from public bodies, left the Quakers 

as the only Nonconformist group prepared to show their gratitude for 

the Indulgence of 1688. But even had every Quaker (and every Baptist 

for that matter) undertaken to support the King's programme they were 

thinly spread all over the country and so few would be on the 

franchise (except for those on the corporations)p that it is unlikely 

they would have counted for much in an election. 
(4) 

Moreoverp 

(1) Gazettes 23439 23459 2346p 2348p 23499 23509 2351p 2352t 2353P 
2356p 23579 2359,236o, 2362,2364p 23689 2370p 2371. 

(2) Gazettes 2358-23619 23629 23649 2368-2371. 
(3) Gazette 2358; Morrice Q9 235; Brockettq 50-51- See CSPD 

1687-qy 304-5. 
(4) See aboveg pp. 83-93. 
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quietism was a more ingrained part of the Quaker outlookq than 

it was of that of any other type of Nonconformist. 
(') 

Hence the 

division in the Society of Friends in 1688 was not between those 

favouring repeal and those favouring either the retention of the 

Test Acts or the retention of the Test Acts and the penal laws and 

oaths insofar as they affected Roman Catholicsp as it was among Pres- 

byterians and Congregationalistsp andq to a lesser extentf Baptists. 

The division was between those who followed the quietist tradition, 

typified by George and Margaret Fox, and those who followed the 

tradition of ingratiation with the rrince in order to secure a better 

lot for fellow Quakersf typified by William renn and Robert Barclayq 

who now favoured whole-hearted collaboration. It is unfortunate 

for the clarity of this distinction that it is not apparent which 

faction had the support of the erstwhile Quaker courtiersy George 

Whitehead and Gilbert Latey. But it is probable that Whitehead, at 

leastp favoured collaboration. 
(2) 

Once William Penn had convinced himself that he must remain 

in England until 'toleration be established' he had worked unceas- 

ingly to bring about a Declaration of Indulgence. 
(3) 

Once the 

Indulgence itself had been achieved he had seen the importance of 

securing parliamentary sanction through a Nonconformist alliance 

andq in the course of the latter half of 1687p had written a number 

of pamphlets to elicit support from fellow Dissenters. 
(4) 

Also with 

this end in mind he had backedthe-regulation of the corporations. 

(1) Sep aboveg pp. 64-66. 
(2) Whiteheadý 618-22; Laceyq ', o50 n. 98. 

(3) Janneyv 279-280,280-2p 284-5p 297-9. 

(4) See abovep pp. 295-296. 
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The King was 'unpacking for the good of the whole that which had 
We 

long beenpacked for theýgood of a party'. 
(') 

Unlike the King, 

however, Penn saw the importance of Presbyterian support for the 

Nonconformist Alliance andq with James Stewartq canvassed his 

compromise idea between December 1687 and February 1688. Penn was 

the last to give way in the face of royal pressure to drop this 

project, and continued privately to advocate the separation of the 

penal laws and the Tests. 
(2) 

That Penn had a following of considerable size within the 

Society of Friends is very cleary though the Quakers who were 

prepared to collaborate saw no point in making Penn's clinical dis- 

tinction between, the Tests and the penal laws. Brent's agents 

reported from WiltshirepDorsetv Cambridgeshirep Norfolkq Suffolkp 
amcq Olve 

Somerset and Devon that Quakersýwere 'unanimously agreed to elect 
(3) 

such Members of Parliamentp as will abolish these tests and laws'. 

Whilst fellow Quakers may well have believed it wise to restrain 

Penn in his involvement at Courtq and whilst the consensus of a 

majority of the sect may well have been opposed to accepting politi- 

Cal office of any kindy(4) Penn did not suffer the ostracism from 

fellow Friends that outside observers thought they saw. 
(5) 

Penn may 

(1) W. Penny The Great and Popular Objection Against the Repeal of 
the Penal Laws and Tests (1688)914; Buranelliq 91. ' 

(2) BM Add MS. 345159 ff. 329 33,. 47; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2099b, 
2112ds 2126b, 2141b. The retention of the Tests he saw as a 
short term measure aimed at encouraging support among moderate 
Dissenters. His pamphlet The Great and Popular Objection Against 
the Repeal of the Penal Laws and the Tests Briefly Stated and 
Considered (1688) arguedp at lengthy for the repeal of the Tests. 

(3) Ducket It 219. 

(4) Braithwaitep 143; Portland Misc. l9p. PwA 
2112dy 2161e. 

(5) ' Bonreposau Roiy September 1688p Archives Nationales K-13519 No- 
49 55; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 2112d, J. Pavctstp 
The New Examen (1861)p 30b-3C*I- 
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well have been despised by Anglicans and Presbyterians, and even 

by a Baptist like William Kiffiny for his position at Courtv but 

he was not despised within his own sect. 
(') 

The collaborationist 

faction among the Quakers was strong as late as the end of September 

1688. When the Yorkshire Quarterly Meeting was held on 26 and 27 

September, the resolution was taken to encourage all enfranchised 

Friends to vote in the forthcoming elections. A sum of money was 

also voted for a supply of political pamphlets to be, bought in 

Londonp including fifty each of two leafletsp and a hundred of one 

entitled, Three Letters tending to Demonstrate how the Security of 

this Nation! p against all Future Persecution for Religion lies in the 

Abolishment of the Present Penal Laws and Testsq and in the Estab- 

lishment of a New Law for Universal Liberty of Conscience. 
(2) 

But the quietist tradition was also strongg perhaps stronger. 

George Foxg despite old agey influenced the behaviour of F37bnds in 

all parts of England against involvement by keeping up a massive 

correspondence. Margaret Foxg through correspondence and by visiting 

the faithfulp also wielded a considerable influence for restraint. 
(3) 

to 0 SAO 
In 

A Lancashire the negative or non-committal answers of IOMt Friends 

(1) Whiting, 184-5; J. Pajetq The New Examen (1861)9 2,3tr-ICII 
Sewel II91ý, 22, -3j G. Croesep A History of the Quakers (1696)ff 106- 
10 1; Braithwaiteq 144-5t 146-9; W. H. Dixonp William Penni An 
Historical Biography (1851)9 265-8; Janneyp 337-341; Kiffing 
84- 

(2) Yorkshire Quarterly Meeting Minutesp 269 27 September 1688, 
cited Braithwaitep 146; Whitehead, 618-22. 

(3) Sewel 119 468-9p 473-4; H. van Ettony George Fox and the 
ýZuakers (1959)p 113; Braithwaitep 1439 144t 144-51 Margaret 
Foxg A Brief Collection of Remarkable Passages and Occurrences 
Relating to the Life of Margaret Fellp by her second marriagep 
Margaret Fox (1710). 11 ;: q., SjtW. Beek (ed)q The London rep 
Friends' Meetings: Showing tLe Rise of the Society of Friends 
in London (1869)9 52-3, 

The opposition 
of the older Quaker leaýders'ýip to p-61itiYal 'activism had been 
consistent since Exclusion. See Penno 74- 
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to the Three Questions-were put down to her quietistic influence 

Although the King gave orders that the Quakers were to be allowed 

to hold office without taking the oathsp only a few acceptedv many 

more refused. 
(2) 

Something by way of a confrontationp copiously 

inter-larded with the usual unctuous phrases and verbal genuflexionsp 

took place between Penn and Fox at the Yearly Meeting of the Society 

of Friends in June 1688. Whilst Penn argued that Friends should be 

prepared to accept office as JPs and stand for Parliament if invited 

to do so, Fox came out in favour of withdrawal from all things politi- 

calf and asserted that in any event it was 

'not safe to conclude such things in a Yearly Meeting. But 

It hat the meeting should] keep to the Power of Godq and dis- 

course.. such things... that are concerned in them... It was 

not in the wisdom of God to propound such things there. Fhey 

should] serve all men in the truth and righteousnessly and 

leave 'Caesar' to his own affairs. 
(3) 

In the involuted language of the Friends this was fighting talkq and 

it is possible that this seasonable rebuke from the Founding 

Father served to lead Penn to be still more cautious in his advice 

to the King. 
(4) 

At the very leastp since the disagreement 

prevented the meeting from coming to a decision, George Fox had 

averted a formal commitment to collaboration on the part of the only 

sect to whom the anti-Papist apprehensions and constitutional scruples 

(1) HMC 12th Reportt app. pt. vii: MSS of S. H. Le Fleming (1890), 
2071 Laceyq 349 n. 95- 

(2) HMC 7th Reportp Verney MSS (1878)9 505; Laceyq 350 n. 98. 
(3) Minutes of the Society of Friends Yearly Meetingq June 16889 

cited J. B. Braithwaitep Bi-Centenary of the Death of George 
Fox (1891)9 47-49. 

(4) J. Pagety The New Examen (1861)9 330-331. 
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that inhibited involvement on the part of the other sects had no 

meaning. 

The issues involved in repeal and collaboration had brought 

division to all the Nonconformist seats. These divisions had been 

apparent in intra, sectarian conflicts and frictionsp in responses 

to the various forms of court pressure and in the addresses that 

followed the 1688 Indulgence. But the attitudes that prompted 

Dissenters to resist enticement do not, on their own, account for. 

the exiguity of Nonconformist participation in the King's programme 

and the fact that the remodelled local government of 1688 was staffedq 

insteadl with a motley of groups of whom Nonconformists were only one. 

The results of the Great Persecution had rendered them less able to 

play an effective part even had the will been there. 
(') 

The Court 

and the operators of the electoral machinep howeverg underestimating 

the stubbornness of Dissenting attitudes in the face of the induce- 

ments of power from which they had been excluded since the Restoration 

Settlement, and over-estimating the electoral viability of Dissenters 

and the temptation of a rash amendment of that Settlement to their 

advantage, gave many the opportunity to turn down offers of Political 

positionsy placed many in positions for which they were conceptually 

unsuitedq and took seriously offers of support from others incapable 

of rendering effective support. Nor were the courtiers the only 

persons guilty of these tactical miscalculations. There were those 

(1) see abovev pp. 83-91- 
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among the Nonconformists who convinced the King that they could 

'manage' their co-religionists on his behalf. 

The first of James II's 'Dissenting Managers'(') was Vincent 

Alsop. Alsop was a Presbyterian separatist or 'DuCklinglp and hence 

aspired toward tolerationg not comprehension. 
(2) 

During the reign of 

Charles II he had suffered from a victimisation campaign on the part 

of the Anglican persecutors. This confirmed his belief in separationp 

and enhanced his bitterness against the Church. 
(3) 

By 1685 his 

opinions on ecclesiastical government had led many fellow Presbyter- 

ians to describe him as an 'Independent'; he believed that the Presby- 

terian ecclesiastical system was not only impractical at that timep 

but undesirabley andEpoke and wrote in favour of the complete autonomy 

of the local congregation. 
(4) 

The involvement of a wayward son in 

'treasonable activities1v the desire to secure his pardony and after- 

wardsq gratitude for the pardon grantedg would appear to have been a 

motive for his collaboration with the Court, though his involvement 

in political activity in 1687-8 was perfectly consistent with views 

he had expressed for more than a decade. 
(5) 

In contrast with 

Macaulay's exaggerated view of the extent of-Alsop's involvementp(6) 

it would appear that his role was very limited* In April and May 1687 

he was involved in canvassing for support for an address among other 

(1) Portland MJso. 199 PwA 2147dq 2149ap bg 2167g. 

(2) Wilson IV, 63-65; R. A. Beddard, 'Vincent Alsop and the Duanci- 
pation of Restoration Dissentiv JEH XXIVv No* 2 (April 1973)t 
161-180. See abovev PP. 293-294- 

(3) Wilson IVv 65; R. A. Beddardq OP Cito 176. 

(4) R. A. Beddardy OP citp 176-7. 

(5) Morrice Q, 126; Wilson IV, 65; Laceyp 341 n. 23; R- A- 
Beddardy op cit, 180. 

(6) T. B. Macaulayp A History of Englandq ed. C. H. Firth (1914) 
11,8739 90; IIIt 1376. 
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Presbyteriaa separaiistst and subsequently presented the address 

along with Joseph Read, Daniel Burgess and Anthony Withers, (none 

of whom played any part in the King's programme hereafter)- 
(1) 

The wording of the address avoided political connotation, lot alone 
of Alsop as 

commitmentp and hardly merits Macaulay's descriptionXIzealous for 

the dispensing power'. 
(2 ) 

During the remainder of 1687 Alsop was 

involved in canvassing and writing in favour of collaborationg 
AGCOSSOrk b 

though not4for any particular view of the dispensing power or the 

Tests. 
(3) 

In the course of November and December the frequency of 

his appearances at Court led to the assumption that he was helping 

to Imanaget Nonconformist electoral supPort. 
(4) 

But at the beginning 

of February 1688 he had not been seen at Court for some weeks(5) and 

in June 1688 hev and a group of other Presbyterian separatists 

involved in enticementp were warned by their congregations that if 

they involved themselves furtherv they would neither be 'heard' nor 

'paid'. This warning was considered to have been superfluous in 

Alsop's case since he was already 'gone with melancholy' for the 

part he had played and was 'meddling in nothing'. 
(6) 

After the 

Revolutiong however, he continued to speak with gratitude of James 

iI#s clemency and was looked on with suspicion by fellow clergy. 
(7) 

(1) Morrice Qq 102p 1129 1149 115; Wi loon iVy 65; R. A. Beddardy 
op cito 175Y 176. 

(2) Gazette 2238; T. B. Macaulay# A History of lmglandp ed. Ce H- 
Firth (1914) IIIP 1376. 

(3 & 
Wilson IIIp 438- 

ý) 

Morrice Qq 201p 227. Perhaps Alsop was one of the 'new Protest (4) 
ant favourites' at court in November 1687- Portland Miso- l9p 
rwA 2099b. 

(5) Morrice Qq 2279 239. 
, 

(6) BM Add MS. 34515P f- 79; Portland Misc. 199 PwA 21679; 
Mackintoshq 259- 

(7) Wilson IVp 65- 
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Whilst Alsop's contribution to the King's programme was 

minimalv short-lived and ultimately regrettedp Stephen Lobb's 

activities as. a 'Dissenting Manager$ for the Court were given more 

prominence by the Dutch observers than those of Penn himselfp whose 

influence did not extend beyond his own sect. 
(') 

Lobb - 

had studied at a private Non- 

conformist academyp was the son of Richard Lobb (who had been High 

Sheriff of Cornwall and an UP during the Protectorate) and had 

become pastor of the Fetter Lane Independent congregation in 1681. 
(2) 

Despite his youthq Lobb's defiance of the Anglican persecutors had 

won him a place of respqct within his sect in a very short time. 

Sir Roger LIEstrange had branded him among 'the most violent pastors 

of 1685' . 
0) 

Like Alsopq he was initially attracted to the Court by 

a pardong somewhat belatedly conferred for offences in connection with 

Monmouth's Rebellionp (he had been excepted by name from the General 

Pardon of March 1686). 
(4) 

Also like Alsopq his first involvement 

with the Court was in touting for 'subscribers' for an address to the 

King in Apri11687 purporting to be representative of his sect in the 

London area. It wasq perhapsp a measure of Lobb's influence thatq 

in contrast to Alsop's modest ninep he found 149 subscribers for his 

address. 
(5) 

From the presentation of this addressp he was in constant 

touch with the Court, and was soon regarded by the King as 'a man of 

(1) Portland Miso. 19t PwA 2147d, 2149a, bg 21679; BM Add MS- 345159 
f- 79- 

(2) Wilson 1119 436-438. 

(3) Kitchint 352; Wilson IIIP 436-8. 

(4) Gazette 2120; CSPD 1686-7,326. See above, pp. 2409 263. 
and Appendix One. 

(5) Morrice Qq 114P 155; Wilson 1119 439- 
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influence among the Nonconformists'. (') (James seemed to be 

incapable of understanding that there were many shades and nuances 

covered by the blanket term 'Nonconformistf). Lobb's was one of 

the most effective answers to Halifax's Letter to a Dissenter. 
(2) 

The bitterness shown by this'pamphlet against Anglican persecution 

and what he thought of as the cynical use by Churchmen of the 

'Popish Menace' to undermine the Indulgence(3)was increased during 

the autilmn of 1687 by his personal knowledge of the 'base offers' 

made by the High Churchmen to induce James to 'drop the Dissenterslý4) 

Lbbb never worked with Penn to exercise restraint at Court, but 

frequently ran with the extremists. Whilst Penn was canvassing his 

compromisep Lobb was asserting that the Test Acts and the penal laws 

must stand or fall together. The Test Actsp he saidg gave 

'occasion... to the abominable profanation of one of the 

most sacred institutions of our holy religionl by compel- 

ling $the OICS& d0baudWf -'to take the Sacrament as a 

qualification for civil office,. 
(5) 

During the first half of 1688 Lobb sought to encourage electoral 

support from Dissenters and tried to elicit addresses of thanks after 

the 1688 Indulgence. 
0) 

James's opinion of him was such that he 

consulted him on various points of electoral policyp and during the 

(1) Wilson 1119 438-44l; J. Peircep A Vindi I cation of the Dissenters 
(2nd edit. 1718)9 269-270; We Nicholso A Defence of the Doctrine 
and Discipline of the Church of England (1718)t 108-109; Morrice 
Qv 1159 178p 227- 

(2) See above, pp. 407-408. 
(3) Stephen Lobbq A Second Letter to a Dissenter upon His Majesty's 

late Gracious Declaration of Indulgence(1687)9 ly 39 5-6,9-10. 
(4) J. Peircep A Vindication of the Dissenters (2nd edit. 1718)p 269. 

Se ,e abovet pp. 412-414 ; Morrice Qq 178,181. 
(5) Wilson IIIP 439P 440; Jo Peirce, op citl 270- 
(6) Laceyp 215; Portland Misc. 19t PwA 2147d, 2149ap be 

I 
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crisis over the Bishops' petition Lobb's advicep like Petrels, 

was that the Bishops should be conveyed to the Tower and ultimately 

'Prosecuted'. 
(') 

Perhaps apprehending something of the depth of 

Nonconformist opinion against the Court after the Trial of the Seven 

Bishops on the eve of which he was still 'the great courtier'(2) 

Lobb may well have withdrawn'from Court involvement thereafter* 

During the reign of William III he wore without embarrassment the 

epithet 'The Jacobite Independent' and, though distrustedl continued 

to exercise a considerable influence within his sect. 
(ý) 

Stephen 

Lobb was one of the few Nonconformists during the reign of James II 

who realised that Nonconformity's greatest predator in his generation 

had beený and would bey the Church of Englandq rather than the mini- 

scule representation in England of the Church of Rome, and inspired 

by his bitterness against the Anglicansy and refusing to believe that 

the Catholic interest would undergo significant growthp was prepared 

to take this analysis of affairs to its logical conclusion. 
(4) 

In contrast with Alsop and Lobbp William Penn - the third and 

last of James II's tDissenting Managers' - had not been won over to 

the King by his policy of clemency and tolerationp but had himselfy 

in all probabilityp persuaded the King to pursue such a policy. 

Despite the convictions of the King and foreign observersp howeverp 

and his influence at Court notwithstandingg his influence among the 

(1) Burnet 1v 739 -740; Portland Miso- 19, PwA 2147dq 2149aq b, 
21679; Morrice Qv 227,263; Wilson 1111 443; Neal V9 62; 
Mackintoshy 259-60. 

(2) Portland Misc* l9v PwA 21679- 

(3) Wilson TIIv 4399 444; DWL MS*'38.66i 33; Mackintoshl 259- 

(4) See Stephen Lobbq A Second Letter to a Dissenter upon His 
MaJesty's late Gracious Declaration of Indulgence (1687)p 
1-3p 9-11- 
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sects was probably not as great as Lobb's. 
(l) 

The only possible 

example of his having exerted an influence beyond the confines of 

his own sect was his preaching campaign in the Midland and Western 

counties undertaken contemporaneously with the King's Progress in 

1687, and during which he may have helped to encourage Nonconformist 

groups to address. 
(2 ) There is no evidence to support the assertions 

that Penn was ., thelprincipal go-between' between. James and the 

Dissenters in 1687-80) or that he organised the addressers of 

1687 to become the JPs and Common Councilmen of 1688, or that he 

(4) 
advised on their use. Nor does Macaulay's highly coloured 

account of his involvement in the attack on. Magdalen College hold up 

under scrutiny: his most subjective action was. to argue the case 

for opening up the universities to non-Anglicans. His actions were 
(5) 

moderatep not imperiouse Apart from his influence on Government 

policy2 pennis most positive contribution to enticement was to prepare 

, uakers to receive a court-conceded toleration - the minds of fellow Q 

in view of their traditions not a difficult task - to encourage them 

to address and to collaborate; andp through his pamphletsy to offset 

the influence of the Anglican campaign on attitudes tothe King's 

programme and, through the same mediump to argue cogently the advant- 

ages of repeal. 
(6 ) 

Though it would also appear that Penn did the 

(1) See Bonrepos au Roil September 1688, Archives Nationales K 13519 
No. 49 54P 55; BM Add. MS. -34515t ff- 34,47; Portland Misc. 
199 PwA 216le, 

(2) See abovep pp. 314-317. 
(3) Pennp 121. 
(4) ioneslp'41132p 134? 144ý- 

(5) Quaker historians have been meticulousy and convincingp in their 
defence of Penn on this score* See Janneyo 308-335; Braith- 
waitep 138-141; Pennq 123-126. For a collection of the docu- 
ments concerning Penn's 'intervention' in the Magdalen College 
Affairp See T. R. Bloxam, 'Magdalen College and King James 1119 
Oxford Historical Society (1886), 88-106. 

(6) Janneyp 2859 298-9; Braithwaitev 144-5; G. Croesep A History 
of the Quakers 16ýQj 106-108; Buranellip 90-92. See abovep 
pp. 1119 113-Mv 95-ý96P 409-410. 
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King a dubious service kýy Lwhmi4g over some of the ex- 

Whigs who worked his electoral machine. 
(') 

Although Penn remained at Court right up to the Revolution, 

his advice was increasingly being ignored after November 1687- 

During the first half of 1688 he was being outpaced by events and 

by June he had been left behindp somewhat bemusedp having been 

forced to abandon most of his cherished projects. Whilst-he sympa- 

thised with the King's objectives and had approved of the regulation 

of the corporationsq 
(2) 

Penn had none of James's reckless fanaticism 

that ignored adverse realities and impending disasters. In the 

summer of 1687 he had warned the King against the very courses being 

pursued by January 1688.0) He had disapproved of the Three Questions 

and the questioning techniques used by the electoral agents as tend- 

ing to excite antipathiest rather than encourage support. 
(4) 

When he 

became aware in December 1687 that neither the Presbyteriansp who 

were essential to a successful Dissenting coalitionj nor William, 

would countenance the abrogation of the Test Actst he had begun to 

work on a compromise proposition: firstv that the penal laws alone 

should be repealedv(5) thenv when the King had indicated his oppo- 
(6) 

sitiong ýa scheme elaborated in the first week of February 1688 

whereby 'equivalents, should be offered 'that all the nation would 

(1) Sa AW 1 /22.. 

(2) W. Penn, The Great and Popular objection Against theýRepeal of 
the Penal Laws and the Tests (1688), 14; Buranelliggl; 
Braithwaitep 142. 

(3) T. Clarkson (ed)p Memoirs of the Public and Private Life of 
William Penn (1849)t introduction (by W. E. Forster)y liv -. I#/, 

(4) BM Add MS-34515P ff. 31-33; Portland Miso. 190 PwA 2103; Pennp 
126. 

(5) Portland Misce 199 PwA 2099b; Morrice Q. 239 (ii)v (iii). 

(6) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2112d. 
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accept of.. * for such parts of the Test as should be desired to 

be taken off'. 
(') 

At the same timep he was endeavouring to offset 

the influence of a ýarty at Court which wanted war with the Dutch. 

This system of 'equivalentslp Penn was surep was what was needed to 

secure the support of William and of the English Presbyterian Party 

for the Court's campaign* 
(2) 

By May Penn was forced to recognise 

that the Church had won the Presbyteriansv(3)andý by early June, he 

was forced to abandon completely his hopes for effecting a reconcili- 

ation between James and William. 
(4) 

The first of these objectives 

had been the aimof six months; the second, (to ensure agreement 

between James and William on the toleration issue)v had been the aim 

of two and a half years. 
(5) 

In the course of the first half of 1688 

neither objective was regarded as practicable or desirable by the 

Kingg and hence William Penn and his schemes had become almost 

irrelevant to the Court's programme. 

During the same period of time Penn had come to dislikep 

despite his earlier supportp the turn that the electoral programme 

had taken, and by June he opposed it. 
(6 ) 

The temptation to abandon 

the Court to its fate must have been strong, but, in the course of 

the summerp Penn was still endeavouring to exercise restraint on 

policy on an ad hoc basis* He opposed the commitment to the Tower 

of the Seven Bishopsv(7) during their stay in the Tower he sent 

(1) Portland Misc. 199 PWAI 2141a; Penn, 127- 
(2) BM Add US- 345159 f- 47; Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2141ap b. 
(3) Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2161dq e. 

(4) Portland Misc- 19t PwA 2168d; Lacey, 213- 

(5) Laoeyp 213; Burnet Ip 693-4; Janney,, 282,284- 

(6) Buranellip 91; J. R. Jonesp 'James IVO Whig Collaboratorelp 
Historical Journal 111 (1960), 67-- See Penng 127-9. 

(7) janneyq 337. 
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Robert Barclay to explorethe possibility of a face-saving modus 

vivendi(l) and he advised the King to use the birth of the Prince 
(2) (aig' 

of Wales as an excuse for their release. nfujit Penn and 

Barclay were busy arranging a reconciliation between Sunderland and 

Melfort which, so Barclay told Clarendong they 'hoped would be the 

ruin of Father Peters'. 
0) 

Since May Penn-had been gathering 

evidence of the popular hostility felt toward the electoral ca mpaigno 

and this he now presented to the King. At the same time he brought 

Whig aýnd-Anglican spokesmen to the Court whop on his advicep first 

expressed their loyalty and then frankly confessed their opposition 

to the nature 
I 

of the Court's 'tampering with elections j. 
(4 ) 

BY 

September Penn's mood was profoundly pessimistic but Bonrepos could 

still report that the King, who persisted in the belief that Penn's 

earlier boasts of widespread influence among Dissenters were true$ 

intended to use him as some kind of 'manager' of the Nonconformist 

Party in the forthcoming Parliament. (5) 

With the exception of Penn's influence on Quaker collaboration 

and the encouragement from Alsopq Lobb and Penn of addresses in April 

and may 1687P it would appear that the influence of James II's-three 

'Dissenting Managers$ upon the political behaviour of the sects was 

(1) Sewel IIP 484-5; Brýithwaiteq 144; Morrice Qt 266-7- 
(2) JanneYP 337; renng 129. 
(3) BM Add MS-345159 ff. 89-90; H. Hyde, Earl of Clarendong Corres- 

pondence and Diariest ed. S. W. Singer (1828) iij 178. 
(4) Buranellit 91-92. 
(5) Bonrepos au Roiq September 1688v Archives Nationales IC 1351P No- 

49 54P 55. Penn 
' 
was notp howevery acandidate for the Election. 

Gefore William's landing Penno Whitehead and Latey had a 
meeting with James* Latey expressed the hope that God would 
show the King the samelmercy and favour in the time of his 
trouble and sore distress' that the King had shown to the 
Quakers. R- Hawkins (ed)p Friends Library: Consisting Princi- 
pally of the Journals and Extracts from Other Writings of the 
Members'of the Society of Friendsp IX (1834)v 83-84. 



486 

minimalp if it existed at all. In each case the pattern evident in 

the political attitudes of the sect was born out by the extent of 

its political involvement. Any instances of Presbyterian involvement 

tended to be during the period of uncertainty before January 1688v 

and many of thos-, approached after this date declined or, if they were 

appointed or listed as Isuitablely continued to hold opinions that 

were incompatible with the King's objectives. Among the Congregat- 

ionalists the'pattern was not nearly as definitep since it varied 

from region to regionp but there is still evidence of a revulsion of 

opinion among office-holders after the beginning of 1688 as well as 

greater opposition to collaboration. It is probable that some 

BaPtists and Quakers collaborated throughout - though Baptists might 

refuse to serve side by side with Catholicap but the unhealthy pros- 

pects which seemed to be'portended by the birth of the Prince of 

Wales and the Seven Bishops affair may have tended to dater both 

seats from further involvement* The laity of all the seats gave 

commitments of electoral support to Brent's agents which they did not 

intend to fulfilp or gave undertakings of support when they were not 

on the franchisep(l) thus artificially inflating the hopes of a 

Dissenting Parliament. 

The contrast between the political behaviour of Presbyterians 

in the period of uncertainty in 1687 and the period following the 

Anglican rapprochement is nowhere more sharp than with the Presby- 

terian 'politicians'. Paulp Philip and Thomas Foleyq the politically 

prominent sons of a Nonconformist iron manufacturer of Worcestershireq 
61140* ar4d'h6f 

had all been members of the Exclusion Parliament5 in support of the 4 

Portland Misc. 19, PwA 2099bp 21039 2120bp 2161e. 
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Whig interest. 
(') 

Neverthlessq at least two of themg Thomas and 

Philipp and possibly all threep committed themselvesp during the 

King's Progressp to stand as parliamentary candidates. 
(2 ) 

These 

commitments were probably made hastily out of a desire for revenge 

on the Churchmen and in the belief that only by standing could they 

influence the outcome of the constitutional struggle. 
(3) 

In the 

event only Thomas Foley was put forward as a candidate at a meeting 

with Court representatives in October. His opinion on repealg 

howeverv though it is uncertain pricesly what it wasp was enough 

even at that stage to disqualify him in the Court's eyes for parlia- 

mentary candidacyo though he did serve for a time as-a jp. 
(4) 

It is 
, MM6,4 

ironiq that the Foley-f-ither returned negative answers to the Three W 

Questions or were absent when they were put in January 16889 and that 

later in the year Thomas Foley was adjudged one of the most 'eminent 

commoners throughout-the country who were opposed to James IIt. 
(5) 

Behind the projected candidature of the Foleys had been John'Swynfeng 

Of Staffordshire, who had been expelled from the Long Parliament as 

a Presbyterian during Pride's Purge and had been part of the'Presby- 

terian group in the Cavalier Parliament and the first and last of the 

Exclusion Parliaments* 
(6) 

During August and September 1687 Swynfen 

(who had had 'an apoplectic fit') was encouraging both the Foleys and 

(1)ALaceyp 395-8- 
(2) Morrice Qt 177. 
(3) See Robert to Sir Edward Harleyq 17 Augustv 7 Septemberg 8 October 

16879 EMC 14th Reportv app. pt. M Portland MSS III (1894)t 400v 
4019 404; Lacey# 188-9. 

(4) Morrice Qv 176-7; Laceyp 190v 396-7- 

ý4 
r) 

I A. Browningp (5) Duckettr, I /ý I W, Z; ir; 
Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby Duke of Leeds 1632-1714 (1951) 1119 
app. ivi 152-163 (See especially p. 162); Laceyv 344 n. 52. 

Lacey, 443-7. 
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the Harleys to stand for Parliament to avenge the treatment they 

had had at the hands of the Churchmen. 

'Those that can should get 
ý00 

the House II he told themp $the 

case is something like [16]609 when honest men declined;.. to 

lie still will betray the interest of England. Every person 

is now valued according to his interest and what he can do. 

The eyes abroad are on this scene and will accordingly here- 

after esteem men by their interesty-and it is to be feared 

that if the country be deserted now they will fix their fav- 

ours on others an2ther time'. 
It is PqM We MA-- 

early Octobe' /Swynf en was urging this view on Richard Hampden, as 'W 
well as the Foleys and the Harleys. 

(l) 
But in the October interview 

it would appear from the ambiguous words of the old politician that 

his object in recommending parliamentary candidacy was not so much to 

thwart the Churchmen (as it had been in August) but to defend #the 

interest of England' by no means synonymous with the Court's prog- 

ramme - and to keep in the good books of William of Orange. Neverthe- 

lesop Swynfents name was considered as a Court candidate for Tamworth, 

his old seat, and dropped only because of his advanced age* 
(2) The 

change in Swynfen's opinionsy howeverl was to be even more dramatic 

than that in Thomas Foleylss in December 1687 he was writing to his 

old friend Roger Morrice to inform him that he had been adopted as a 

parliamentary candidate by the Deanp Chapter and Church of Lichfield 

and that he intended to standl despite his former suspicions of 

(1) Robert to Sir Edward Harle. 7v 17 Augusty' 5 Septemberg 8 October 
1687v HUC 14th Report, app. pt. II: Portland MSS III (1894)v 
400P 4019 404. 

(2) Duckettf, 253. 
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Churchmeng in defence of the Test Acts. 
(') 

There is some evidence of a similar alteration of opiniont 

from 'compliance' to lobstinacyly on the part of Presbyterians who 

were put into the corporations. A 'leaven' of Presbyterians were 

placed in the corporation of Lancaster towards the end of 1687 andl 

although they had appeared compliant when appointedl the corparation 
(2) 

was beginning to behave obstinately by March 1688. Presbyter- 

ians appointed to York Corporation as compliantp whilet continuing 

Iloyallp by April 1688 could not be relied on to support candidates 

who backed the removal of the Tests and by 1 September 1688 had 

'refused to subscribe consent to repeal the Penal Laws'. 
(3) 

Llse_ 

where Presbyterians and Congregationalists who accepted appointments 

as JPs (in Essex for example) appeared 'eager to comply' at first, 

but were behaving more independently and sticking on the issue of 

the Tests by the first weeks of 1688. 
(4) 

Ambrose Barnesp who became 

an Alderman on the Newcastle-upon-Tyne Corporation and the 'correspon- 

dent' who recommended other nominations to the election agentsp though 

never losing royal favourp was eventually reported to the Court as 

'not to be depended ont. 
(5) 

Whilst the numerical strength of the 

Di33enters in Cornwall and Devong and their harsh treatment by the 

Churchmen during the years of persecutionp 
(6) 

made them eager to 

(1) Morrice Qq 1859 1959 2099 215- See abovep pp. 411-412. 

(2) B. Nightingalep Lancashire Nonconformity (1890)v Volume on 
Preston and Lancasterp 213; CSPD 1687-Oft 1749 323* NOOW002-33- 

(3) HUC Downshire MSS Iq iq 298; Morrice Q9 252-3; Duckett. Z, 
U7- $0, See VCH The City of Yorkv 176,194- See also', 

179-1809 1929 200-1p 205- 

(4) Morrice Q, 1699 231; M. Savage to M. Henryq 12 February 1688, 
Henry US-49 Letter 3. 

(5) W- H. D. 'Longstaffe (ed)v Memoirs of the Life of Mr. Ambrose 
Barnesq Suitees Soo. L. (1866)9 176-79 178-80; CSPD 1687-99 
175- 

(6) See above, pp. 72-739 98. 
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displace Anglicans on the borough corporations and probably led 

them to play a more prominent part on the corporations of these 

counties than Dissenters did elsewhere, they stiffly resisted 

Court domination. 
(') 

The new charter given to Exeter in 1683 had 

left the Crown with the right to nominate city officers and council- 

lors and hence only a Privy Council Order was necessary on 28 

November 1687 to mmove the 'High Church Royalist' Mayorp John Snell, 

and a majority of the Aldermen and Common Councilmen. This order 

required the election of 'Thomas Jeffordp Esq; to be Mayor'. 

Jefford himself may not have been a Nonconformistp but the names of 

many of those nominated as Alderman and Councillors appear on the 

Exeter Sessions Records as having been fined for Nonconformity* 

These included Edmund Starrp Humphry Bawdeng John Starrp John Pym, 

John laylandp Jeremiah Kingp Robert Tristramy Tobias Allen and Hugh 

Bidwell. The surnames of five others appear frequently in the records 

of the local Presbyterian congregationg probably indicating that they 

were from Presbyterian families. 
(2) 

It is interesting thaty when a 

new Charter was finally given to the Exeter Ccrporation on 8 March 

1688 - and despite a bitter quarrel with the displaced Churchmen - 

six of the Dissenters appointed on 28 No7ember were no longer consid- 

ered Isuitablelv-and their names do not appear*(3) It is also 

significant thatq although there was still a clear Nonconformist 

majorityt the address sent to the King by the Exeter Corporation after 

(1) CSPD 1687-99 304-305; Lyon, Turner MS. 89-309 ff- 58-619 67- 
(2) R. Izackep Remarkable Antiquities of the City of Exeterp revised 

S. Izacke (1724), 183-7; Lyon Turner MS-89-309 ff- 5-27P 49-50p 
51-61- 2 135; Brockettp 50-51; A* Jenkins, Civil and Ecclesi- 
astical History of the City of Exeter (1841), 1819 182 note. 

(3) CSPD 1687-R, 150P 1549 157-158,16o-1; DWL MS-38-349 Quick 
MSS I, ip ff. 247-8; Luttrell 19 435- 



491 ""I 

the 1688 Indulgence was brief and formal and did not commit the 

corporation to support court candidates in the election. 
(l) 

And 

it is worth noting that the names of Goswelly Trossep Serlep 

Bartlettp Ford, Atkinsp Hallett and Stuckleyt the principal Presby- 

terian and Congregationalist families in Exeterp 
(2) 

are conspicuously 

absent from the list of those appointed in November and the list of 

those named in the new charter of March. Morrice's reference to the 

Exeter Corporation implies that the fact that it was 'dominated' by 
(3) 

Dissenters made it either out of the ordinary orp perhapsp unique$ 

hence its account may be taken as unusually suggestiveg thoughg 

because of the exceptionally bad relationship between Church and 

Dissent in the Cityp not typical. 

Whereas the behaviour of the Foleys and Swynfenp the Essex 

JPsq and the corporations of Laneasterg York and Exeter may provide 

examples of a change of opinion on the part of Dissenters (primarily 

Presbyterians and Congregationalists) after initial commitments or 

appointments had been made, there are other examples in which men 

were appointed who already held opinions that made them unlikely 'to 

come up tothe King's expectation'. The editor of the Warwick County 

Records has asserted that the policy of appointing as JPs, in the new 

commission only those who would support repeal of the Tests 'does 

not seem to have had time for complete realisation'; there were 

certainly those put in to the new commission of the peace for Warwick 

(1) Gazette 2358- See CSPD 1687-qp 305- Nevertheless within days 

of the receipt of this address Thomas Jeffordq. the Mayorp was 
knighted. Luttrell Iý 4439 446. 

(2) J. Murch, A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches 
in the West of England (1835)v 375-6. See BrocketV, 46-79 
49-50- 

(3) Morrice Qq 235- 
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who opposed repeal. 
(') 

Ralph Thoresby noted that 'the rigid 

Dissenters' who had been put into the Leeds Corporation put his 

name 'in the fag end of their reformed list'. 'Mr. S. J-ft presum- 

ably without consulting hin4put Thoresby's name 'among the Aldermen'. 

He addeds 'for which I was far from thanking him'. (2) 
It would 

appear that when Penn effected the reconciliation between John 

Trenchard and the King in July 1688p and Trenchard became one of the 

two Court candidates for Tauntong he was 'at that very time deep 

in the counsels of William of Orange'. 
(3) 

Barnes was made an Alder- 

man and the main Nonconformist contact in Newcastle although 'he 

could never... think of more than a toleration for English Papists' 

through a repeal of the penaVlaws. 
(4) 

The corporation of 
'Reading 

and the magistracy of Berkshire were first regulated in December 1687 

'on the advice of one Milesq a local Dissenter with an estatelp but 

with views so extreme that he was not owned by any of the sects. 
(5) 

But, accepting the direction of Miles, the. agents had made no further 

enquiry, and the Dissenters appointed were men 'as obdurately against 

repeal as any that could be found in the county'. By January 1688 

the deputy lieutenantsp Jrs and corporations (including Reading) of 

Berkshire were all giving negative answers to the Three Questions 

when put by their Lord Lieutenant. Hence Reading was re-regulated 

(in January) again without thorough enquiryl those appointed 'saying 

plainly that they were sure of the same opinion with their 

(1) Warwick CR VIIIj xxixt xxxiii- 
(2) J. Hunter (ed)v The Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) It 186-7. 

(3) S. Schofieldy Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes (1937)9 252; 
Duckettl 243; Pennp 122. 

(4) W. H. D. Longstaffe (ed)t Memoirs of the Life of Mr. Ambrose 
Barnesp Surtees Soo. L (1866)p 180. See also 178-9- 

(5) Morrice Qq 234- 
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predecessors'. In February another regulation was necessaryt and 

even then dismissals had to be made in May and August. 
(') 

Seven 

men - Timothy Birdq Richard Buckmang John Hookeyp John Lenthornp 

Richard Buttong Abraham Smith and George Oliverp all listed as 

trustees of the Congregationalist meeting house in Hill Streety 

Poole - were appointed to Poole Corporation 'on the advice of one 

George Mintyq mercer of Poolelp a. one-time Independent. Mintyp 

howevery was clearly out of touch with the groupp who were all 

'under the influence of the advice coming from Holland' (Fagel's 

Letter ). (2 ) 
By the time the charter for Poole Corporation was 

0 renewed on 31 August 1688 none of these men remained on the Council, 

though Minty himself was an Alderman and Henry Trenchard was the 

Recorder. 
(3) 

Whilst the 'alterations' made in the Corporation of the City 

of London in August 16879 were reported to be 'much to the King's 

satisfaction' and were confirmed in the'new charter of Novembor, 
(4) 

his satisfaction would have been lessened had he been aware - as his 

agents should have been - of the opinions of those appointed. Of 

the new (November) corporation 

'Sir John Shorter ELord Mayor] , Mr. Underhillp Mr. Berry were' - 

Independents. Sir John Bowdeng Sir William Ashurstp Mr. 

(1) PC Reg 16 December 1687,8 Januaryp 17 Februaryp 4 Mayp 24 Aug- 
ust-1688; BM Add MS-34515P f. 49; Morrice Qp 234; Portland 
Misc. 19, PwA 2145a. 

(2) DWL MS-38.669 26,31; Densham and Ogle, 189p 190-2(footnote). 
(3) CSPD 1687-qp 259,290-1. 
(4) CSPD 168741 62; Morrice Qv 189-90. The first change in the City 

Corporation had been on 24 July when six aldermen were displaced 
'for opposing the address for liberty of conscience'. The first 
Nonconformists were appointed on 1 August. Luttrell ly 410-4119 
412Y 414Y 418. Those Nonconformists appointed were those rem- 
oved by Charles II; hence it seems likely that no enquiry had 
been made as to their opinions. See T. 'Carswellp The Descent on 
England (1969)v 105 note. 
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Rodbardq Mr. Gardener, Mr. Edwiny Mr. Joliffe were Pres- 

b. vterians. Sir John Eyles, Mr. Kiffinv Major Bristow and 

Mr. rage were Anabaptists. Sir John Peakep Sir Peter Daniell 

Sir Thomas Kenseyf Sir Basil Firebrassp Mr. Amond and Sir 

John Parsons were Churchmen. Mr. Alawson was a Papist'*(') 

It seems clear that the expectations of the King and his agents as 

to the political behaviour of the thirteen Dissenters once in office 

must have been similar to the Anglican fears. 
(2) 

Both were equally 

ill-informed. It oughtto have been possible to have predicted the 

Lord Mayor's behaviour after his inauguration from his practice of 

partial conformity after the 1687 Indulgence and from his expressed 

beliefs on the power of Parliament vis a via the monarchy* On 17 

'August one observer had opined that Shorter 'would not be content 

to take the oath proper to eelan aldermang but IWOU13 require to take 

those of allegiance and supremacy toop so they doubt whether he will 

be Lord Mayor'. The rumoury current as soon as his appointment was 

announcedg that he wanted Baxter as his chaplain was significant. 

At all events the new Lord Mayor at his inauguration in October 

(1) Morrice Q9 189. Ashurst was knighted on 29 October. Luttrell 

It 419. Then and subsequently there has been some confusion 
over the religious affiliation of Shorter. Evelyn considered 
him lan Anabaptist very odd19 who was anlignorant mechanic'. 
Luttrell thought he was a Presbyterians as did Jeffreys' bio- 

grapher. Certainly he was not as obscure as Evelyn thought. 
Shorter was a goldsmith who had been knighted in 16759 had been 

Sheriff of London 1675-6 and had served as an alderman on the 
City Corporation'1676-83. Morrice may have been correct in 

calling him an Independent; he attended Wavell and Mead's meet- 
ing in Grocers' Hall and they were Independents. Evelyn IVv 
562-3t (See editores note); Luttrell Is 4119 419; S. Schofieldq 
Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes (1937)P-244; Morrice Q9 196. on 
Matthew Mead see R. T. Jonesp Congregationalism in England 1662- 
1962 (1962)9 979 100- 

(2) Thomas Brucep Earl of Ailesburyt Memoirst ed. W. E. Buckleyp 
Roxburghe Club (1890) Is 175-6; Richard Kidders Autobiographyp 
138-9 in S. H. Cassang Lives of the Bishops of Bath and Wells 
(1829). 
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showed his respect for both rarliament and Church 'by taking the 

Testp the Oaths and the Sacrament' in order to qualify legally for 

his office. After some hesitationp 'his friends' among those 

appointed (including all of the Aldermen) followed suit. Nor was 

this an isolated gesturep since Shorterg whilat continuing to 'hear 
[the 

preaching] of Mr.. Wavellp a warm Independent pastor$p also 

'continued to take Sacrament and go to Church' each Sunday. The 

only innovation was that 'the Lord Mayor and the Court of Aldermen' 

asked permission of those given authority over thedlocese of London 

during Compton's suspension to hear Nonconformist as well as Anglican 

preachers in the Lord Mayor's chapel. 
(') 

If Shorter was unsuited for the part James II intended him to 

playp and predictably sop the same can certainly be said for the Pres- 

byteriang Sir Henry Ashurst. Ashurst was one of the few Presbyterians 

in politics who had any connections with the venerable Dons. He was 

a personal friend of Baxter'sq had stood by him at his trial andp 

though a bel: tver in toleration for the sectsp was firmly committed 

to the cause of comprehension for moderate Presbyterians and opposed 

to toleration for Roman Catholics. 
(2 ) 

He was also related by marriage 

to the Foleys and the Hampdonsy and tended to follow their political 

lead; 
(3) 

and by the time Ashurst was appointed in November the Foleys 

(1) HMC 7th Reportq Verney MSS (1878)9 504-505; Morrice Q9 187-8p 
1899 1909 1969 201; HMC Downshire MSS 19 ip 279; Richard 
Kidderg Autobiographyp 137P 138-99 in S. H. Cassang Lives of 
The Bishops of Bath and Wells (1829); Burnet Ig 7189 719; 
Luttrell Ig 424; R. Thomasq Daniel Williams Presbyterian 
Bishop (1964)9 3-4. 

3W-q 31 9 (2) Calamyp AbridgementPA404; Henry, Diaries and Lettersp 360- 
1; F. P. Powickeg 'The Rev. Richard Baxter and His Friend Mro 
Henry AshurstIq Bulletin of John Rylands Libraryp XIII (1929). 

- 324-5; S. Schofield, Jeffreys, of The Bloody Assizes (1937)9 
155- 

(3) morrice Qv 369; Laceyp 375P 
469. 
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had already reacted against the Court. The 'Anabaptist' Sir John 

Jýylesý like Ashurstp had been in one of the Exclusion Parliaments fl) 

After the initial purge of London in August heIjWaire1Wd45, a 74ald 

ýCC414&o&f&nd on Shorter's death in September 1688 was Lord Mayor for 

a few weeks before the Charter was restored. But even hep though 

part of. the collaborationist faction among the Baptistep had 

expressed views strongly opposed to Catholic appointments to the army 

and administration both before and after his appointment to the 

Corporation of Londong and was reported to entertain misgivings about 

the toleration of Roman Catholics. 
(2) 

The other Baptist Aldermanp William Kiffin, can even be des- 

cribed as having been bitterly opposed to the King's person and 

policies. A prosperous merchant, Kiffin had been on friendly terms 

with James before his accession buty by 16849 had fallen from 

favour. 
(3) 

Since James II had refused to listen to the supplication 

of Kiffin's granddaughter for the lives of his two grandsons, the 

Hewlingsp at the time of Monmouth's Rebelliong Kiffin held him 

personally responsible for what he believed to have been their unjust 

executionsy and hated him for it. 
(4) 

This hatred had enabled him to 

'see through' the favour extended to the Baptist sects from the 

summer of 1686 and the Declaration of Indulgence, believing that 

'this was in the., - taileF; bto engage them thereby to Promote 

(1) Ashurst was in the third, L)rles was in the second. Laceyp 375p 
390-1. 

(2) Ibid; Morrice Pt 1049 331; Qv 163-4p 165-6p 174P 18gy 291; 
Duckett 

, 
It 210n, ý2201 228; Luttrell It 459- See 

K. Feilingv A History of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)9 228. 
(3) See abov ' et PP- 55-56p 195- 
(4) Kiffing 85; IvimeY It 473 'jM- Noblep Memoirs of the Protect- 

oral House of cromwell (1787) IIP 463. 
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the taking off E01 the Test; and to strengthen the Popish 

interest, by setting the Protestant Dissenters against 

the Protestants of the Church of Ehglandl. 
(') 

Kiffin would appear to have been a tolerationist (for all except 

Catholics)q and to have had no great love for the Churcht but was 

prepared to support it (including the Tests) as a break-water against 

the insurge of Catholicism. Since the Indulgence he had opposed both 

addressing and collaboration: 

'I thought it my duty, to do all I could to prevent those 

Dissenters of my acquaintance from having any hand therein; 

bat from the sense they had of their former sufferingsp and 

the hopes of finding all things as was promisedp could not 

prevail ,. 
(2) 

Kiffin's activities and opinions account for his surprise at 'receiv- 

ing a commission from the King to be an Alderman of the City of 

London' in August 1687- He used 'all the means he could to be 

excusedv both by some lords near the Kingg and also by Sir Nicholas 

Butler and Mr. Pennq but it was in vain'. He was told 'that they 

knew he had an intereattv and could render effective service to the 

electoral campaign. 
(3) 

As in other casesy because Kiffin had influ- 

ence that could be used for the Court's benefitp it was assumed as 

a matter of course that he would use itp given the right inducement. 

The inducements proffered were that the estates of his late grandsons 

would be turned over to himq and that any 'advantage' he could 

(1) Kiffin, 84- 
(2) kiffing 84-5v 155; Ivimev I, p 473-4. 
(3) M. Noblep OP Cito IIP 463--4-; Ivimev It 473-4; Kiffin, 85; 

Morrice Q, 165-6; Luttrell It 411- 
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'reasonably desire# for himself would also be forthcoming. Kiffin 

nevertheless held out for six weeks before committing himself. 

During this period he had an interview with Sir John Peakep the then 

Lord Mayory who made. dark hints on the undesirable consequences that 

would ensue from a rejection of the Court's offer* This threat was 

taken seriously by Kiffinp who in consequence sought legal advice, 

The advice given was that if he. accepted helý-an the hazard of F-500'; 

if he rejectedp 'as the Judges werelp he might lose as much as 

QOyOOO. On the basis of this advice he resolved to accept but 

neverthlessp having delayed his appointment for six weeks alreadyp 

Iforebore taking the place of Alderman for some time after'. 
(') 

When 

he was told that his name would be in the November Charterp he sought 

an interview with James and pleaded age and inexperience in local 

government (he was 71) and informed the King that the wound created 

by the death of his grandsons would never close 'but in the gravel. 

When he recovered his composurep James promised $a balsam for that 

sore'. 
(2) 

Neverthelessp though deeply offended by the King's assump- 

tion of his intrinsic cynicismp he planned to delay the inevitable 

acceptance of his position: he even paid f-50 toward the inaugural 

banquet for the new Lord Mayorp Sir John Shorter, without attending 

and without taking his seat on the Aldermanic bench for the Wýrd of 

Cheap. He finally did sop but not without 'taking the Test' firstý3) 

It is indicative of the electoral agents' disregard of men's known 

opinions thatt despite Kiffin's continued efforts to 'get off' from 

(1) Kiffinp 85-86t Morrice Q, 165-6; IvimeY It 473-4- 
(2) Kiffing 86-7; H. Luson's testimony, M. Noblev op citl JIV 

463-9; Crosby IIIP 4-5; Morrice Q, 173P 187-8p 189- 
(3) Kiffing 86-7; Morrice Q, 189-909 196-7. 
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his appointmentp Ae. bec4me a JP 

and 'one of the lieutenancy' in the course of 16889 and that he was 

not allowed to vacate his position'until September 16889 not long 

before the old charter was restored. 
(') 

The fact that, out of the thirteen appointed to the City Cor- 

porationg the four Nonconformistsy on whom information (beyond their 

sectarian label) is availablev held opinions that made them unsuit- 

able for the roles for which they had been cast is indicative of 

the lack of attention paid by the agents ofthe electoral machine to 

the opinions of those persons they were prepared to declare 'suitable' 

and recommend for appointment or candidacy. This throws doubt on the 

validity of their reports - and hence the realism of the Court's 

optimism regarding the prospects of a biddable Parliament at any 

given time. Iri February 1688p 'the Popish Mayor of Newcastle# had 

come to Court to complain thatp of those newly inserted into the 

corporation 'the Dissenters were all knaves and rebelsp Eaný that if 

the Prince would come over they would all join with him' . 
(2 ) 

By 21 

February 1688 'the power of electing' at Tewkesbury had lieen 'put in 

the hands of thirteen' but Johnstone believed that 'all this would 

not do their businessp for even these thirteen would fail theml. (3) 

The lack of concern shown by the regulators in their selection, of a 

mayor for Cambridge was such that the corporation petitioned the Lord 

(1) Morrice Qp 293; Kiffint 87-8; IvimeY Iv 473-1- In* April 
1688 it was reported - 'there are. five aldermen of Lohdon 
turned outsp but neitter'Kiffint nor any of the Nonconformists 
were among them. They were Sir John Peakep Sir William Hookery 
Sir Jonathon Raymondp Sir Thomas Kenseyp and Sir William Gost- 
lyn. Luttrell 19 437- 

(2) Portland Miso. 19, PwA 2145c- See CSPD 1687-At 1759 309- 

(3) BM Add MS- 34515P ff- 499 50- 
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Chancellor pointing out that the person recommended 'had been a 

Quakerg an Independentý a Presbyteriang a son of the Church of 

England and was then' a rapist1v and Jeffreysp in some confusiong was 

forced to recommend his withdrawal. 
(') 

As boroughs were being regu- 

lated and re-regulated in the first eight months of 1688, on the 

advice of the commission, those aware of Nonconformist opinion were 

emphatic in their predictionsthat each new influx would not improve 

matters and might make them worse; the King could not look for supp- 

orters among the great majority of Nonconformists. 
(2) 

Those rresbyterians and Independents who had committed them- 

selves to the Court in the period of uncertainty in 1687 and had 

failed to show proof that they had mended their ways - asp for 

examplev Ambrose Barnes in Newcastlep and 

Edmund Whincop in Suffolk - found themselves ostracised by their 

congregations by the spring of 1688.0) But even this latep Brent's 

agents were still pestering prominent members of these sects to 

accept candidacies or office. The regulatorsp with the support of 

Lord Dover and the Nonconformist group on the Bury St. Edmunds Corp- 

orationy were #importuning' Stanley Bakerp a Congregationalist 

pastor from Wattisfordp to become a parliamentary candidate for 

Bury St. Edmunds. Baker saw the disadvantages of becoming 'entangled, 

with the Courtp but whilst he weighed the pros and consp the 'many 

(1) Morrice Q, 173. 
(2) BM Add MS. 34510Y ff. 639 759 87; Add MS. 345129 f- 77; Add 

MS- 345159 ff. 31p 49; Morrice Qp 2359 236p 239 (iii)p 246p 
264,280. See Burnet Ip 719; R. H. Georgep 'The Charters 
Granted to English Parliamentary Ccrporatiornin 168819 EHR lv 
(1940) 9 47-56. 

(3) Walter Wilson MS. Ip vp 158,159; BM Add MS- 
34515P f--79; -- W- H. D. Longstaffe (ed) Memoirs of the Life of 
Mr. Ambrose Barnesp Surtees Soo. L. (1866)p 180. 
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reproaches' heaped upon him by-his congregation made the decision 

for him. 
(') 

The total failure of the electoral agents to consider 

the opinions of those they invited into local office was illustrated 

in the case of Philip Henry. Henry was a partial conformerp a 

believer in comprehension andq though vigorously taking advantage 

of the Indulgencelbad adopted the belief in July 1687 that it was a 

part of the 'Papist Design$. 
(2) 

33ut 

'in May 1688p a new Commission of the Peace came down for 

the County of Flintp in which (by whose interest or procure- 

mentýpgas n&Ojoa4 Mr. Henry was nominated a Justice of 
[tho Peace for that County'. 

With conscious sarcasm, Henry replied 'that he was very sensible of 

his unworthiness of the honourg and his unfitness for the office 
40' 

which he 144S nominated(and begged to be excused . In fact the 

offer itself was such an embarrassment that he took great pains 

'that it might not be spoken of in the counV . 
(3) 

Neverthelessy in 

August 1688v just before the Chester Corporation was remodelledp a 

court agent called on Philip Henup saying thatothe King thought 

that the government of the City needed reformationp and that if he 

0 would specify what individuals should be removedy it J10441 be done'. 

Henry received this as an impertinence and declined to interferes 

By 28 August, howeverp Henry presumed that the agent had 'procured 

his information elsewhere' since the new charter for the borough of 

Chester included 'the names of all the Dissenters of notep the seniors 

(1) Harmer MS-76. gp 155P 156. 
(2) See above, pp. 2899 292Y 393. 
(3) Henry, Diaries and Lettersp 327-8; Walter Wilson MS. Iq vq 221- 

223; R. F. Skinnerp Nonconformity in Shropshire 1662-1816 
(1964)t 19-- 
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as Aldermeny.. the juniors as Common Councilmen'. The charter was 
brought down and the persons nominated 'called together.. to have 

the time fixed for being sworn'. The nomineesp however, 'refused 

to accept it and desired that the ancient Charter might be res- 

tored'. 
(') 

Among the names of thirty-two boroughs in a warrant 

issued on 6 September 'signifying the King's pleasure that the 

Charters for the Corporations mentionedberenewed, was that of 

Chester. (2) 

In fact James II's agents had been hopelessly out of touch 

with opinion among the two major Dissenting sects. On 17 November 

1687 James Johnstm e had reported that 'the Presbyterians and Indep- 

endents' were 'coming off from the fondness they had... felt for 

toleration#, andy on 23 May 16889 that the hardening of opinion 

against the Court and its programmep was such that 'everywhere the 

Presbyterians and Independents that had latterly been put into the 

Corporations' were being 'turned outl. 
(3) 

On 24 March 1688 Morrice 

had noted that the Presbyterians and Congregationalists who had been 

given local government positions were being 'edged off1p having 

proved themselves lunsatisfactorylf and were leaving the field open 

to 'the Anabaptists and old sectaries . 
(4) 

#John Tompkins and four 

other prominent Baptistshad beenImade Aldermen by Royal Warrant' of 

Abingdon Corporation as early as November 16879 howeverf5) and the 

(1) Philip Henry's correspondence citedq W. Urwickv Nonconformity 
in Cheshire (1864)9 32-33; CSPD 1687-qv 256. 

(2) CSPD 1687-Av 265-6. See Ellis 119 163. 
(3) Portland Misc. l9p PwA 2099bg 2161e. 

(4) Morrice Qp 244. 
(5) E. A. Payney The Baptists of Berkshire (1951), 55- See Letter 

to Lady Harleyp 17 February 16889 RMC 14th Report, aPp. pt. III 
Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 405- 
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four Baptists' appointments to the City of London Corporation had 

been madeY initiallyp in August. 
(l) 

In the same letter in which he 

referred to the Abingdon changes (dated 17 February 1688)v a corres- 

pondent of Lady Harley also indicated that 'one Titmarshq an Ana- 

baptist minister' had been put into the Common Council at Oxford, 

together with others who were socially inferior to those put out. 
(2) 

On the day after Morrice wrote that the corporations were now open to 

the Baptistsq 25 Marchq 1688, three Baptists were appointed to the 

Bedford Corporation; but among the six men put out-was John Fellp 

another Baptist. 
(3) 

The strength of Nonconformity in Bedford and the influence 

of John Bunyan in the city justifies a more detailed examination of 

the impact of regulation on the Bedford Corporation. The evidence 

regarding Bunyan's stand is conflicting unless it is assumed that he, 

like the Presbyterians and Congregationalists discussed elsewhereq 

underwent a change of attitude between November 1687 and March 1688. 

On 22 November John Eston (a Whigg though not necessarily a Noncon- 

formist(4)) who had clearly been chosen by Brent's electoral agents 

as the 'correspondent' to report on opinion in Bedford$ wrote a 

letter to the Earl of reterborough(5) regarding the proposed election. 

In it he said: 

(1) Morrice Qp 165-69 189; Luttrell 1,411; CSPD 1687-qp 62. 

(2) Letter to Lady Harleyt 17 February 1688, op cit. 
(3) BunYanp 352. It is likely that the other three persons put in 

on 25 March were also Nonconformists* W. Zo Wigfieldg 'Recus- 

ancy and Nonconformity in Bedfordshirelp Publications of the 
Bedfordshire Historical Record Society XX (1938)p 153. 

(4) Bunyanp 219; W. Mo Wigfieldp OP citt 153- 

(5) The salutation does not make it clear who the letter was top 
but subsequent correspondence does. Ibid, 1989 200. 
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'Since your honour spake with me at Bedfordp I have confer- 

red with the heads of the Dissentersp and particularly with 

Mr. Margetts and Mr. Bunyan whom your lordship named to me. 

The first of these was Judge Advocate in the army under Lord 

General Monk when the late King was restored; the other 

is Pastor to the Dissenting congregation in this town. I 

find them all to be unanimous for electing only such Members 

of Parliament as will certainly vote for repealing all the 

Tests and penal laws touching religion; and they hope to 

steer theirfriends and followers accordingly; so that if the 

Lord Lieutenant will cordially assist with his influence over 

the Church party there cannot bey in human reason, any doubt 

of our electing two such members'. 

As candidates he proposed himself and Sir Edmund Gardiner 'our present 

Recorder' whop though not a Nonconformisty he believed was subject to 

Pressure. 
(') 

Banyan's biographer ýAC&dg$ this letter but does not 

co=ent on the uncharacteristic stand which Banyan appears to have 

taken. 
(2) 

Eaton's candidaturep despite the assurance of the letter, did 

not Prosper and both Sir Edmund Gardiner and Robert Audley declined 

invitations to stand. 
(3) 

Gardinerv like many of the Bedfordshire 

gentryp said in answer to the Three (ýaestionsthat he could not commit 

himself on the issue of repeal until it had beend3bated in Parliamenj! ) 

The only person to return a positive answer, without qualificationg 

(1) Wigfieldp op city 198-19go 
(2) B=Yano 349- 
(3) Ibid. 
(4) BunYany 347- 
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was Dr. William Fosterg who 'submitted all to His Majestyls 

Pleasure'. 
(') 

Foster was then chosen as the second candidate to be 

recommendedv with Estonp to the Bedford Corporation. 
(2) 

It was 

probably with the nomination of Foster that the sea-change in 

Bunyan's attitudes began. Ever since the Restoration Foster, Commis- 

sary of the Archdeacon's Court at Bedfordp had been the scourge of 
Bedfordshire Dissenters, unrelenting in the severity of his perse- 

cution. 
(3) 

Munyan. referred to him as 'a right Judas' and. is thought 

to have been satirising him in some of the more execrable character- 

isations in Pilgrim's Progress-M 

On 6 December Eston wrote a second letter to the Earl of 

Peterborough complaining that the clergy and several members of the 

Corporation were campaigning against him; 'The Dissenters are firm 

for us; but the Churchmen are implacable against us' because 'the 

Doctor and myself are professedly for repealingl. 
(5) 

Probably as 

a result of this the Earl of Ailesburyp Lord Lieutenant of Bedford- 

shireq wrote to the -Eedford Corporation recommending the candidatures 

of Eston and Fosterg probably in an endeavour to isolate the opposition 

on the corporation in preparation for regulation. 
(6) 

On 19 December 

a letter was sent to Ailesbury from the Corporation 4AhACMI; S 
)I-"- 4rSteij 44d rWSAW h4d NVI 

'fit persons to serve for Burgesses of this Borough in the 

next Parliament' but adding tthat the election for this town 

is not in the Corporation alone but that every inhabitant 

(1) BunYanp 348- 
(2) Wigfieldp op city 201. 
(3) Bunvanp 70-71,136-701829 200-1. 
(4) Bunyan, 182,348. 
(5) Wigfieldp op city 199-200. 
(6) BLmYano 351- 
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(not taking collection. nor being a sojourner and no free- 

man) hath a vote'. 

Therefore the Common Council could not 'give assurance how the 

majority of voices' would determine. They concluded that they would 

lendeavour the election of such members as theyfhoul3believe to be 

of undoubted loyalty andlEhoul 3 be serviceable to the King and King- 

dom 

It was as clearly understood at Whitehall as at Bedford that 

i the Corporation had their own ideas about the meaning of 'undoubted 

loyalty' and the sort of persons likely to 'be serviceable to the 

King and Kingdom'. By an Order in Council at the end of January 1688 

the Mayorp three aldermenp and four common councillors were removed 

and replaced by Nonconformists (including one Baptist) and Catholics 
(2) 
0 

(3) 
On 25 March they too were removed. A continuation to Bunyan's 

earlier published work Grace Abounding indicates that by the time 

three members of his own congregation were appointed to the Corpor- 

ation he was opposed to regulation and endeavoured to dissuade themý4) 

Another account dating from 1692p four years after his deathp indi- 

cates that 'some place under government' was offered to Bunyan in 

1688 'to secure his influence' but that he refused it. It would also 

appear that 'when a great man in those daysIq probably Ailesburyp went 

to Bedford in connection with regulationt Bunyan was sent for but 

'would by no means come at him but sent his excusel. 
(5) 

(1) Bedford Town Hall Archivesv Minutes 1664-1688, ff. 287v 294 
cited Wigfield, op cit. 201-202. See BunYanv 351- 

(2) Bunyanp 351- See Wigfieldy op citv 202-205- 
(3) See abovep P- 503. 
(41) Bunvant 352. 
(5) Life of Mr. John Bunyan (1692) cited Bunyan, 353 and Whiting, 

131. 
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This may indicate that Banyan had changed his mind since 

November but the evidence is inconclusive. L)3ton's letter of 22 

November mayp in indicating his willingness to support candidates 

who favoured repeal and to Persuade his congregation to do the samey 

have been as wildly optimistic as the reports of April and September 

1688 sent to the regulators in London - and based on the letters of 

similar 'correspondents' to Eston - undoubtedly were. On the other 

hand the two sources which indicate Banyan's opposition to regulation 

by March 1688 both post-date the Revolution and may be in the 

character of an apologia. In any event any disinclination to co- 

operate on Banyan's Part is unlikely to have stemmed from opposition 

to repeal; but from earlier expressed quietistic viewsp from a 

distaste for politics and politicians and from a refusal to work 

side by side with such base turncoats as William Foster. Though the 

Test Acts are unlikely to have. concerned Bunyanp his past would almost 

certainly have caused him to support the repeal of the penal laws. 
(') 

It is significant thatv though Morrice had indicated thatp 

from March 16889 the moderate Dissenters were leaving the field open 

tothe Baptistsp he gave no indication thereafter - and the section of 

the Entr1ing Book for 1688 is replete with detail regarding regul- 

ation - that Baptistswere actually being appointed. In August 1686, 

when it had appeared that only the Baptistst apart from the Quakersp 

were prepared to be 'enticed' he had indicated that there were 

insufficient in terms of 'substance' and 'interest' among the Baptist 

sects to enable the King to put any reliance upon them. 
(2) 

It may 

(1) See Bunyanq 353; Ivimev 19 304; Ro T. Jonesp Congregationalism 
in England 1662-1962 (1962), 104. 

(2) Morrice Pp 615* See aboveg p. 261. 
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well have been that this was the King's dilemma in the spring of 

1688. During the first fortnight in February a committee had been 

formed in London 

'to inform themselves what persons in all corporations and 

in the Commission of the Peace were fit to be put out or 

Impt ing and 
Ct 

o draw up] a list of names of fit persons 

of substance who would serve'. 

This committee was made up of Nehemiah Coxeg Benjamin Dennist William 

Kiffing Roberts and Marner: 'all old sectariesp most of them by their 

profession, Anabaptistal. Robert Brent and Henry Trinder were to 

present 

'what matter these humbly offerp to His Majestyp and after- 

wards ... to the Lords Commissions at Whitehalls the Lord 

Chancellorp the Earl of Sunderland, Powis, Castlemainep 

Lord Godolphiny and Father Peters'. 

The unofficial committee had presented its report to Brent and 

Trinder by the end of the month. It is of interest that the Baptists 

and Quakers it had been able to recommend as 'substantial' and 'fit 

to serve' were 'few in every county'. 
(') 

In the course of its delib- 

erations some of the members of this committee had 'told His Majesty 

that they could not concur in bringing in Popery' and that they were 
I 

against letting Roman Catholics into 'any civil or military officeiý2) 

This illustrates both why the King did'not act upon their recommend- 

ations and the existence of a cleavage even among the collaborationist 

Baptiste. The same cleavage upon the same issue had, been illustrated 

(1) morrice 238,239 M, (ii)q 2439 244. 
(2) Morrice 239 (11)- 
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in the answers to the Three Questions: the Dutch agent reported that 

even the Dissenters who were 'for the taking off of the Test, would 

'not act for itlý especially in conjunction with Roman Catholic 

office-holders. 
(') 

Feeling was so strong among Nonconformists fav- 

ouring repeal that many of them were reported to have refused to 

attend, and expressed strong disapproval ofq a conference with Catho- 

lic leaders to decide upon electoral tactics. 
(2) 

Making ample allow- 

ance for the exaggeration implicit in these over-generalisationsp the 

pezzonovanti of the Baptist sects were unlikely to lend decisive 

support to James II's programme. As Morrice had pointed out in 16860 

the Baptiste lacked 'both the numbers and the interest'. 
0) 

It is probable that the one millon pounds distrained from 

English Quakersp as well as the repeated imprisonments suffered by 

themp between 1660-16871 
(4) 

would have made this an understatement 

had it applied to them and not to the Baptista. Nevertheless, the 

Political innocence of the Quakers and their willingness to serve 

side by side with Roman Catholics, because of their common hatred of 

the 'old Puritans, 
(5) 

made it possible for James to make use of those 
P 

among them who resisted the quietistic imjunotions of the Foxesq as 

their 'numbers' and 'interest' allowed. By November 1687 a few were 

already in inferior offices in London 'as constables and the likeIq 

and were being plagued by Anglicans left among the judiciary who were 

wanting them to take the oaths* 
(6 ) 

There were also a few isolated 

cases of 'fanatics' who did not come within the categorisations 

(1) Bm Add MS. 34515P f. 34- 
(2) BM Add MS. 345109 f. 64- 
(3) Morrice rp 615- 
(4) J. R. Westerny Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 161. 

(5) Morrice Qp 236. 

(6) CSPD 1687-1 p 96. 
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'Presbyterian'l 'CongregationalistIp or 'Baptistlp who sat on 

corp orations. These may have been Qualmrs. 
(') 

Whilst many Quakers 

declined to accept any kind of office 
(2) 

the King's agents found a 

great willingness among Friends to make election commitmentsp(3) but 

there is no indication in the agents' reports exactly how many 

quakers were so committed; and they may have been generalisations 

from isolated instances. In view of the tendency of the new charters 

of 1688 to restrict the franchise to corporation members(4) and in 

view of the dearth of evidence of Quaker involvement in the corpor- 

ationsp these commitments may-well have been empty ones. Realising 

thisq forty Norwich Quakers attempted to get themselves enfranchised 

by petitioning the King that they might be made Freemen of the City. 

On 13 July 1688 Sunderland issued a warrant ordering that thirty- 

eight of them might be given this honour. The Corporation refused to 

admit themv and petitioned the King not to insist. As there is no 

further record of the affairg it has been assumed that they were not 

admitted. 
(5) 

This serves as an example of the pathetic helplessness 

of the one sect to whom the King and what he represented was not 

anathema; it was unfortunate that part of their helplessness, as 

Bonrepos realisedq was that they themselves were 'held in horror' by 

(1) Morrice Qq 2369 2449 2450 247- See A. Colep 'The Quakers and 
the Diglish Revolution't Crisis in Burope 1560-1660, ed. T. 
Aston (1965)v 356. 

(2) Braithwaitev 143; HUG 7th Reporty Verney MSS (1878)v 505; 
EMC 12th Report, app. to pt. vii: MSS of S. H. le Fleming 
(1890)2 207. 

(3) Duckettjr, 219. 

(4) J. R. Westerng Monarchy and Revolution (1972), 77- 

(5) Sewel 119 487-8; Whitingp 184; P. Platt, The Qualmrs of 
Norwich (1926)9 13; A. J. Eddington, The First Fifty Years 
of Quakerism in Norwichq Friends Hist. Soo. (1932), 259-60926it 
281 (appendix J). 
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almost everyone. 
(') 

Despite the divisions evident in all the sects on the issue 

of involvement all were still united in a resolve tomake use of 

the toleration for religious purposes. But observers noticed that 

as 1688 progressed there was# even in thisp a greater Iwarinessig 

and a certain 'restraint'. Meeting-house building projects went 

forwardq however; ordinationstook placep new companies of believers 

were formedv and existing companies reported expansion; itinerant 

prosel. vtising campaigns were still in the fashionp and the emigres 

of 1684-6 were returning home. 
(2) 

Philip Henry's commentp though 

made laterp may have epitomised Nonconformist feeling in 1688; *our 

opportunities are passing away and we must work while it is dayq for 

the night cometh'. 
(3) 

But few Dissenters felt a shred of gratitude 

toward the source whence their opportunities camep and after the 

emotive Trial of the Seven Bishops hardly any dared openly espouse the 
ý4) 

Despite Henry's pessimiemp by July and August many Dis- King's cause. 

senters were concentrating their hopes on the offers of comprehension 

and toleration being made by the High Churchmenp notably the Arch- 

Bishop of Canterbury. 
(5) 

Bonrepos knew that the impact that the 

offers of the Churchmen had had upon the Dissenters had 'diminished 

drastically the party which the Court had thought they had among 

(1) Bonrepos au Roit Archives Nationales Kp 13519 No- 4P f- 55- 
(2) DWL MS-38.66P 31; Harmer MSS-76.29 150-29 153-4; 76-9t 509 155; 

B*S. Snell (ed), The Minute Book of the Monthly Meeting of the 
Society of Friends for the Upper Side of Buckinghamshireq 1669- 
1690 (1938)9 199p 201; Heywood 111 9 234; A& Nelsong Puritan 
Divines IX: Life and Times of Philip Henry (1848)9 243; Densham 
and Ogle, 63. 

(3) Henryt Diaries and Letterst 329. 
(4) Jollyp 90; Henry Hydep Earl of Clarendong Correspondence and 

Diariesp ed. S. W. Singer (1828) IIP 179. 
(5) See abovet PP- 426 et seq* 
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them'. 
(l) 

But the Court was still oblivious to the dour forebodings 

and predictions of Nonconformist opposition and recalcitrance that 

came from informed observersp and continued to believe in the 
(2) 

prospect of a Nonconformist Parliament into September* In the 

period before the euphoric delight that set in on the receipt of the 

agents' reports', however, three developments had occurred which. 

tended to demonstrate thatp behind the expressions of optimism as 

to the amount of Nonconformist support forthcomingg there were under- 

lying misgivings. 

The widespread rejoicing among Nonconformists at the acquittal 

of the Bishops shocked Sanaerland into the beliefy latent since the 

preceding JanuarY91hat the Court must make some gesture to recover 

support among moderate Dissenters. 
(3) 

His pressure to this end was 

so great thatp although his plan for an 'expedient' had not been 

taken up in Januaryp the King now acceded to his suggestion that a 

number of Nonconformists be appointed to the Frivy Council. There- 

fore, on 6 July Sir Christopher Vaney Silas Titusp and Sir John 

Trevorv believed by some observers to be Dissentersv became Privy 

Councillors. 
(4) 

Nonconformistsy howeverp did not regard any'of these 

men as being Dissenters andq having caught the rumour that certain 

(1) Bonrepos au Roiv Archives Nationales KP 1351Y No- 4P f- 55- 

(2) Ibid. ff- 539 559 59; Morrice Qv 291-2; J. P. Kenyon2 Robert 
Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)p 208-209. 

(3) tb(014) ZOO-201; Lacey, 216. 

(4) Evelyn IV 1 590. Luttrellp a correspondent of John Ellisq the 
Earl of Clarendon and Edward Harleyq reported their appointments 
but did not refer to them as Dissenters; though Clarendon comm- 
ented; 'Good God bless usl What will the world come to'. Luttrell 
19 449; Ellis 119 23-24Y cxliv; Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendonj 
Correspondence and Diariesp ed. S W. 

CSinger 
(1928) IIv 180; 

Edward to Lady HarleYv 7 July 1686 HM 14 h Reporty appo pt*IIt 
Portland USS 111 (1894)9 414- Some historians have believed 
that these men were Dissenters of some sort* Pennj 122; S. C. 
Carpenterp The Church of Englandq 597-1688 (1954)t 468; J. P. 
Kenyonq Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)9 200. 
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Dissenters were to be elevated to the Privy Council, continued to 

anticipate the elevation of Sir Edward Harleyp the Earl of Bedfordp 

and Philip Lord Wharton to that dignity. 
(') 

That Dissenters'did not 

regard Van69 Titus and Trevor as Dissenters was not surprising. The 

nearest point of contact between Vane's antecedents and Nonconformity 

was his family's association with republicanism; his appointment was 

perhaps an example of the equation which James II continued to make 

between this and Nonconformity. But even on this score the appoint- 

ment was ill-informed. In 1675 Vane had moved so far away from his 

family's traditions as to stand for election to Parliament for Co. 

Durham with the support of the Divine Right faction of the Church. 

When William landed he stood with the Yorkshire Anglicans as a supp- 

orter of Danby. 
(2 ) 

The case history of. Silas Titus is still more 

abstruse. He had been a Presbyterian but had apo stacised in 1668.0) 

As recently as February 1688, however, he had been at Court masquer- 

ading as some species of Dissenterv but had left in a huff after a 

disagreement with William Penn. 
(4) 

The Court's hold on him may well 

have lain in the simple fact that he was in debt to the Crown to the 

tune of E8,000. 
(5) 

There is no reason to suppose that Sir John 

Trevor had ever been or claimed to have been a rrotestant Dissenter. 

He was firstoousin to George Jeffreys. Apart from a flirtation with 

the Whigs during Exclusion, he had been very much under the influence 

(1) Morrice Qp 281p 282; Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 21 July 1688v 
HMC 14th Reportq op cito 415- See Ellis 11,349 cxlvii- 

(2) Laceyp 216Y 354 n. 23; DuckettI1,308. On 18 October 1688 Vane 
prudently elicited from the King - along with Nathaniel, Bishop 
of Durham and Thomas, Bishop of Chester -a pardon $of all 
treasons'. CSPD 1687A 323- 

(3) Laceyp, 2169 .. 348-9 n. 91. 
(4) Portland Miso. 199 PwA 2141b. 
(5) J. R. Westerny Monarchy and Revolution (1972)9 223. 
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of Jeffreys and owed his advancement to the rank of King's Counsel 

in 1683 to Jeffreys' patronage. He had been elected unanimously as 

Speaker of the 1685 Parliament and 'was supposedv and probably with 

truth, -to have been advised by Jeffreysp and was highly acceptable to 

the King'. Since 20 October 1685 he had been Master of the Rolls. 
(l) 

Unless it was intended as a reward for the first ex-Exclusioner to 

support his causey it is difficult to see why James appointed Trevor 

to the Privy Council at all. The three appointments in total repres- 

ented the bankruptcy of James II's efforts to win the Political 

support of the Nonconformists and the fact that he had no uýiderstand- 

ing of them. Clearlyp appointments such as these were merely demon- 

strations of the Court's weaknessy and evidence of floundering. At 

all eventsp Nonconformists were unlikely to be impressed by them. 

The*second evidence that the Court was not as sure of Nonconform- 

ist support as the tenor of its public utterances suggested was thatp 

again under pressure from Sunderlandy and probably Jeffreys, the King 

agreed to settle for the repeal of the penal laws and the 1678 Test 

Actq and to leave the 1673 Test Act in force. 
(2 ) 

The reason for 

leaving the first Test Act on was to palliate one of the causes of 

Nonconformist objection (shared even by the Baptists) by prohibiting 

]Roman Catholics from holding office or rank (except by individual 

royal dispensation); and by preventing them from seeking election 

to the House of Commons by leaving untouched the Oaths of Allegiance 

and Supremacy and the Test. 
M 

James sadly underestimated the 

(1) DNB XIXp 1149; S. Schofieldy Jeffreys of The Bloody Assizes 
(1937)t 151; Ellis Iv 264 note; Luttrell Is 343- 

(2) J& P9 Kenyong 
Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)v' 201; Lacey, 216-217- 
See Luttrell Iq 462; S. Schofieldj op citp 253- 

(3) see 25 Car. II c, 2 in J. P. KenyonvThe Stuart Constitution 
(1966)v 461-2, 
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sagacity of the Nonconformist politicians and ministry if he 

expected them to trust him to exercise restraint in the use of 

dispensations or believed that they had forgotten that the 1678 

Test Act had been passed primarily because the Oaths contained in 

the 1673 Test jet had been less than completely effective in erclud- 

ing Catholics from Parliament. 

Had James been as confident as he pretended to be when writs 

for an election were issued on 24 August 1688 it would not have been 

necessary to have regulated twenty boroughs thereafter which had 

already been purged. 
(') 

Whether the expressed optimism of the Court overlay deep- 

rooted misgivingsq or whether the reports of the electoral agents 

which came in in early September gave a new fillip to fading hopest 

is open to debate. Those agents had been despatched into the 

provinces in July and were now presenting their final reports on 

the extent to which the Court could count on Nonconformist electoral 

support. As to the verdict of the reports; 

'We do find that the Dissenters are firm in their resol- 

utions, and not shaken by any endeavours that have been 

used to the contrary. That the books that have been dis- 

persed have had very good effectj to the satisfying and 

establishing very manyp though many endeavours have been 

used by the Church party to dissuade people from reading, 

them. That a great inconvenience attending thisaffairl is 

the suggestions that are propagated by Churchment and some 

others disaffectedy residing about London. However, we 

(1) HMC 12th Reportp app. pt. vi: The MSS of the House of Lords 
1689-1690 (1889), 300; CSPD 1687-qp 255-280. 
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have no reason to doubt but there will be an election of 

members for the Parliamentp that will readily concur with 

Your Majesty in establishing the Liberty proposed by Your 

Majesty's most gracious Declaration'. 
(') 

The Presbyterians and Congregationalists who had opposed the repeal 

of the Test Acts when the Three Questions had been presented to them 

had now 'altered their minds' and could be considered reliable. This 

group included Richard Hampdenq Sir Richard Norton, Sir Walter Young, 

Sir John Gellp and Sir Samuel Barnardiston. 
(2) 

In the first group of 

eight counties analysed by the agents they predicted the election of 

100 men who would comply with repealp out of a total representation 

of 140 Us; in the second and third groups there would be a similar 

proportion of 'right mentp out of a representation of 172 VPs. 
(3) 

Clearl. V9 had those reports been accurate James had every reason for 

optimism; the Nonconformists - even the recalcitrant Presbyterians 

and Congregationalists - had been won over; andt as both James and 

Sunderland told Bon. -ýeposy a majority for repeal of the Test in the 

November Parliament was assured. 
(4) 

Doubts have already been cast on the agents' methods of 

investigation as evidenced by their inattention to the opinions of 

the persons they had been prepared to designate 'acceptable' for 

public office. 
(5) 

Their methods of investigation had never been 

less scientificp and they had never been more inattentive to opinionsy 

(1) Duckettll'1235- 
(2) Duckettr, 234-53; Laceyp 218. 

(3) DuckettIE)234-53; Jones, 165- 

(4) Bonrepos au Roil Archives Nationales Kp 1351Y No- 49 ff- 53. 

(5) See aboveg PP- 487-5009 501-503. 
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than in the preparation of the previous reporty in April 16889 on 

election prospects and candidaciesy on the basis of which the plans 
bato ýy &. Urn*& apow 

for an April election had been abandoned. Of the sixty persons 4 

designated 'acceptable' for Court sponsorship in the Election, -11#t 

were Nonconformist MPs who had been in the Parliaments of Charles II 

and had voted for the Exclusion Bill. These were Michael Harveyq 

John Trenchardy William Trenchardy William, Strodep Oliver St. Johng 

Edward Nosworthyp Sir Samuel Barnardistong Thomas Reynellf Sir Walter 

Young ancl-Sir John Eyles (the City Alderman). Of these teng only 

St. John and Nosworthy had 'promised to comply' with 'His Majesty's k 

just desires'. 
(') 

Andq despite James Johnstone's belief that Presby- 

terians and Congregationalists who had made undertakings at this 

time did not intend to 'keep to themlp(l) other evidence suggests 

that Nosworthyp at leastp had been in earnest. 
(7) 

But the answers 

given by the remaining eight to the Three Questions showed that none 

were wholeheartedly in favour of repealq and that some were emphati- 

cally against it. 
(4) 

The agentsp, despite the optimism of their 

recommendationsv had only been able to find sixty suitable candidates 

in April. If the agents who reported in September had located, as 

they claimedv a sufficient number of candidates and a sufficient 

degree of support to have added up to a majority in the November 

House of Commons, then there should be evidence of a major redirection 

(1) Lacey, 204-205, If 1^, 1001 4PP1,4dIXE; ROn'd 'V1 2-ql I 
Duckett It 3719 430; Up 2179 270P 300- 

(12ý Portland Misc. l9p PwA 2161e. Miller has asserted that the 
methods of regulation encouraged men to lie about their opinions. 
Miller, 250- 

(3) CSPD 1687-91 286-7; Laceyp 429-30; E. Windeattl 'Early Noncon- 
formity in Ashburton't Transactions of the Devonshire Associ- 

ation XXVIII (1896), 228-237- 

W Laceyq 206; Morrice Qp 211. See Laceyq Appendix IIq 409-10t 

449-50,452P 442-39 441-2o 429-30o 376-79 438P 459 ) 390-1. 
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of opinion in favouAthe Court between April and September. During 
A 

these months the crisis over the order to read the Second Indulgence 

in the churches had led to the Bishops' imprisonment and trial; the 

High Church had come to espouse the causes of comprehension and 

toleration; 
(l) 

and a Catholic heir had been born who was widely 

believed to have been supposititious. 

. Any movement of opinion among Presbyterians and Congregation- 

alists since the Lord Lieutenants had put the Three Questions had 

been away from rather than toward9 the repeal of the Test Acts. 

And even when the Three Questions had been put there had been no room 

for complacency on the part of the Court. 
(2) 

Evidence from sources 

other than agents' reports indicate that there was a tendency on the 

part of those who had committed themselves to repeal before may 1688 

to go back on their commitmentsthereafter. 
(3) 

In one respectý even 

the September reports themselvesq despite the confidence expressed 

in the general introductiony inadvertently betrayed unease about Non- 

conformist support* In the April reports the assumption had 

frequently been made thatý because Nonconformists were Inumeroust 

or in the majority in a particular areaq success for Court candidates 

was automatically assured; this had been so with the Dorchesterp 

Malcombe Regis, Bridportp Warehamf Lpin Regis, Ipswichp 

Sudburyp Bristolp Tauntong Totnesp Plymouth, Barnstaplep Honitonp 

Tavistook and the county seats in Dorset and Norfolk. 
(4) 

In the 

(1) Lveryp 19-21; See aboveg pp. 417-426y 427-429. 
(2) See abovel PP- 4389 4479 460-464- 
(3) Ellis IIP 56, cli; Portland Misc. 19$ PwA 2161e; BM Add MS* 

345159 f. 67; SP 44t Entry Book 569 430-4409 cited J. R. Jonesp 
, James II's Whig Collaborators1p Historical Journal III (1960)v 
7114. W. 

(4) Duckettjl, 221t 221-2y 222p 223f 2249 226-71 228-229p 231 -232y 
232-3- 
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September reports this assumption was made in only one instancep 

the county seats in Somerset. 
(') 

Evidencep apart from the Sept- 

ember reportsp would also seem to indicate the improbability of 

those named in them as having 'altered their mindsIq actually having 

done so. Andrew Browning has discovered two lists of names; these 

are believed to represent estimates of the extent of opposition to 

James II. One list was drawn up by Danbyj the second by an 'unknown 

compiler'. William had insisted on being invited over by 'some of 

the best interest and the most valued in the nation'; the second 

was probably a list of such persons. 
(2) 

Since ýhomaýs Whartong Sir 

Thomas Leep Richard Hampdenp John Trenchardq Sir Samuel Barnardisto 
ý=Ijmw 9 `ý 

and Sir John Thompsony who were fgaMa in the September reportsao" 

-as suitable to stand as Court candidatesqýwere also on Danby's 

lists, if they had indicated a change of opinion to James II's 

agents it may have been an act of deliberate deceit. 
(3 ) 

Barnardiston, 

at leastp had a motive for avoiding giving deliberate offence to the 

Court; since 1684 he had 'lain under a fine of ZlOvOOO1 and had but 

recentjyj*A0juWft &X&rt*, aX0Pk, 0 -- bondj&ýýý4) It is also 

(1) DucketiT1243. 

(2) A. Browningg Thomas Osborne Earl of Danbyj Duke of Leeds 1632- 
1712 (1951) MY APP- IVY 152. Since the 141 names on the first 
list include those of Sir John Reresbyp Sir Roger LIEstrange and 
the Dukes of Norfolk and Somerset it is obviously not made up of 
people actively in opposition. The Dissenters listed on it were 
Whartonp Lord Pagettl Edward Russell and Sir Thomas Barnardiston. 
Ibidt 153-7- See Laceyq 354 n. 21. 

(3) Duckett; 1238-91 2409 243,2469 250; A. Browningg OP Citt 153-79 
157-63- see Millerv 250- It is worthy of notep howeverg that 
beside the names of Wharton and Lee the agents had written 
'their sentiments we do not fully understandt. Duckettq 238-9. 
For a complete list of all the Nonconformist politicians who 
served in the Parliaments of Charles II and James II see Laceyj 
Appendix II* 

(4) Luttrell It 441-2; Ellis 119 103, clxii; Morrice Py 4319 4339 
442; HMC 14th Reportq app. pt. Ut Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 3779 
378-9'; HMC Downshire MSS It it 268; DNB It 1164-1166. See 

CSPD 1684-59 177; 1686-79 116. The udgement on Barnardiston 
was not finally reversed until Ma. 

99. 
Luttrell It 534- 
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Just possible, howeverp that his commercial interest may have 

predisposed him against the Dutch and in favour of James. 
(') 

But 

both Barnardiston and Richard Hampden had OffoRd 
-. 

f(Ujtj0L0 

&PC ICS' 1*4W 13as(- ýA& and if they 

did in fact make undertakings of support to James II at this timep 

it was out of context with every other move of their long careers 
ý2) 

Similarlyp Sir Richard Norton, as an old friend of Cromwell's, a 

Congregationalist politician always suspicious of the Stuart Court 

and an earlier opponent of the repeal of the Testsp was unlikely to 

have made a dramatic deviation during the summer and early autumn of 

1688 in an otherwise consistent career. 
(3) 

Sir Walter Young was a 

satellite of Baxter's circley and was believed to take his political 

lead from John Hampdenq and hence he was unlikely to have committed 

himself to repeal of the Tests. 
(4) 

Only in the case of Sir John 

Gell - already a J? and Deputy Lieutenant - is there any indicatiaa 

that a commitment to repeal of the Tests may have been made; and the 

evidence is entirely based on agents' reports as to his 'suitability' 

for the position he filled and for election candidacy. 
(5) 

In early September 'a Presbyterian devoted to the Court' whom 

BonrepOS styled 'Chevaliei Jean Beuer1q and could only have been 

Sir John Baberg told him that James II 'would not get from Parliament 

(1) L. Pinkhamý William III and the Respectable Revolution (1954), 
37- 

(2) Duckett IIP 149-14N, 225-6; Lacevt 376-*79 402-403; 
DNB 19 1164-1166;, viii, 1150-1151. 

(3) M. Noblep Memoirs of the Protectoral House of Cromwell (178 
IIP 433-S*, Duckett 1,4259 431 LaceY9 427-8. 

" V, (4) Morrice Pt 464; LaceYt 459- Young may have been opposed to 
regulation. HMC 14th Reporty app. Pt. II: Portland MSS III 
(1894), 404- 

(5) Duckett 168,440; IIf 293; Lacey, 218-219. 
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the suppression of the Testp and that all he could hope for was the 

abolition of the Penal Laws for the Catholics already in office#. 
(') 

Bonrepos himself realised by the end of August that Sunderland at 

least was-wildly over-estimating the amount. of support the Court 

would get from Dissentersy and believed he had been misled by Penn 

(2) 
and Barclay. On 8 September Roger Morrice noted that on the 

preceding Saturday 'the Committee for the Regulation of the Corpor- 

ations had sat down at Whitehall' to consider the agents' reports 

and 'to make preparation in order to a Parliament'. He was amazed 

at their optimismy and the credInce they gave these reportss 

'His Majesty and his Ministers of State, particularly the 

Earl of Sunderlandq remain firmly persuaded that he shall 

carry his point by the Parliament... but it is certain 

they are mis-informed and have no reason at all to be of 

that Persuasion'. 
0) 

i 

Bonrepos seemed to be saying that the Court's lack of realism in its 

approach to Nonconformist support in the forthcoming Election and 

Parliament was of a piece with the King's inability to look in the 

face the prospect of a Dutch descent on England. 
(4) 

James had lost 

the Dissenters who had been 'for the suppression of the Tests' over 

the Seven Bishops Affair. These Nonconformists now believed that 

the Bishops would support the Prince of Orange's Party in their 

undertaking to grant toleration. They had always had misgivings 

(1) Bonrepos au Roip Archives Nationales Kp 13519 No- 49 f- 54- 

(2) J. P. Kenyony Robert Spencer Earl of Sunderland (1958)1208-9. 

(3) Morrice Q9 291. See JACCL4 
14WIP 

(4) Bonrepos au ROij Archives Nationales Ko '1351y No- 4, ff. 45P 
46-47,499 51P 53. 
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that King James would go-back on his word; they were sure that the 

Bishops and the Prince would not go back on theirs. (l) 

By 21 September Van Citters believed that James II had at 

last realised that 'the Dissenters were too powerless or too 

unwilling to procure him a favourable parliament'. 
(2) 

In factt the 

long years of sporadic persecution before 1687 and the issues raised 

by the over-use of 'enticement' (with the additional complication of 

the ingrained apprehension of a 'Popish DesignI)v had rendered them 

both 'too powerless' andq as far as the greater part of them were 

concernedq 'too unwilling' to facilitate the success of the King's 

Programme through the sanction of a Nonconformist Parliament. The 

pretended optimism notwithstandingg the letterssent out between 8 

September (two days after the receipt of the agents' reports) and 

21 September (the day on which Van Citters wrote) to Lord Lieuten- 
&W 41M # rs 

ant recommending Court candidates and to the candidates themselvesp 1% 
A 

tacitly recognised this fact. 
(3) 

only two Nonconformists who had 

been in previous parliaments were recommendedp despite the list of 

those in the agents, reports alleged to have $altered their opinions's 

Sir John Gell was recommended to the Earl of Huntingdonq(4) and Sir 

Samuel Barnardiston was asked to stand for Suffolk. 
(5) 

In addition 

(1) Bonrepos au Roil Archives Nationales Kv 13519 No- 49 f- 54- 

(2) BM Add MS-345129 f. 101. The proclamation announcing the Elect- 
ions on 20 September had contained the undertaking that His Maj- 
esty had resolved 'inviolably to preserve the Church of Englandp 
by such a confirmation of the several Acts of Uniformityq that 
shall never be altered any other waysp than by repealing the 
several clauses which inflict penalties upon persons ... for using 
and exercising their religion contrary to the tenor and purpose 
of the said Acts of Uniformity$. Gazette 2384; Ellis 119 207P 
209-2139 clxXxixq cxO- 

(3) CSPD 1687-49 267v 2719 2729 273p 274p 275p 2769 279- See also 
SP 44/56Y 431- 

(4) CSPD 1687-qo 273- 

(5) CSPD 1687-41 276.. See Laceyy 218-219. 
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Sir John Trevorp who was recommended as one of the MPs for Droit- 

wichl(l) may have been thought of by the King as a Nonconformist. 

This he almost certainly was notq and, in the cases of Gell and 

Barnardistong there is no evidence, except the notoriously inaccurate 

agents' reportsp to indicate that they were prepared to comply if 

elected. On the other hand according to Morricep by 22 September 

certain (unnamed) Nonconformists were said to be putting up in 

opposition to court candidates in four constituencies. 
(2) 

One of 

these was probably Paul Foley. 
(3) 

That enticement andq more specificallyp the project of a 

Nonconformist Parliament, would reach this inglorious denouementp 

and that James II's programme wouldp therebyp fail in a nimbus of 

confusionp had been 1redicted by informed persons of most shades of 

opinion in the course of 1687-8. By mid-August 1688 Morrice was 

sure of the Court's complete isolationg and that only 'such force 

as the King had at home or could get from abroad' could prevent the 

forthcoming Parliament from an outright refusal 'to take off the 

Tests and penal laws'; and he believed that force was unlikely to be 

used. 
(4) 

Few men had been as consistent in 1688 as Van Cittersp 

who had repeatedly assured William that regulation could not 

succeed. 
(5) 

James Johnstone had often expressed the view in his 

intelligence letters thatq unless false returns were madev the lack 

of Nonconformist support would doom the prospect of a pliable 

(1) CSPD 1687-qq 279-' 

(2) Morrice Qg 292. 

(3) Robert to Sir Ddward Harleyy 10 September 1688y HMO 14th Reportp 
app. pt. M Portland MSS III (1894)v 417- 

(4) Morrice Qp 2869 288-9. 
(5) BM Add ILS. 345109 ff. 63t 75p 87; MS. 345129 f- 77- 
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. (1) Parliament. In January 1688, the Imperial ambassador asserted 

that there was 'neither appearance nor hope of things being carried 

out in the form or manner the Courto,. imaginedt. (2 ) 
The Anglicang 

William Wake, wrote in July 1688 that he wondered that any could 

'repine' at the prospect of a Nonconformist rarliament or the possi- 

bilities contingent upon the birth of the Catholic heir. He con- 

cludedt 

cannot see any of these desperate things they suppose ever 

the more likely to fall upon us. on the contraryg I pray God 

the heat and indiscretion of the Roman Catholics... do not 

make them accelerate their own ruinl, 
(3) 

Also in July, Humphrey Prideauxq Dean of Norwich, in a letter to an 

Under-SecretarY of State wrotet 

'Things look cloudy upon us herey and the matter of the 

Declaration hath I fear put us much under the King's displeas- 

ure.. EuB at present we are only hurt in imaginationg and 

our greatest torment is our fears of what may after happen; 

but I hope they will prove to be only fears and nothing else,. 
(4) 

As early as 31 May 1687 Halifax had predicted in a letter to 

William that there would be no Nonconformist Parliament. This view 

had been repeated in another letter ofJ2. April 1688; regulationg he 

arguedg had been counter-productive. 'The great thing to be done' 

at that time was 'to do nothingp but wait for the good consequences 

of their divisions and mistakes. Unseasonablestirrings or anything' 

(1) Portland Misc. 19, PWA 2112ap cý 2120b, 21450- 

(2) Hoffmanq 16 January 1688 Nsp cited J. Carswellp The Descent on 
England (1969), 112. 

(3) N. Sykesp William Wake Archbishop of Canterbury 1657-1737 (1957) 
Iv 43. 

(4) Cited M. V. Hayp The Enigma of James II (1938)v 55- 
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that made the Protestants look like 'aggressors' could only unite 

the King's supporters land by that meanstwouldlbring disappointment 

to those hopes1that could otherwise'hardly fail'. On 25 July 

Halifax could report little change except that 'every new attempt, 

had brought 'a fresh disadvantage upon the great designio(l) 

William heard the same message from the Earl of Nottinghamp who had 

emerged as the lay leader of the Anglican Church. On 2 September 

1687 he predicted that Anglicans would 'prevail in most elections; 

so that few Dissenters. oo will., be chosen; and further. o. that few 

Dissenters w; 11-- attempt it'. In the unlikely eventuality of a Non- 

conformist Parliament being elected he was sure that they would not 

repeal 'so much as the penal laws'. In the still more unlikely 

eventuality of the penal laws being repealed, he was sure that there 

would be no threat to the Test Acts and that such a Parliament wouldv 

instead, prove a threat to 'the present interest.. 0 of the Papists'. 

On 27 july 1688 Nottingham wrote to William: 

'The birth of OL, Prince of Walesq and the designs of a 

further prosecution of the bishopsy and of new modelling 

the army and calling of a parliamentp are matters that 

afford various reflections. But I cannot apprehend from 

them such ill consequences to our religionp or the just 

interests of Your Highness, that a little time will not 

effectually remedyg nor can I imagine that the Papists 

are able to make any further considerable progress'. 
(2) 

In September Bonrepos reported to Louis thatj in the absence of any 

! yost 
(ed), 114h : k(oriell 331p-bj'3jV-44-t) 144- 2ý K94 fax 

(2) Dalrymple 119 app. pt. Iv 77-809 117-118. 
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significant Nonconformist support for the Courtq although 'the 

Prince of Orange's party' and the common people were 'not satisfied 

with the government', they did not believe the Protestant religion 

to be in perilq 'because they did not believe the King of England 

strong enough to destroy it' and hence would regard a Dutch invasion 

as an unwelcome intrusion. 
(') 

Whatever the withdrawal of the writs for the elections obviatedv 

it was not a Nonconformist Parliament: if the aim of enticement and 

regulation had been to create a consensus among enfranchised, artic- 

ulate Dissenters in favour of repealp and an electoral structure 

capable of turning that consensus into legislative form, they had 

been an all-round failure. And whatever the Dutch invasion came to 

safeguardp it was not the Protestant religion; that was not considered 

to be in danger. What the withdrawal of the writs and the coming of 

William did do was to remove the conditions which had given the 

scheme for the comprehension of moderate Presbyterians a good chance 

of success; and to initiate a process which led to the imposition 

of limits upon the toleration and political emancipation of the 

religious groups excluded by the Restoration Settlementy which before 

the landing at Torbay had been complete. 

(1) Bonrepos au Roig Archives Nationales Ky 1351P No- 4p ff- 51P 53. 
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CONCLUSION 

DISSENT AND THE REVOLUTION 

1 

The withdrawal of the writs for the elections and James II's 

moves to conciliate Anglican opinion in late September and early 

October 1688(l) removed the Nonconformists from the Pivotal Position 

between the Church and Court interests which they had occupied since 

1686. But the renewal of old charters and the removal of Noncon- 

formists from local government 
(2 ) 

did not mean-that the King had 

peremptorily abandoned them and the tolerationist policy which he 

had hoped to consolidate in conjunction with them. In the febrile 

atmosphere at Court in the weeks prior to the invasiong it seems to 

have been the King's concern that no significant group be left 

alienated. Hencey though he was conscious that the Nonconformists 

had let him downg James invited ministers from the Presbyteriang 

Congregationalistv Baptist and Quaker sects to attend him. There 

can be no doubt that his objective in extending these invitations 

(1) The letter from Sunderland to the Archbishop of Canterbury and 
eight Bishops (including Compton) was despatched on 24 Septem- 
ber. CSPD 1687-Al 281. The decision to make an appeal to the 
Anglicans was made on 21st or before. BM Add MS-34512v f. 101. 
The concessions to the Anglicans were made public through the 
London Gazettes No. 2385 (26 September) the re-instatement of 
Anglican Deputy-Lieutenants and JP6; 2386 (30 September)ý the 
removal of Compton's suspension and the writs for a Parliament 
recalled; 2388 (5 October)q the dissolution of the Commission 
for Ecclesiastical Causes; 2388 (6 October), the restoration 
of the old charter to the Corporation of the City of London; 
2389 (10 October)p Lord Lieutenants authorised to investigate 
the 'abuses and irregularities' of the electoral agents; 2390 
(12 October)p the Bishop of Winohestery as Visitor, ordered 
to 'settle' Magdalen College 'regularly and statutably'; 2391 
(17 October)p the reversal of quo warrantos; 2393 (22 October)) 
a public attestation of the tgenuineness' of the birth of the 
Prince of Wales* 

(2) d'Addap 15 October 1688 NSt BM Add MS-15397p ff. 328-31; CSPD 
1687A9 286-7. 
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was to convince them of the legitimacy of the Prince of Wales and 

of the essential moderation of his intentions. It is significant, 

howeverv that the only ministers who presented themselves at Court 

in response to these invitations were the anti-Court tolerationist 

Presbyterian Dr. Samuel Annesleyp the imigr6p pro-Wiiliamite John 

Howe, the 'Don' Dr. William Bates and the anti-Court leader among 

the Congregationalists George Griffiths. Across the spectrum of 

Nonconformity James could ocarcely have found less sympathetic 

listeners and his assurances were received as further evidence of 

his duplicity and desperation. 
(') 

Despite their imperviousness, 

and the failure of the other ministers to respond to his invitationp 

on 23 October the King still took up the cause of a group of Dissent- 

ers in Derby whoASir Simon Deggq Deputy-Lieutenant of Staffordshireq 

had forbidden to meet. Deggg whov as an Anglican, may have been 

acting in anticipation of William's landingp was asked 'not for the 

future [to] give them any interruption in their meeting peaceably 

to serve God according to their consciencesIp a right allowed them 

by the Declaration of Indulgencep upon the precepts of which it 

appeared His Majesty's policies yet rested. 
(2) 

William's*landing did not make the political allegiances of 

the great majority: of Dissenters any more clear-cut than they had 

been previously. only two Nonconformist groups welcomed the invasion 

without reservation. It was ironic that one of these was the 'Dons' 

whog in the long-termg lost most by the conditions created by the 

Revolution. Among the first in London to hear of the landingp they 

believed that it would lead to the consummation of their hopes for 

(1) Lacey, 219-220P 355-6 n. 37; Morrice Qp 309. 
(2) CSPD 1687-qp 1419 329. 
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comprehension based on the scheme set in motion by Bancroft during 

the summer. 
(1) 

Two years later Richard Baxter was to write what 

could have become one of the classic apologias for the Revolutiong 

King James His Abdication of the Crown Plainly Proved. 
(2) 

Ostens- 

ibly directed toward the ejected Non-jurerst with whom he compared 

the ejected ministry of 1662, this pamphlet was, in factp a detailed 

justification of the political events between the landing in Brixham 

and the coronation of William and Mary. The basic premise upon which 

the rationalisation of James II's deposition was based was that as a 

Catholic princey his first responsibility had been toward his Church 

and its head. It hado thereforep to be assumed that all acts of 

policy were necessarily bent to the betterment of his Church's status 

in the nation and that all statements on policy that tended to indi- 

cate contrary or conflicting ends could only have been short-term 

ploysp which would be pardoned by the all-glorious climax to which 

they led. And furtherv even if it were assumed that the King himself 

had intended to stand by his undertakings to non-Catholics - includ- 

ing his undertakings to preserve the Church of England for the 

Anglicans and toleration for the Nonconformists - it would have been 

the aim of the Roman Catholics who were elevated by the King to high 

positions to pervert his intentions. Having regard to these dangersy 

it behoved all responsible men not to wait until the situation was 

(1) H. Wilcox to R. Baxterv Dartmouth 6 November 1688, Baxter USS 
(Letters) Up f. 20; Morrice Qq 299-300t 311. 

(2) Baxter dated this pamphlet I October 1691. He died 8 December 
1691. The pamphlet is contained in the Baxter USS (Treatises) 
VII9 ff. 230-35- It is subdivided into chapters (and some of 
the chapters into sections) but the pages are not numbered. It 
is reproduced in Appendix Three. Since it does not appear in 
the list of Baxter's works in G. F. Nuttally Richard Baxter 
(1965)9 appy 132-6 it is probable that it was never published. 
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'Past remedy'2 but to take steps for the 'self-preservation' of 
the kingdom. To those who refused to swear allegiance to William 

and Mary Baxter saidp that treachery 'only against the person of a 

King' was not nearly as bad as being 'a traitor against the Common- 

wealth'; by avoiding the former they had made themselves guilty of 

the latter. 'We may easier have another King than another kingdom's 

by bringing about the probability of subservience to France and the 

Papacyp it was clear that James II had intended 'another kingdom$; 

supporters of the Revolution had chosen instead the less drastic 

alternative of 'another Fing'. 
(') 

Because it was not publishedp and 

was written two years after the eventv Baxter's pamphlet had no 

impact at all on contemporary opiniong as similar apologias written 

by Churchmen didy 
(2 ) 

but it serves as an illustration of how the 

Presbyterian monarchistsp who at the beginning were William's firmest 

adherents, rationalised for themselves the change of allegiance. In 

factt despite the reaction against the Dutch interest following 

Dykvelt's departure at the end of June 16879 the impact of Fagel's 

Letterv (which expressed exactly their own opinions)q and of the 

rapprochement with the Anglicansp had brought the Dons to a strongly 

pro-Dutch position by the spring of 1688. James Johnstone found them 

eager to have William's approval of their stand in the crisis during 

Mayy and concerned that he be made aware that they 'disowned' all 

collaborators among the Nonconformists. They had also expressed a 

(1) A large part of this pamphlet is superfluous to its central line 
of argument. See especially Chapter Oneq and Chapter Two 
sections xviq xviiq xixg. xxi. 

(2) See G. M. 'Strakaq Anglican Reaction to the Revolution of 1688 
(1962)p viiiP 3P 49 59 129 16. 
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desire that some explanation be made to William of the faot that 

they were not actively in opposition to the Court. Johnstone 

reported: 

'At presentp since they are sheltered from the laws by this 

Courts decency obliges them not to seek an occasion to show 

their dislikep but they say whenever the Court puts them to 

a trial that it will appear that such men Ehe collaboratorý 

have no credit among them'. 

At all eventsy their refusal to address after the second Indulgence, 

their refusal to read the Declaration in their own meetings when the 

suggestion that they should do so was put to them, and their open 

avowals of support for the Bishopsý had convinced Johnstone that the 

moderates would 'do all that was desired of them'. 
(') 

John Howe 

would appear to have envisaged that 'a great Revolution in His Maj- 

esty's family' was a probable solution to the crisis in England as 

early as February or March though it is not clear what he meant by 

, t. 
(2 ) 

Roger Morrice believed that a mysterious meeting had been 

convened at the home of John Howe on 23 Mays the fact that he found 

it necessary to write the names of those who attended this meeting 

in code and that he left the remainder of the page blank may indicate 

that he had regarded its purpose as treasonable. In the course of 

Juneq Howe was exhorting fellow rresbyterians that they should do 

(1) Portland Misc-19y PwA 216ley 2162b; Morrice Q, 269. See also 
PwA 2112dp 2118by 2124ep 2147de 

(2) Portland Mism 19t PwAp 2147d. A letter to William written by 
the Earl of Devonshire on 13 March 1688 was sent via a 'Mr. 
Howe'; though there is no evidence that John Howe made any 
further visits to the United Provinces after his return in 
1687 it is not impossible-that he did make such a visit, or 
arranged for the delivery of the letter by a third person. 
Dalrymple IIp pt. lp app. bk vp 94-5- 
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everything in their power to keep all Dissenters away from the 

Courtq-that they might not lose the 'friendship' and 'interest' of 

their 'Great Friends over the seas'. 
(') 

The second Nonconformist group that welcomed the Revolution 

was a multiformity of Presbyterian and Congregationalist politicians 

who in all probability had varying degrees of foreknowledge ofp and 

had accorded varying degrees of advance support top William's venture, 

Immediately following the birth of the Prince of Walesp a Dutch 

agent interviewed Sir Thomas Lee 
(2) 

and John Hampden. Both seem to 

have been already committed to William's cause. It was the concern 

of Hampdenq howeverg that the invasion take place as soon as possible* 

The rationalisation for an invasion would have to be the supposititi- 

ous birth and William should capitalise upon the popular disbelief 

in this birth immediatelyt within three monthsp Hampden believedp the 

nation would have 'accepted the Princelq a Parliament would have been 

IforcedIp a Regency establishedq the revenue augmentedp and the army 

and fleet 'modelled' and expanded. 'The spirit of the nationtv he 

felt surep was 'like a tide which must have an ebb'& France was 

ready to intervene and the people could not be counted on indefin- 

itely: for the time being the entire nation was alienated from týe 

Government andp if the invasion were to take place in the near futuret 

the 'Church of England ... would furnish hands enoughl. 
(3) 

Perhaps 

the most surprising aspect of Hampden's analysis were his fears - in 

sharp contrast to the views of many informed observers(4) - of the 

(1) Morrice Q9 2639 269. 
(2) See Laceyp 418-419. See also 2149 250- 

(3) Portland Miso. 199 PwA 2173b; BM Add MS-34515t ff. 80t 81. 
See Laceyp 215- 

See abovep PP- 523-526. 
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upshot of the Parliament for which the Court was preparing. 

Howevery it would appear that Lee and the younger Hampden 

were by no means the only Nonconformist politicians who had become 

involved to some degree (the extent and nature of which is uncertain) 

in William's conspiracy by the end of June 1688. The second of 

Browning's two listso found among Danby's papers(') incl uded 173 

names. Of thesep fourteen appear in Laceyq Appendix 119 as ex-Mrs 

who were Nonconformists. They are the Earl of Bedfordp Lord Pagett, 

Richard Hampdenq Hugh Boscawenq Sir Edward Harleyp Paul Foley, Sir 

John Thompsonp Sir John Hartopq John Trenchardp Sir William Ellisp 

Thomas Papillony Sir Samuel Barnardiston, Sir John Fagg and Thomas 

Foley. The list of ex-IdPs is headed 'Commoners eminent in Parlia- 

mentq useful men but not to be trusted'. 
(2 ) From this it is clear 

that this was in no sense a list of William's supporters buty at 

bestp a list of probable supporters. In early August Robert and 

Edward Harley dined with Lord Chandos in London and discussed 

elections. The latter said that he 'adhered to the Prince's inter- 

eBtl and 'would steer as Sir E Cdwarý would desirelp an indication of 

the political bent of the Harley family- 
(3) 

Sir John Thompson would 

appear to have been 40, je su&c-*ý-7 -T 7b 

I- (4) 
prom 

. Vg fab'A', tf- NValt er 0 fwýa -1 
October Thomas Wharton, 

(1) See above P 519; Laceyp 2159 354 n. 21. 

(2) A. Browningp Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby and Duke of Leeds 
1632-1712 (1951) 111,157-163- See LaceypAppendix II. Sir 
Thomas Leep like Lord Delamere who was also on the list, may 
have been a Low Churchman with Nonconformist leanings. Laceyp 
2149 2509 320 n. 36,418-419- 

(3) Robert to Sir Edward Harleyp 4 August 16889 HMC 14th Reportj appo 
pt. Us Portland MSS 111 (1894)9 416. It is difficult to accept 
Lacey's deduction from this letter that 'as early as the begin- 
ning of Augustv Sir Edward Harley and his sons Robert and Edward 
were working to organise support for William'. Laceyp 217- 

(4) DNB xix, 696. 
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not on the list, was involved with the Earl of Devonshire in 

preparing for William's landing. 

Only a few of those on. the second list were actively support- 

ing William a fortnight after his landing. Others not on the list 

did come in. The Foleys were probably the first to make a move. 

Paul and Thomas Foley traised Worcestershire for the Princet andq 

by the time William had arrived at Hungerfordq Thomas Foley was in 

supportp backed by 300 horse. It is likely that William and John 

Trenchardq Sir Walter Youngg Philip Gell and Sir William Waller 

tendered ttheir support during the second half of November'. 
(2) 

(Waller may have come over with William: he had fled to Holland in 

1686 and there is no evidence of his having returned subsequentlyý(3) 

Thomas Dore (or Dare)pla great Dissenter1recentlY removed from his 

place as Mayor of Lymington - and L-XIKS169 (f Md PýýOf YAJ k., 

who had proclaimed Monmouth King in that town - joined William at 

Brixham and offered to lead a troop of horse. Another 'conspicuous 

Dissenter' (unnamed) from South Devon had 'done even morel. 
(4) 

Henry Boothy Lord Delamerey had been making preparations to 'raise 

Lancashire and Cheshire' as early as 8 Octoberp and on 16 November 

he rode south to join William. 
(5) 

On 7 November Thomas Wharton led 

a 'party' of sixty 'Buckinghamshire gentlemen' through Oxford bound 

(1) A. Browning, Thomas Osborne Earl of Dan ly Duke of Leeds 1632- 
1712 (1951) Ip 390-1. 

(2) Morrice Qv 333p 3439 344p 370; Laceyp 221. 
(3) HMC Downshire MSS Ip ip 143. 
(4) Morrice Qp 333-4- See Roberts I, 253Y 321; VCH Somerset Jjq 

2209 361 n. 116. 

(5) Henry Newcomey Autobiographyp Chetham Soo. (1852) IIp 268,269; 
R. Halleyp Lancashire its Puritanism and Yonconformity (1872) 
119 284; Luttrell Ip 477P 478; A. Browningg OP Citt 397; 
J. Carswellq The Descent on England (1969)p 193. 
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for William's camp. 
(') 

The Harleys were not prepared when 

William landed, and Robert and Fdward had to be despatched to London 

to acquire arms and ammunition. During the last week in November 

Sir Edwardq flanked by his two sons, appeared 'in arms at Hereford 

for the Princelp and soon joined William at Salisburyl taking the 

credit for having 'raised Herefordshire'. As William left Salisbury 

he was joined by the Presbyterian Sir Robert Pye. Before the end of 

November Philip Prime had recruited $a troopt from the Dissenters of 

Derbyshire and had joined the Earl of Devonshire's forces. (2) 
But 

by the time William arrived at Hungerford others among the Noncon- 

formist politicians had become conspicuous by their absence. These 

included Philip LordWhartongJohn Swynfen and Hugh Boscawen. 
(3) 

Clearlyp opposition to James II and the repeal of the Test 

Acts was not the same thing as support for William of Orange. John 

Hampden had been right to warn Johnstone that 

'all would depend on the first brush's 'the whole nation 

was alienated from the government... bute.. they had lost 

both virtue and couragep and would stand in need of some 

prosperous beginning to make them determineo, 
(4) 

The memory of the Bloody Assizes undoubtedly deterred West Country 

(1) Ibidv 189. Carswell uses NS dating- 

(2) Morrice Qo 3439 347p 358; C% 73; Henry Hyde 
Earl of Clarendonp Diary and Correspondencep ed. S. W. Singer 
(1828) 119 219. See A. Pye to Abigail Harleyl 13 December 
1688p HUC 14th Reportp app. pt. II: Portland MSS III (1894)t 
420. By mid December it was known that Sir Biward Harley and 
Paul Poley had contributed E50 to a loan for William. Ibidp 
421. 

(3) Morrice Qq 333v 344p 391- 
(4) Portland Misco 199 PwA 2173b (18 June). 
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Dissenters from joining William. 
(') 

Those of South Devon were 

Ivery well affected' toward William; but Morrice felt that Ihe 

cannot expect they will so generally assist himp though it is very 

likely they will not generally oppose him I- 
(2) 

Nonconformists'who 

lived neither on William's route nor in Londong whence news of his 

doings quickly spedp were bemused by the whole thing. There were 

those like James Owen of Shrewsbury (under the influence of the 

Harleys) who believed that William had saved Ehgland from 'an army 

of Papists and the debauched Protestants. within our gates' and had 

prevented 'the enactment here of"the second part of the Yvench 

tragedy', 
O) 

and cranks like the Congregationalist pastors Joseph 

Jacobp who roie out of London to meet William as soon as he heard of 

his landingp and Richard Beverleyq who heralded the landing as the 

first act in the final destruction of the Papacyp a concomitant of 

the Second Coming; 
(4) 

but these were probably exceptional. To Ralph 

Thoresby the landing was strange; 'we underlings knew not what to 

make of these affairsp nor is it my design to intermix public wi`th 

my private memoirs'. Though he may not have actively disapprovedp 

he may have felt the invasion to have been unnecessaryo(5) Philip 

Henry received the news of Williani's landing withesome fear and 

(1) J. March, A History of the Presbyterian and Baptist Churches in 
the West of England (1835), 384,. See VCH Somerset IIp 231. 
Howevery on 2 October several 'Monmouthians' were reported to 
be preparing to join William. Ellis IIy 233P cxcviii- 

(2) Morrice Qq 316. 
(3) James Oweng Autobiography, 42-44P cited T. Reesp Nonconformity 

in Wales (1883)p 243-4. 
(4) Wilson Ip 139; 119 63-5- See Beverleyp The Command of God to 

Come out of Babylon (1687); The Great Revolution in the Nation 
According to Revelation XVII; 169 17t Wherein is Fully Proved 
that the Papacy can survive but Nine or Ten Years (1688). 

(5) J. Hunter (ed)v The Diary of Ralph Thoresby (1830) Iv 188- 
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trembling'. He was 'somewhat in the dark-' regarding Ithe clearness 

of his [William's) call and dreaded what might be the consequence 

of it'. In public he prayed: 'Give peace in our timev 0 Lord', 

Againg there was an element of surprise that the invasion should 

have had to happen at all; and perhaps a fear that the installation 

of'William would result in a damaging war with the French. 
(1) 

Thomas 

Jolly noted: 

the Prince of Orange's expedition into England1was strange 

to usp who were altogether unacquainted with the thing and 

with the grounds of itp yet we,. hope that such men had good 

grounds for what they did'. 

Jolly had never thought as badly of James' intention as many other 

Congregationalist pastors had. He had been involved in the electoral 

campaign andq knowing that as far as Lancashire and Cheshire were 

-concerned it had been a failurep he anticipated'no danger from it. 
(2) 

Henry Newcome was 'afraid' of the consequences of William's arrivalv 

'was affectedW4h a great passion of tears' to see his respected friend 

Lord Delamere ride out to join the invading forces andq on 16 November 

celebrated a special day of prayer 'on the sad occasion of the con- 

fusion in the nationl. 
(3) 

Whilst Oliver Heywood's initial reaction 

is less clear, in that he did not commit himself to peper until the 

year's endy it is evident that he did not understand even then why 

William's invasion had-taken place and had no more than the haziest 

of notions of what had actually been happening in the last four months 

(1) Henryp Diaries and Leitersp 328-9. 

(2) Jollvv 91. See 88-91. 

(3) Henry Newcomep Autoýiographyj Chetham Boo. (1852) lIp 268 
R. Halleyp Lancashirep its Purtanism and Nonconformity (1872) 
Up 284- 
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of 1688. 
(') 

By 8 December comparatively few Nonconformist, even 

Presbyteriang pastors had openly declared for Williamo and it was 

believed that no Baptist or Quaker had as yet done so. 
(2) 

Clearly 

the Jacobite pamphleteer who asserted that the Dissenters were the 

real villains behind 'the presentp monstrous Revolutiont(3) was 

considerably wide of the mark. 

William Penny naturallyp deplored the necessity for an 

invasion, representing as it did the ultimate demise of his hopes 

for a reconciliation between James and William. Alone among the 

King's Nonconformist allies2 he remained in London throughout the 

Revolution. In the course of the'ensuing two years he was arrested 

three timesq spent a period in the Towerg and for part of 1689 

corresponded with the exiled King at St. Germain. Penn wasq perhapaq 

the only close-confidant of James II - Jeffreysj Sunderland, Petrep 

Churchill - who emerged from the Glorious Revolution with his loyalty 

and self-respect intact. 
(4) 

The importance attached to the role he 

had played in the Court of James II is indicated by the fact that 

he'was arrested on 10 December by a special order of the Lords in 

Council and only released on 27 February 1689 on bail of E6000. He 

was finally cleared of a conspiracy charge at the end of the Easter 

Term Oif 1689: the letters he had written to James inviting him to 

return were merely intended to imply that he need not have fled in 

the first placep andp in any eventp had been written during the period 

(1) Heywood IIIp 234; IV9 61p 133. 
(2) Morrice Q9 333; Laceyp 222. 

(3) A True and Impartial Narrative of the Diseenters' Now Plotv 
cited G. M. Strakap Anglican Reaction to the Revolution of 
1688 (1962)9 6. 

(4) Buranelliq 170-1; Janneyp 353-4; Braithwaitep 151-2; Luttrell 
Iv 486,553. 
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before the succession had been settled on William and Maryo(l) 

James II would have been surprised at the other Nonconformist 

source whence his cause received support in the frantic weeks immedi- 

ately prior to his. flight. Robert Fergusonp who had come over with 

Williamq insulted because of the subordinate capacity in which he 

was employedy took control of the main Presbyterian Meeting House at 

Exeterp sword in handý when William's army arrived therep and 

preached a Jacobite sermon. 
(2) 

In their reactions to the Revolution Penn and Ferguson werep 

of coursep out on a limbp though for different reasons* The doubts 

of Thoresbyp Henryt Jollyp Newcome and Heywoodv and the silent testi- 

monies of those bonspicuously absent from William's campq or uncomm- 

itted to his cause until after the King's first flight on 11 December, 

because they were more representativep have to be taken more seriously. 

Although some doubts could be accounted for by remoteness and slow 

communicationsv andq whilst all. but two of the doubters - Jolly and 

Newcome - had adopted a favourable view toward William and the 

events of the Revolution by February 16899(3) there is clearly room 

for the suggestion thaty the paranoic Popish Peril forebodings not- 

withstandiagg there was doubt among those who did not know about the 

Revolution in advance whether it was necessary. In other words they 

probably shared the views of Halifaxq Nottinghamp Wake and the rest, 

(1) Ellis 119 356; Buranelliq 172-7; Whitingp 185. See Penn, ix, 
(2) Ferguson ultimately became an avowed Jacobite. DNB VI9 1216; 

BrocketV. 53; J. Murchp A History of the Presbyterian and 
Baptist Churches in the West of England (1835), 385- 

(3) Henry, Diaries and Lettersp 329; Heywood IIIp 234-5; IV9 61t 
133; Jollyp 92; Newcomep Autobiography, Chetham Soo. (1852) 
Up 269; R. Halleyp op citp 284-5; J. Hunter (ed)q The Diary 
of Ralph Thoresby (1830) IP 191- See also 188-9t 190,191. 
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who had assumed that James II's plans would collapse of their own 

volition, and certainly had lingering misgivings as to the trust- 

worthiness of William - misgivings which had existed since 1679 - 

which Fagel's Letter had not quite eradicated. 
4) 

The first ten days of-December, which Morrice had predicted 

would decide the issue of whether 'the Dissenters and the Nation as 

a whole would go over to the Prince', produced few significant 

conversions to William's cause among the Nonconformists. Morrice 

was disturbed to-hear that certain Dissenters who had served under 

Monmouth, with 'some sectaries under themlp were serving as officers 

in the King's army. 
(2) 

After 11 December (the'date of James II's 

first flight) more began to declare for William. In Cornwallp Hugh 

Boscawen was found encouraging subscriptions for an address to 

William. Philip Lord Wharton was among the Lords who met at the 

Guildhall after James had fled and offered to obtain a Parliament. 

Sir John Maynard joined William at Court as a legal adviser. Sir 

William Ashurst led the Nonconformist group remaining in the City 

Corporation in a formal acknowledgement of thanks for William's 

venture. 
(3) 

Responding to Anglican taunts and #great imputations... that 

the Dissenters... did not more openly and publicly rise forl and 
(4) 

serve the Prince of Orange', Nonconformists sought for media 

through which they might demonstrate their gratitude for what some 

(1) See Morrice Qq 131P 149; above PP- 398s 523-526. 
(2) Morrice Qt 322,9 3339 335p 341. 
(3) Burnet Iq 803; Morrice Qp 344P 347Y 350P 366; Laceyp 223. 

(4) Morrice Qq 391. 
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now decided had been 'a deliverance from Popery' and an Irish 

army. 
(') 

The opportunity for the London ministers came through an 

invitation extended to them by the Anglican Latitudinarians to 

attend a meeting to draw up a joint address. This meeting was 

chaired by the Eishop of London. The address was drawn up and four 

Nonconformist pastors were nominated to accompany a hundred Anglican 

clergyment led by Comptonp when they presented it to William on 21 

December. 
(2) 

Whether the Presbyterians were disappointed at the 

small representation allowed them is not clear but, under the leader- 

ship of John Howev they drew up an address of their owns With Howe 

as spokesman and with a group of Dissenting pastors - variously 

estimated at fifty and ninety - in attendance, this address was 

presented to William in the presence of the Earl of Devonshire and 

Philip Lord Wharton on 2 January 1689.0) In the plethora of Non- 

conformist enthusiasm for the Protestant succession following the 

Coronation of William and Maryp it would appear that two further 

addresses were presented; oneg by William Kiffing purporting to 

represent the Baptiste (though in view of the nature of that complex- 

ity of sectsl probably representing no more than Kiffin's Devonshire 

Square congregation)2(4) another by Dr. William Bates on behalf of 

an unspecified group and number of Dissenters. 
(5) 

(1) Heywood 1119 234; IV9 133; T. Reesp Protestant Nonconformity 
in Wales (1883), 244; Neal Vp 73; Henry, Diaries and Lettersp 
329. See text of addressp Calamyp Abridgemento 388-9. 

(2) Morrice Qp 3649 383-4; Neal VY 74; Calamyp Abridgementp-387. 
(3) Calamvp Howep 142-4; Calamyp Abridgementp 387-9; Neal vp 74; 

Luttrell It 493; Morrice Q) 411-412; R. F. Hortong John Howe 
(1895)9 170-171- 

(4) Morrice Qt 412. 
(5) Birch, Tillotsong 167; Neal Vp 78. See 

Luttrell Iq 505; Carpentery Tenisong 969, 
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But by this time William had more substantial evidence than 

the swelling phrases of these addresses that Nonconformist support 

could be counted on. In the House of Lords meetings between 21-24 

December Wharton and Paget were in the van of those eager to assume 

the 'abdication' of the King and the suppositition of James Edward's 

birth. 
(') 

John Hampden was the sponsor of the address brought to 

William praising him for his venture and asking him to assume the 

government and issue write for an election. 
(2) 

Sir John Maynardy 

from his first appearance on the sceneq canvassed among the ex-IMPsy 

who had convened in London, in favour of William and Mary's success- 
(3) pro6a(ýf 

ion. Roger Morriceq/ýaving examined the Posting Booksy believed 
Ab 44ý , that, E37tOOO of the total of ZlqOpOOOj raised by the London Court of 

Aldermen in January 1689 as a loan to Williamp was from Dissenters-C4-), 

2 

Despite earlier suspicions and their tardiness in making 

commitmentsp a mood of optimism began't, o overspread Dissenters by 

the end of 1688. This optimismt and the aspirations it germinatedp 

had a common nexus in the relief felt at the removal of the half- 

believed-in Popish Menace; 
(5) 

in the assumption on the part of some 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

Morrice Qq 350* 384-5; Laceyt 223. 

Morrice Q9 409; CJT Xy 6. 

Morrice Qv 397-8- 

(5) Morrice. Qt'. 308. 

Laceyp 224- 
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that Williamp as 'a Calvinistical Princelp would favour Dissen- 

ters; 
(') 

and in the store placed in the Anglican promises'made 

since May 1688. 
(2) 

In early January 1689 Baxterp Bates and Howe 

were talking of demands that went even further than the Worcester 

House Agreement of 1660; 'that the bishops should exercise no Act 

of Jurisdiction or Ordination without the consent and counsel of 

the Presbyters'. The petition presented at Court by Bates called 

upon Their Majesties 'to establish a firm union of Protestant sub- 
149, 

jects inmatters of religion by making the rule of Christianity to 

be the rule of conformity'. To moderate churchmen it sounded as if 

Bates was suggesting a comprehension that amounted to a tolerationo(3) 

Heywood and rhilip Henry looked for radical changes in Church and 

State to the benefit of Dissenters. 
(4) 

The Nonconformist politicianst 

with the'Catholic danger removedq moved away from a strictly 'Fagel's 

Letter' position on the Testsp and aimed to end the political exclus- 

ion of Dissenters, The address from John Howe and the London Presby- 

terians spoke of the repeal of the Tests as far as Protestants were 

concernedp(5) and in the early days of the Convention Philipp Lord 

Wharton, drew up proposals that included the elimination of the Oaths 

and the requirement regarding the Sacrament from the 1673 Test Aotp 

leaving only the declaration against transubstantiation* 
(6) 

In March 

he hopedp probably in conjunction with Richard Hampdeng to introduce 

legislation to this effect and, in addition, to repeal the 

(1) Morrioe Qp 424; Everyp 28-29. 
(2) morrice Qp 335. See abovey PP- 4249 425P 4269 427-434- 
(3) Nuttall and Chadwick, 244; Carpenterg Tenisong 96. 
(4) Heywood 1119 235; Henryp Diaries and Letterso 329. 

(5) Calamyv Howe, 142-4; Evervt 35- 3b. 

(6) Lacey$ 226. See Morrice Qp 507. 
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Conventicle and Five Mile Acts and the sacramental test in the 

Corporation Act*(') 

The optimism behind these aspirations wasp in factv unsoundly 

based. The removal of the Popish Menacey which helped to raise 

Nonconformist hopesy also removed the pressure on Anglicans to make 

concessionsq and the more pragmatically-minded Churchmenp having 

already in the space of a few months exchanged 'Non-Resistance' for 

the 'Divine Right of Providencelp (2) 
felt disinclined to make further 

adaptations. Between 5 November 1688 and 13 April 1689y when it was 

decided to refer the matter of comprehension to Convocationg a 

reaction took place in Anglican opinion which made the soaring hopes 

ofihe Dissenters impossible of achievement. This reaction was made 

all the mcre telling by the fact that only thirty-three Nonconform- 

ists were elected to the Convention Parliament. 
(3) 

Hence nothing 

coul d be achieved in the Commons without the support of the moderate 

Anglicans. But Anglicans may well have been alienated by the excess- 

ive demands of Howe and Bates. The fear developed among them that 

the re-opening of the comprehension debate would lead to concessions 

on liturgyp doctrine and discipline which would destroy the Church as 

it had evolved and come to be accepted by a majority of its clergy. 

Sancroft would appear to have believed in January 1689 that it would 

(1) Lacey, 232-3. 
(2) G. M. Strakay Anglican Reaction to tho Revolution of 1688 (1962)9 

vii 19 &5m sail.. 
1 (3) Laceyt 224Y 358 n- 57, App. III. See J9 H. Plumbv 'The Elections 

to the Convention Parliament of 16891p Cambridge Historical Jour- 
nal V (1937)9 235-254; G. M. Strakaq OP cito 15- If, as Carswell 
suggestsy James II's encouragement of Nonconformist interests in 
the constituencies survived his reign and rendered Dissenters 
more electorally important in the elections for the Conventionp 
they were clearly not using their advantage to support their own 
men. J. Carswell, The Descent on England (1969)9 219. See also 
H. Horwitzp 'Parliament and the Glorious Revolution1v Bulletin 
of the Institute of Historical Research XLVII No. 115 (May 1974)t 
40-41Y 41-42* 
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be difficult to put forward enough concessions to please he Diss- 

enters in their present mood. During March and April there was a 

'Church-in-dangerl scare on the scale of the one twelve months before, 

this time with a new predatore(l) 

Howeverg the reaction against comprehension was not only 

caused by fear of what the Presbyterians proposals would do to the 

liturgy and discipline of the Churchp but fear of what the Presbyter- 

ian political potential would do to the standing and influence of the 

Church. In the early months of 1689 Anglicans were well aware that 

the relative political positions of Ohurch and Dissent were totally 

different theng by comparison with July 1688 when the comprehension 

scheme had been envisaged. 
(2) 

William Sherlock wrote that 

at the start of the Revolution' it had been noted that the 

were 'glad to be rid of Popery... ; but now 

they OxPect Glorious Days for themselves and what they 

expept God Almighty knowsl. 
(3) 

Reresby wrote that it was common talk that 'the Prince upon his 

arrivalp seemed more inclined to the Presbyterians than to members 

of the Church; which startled the clergy'. 
(4) 

From his observation 

of the behaviour of the various groupings in the early days of the 

(1) Henry Hyde Earl of Clarendon, Correspondence and Diariesj ed. 
S. W. Singer (1828) Ut 240; Morrice Qv 5119 533-4; Carpenter, 
Tenisony 90-91; Everyp 259 28-29; G. M. Strakap op cit, 19; 
HMC Downshire MSS It it 304. Neither side were aware that, 
before the invasionp William had given an undertaking to the 
Popov the ]Dnperor and the King of Spain that there would be no 
'rigorous Calvinism' were he to gain power in England. 
J. Carswelly op citp 109-110. 

(2) G. Holmesq Religion and Party in late Stuart Englandp Histori- 
cal Association. G. 86. (1975)t 12; Everyl 28-29; K. Feilingq 
A gistory of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)9 269-70; A. 
Browningv Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby and ]Duke of Leeds (1951) 
It 443t 444. See Morrice QP 3379 380v 384P 388t 392, 

(3) Cited G. M. Straka, op cit, 19. 

(4) Cited Nuttall and Chadwick, 245- 
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Convention Parliamentp Morrice remarked that, despite his earlier 

optimism about comprehensiong he believedthat the jealousy of the 

High Churchmen for the Presbyteriansp and the Anglicans$ fear of 

their being 'a dominant party' under the 'Calvinistical princelf 

would either inhibit or 'prevent it*. 
(') 

The Popish Menace was not 

the only phobia bequeathed by the first to the second half of the 

seventeenth century in England; another 'was the fear of Puritan 

fanaticismy of a Second Coming of the Saints'. This fear had lost 

none of its potency by the early eighteenth centuryo(2) 

In the debates on the ecclesiastical settlement the Noncon- 

formist MPs seemed to go out of their way to give credance to the 

fear. Richard Hampden, Boscawenq and the rest dealt savagely with 

Nottinghamts Comprehension Billp which Anglicans could remind them- 

selves was the samet not only in principleplut in detail as that 

drafted by Nottingham in 16809(3) and gave spirited support to Lord 

Wharton's Proposals for the repeal of the sacramental test and the 

Conventicle and Five Mile Acts. 
(4) 

It must have appeared to some 

Anglicansthat Wharton and the elder Hampden were deliberately 

playing against the King's Anglican advisersq Danbyq Halifax and 

Nottinghamp and playing to win. on 16 March an uproar was raised in 

(1) Morrice Qý 424. The prominent part incbbates in the Convention 
Parliament played by Maynardl Boscawenj the Hampdensp the Foleys 
and Sir William Wallerv the political predominance of Richard 
Hampden and the elevation to the Privy Council of Richard 
Hampden, Philip Lord Wharton, the Earl of Bedford and Hugh 
Boscawenq must have helped to confirm the worst fears of the 
Anglicansbatween February and April 1689. Luttrell 19 502p 
5039 506P 519; Laceyp 227-8# 230-1. 

(2) G. Holmesp op citq 8-9,11,12p 13. 

(3) J. R. Westerny Monarchy and Revolution (1972)9 183- See G- V- 
Bennettp 'Church in ConflictIp Britain After the Glorious 
Revolutiong 1689-17149 ed. G. Holmes (1968)9 158t 161t 162. 

(4) Morrice QP 494t 503P 5079 508; Laceyp 232-6. 
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Parliament after Hampden and Wharton, in a private interviewp had 

induced William to include their proposal for the abrogation of the 

sacramental test in a speech from the throne. Sir Thomas Clargesp an 

ally of the Nonconformist ITs through many political battles of the 

past, expressed the view thatj whilst 'no manp from the bishops down- A 
wardq 

;3 
against any comprehension or relief to tender consciencesIp 

Churchmen believed 'that something 1115 hidq that the Presbyter- 

ian partyp the lean deer y /Jýl 
, take away f rom US I, 

(1) That the 

Tory reaction was not merely the Bishops going back on their word is 

illustrated by the fact that the accommodation by which the Tories 

agreed to support the Toleration Bill on condition that the Compre- 

hension Mill was dropped and the whole matter referred to Convocation 

was reached between politiciansp not clergymen; and the petition that 

Convocation be summoned to deal Aith comprehensiong was received from 

the Commonsp not the bishops in the Lords. 
(2) 

It has been argued convincingly that comprehension did not 

flourish once proposals for it were presented to Convocation when it 

met on 21 November 1689 because of the absence from their stations of 

responsibility of certain key High Churchmen who had made the initial 

commitments to Dissenters: the Non-Jurorse In 1688 comprehension 

had been 'a High Church policy'; the support of the High Churchmen had 

made it feasible for the first time since the Savoy Conference. 
(3) 

(1) Laceyp 233v 234; Morrice Qo 505P 514-516; Evervt 35- See 
A. Browningg Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby and Duke of Leeds 
1632-1712 (1951) It 447- 

(2) Morrice Q, 558; Laceyq 235-6; 
Everyt 35; Grey (Debates) IX, 197ý-8; Ke' Feilingg A History 
of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (1924)p 265- 

(3) N. Sykesy From Sheldon to Secker: aspects of English Church 
History 1660-1768 (1959)v 85-84- See Carpenterl Tenisonp 
115-116. 
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Inconclusive as this argument mustj by its nature, remaing there 

is evidence that the Non-Jurors gave the Comprehension Bill their 

support during its truncated parliamentary passage*(') 

A further ingredient in the Anglican reaction was the shadow 

of events in Scotland. During the first few months of 1689v in 

which the Anglican position in Ehgland seemed to have beenchallenged 

by the Presbyteriansp the Anglican predominance inScotland had been 

overwhelmed by them. In July it became known that William had 

consented to an Act of the Scottish Parliament which abolished 

prelacy and established a Presbyterian church-order. This9the Church- 

men were surep would stiffen Presbyterian resistance to compromisep 

and put them in the mood to dictate, rather than acceptp terms of 

comprehension. And news that arrived just before the meeting of 

Convocation in November of the persecution of episcopal clergy by 

the Presbyterians in Scotlandq made its members ill-disposed to give 

a hearing to the report of its own Commission. 
(2) 

There can be no doubt that the final element in the Anglican 

reaction against comprehension was fear of Dutch infiltration into 

the Church. The delayed reaction of English insularity to the 

Dutch invasion had led to the fear-thatv given generous terms of 

Comprehension and the complete emancipation of Nonconformists, Dutch 

(1) Everyp 33; K. reilingg op d tq 264. 

(2) G. Holmesp Religion and Party in late Stuart Englandp Historical 
Association. G. 86. (1975)) 12; G. V. Bennett, op cit, 160; 
Carpenterp Tenisong 115; Everyp 28-29P 39-40- No evidence has 
been found in Presbyterian sources, such as Morricep that the 
I)aglish. Presbyterians did in fact draw analogies between their 
own position vis a vis the Anglicans in Englandq and the situ- 
ation in Scotland. See Morrice's references to developments in 
Sootlandq Morrice Q9.5091 513P 5179 523-49 5259 531Y 5379 5399 
5489 5509 5549 5559 5609 5619 588t 600-1,604-06. 
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Calvinists would be in a position to infiltrate the English Church 

and State. Some Anglicans, prepared to concede minor points in the 

liturgy and ceremonies of the Church to facilitate the comprehension 

of a few English Presbyteriansp would not do so if the same concess- 

ions would allow the Dutch Calvinists into their communion and thus 

qualify them for political and military positions. 
(') 

I 

William's support for the Bill for exempting Their Majestyst 

Protestant subjects Dissenting from the Church of England from the 

Penalties of Certain Laws (the Toleration Bill)p the Bill for 

Uniting Their Majestys' Protestant Subjects (the Comprehension 

Bill)p and for the political emancipation of Nonconformists 
(2) 

proved the inanity of the fears that some Nonconformists had enter- 

tained at the time of the landing. Howeverg the hopes entertained 

by the optimists were shipwrecked by. their own extravagance and by 

the complex reaction which had taken place in the ecd esiastical 

and political wings of the Church. Since the Anglican reaction had 

principally been a reaction against the idea of comprehenaiong the 

comprehension project was the long-term casualty from it. That the 

toleration scheme was the short-term beneficiary from the reaction 

was the result of a political accommodation. 

Probably taking their cue from a speech made by the Archbishop 

of York in the Lords the previous day, (3) 
spokesmen of the Whig and 

(1) morrice Q, 451; Everyp 359%See G. V. Bennettr op cit, 160. 

(2) Carpenterl Tenisony 96-979 98; Powickel 173- 

(3) Everyt 35; morrice Q, 534o 
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Tory factions met at Devil Tavernp Fleet Street on 9 April 1689, 

The upshot of their meeting was a bargain by which the Whigs agreed 

to drop the Comprehension Bill and support a motion to refer the 

matter to Convocationy and the Tories agreed to give their full 

support to the Toleration Bill. 
(') lietween 9 and 18 April the 

Toleration Bill passed speedily through the remaining stages in the 

Lordsj then proceeded tothe Commons, where unsuccessful attempts 

were made to restrict its application to a period of years, and it 

received the Royal Assent on 24 May. 
(2) 

The Act did not repeal outright the laws against Dissenters; 

it exempted them from the penalties of the penal laws provided they 

met certain conditions. The Test Acts and the Corporation Act were 

expressly excluded. Howevery all persons convicted of recusancy were 

to be discharged on taking the oath of allegiance to William and Mary; 

those taking the oaths were also to be free of prosecutions for 

meeting, unless they met behind locked doors. JPs were empowered to 

tender the oaths to any person who attended a religious meeting, and 

to commit to prisonj without bailp anyone who refused to take them. 

As a result of pressure from Gilbert Latey and others a clause was 

inserted to allow Qiakers to make a Solemn Declaration of Allegiance 

and Profession of Faith instead of the oaths. Roman Catholics and 

persons who denied the Trinity (Unitarians) were excluded from the 

advantages of the Act. For the protection of religious meetings, 

other than those held behind looked doors -a perpetuation of the 

(1) Morrice Qp 558; X. Feilingp A History of the Tory Party 
1640-1714 (1924)9 265; Laceyq 235- 

(2) Luttrell It 538; G. Holmesp Religion and Party in late Stuart 
England, Historical Association. G. 86. (1975)p 13n; Laceyj 
236-7; Morrice Qp 557- 
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old equation between conventicles and sedition - it was made a 

criminal offence to disturb them. No building was to be used for 

public worship without a certificate from the Bishop, the Arch- 

deacon or a JP. Preachers must prove themselves 'orthodox' by 

signing the Thirty-Nine Articles, in addition to taking the oaths; 

though to accommodate perhaps chiefly the Baptists the 34thp 35thy 

36th and part of the 20th and 27th Articles were made non-compulsorS! 
) 

The pattern of Nonconformist reaction to the Toleration Act 

bore an inverse relationship to the reaction provoked by William's 

landing. Provincial Dissenters had been suspicious in November and 

December 1688; and hence in May 16899 with toleration on the statute 

book, they could not but be jubilant. Jollyp Heywood and 

Henryp who had taken little interest in comprehension and)14-Vere 

oblivious to the continued political exclusion of Dissenters, had 

nothing but good to say. 
(2) 

The Donsp who had welcomed the landing 

and looked, for great things from the Convention Parliament, were 

deeply resentful of the political accommodationy pessimistic as to 

the chances of comprehension from Convocationg and dissatisfied that 

the Toleration Act left Nonconformists politically excluded. A few 

realists, however, who were aware of the Tory reaction within the 

Churchp believed that Nonconformists were fortunate in the drcum- 

stances to-get toleration at all from the Convention Parliament. 

Morrice and Burnet were amazed that a toleration 'so entirely 

(1) G. Holmes, op cit, 12-13; Carpenterp Tenisonp 97; R. Hawkins 
(ed)v Friends Library: Consisting Principally of-Journals and 
Extracts from Other Writings of Members of the Society of 
Friendsp IX (1834), 85-86. 

(2) JollY9 94; HenryqDiaries and Letterep 362; Heywood IV9 133-4. 
$a R. Halley. Lancashire its Puritanism and Nonconformity (1872) 

II, 2q0-2472, 
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satisfactory' to the sects should have been conceded given the 

mood of the Churchmenp and were disposed to put it down to the 

accommodation by whichp they believedt the Comprehension Bill had 

been destroye d9 to make the Toleration Act possible. John-Howe was 

of the same opinion, but was bitter against the Churchmen for ditch- 

ing the Comprehension Bill and appealed to Parliament1for a larger 

measure I demanding 'that Dissenters should not be excluded from their 

share in the management of civil affairs'. 
(') Bates and Baxter took 

the accommodation and the"oontinuation of political exclusion very 

badly. The political bargain had 'dealt a death blow# to their 

'inveterate hope in one English Churchp broad based on simple Christi- 

anity'. The clergypvho had made undertakings in 1688, had let them 

downp and the Bishops had only yielded 'grudging assent!. to the 

Toleration Actq unsatisfactory as it was. No mention had been made 

of permission for Nonconformist education* Baxter even objected to 

the clause requiring approval of the Thirty-Nine Articles; he had 

always had his doubts about some of them andq typically, was prepared 

to sign 'but with explanatory notes stating in what sense he did so'. 

An 'avowal of assent to the authority of the Holy Scriptures' was a 

sufficient test of orthodoxy, (and was in fact substituted for the 

Thirty-Nine Articles in 1779)- 
(2) 

In general the Quakers, who had 

kept an embarrassed silence since the Revolutiony were deeply 

grateful for Article 10-of the Toleration Act, which had accommodated 

(1) A. R. Hendersonp History of the Castle Gate Congregational 
Church Nottinghamp 1655-1905 (1905)9 76; Morrice Q9 558,568, 
574-5; Lacey, 2369 237-8- See Cragg III 

250- 

(2) Calamyq Abridgemento 44ý4p 467-476; Morrice Qp 5589 560; 

Powicke, 173-4. See G. V. Bennettq 'Conflict in the Church't 

Britain after the Glorious Revolution 1689-17149 ed. G. Holmes 
(1968)p 162. 
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their oath-taking scruplesp and which they had not expected. 

Howeverv Pennp who wanted to see political disabilities removedp 

was disappointed. (') 
Despite the concession on the issue Of infant 

baptismp Baptists gave the Act a rather surly reception; 
(2) 

what it 

did was to impose limits on a freedom whichp since the summer of 

1686, 'had been almost complete. Howeverp it was indicative of a 

long-term achievement of James II thatp though some Anglicans 

avoided the use of the ward, 
(3) 

very few spoke out against the 

toleration of Protestant Dissenters in principle. 

While the Dons were writing off the prospect of comprehension 

because it was being referred to Convocation, the Deans believed 

that only thusý given careful management, could it hope to succeed 

in a satisfactory form. This considerable divergence of opinion was 

just one yardstick of the distance between the comprehension parties 

in Church and Dissent by the spring of 1689. 

The negotiations of Tuly 1688 had taken place between Churchmen 

and Dissentersp but the committee established in August included only 

Churchmen and made no attempt to negotiate with Dissenters or elicit 

(1) A. Colep 'The Quakers and the English Revolutionel Crisis in 
Europe 1560-16601 ed. T. Aston (1965), 357; Whiteheadj 631-5- 
See R. Hawkins (ed)p OP Citt 85-5(v. 

(2) Morrice Q9 558; Lacey, 364 n. 105, 

(3) G. Holmesp Religion and Party in late Stuart Englandq Historical 
Association. G. 86. (1975)v 12. 
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their suggestions. 
(') 

Perhaps because of the Tory reaction or 

a determination to avoid the tedious wrangling of previous compre- 

hension negotiations, the Deans may well have decided after the 

Revolution that the comprehension of moderate rresbyterians could 

only be achieved if a detailed schedule of concessions could be 

worked out in advance and presented to the Dons as a fait accompli. 

On 3 January 1689 Tenison told Sancroft that 

im, wa -k cto pw das, n*'-io aisaursa mik mom, 6tow Y& V 
bi, ji, ops * jif S'ucli aoncpxqi! ýw RAW 14 A2rl- 

AlAwcqý (khe Mm aciccf1r&YJrAa-&Me 
basmltrs) Slim& & 306d for W17 c4arO4 

(2) 

To this end a meeting of the Deans took place at St. Paul's on 

14 January and drew up a list of concessions OtA ten or eleven 

heads' and agreed 'that a bill should be prepared to be offered by 

the Bishopst to the Conventionj 3) 
The informal conferences which 

interested'ehurchmen had with the Earl of Nottingham between 14 Jan- 

uary and the introduction of the Comprehension Bill on 11 March again 

did not involve Dissenters and hence it is not surprising that the 

Nonconformist politicians gave the Bill a poor reception in Parlia- 

ment. 
(4) 

In the absence of communication between the Anglican 

ecclesiastics working for comprehension and the group they were seek- 

ing to comprehend the Deans had to bear the brunt of Nonconformist 

(1) See Carpenterp Tenisony 96; N. Sykesq From Sheldon to Becker: 

aspects of English Church Historyq 1660-1768 (1959)t 34; aboveg 
PP. 427-434- 

(2). Henry Hydev Earl of Clarendong Correspondence and Diariesp ed. 
S. W. Singer (1828) 119 240- 

(3) Simon Patricky Works IXv 516-517- 

(4) Morrice Q9 488,493t 501t 507; Laceyp 2329 235; N. Sykesp 

op cit, 86. 
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recrimination when comprehension was referred to Convocation*(') 

Having already decided to avoid the too drastic effect that 

Nonconformist demands might have had on the liturgy and constitut- 

ion of the Churohq Tillotson now began to put pressure on William 

to avoid the inhibitive effect that Convocation might have on 

negotiations by referring the matter to a special commission of 
(2) 

'the most eminent clergy' . It seems clear that the power that 

Tillotson wanted for his Commission was virtually to decide on behalf 

of Convocation; Convocation and Parliament could merely accept or 

reject the whole. In other wordev not only the Dissentersp but 

Convocation also was to be presented with a fait accomnli. Lven if 

the Deans who backed comprehension could have achieved a majority 

on the Proposed Commissiong the chances for the success of their 

scheme were not good. They had deliberately cut themselves off from 

the possibility of Nonconformist co-operationg after thirty years 

of friendship and aspiration after a common goalq and everything 

they could propose would getý at bestp a cool reception from the 

Donsq who had had no part in drawing it up. Andq whilst they 

thought they were taking the Tory reaction into account by aiming 

to present Convocation with a fait accomPliq that reaction was 

increasingly making them appear as a small minority fighting a 

battle whose cause found few sympathisers beyond their own immedi- 

ate circle; andq since Convocation and Parliamentq denied an opport- 

unity to decide on the detailsp could still decide on the whole, the 

prospect was less than healthy. 

Those nominated by William to his Royal Commission invited 

(1) Morrice Qv 466. 
(2) Carpenterp Tenisoný 98. See Luttrell Ip 581- 
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'to prepare matters to be considered in Convocation' included ten 

Bishops and twenty prominent Anglican intellectuals. The Bishops 

were Lamplugh (Archbishop of York), Compton (London), Mews 

(Winchester)f Lloyd (St. Asaph)y Sprat (Rochester), Smith (Carlisle), 

Trelawney (Exeter)p Burnet (Salisbury)p Humphrey (Bangor) and 

Stratford (Chester). Of these Comptons Lloyd, Burnet and Stratford 

were committed to comprehension. The 'inferior' clergy were 

Stillingfleet (Dean of St. Paulls)y Patrick (Bishop elect Chiches- 

ter), Tillotson (Dean of Canterbury)p Meggott (Dean of Winchester), 

Sharp (Dean of Norwich)y Montague (Master of Trinity College), 

Kidder (Dean elect of Peterborough), Aldrich (Dean of Christ Church), 

Jane (Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford)q Hall (Lady Margaret 

Professor of Divinity at Oxford)q Beaumont (Regius Professor of 

Divinity at Cambridge)y Goodman (Archdeacon of Middlesex)p Beveridge 

(Archdeacon of Colchester), Batteley (Archdeacon of Canterbury)p 

Alston (Archdqacon of Essex), Tenison (Archdeacon of St. Paulls)y 
(Prj69Kd or St. A44 2) yA; Wlte CP1610d * CUOACIMý); Cjrove (, 0e9kAd4F rl- PAVJ r) 

A 
and Williams (Prebend of St. Paulls). Of these, Stillingfleet, 

Patrickq Tillotsonp Sharpq Kidderp and Tenison were committed to 

comprehension. Those actually committed to comprehension or who had 

previously achieved a rapport with Nonconformists numbered only ten 

out of thirty. 

The terms under which the Commission was summoned were all 

that Tillotson could desire* Certain 'forms ... rites and Ceremonies' 

used in Divine Worshipy were generally acknowledged to be 'indifferent' 

(1) Carpenterg Tenison, 100 footnote 1; R. Kidderp Autobiographyl 
141 in S. H. Cassany Lives of the Bishops of Bath and Wells 
(1829); Luttrell It 581- Regarding the meetings of the Comm- 
issionp Morrice notedp 'They do not intend to take any of the 
Nonconformists into the debate nor to have any respect to them 
therein'. Morrice Q, 601. (See also 611). 
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and hencey where offence was given to any groupt change should be 

considered. The Book of Canons was 'fit to be reviewed'. -The 
defects and abuses in the ecclesiastical courts and jurisdictions', 

and the absence of machinery 'for the removing of scandalous 

ministerSIp made this an apt area for examination and reformation. 

Hence, to facilitate the unity of His Majesty's Protestant subjeotep 

the King empowered the thirty Commissioners, or any nine of them 

(three being Bishops) 

'to meet from time to time... to prepare such alterations 

and amendments to the liturgy and canonsp and such propos- 

als for the reformation of ecclesiastical courts and to 

consideAuch other matters' h 

asp in their judgement, might most conduce to the unity of Their 

Majestyst Protestant subjectsp and to present a report to Convoc- 

ation for its approval. This report wouldp 'when approved', be 

presented to Their Majesties and to Parliament andq if it were 

judged fit, it would be 'established in due form of law'. Beyond 

doubt9 the comprehensive nature of the terms of reference and the 

quasi-legislative power given to the Commissionersp represented 

Tillotson's scheme in practice: 
(') 

here was the opportunity he had 

sought to provide the terms of a comprehension to both the over- 

demanding Presbyterians and to the prejudice-ridden Convocation 

already cut, and half dried. This, in any event, was the theory. 

The eighteen sessions of the special Commission took place 

between 10 October and 18 November. From the beginning it was 

deprived 'of its natural and authoritative leadership, by the 

(1) Carpenter, Tenisony 99-100; Luttrell 1,581. 
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absence of the Non-jurers who did not have places on it. 
(') 

In 

addition the Archbishop of York$ the Bishops of Carlisle and LIXeter 

and Drs. Beaumontp Montague and Batteleyp who did have places on itq 

indicated their antipathy to its work by not attending any of its 

sessions, while Spraty JaneyAldrich and Meggott boycotted the 

Commission after the third session. 
(2) 

From this time the Latitud- 

inarians - who did much of the work of the Commission on unofficial 

sub-committees proceeded 

towards their fait accompli with speed and satisfaction. 
(3) 

But it 

was not surprising thatp in a pamphlet attributed to William Sherlock, 

the Commission should be described as the 'tool' of 'the Latitudemen't 

'assuming men' whog having brought about a political revolutiong were 

trying to accommodate the Church to a new order. 
(4) 

The Reportp which produced 'violent scenes' in Convocation on 

21 Novemberp was as detailed and wide-ranging as the terms of 

reference of the Commission had suggested it should be. Some of 

the ground covered was neutral but alterations in the liturgy con- 

tained in Articles 8-16 contained concessions to Dissenters. Article 

1 abolished chanting in divine servicep Article 3 conceded to the 

Dissenters their objection to the use of 'apocryphal lessonalp 

Article 6 established Lent fasts as merely 'extra-ordinary acts of 

devotion' and asserted that the distinction regarding meat-eating 

was unimportanty and Article 5 made kneeling at the Sacrament 

(1) N. Sykesy From Sheldon to Seckers Aspects of English Church 
Historyp 1660-1768 (1959)y 87- 

(2) Carpenterg Tenison, 101-103. ýALBirchq Tillotsong 1CI3-194- 
(3) Morrice Qp 611; R. Kidderp Autobiographyq 142 in S. H. 

Cassang Lives of the Bishops of Bath and Wells (1829); Carpenterg 
Tenisong 102-1,05- 

(4) A Letter to A Friend containing some Queries about the New 
Commission (1689) cited Uarpenterg Tenison, 110. 
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optional. Article 8 altered the title of 'priest' to 'minister' 

and Article 18 established thaty if any minister refused the 

surplice the bishop, if the parishioners desired ity might substi- 

tute another who would accept it. Article 19 made god-fathers and 

god-mothers optional at baptisms and Article 21 - on an issue which 

raisedIthe fiercest passions' on both Commission and in Convocation 

settled the vexed question of re-ordination in the following terms; 

those ordained during the period in which there had been no bishops 

and those ordained by presbyters since the Restoration must seek 

re-ordination from a bishop butp in re-ordaining themy the bishop 

would use the formulap 'if thou art not already ordainedp I ordain 

thee'. Tenison and Tillotson had argued that re-ordination should 

not be insisted on; hence this was a concession by the Commissioners 

to the prejudices of Convocation and Parliament. 
(') 

But the success of the Tory reaction in the Church was such, 

that when Convocation met even a concession on this major point 

could not save the Report. The first act of the Lower House was to 

elect Dr. Jane as Prolocutor) as opposed to Tillotson, by a majority 

of two to one. This set the tone for the succeeding debates, in 

which the most persistent champions of the Report were Tenisong 

Kidder and Fowler. William realised that the Report could not 

survive and adjourned Convocation from 13'December to 14 January, 

and then dissolved it with the Convention Parliament. Hence the 

majority against comprehension was never counted. 
(2) 

(1) Luttrell 1,607; H. Prideauxq The Life of the Reverend Humphrey 
Prideauxv Dean of Norwich (1748). 52; Carpenterp Tenisony 106- 
107Y 108) 109P 115- See morrice Q, 611,6229 635-6p 639-41P 
646-7. 

(2) Morrice Q, 647-8; Morrice R9 29-31; Luttrell Il 607p 608; 
H. Prideauxp OP Citp 52-1; bp 59p 60; Carpentery Tenisonp 
115-116. 
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In championing the cause of comprehension between 1681 and 

1686 the Latitudinarians had had to contend with a violent Anglican 

reaction against Dissenters. 
(') 

They contended with the same phenom- 

enon in 1689, though now it was directed especially against the 

Presbyterians. But if this was the -Devil they were used top on the 

other side was the Deep Blue Sea; a Presbyterian party which, for the 

time beingy appeared insatiable for concessions. They had sought to 

accommodate themselves to both hazards by (almost) ignoring bothq 

hoping that a detailedt 'cut-and-driedt answer would be accepted 

merely because it was given. Perhaps the Deans could not see that 

being 'cut-and-dried' might also be used as an argument for rejection 

by both sides. William Wake may have forseen this but found consol- 

ation in the fact that at least a last attempt was being made. He 

also expected that an anti-Church reaction among Dissenters would 

follow the death of comprehension at the hands of Convocation; 
(2) 

in 

this he was wrong. There was little Nonconformist reaction to the 

anti-climax of November and December 1689. They had expected 

nothing better from Convocation, and had written off comprehension 

eight months before. The Latitudinarians had never been more than 

a small minority among Churchmen and the commitments undertaken 

between May and July 1688 had been made at the instigation of an 

Archbishop of Canterbury who was no longer a part of the scene. 

Hence the majority that would decide the ultimate fate of comprehen- 

sion would be the silent consensus among Anglican clergymenp under 

whose aegis persecution had continued up to the eve of the 1687 

(1) See above pp- 354-355P 357P 360-3619 370- 

(2) N. Sykes, William Wake Archbishop of Canterbury 1657-1737 
(1957) IP 49- 

/ 
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Indulgencep and under whose influence the rapprochementp so necessary 

to a Church faced with the policy of James 119 had been delayed until 

January 1688. 

2 

Whilst the Churchmen had been quarrelling over comprehensionv 

the sects had been taking advantage of the Toleration Act. Pessi- 

mists among the Presbyterians had predicted that the Act would result 

in a rapid expansion of Sectarian activity'and a situation in which 

'any illiteratep conceited person with a ready tongue' would be able 

to enrol as a preacher. 
(') 

The reality hardly fell short of the 

prediction. Between 1689 and 1690y 927 temporary places of Noncon- 

formist worshipp and 251 permanent onesp were registered under the 

terms of the Actq and between 1691 and 1710 a further 29'77.6 were 

licenced. 
(2) 

Outbreaks of Ienthusiasm'q of epidemic proportional 

took place in some parts and there were 

reports of Independent Congregationsp who chose their own 

ministers and determined their fitness for ordinationy accepting 

men who had no ministerial training or any qualification for the 

ministry beyond a willingness to swear allegiance and sign their 

acceptance Ofthe Thirty-Nine Articles*(3 
) 

This obvious means of 

(1) Bolamp 113-114- 
(2) E. D. Bebbp Nonconformity and. Social and -Economic Life 1660- 

1800 (1935)t - 174, # 
(3) Bolamp 113-11, <SWT. G. Crippenj 'Congregationalism in the Pen 

Countrylp CHST VI (1913-1915)9 415; G. - F. Nuttallp 'The 
Early Congregational Conception of the Church't CHST XIV 
(1940-44)9 200. 
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making up the numerical deficiencies evident after the 1687 Indul- 

gence in the ranks of the ministers of the two larger sects 
(1) 

was 

one of the causes of the eventual break-up of the Presbyterian- 

Congregationalist Union. The religious enthusiasm that followed 

the parliamentary toleration was also to throw up the man whose case 

was to occasion the split; Richard Davies. A full scale religious 

revival had taken place in Northamptonshire under the leadership of 

Daviesp and was soon spreading By the decision of an Independent 
(60. 

congregation at Rothwell he was ordainedy and by his own decision 

missionaries wereq without examination, ordained and sent out to the 

mushroomingccngregations in NorthamPtonshire, Huntingdonshireq North 

Bedfordshire and, Cambridgeshire. 
(2) 

Revival was also apparent in Baptist circles. Doctrinal 

heterodoxy resultant from the devolution of congregations had led to 

a serious crisis among the General Baptists 1660 - 1688 which had 

threatened their existence as a separate seetp but there were SOW. 

signs of recuperation in 1689. The revival among the Particular 

Baptists was on a larger scalev beginning in London and ultimately 

penetrating the North. 
(3) 

But with the removal of all restraints 

upon the religious aotivity of the sectsp there reappeared concomit- 

ant phenomena which had accompanied the absence of such restraints 

under the Commonwealth: first, the enthusiasms' and 'crude 

(1) See above PP. 76-78P 81-83- 
(2) Iyon Turner MS. 89*26,209 21; T. Colemans Memorials of the 

Independent Churches in Northamptonshire (1853)p 53-56; 
Bolamp 115-117- 

(3) R. G. Torbetv A History of Baptists, (1966)9 53-54; Whitingp 
132; W. T* Whitleyp ffýS& 744 li, 7-W? 

w. T. Whitley (ed)q Minutes of the General Baptist 
Churches of England (1908) Ij xix. See B* R. Whitel 'The 
Baptists of Readingg 1652-17151P BQXXII (1967-8)9 249- 
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incoherences', which Baxter had frequently condemned; 
(') 

secondp 

the propensity forsectarian bickering on points of casuistryv of 

which Baxter was frequently guilty and never more so than now. 

With the exception of Baxter and one or two associatesp 
(2) 

the Presbyterians involved in the plan for a Presbyterian-Congregat- 

ionalist Union had initially been from the 'Duckling' faction. Such 

a union came near to being achieved in 1688. 
(3) 

Whilst the 'Duck- 

lings' shared a common Calvinism with the Congregationalists which 

they did not share with the 'Dons', there were still points of 

difference between Presbyterians like Dr. Samuel Annesley-and Oliver 

Heywoodý and Congregationalists like George Griffiths, Thomas Jolly 
WA 

Matthew Mead who Weve aa champions 

of the. project for a 'Happy Unionl. 
(4) 

The most important 

of these differences was that the Presbyterians continued to pay lip- 

service to the idea of a state establishment on a parochial basist 

with some form of 'synodical control's whilst any form of central 

organisation was anathema to the Congregationalists. On Communion 

the Presbyterians held that everyone should be eligible unless 

specifically excluded as 'unfit's while Congregationalists held that 

no one was 'fit' for Communion unless they could 'bring evidence of 

the work of the Holy Spirit in their souls'. On ordination the 

Congregationalists placed the responsibility in the hands of the 

individual congregation, not deeming an 'examination' necessary, 

while Presbyterians believed in ordination by senior-ministry after 

(1) See above pp. lp-11. 

(2) See Powickey 177; above, P. 38- 

(3) See aboveg P- 42. 

(4) CRp 13- 14P 2379 '260,3019 348; Gordonp 160t 
361. 
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a rigorous 'examination' (spiritual and academic). 
(') 

To these differences were added the even more divergent 

views of the Dons asp by a gradual mutation during 16899 they 

chan ged fromIreconcilers' to separatists. Batesp Howe, Morrice 

and Williams all became supporters of the union project. 
(2 ) 

To 

Congregationalists like Isaac Chauncyq Thomas Cole and Nathaniel 

Matherp the Arm inian Donst with their talk of lorganisation' and 

indifference to Idisciplinelp were indistinguishable from Churchmenp 

and a conflict was set in motion before the Union was formed. 
(3) 

To these frictions were also addedq during 1689 and 1690, the 

enthusiastic support and controversial presence of Vincent Alsop 

and Stephen Lobbq on the one sidep and Roger Flamank and Richard 

Strettong on the otherý who had represented opposite cadses in the 

dispute over collaboration in 1687 and 1688. 
(4) 

The first-practical step to union was the Common Fund Agree- 

ment of iufý 1690. This set up a Fund Board whose function was 

twofolds firstq to relieve any poverty that remained among the 

ministries of the two sects; second, to encourage recruitment for 

the ministry and to provide congregations with pastors whop since 
(5) 

the removal of restrictions in 16879 had been unable to secure t em. 

(1) Bolamv 93-11: ý; G. F. Nuttallp 'The Early Congregational 
Conception of the Churchlý CHST XIV (1940-44)p 197-2009 
202-204- 

(2) Gordonp 155,160; A. G. MattheWBp Congregational Churches in 
Staffordshire (1924), 959 96; CR9 36,200. 

(3) Bolamp 102-103v 105-102Y 113v 114P 117-119; N. Mather to 
T. Jolly, 3 April 16919 DWL Thomas Jolly's Papersy f. 43. 
See R. Thomasy Daniel Williams Presbyterian Bishop (19606-6. 

(4) Wilson IIIP-444; IV, 65; CRI 8, -9,200P 467. 

(5) Bolamq 101; CR9 xvp xvi. See A. G. Matthewsj'Congregational 
Churches in Staffordshire (1924), 95-96. 
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Discussion continued on doctrinal and organisational questions 

during the remainder of 1690p on the basis of an agreement which 

had been worked out between representatives of the two sects at 

Bristol in 1680 and which had actually produced an organic union of 

the sects in Bristol since the Toleration Act. Between October 1690 

and March 1691, howeverg the terms of this agreement were seriously 

modified. 
(') 

In April 1691 'The Heads of Agreement Assented to by 

the United Ministers in and about. London: formerly called Presby- 

terians and Congregationalists 
(2 )was 

signed as the first Phase of 

national union between the two sects. At this stage the 'Happy 

Union' consisted of between eighty and ninety Presbyterian and 

Congregationalist ministers in London and adjoining districts. 
(3) 

From London and Bristol the idea of union upon the principles 

enunciated in 'The Heads of Agreement' was taken up elsewhere. 

Thanks to the groundwork of many years done by Thomas Jollyp a union 

was formed in Lancashire during the same month as the one in London. 

It was later extended to include Cheshireo(4) On 2 September 1691 

Heywood and Stretton patched up another 'union' in West Yorkshire. 
(5) 

The old Exeter Assembly of 1655 was reconvened as The General Meet- 

ing of the United Brethren of the City and County of Exeter and 

County of Devon. 
(6) 

In Norf olk W there had never 

(1) Lyon Turner MS. 89-13Y XI 6; Bolamp 101-102. 
(2) For text see CHST VIII (i920-l923)9 38-48. 
(3) CR9 lxxi;. J. Waddingtony Surrey Congregational History (1866)p 

94. See Cragg 11,252-5- 
(4) Mather PapersqCMHS, 4th Seriesp VIII (1868)v 317-320. 
(5) CRq lxxit 260,467. 

(6) H. P. R. Finberg and W. G. Hoskinsy Devonshire Studies (1952)9 
374; E. Windeattl 'Early Nonconformity in Ashburton', Trans- 
actions of the Devonshire Association XMII (1896)q 9. 

I 
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been a very clear distinction between Congregationalists and Presby- 

terians -Q) 

The divisions that would destroy the union had already begun 

to do so before The Heads of Agreement were signed. Thomas Cole and 

Nathaniel Mather refused to serve as Fund Managers in 1690 and in 

1691, with Richard Taylorp condemned The Heads of Agreement becausep 

among other reasonst the Congregational principles on ordination had 

been compromised by the Presbyterian insistence on ministerial 

control of admissions to the ministry. 
(2) 

In addition Cole was 

already in the thick of an Arminian-Antinomian controversy with 

Bazter. 
(3) 

What had drawn,, Baxter into the controversy was the 

republication in December 1689 by Samuel Crisp of the works of his 

father Tobias Crisp, who had been dead since 1643 but was still 

remembered for his extreme Antinomian views, with an attack on 

Baxter in the Introduction. 
(4) 

Despite attempts by his friends to 

dissuade him: 5ýom-doing so Baxter published two pamphlets condemning 

the Antinomian position andy as if to make doubly sure of the fail- 

ure of the unions followed them up with another re-asserting his 

belief in 'national churchesIv thus calling forthp on both countsp 

the heavy artillery fire of the Independents. 
(5) 

Although tempers were raised among the London pastors by the 

(1) See Harmer MS-76-99 79 12v 26P 31,359 509 529 
64t 66; --71; 76p 85Y 899 1089 1399 149P 161; MS-76.1o, 18,65- 

(2) R. Thomas, Daniel Williams Presbyterian Bishop (1964), 8-9; 
CRp 1259 344; &fstrA 

) ft ) 
(07.4jiWordong 156,1609 240- 

(3) Baxter MSS (Treatises) V, f. 143; Bolamq 10,1. See J. H. 
Colliganp 'The Antinomian Controversylp CHST VI (1913-1915)9 
389-396. 

(4) J. Huntq Religious Thought in England (1870) Iq 253; J- H- 
Colligang op cit. 

(5) Bolamq 401-112, A Powicke, 175,177-8. See B. Daleg A HistorY 
of English Congregationalism (1907), 491--2. 

/ 



567 

summer of 1691f the controversy was essentially centred round 

Baxter; and Baxter died on 8 December 1691. It would have taken 

a major crisis involving all the strands of disagreement to have 

led to a hardening of attitudes among the remaining (cautious) Dons 

against the Independents and to have provoked Annesley and the 

Ducklings to have supported their fellow-Presbyterians against the 

Independents. But such was the Richard Davies Affair. By ordaining 

without examination or consultation$ Davies highlighted the dis- 

agreement over the status of the ministry. By preachingg and 

instructing his ordinands to preachv an extreme form of Antinomianismv 

he brought the doctrinal dispute to a crisis. By eluding all at , tempts 

at what he termed 'synodical control' by the Union of Ministers he 

left everyone clinging to their sectarian labels. 
(') 

Twelve months after the formation of the 'Happy Union' Daniel 

Williams brodght a charge of 'Antinomianism' against Davies at a 

meeting in London of the United Ministersp 
(2) 

and precipitated the 

schism. A month laterp may 1692p he published a manifesto against 

Antinomianism. On 18 May, sixteen other Presbyterian pastors signed 

it; when it went into its second edition on 27 Septemberp forty-eight 

signed it. On 17 October Isaac Chauncy and five other Congregation- 

alists used this as their excuse for withdrawing from the Union. 
(3) 

]During the winter of 1692-39 every Congregationalist left the Board 

of the United Ministersý and the remaining Presbyterians roundly 

(1) R. Thomasp OP city 10-11; Lyon Turner MS. 89.26, ff. 20,21; 
T. Colemanp Memorials of the Independent Churches in Northamp- 
tonshire (1853). 53-56; Bolamq 115-121; Cragg Up 253-4. 

(2) R. Thomas, op cit; Bolamp 117-119- 
(3) Ibid; CRy 112; R. Thomasp op cit. 
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.d 

Davies. 
(') 

By the second anniversary of the signature 

of 'The Heads of Agreement' the Union was dead as far as the Londcn 

pastors were concerned. 
(2) 

Although theYund Board continued in 

existence for a few yearsq all the Congregationalists had dropped 

out by 1695* 
(3) 

After the break-up of the London uniont bickering over the 

Arminian-Antinomian dispute and the other issues raised by the 

Davies Affair spread to the provinces and destroyed the Yorkshire - 

and Bristol unions. 
(4) 

The Exeter Union persisted for a few years 

and those in Lancashire and Cheshire and East Angliat probably due 

to the absence of clear sectarian divisions in these areas, lasted 

into*the next century. 
(5) 

It is nevertheless probably true to say thatq despite the 

rapprochement between the Presbyterian and Congregationalist sects 

between 1662 and 1692, the Union of 1691-2 was in the long-term 

more deleterious than otherwise to the relations of the two sectsý 

and that, at the beginning of the 18th Century$ the distinction 

between them had never been sharper. 
(6 ) 

This is illustrated by the 

fate of the Pinners' Hall Lecture. Since 1662 this weekly lecture, 

at which members of both sects comprised the audience and provided 

the lecturery had been the means by which the union between the two 

groups of London pastors had been negotiated and through which, 

(1) Bolamv 118-119. 
(2) CR9 lxxi. 
(3) Gordong 157,183; Bolamy 121. 
(4) DWL MS-38-34Y Quick MSS Ip ip 4Y 7; Lyon Turner MS. 89-13, XI 

6 b; CRs lxxi; Wilson'III, 444,, SIOV. Dale, 
A History of English Congregationalism (l907)tIr'jCjA? 1, 

(5) Gordony 155-8; Bolamp 102p 121; H. P. R. Finberg and W. G. 
Hoskinsy Devonshire Studies (1952), 374. 

(6) DWL MS-38-48i ff. 16p 24-28P 39. 
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during the reign of James III the Presbyterians had been enabled 

to exert restraint over the Political behaviour of the Independ- 

ents. Under vigorous attack on a charge of Arminianism from 

Nathaniel Matherv John Howep William Bates and Vincent Alsop with- 

drew from the joint lecture in December 1692 and established one of 

their own (in Salters Hall) at the same hour as the old lecture. 

The expulsion of Daniel Williams by the Congregationalists who 

remained then occasioned the resignation of Annesley and Richard 

Mayo (two 'Ducklings') from the Pinners' Hall Lecture. To symbolise 

the unity of the Presbyterians under Congregationalist attack - the 

reconciliation of Dons and Ducklings - Annesley and Mayo were then 

appointed Salters' Hall lecturers. 
(') 

In fact both the mood and 

opportunities created by the Toleration Act had been inimical to 

the chances of success for any schemefor sectarian union. Congreg- 

ationalist and Presbyterian congregationsp in areas not involved in 

any of the unionsy which had worshipped together under pressure of 

persecution (replaced after 1687 by fear of the Popish Menace)q 

were separating in 1689 and building their. own meeting-houses. 

Between the Toleration Act and the formation of the 'Happy Union, 

in the spring of 1691t joint sectarian congregations in Newbury, 

Andover, Ashwicky Cambridgel Gloucestery Newport Pagnell, Shepton 

Mallett and Whitehaven which had held together over many yearsq split 

up and went their separate ways. 
(2) 

Despite the ýrobable importance of the rapprochement between 

the two larger sects for the reign of James Up the union project 

(1) Williams Ip xii-xiii; Wilson IIv 249-252. 

(2) DINL MS-38.669 11-14; Walter Wilson MS. J, ip 89; Up 2039 305; 
iiiý 368; ivv 254; MS-553DP 42. 
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hadp in the event, proved to be a blind alley. With the restraints 

of persecution and the threat implicit in a Roman Catholic regime 

removedq the advantages which most sectarians had seen in the union 

disappeared; just as the advantages of comprehension disappeared, 

for many Anglicansq with James himself. Hence Presbyterians and 

Congregationalistsp like Quakers and Baptists, could concentrate on 

enjoying the full benefits of the freeg pluralistic ecclesiastical 

society that the enactment of toleration had czeated. Clearlyv 

these benefits included proselytising without restrictiong among 

other Nonconformist folds as well as that of the Church(') and a 

cultivation of doctrinal and organisational idiosyncrasiesý rather 

than any 'latitudinarian' or 'ecumenical' desire to compromise. 

The desire to compromise had been brought about by certain unplea- 

ant necessitiesp the last of which had buen removed by the Toleration 

Act. The Toleration Act had not only initiated the trends that would 

overthrow the 'Happy Union' but had made it unnecessary; a restraint 

on the enjoyment of the full benefits of toleration. 
(2) 

The discord which characterised inter-sectarian relations 

after toleration was also evident in the relationships between the 

Dons and the Church but, because of the Tory reaction within the 

(1) See H. M. Spuffordq 'Dissenting Churches in Cambridgeshire from 
1660-1700 9 Proceedings of the Cambridge Antiquarian Societyp 
LXI (1968; j 83. 

(2) That external forces - the threat of persecution or the visceral 
fear of a Catholic menace - provided the main force behind the 
desire for compromise which led to the Happy Union may be illus- 
trated by the fact thaty in the absence of analagous pressuresq 
the movement to amalgamate the Presbyterians and the Congreg- 
ationalists did not re-emerge until the 20th Century. 
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Church and the failure of Comprehensionp it was even more pronounced. 

If the Happy Union had done long-term damage to relations between 

the sectsp the comprehension project of 1688-9 had severed the 

connections between Church and Dissent. The rapprochement between 

the Latitudinarians and the Dons which had been achieved in January 

1688 and which had been sundered as the Deans had sought to achieve 

comprehension on their-owng was never re-established. Despite the 

elevation of the Latitudinarians to the high places of the Church 

under William Comprehension was never resurrected and the element 

in the Church which was prepared to sacrifice some of its formalism 

in the. interests of an extended communion on fundamentalist principles 

was ultimately to find new forms of expression which would tendq 

rather) to further fragmentation. 

After 1689 comprehension ceased to be 'practical politics'-(I) 

Hence the only connection between Church and Dissent thereafter was 

a politic one; the partial conformers after 1689 did not have the 

motives of the Dons. 
(2) 

During the auttimn session of the Convention 

Parliament a last attempt had been made by the Nonconformist poli- 

ticians to secure some approximation toward political emancipation 

through a revision of the Corporation Acty involving the abolition 

of the sacramental test. 
(3) 

This failed, and the Act for Restoring 

Corporations did little more than restozethe status quo of 1675, 

which returned power in local government to the Tories. (4) 
Hence 

the obvious via media for those Nonconformists wishing to avoid the 

(1) Carpenterp Tenisony 116. 

(2) G. Holmesp Religion and Party in Late Stuart Englandq Historical 
Association. G. 86. (1975)p 15- 

(3) Morrice Qp 578-8o, 607- 

(4) Morrice Qv 592; ' Laceyt 240-242,365-bn. 116. 
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disabilities imposed by the Test and Corporation Acts and to enjoy 

the same legal privileges as Anglicans was to take the Sacrament 

once during the prescribed period. 
(') 

The fear of the Nonconform- 

ist political potential that had been a major reason for the Angli- 

can persecution up to 1687Y 
(2) 

and which had provoked the Tory 

reaction that had dished comprehension in 16899 was also to lead 

Tory politicians to make four attempts during Anne's reign - in 1702, 

17039 1704 and 1711 - to make occasional conformity illegal. Thanks 

to the efforts of Whig politicians and bishops the first three of 

these were unsuccessful and the last only temporarily successful. 
(3) 

The demise by the end of 1689 of comprehensionp and the last 

hopes of Nonconformist political emancipationy meant that by and 

large those groups who had veered toward the Churcht and favoured 

the retention of what the Church argued were her statutory bulwarks 

against Catholicism during the reign of James 119 and alone among 

the Nonconformists had welcomed the Revolutiony had failed to 

achieve their objectives in the Revolution Settlement. Those groups 

who had on the other hand favoured a parliamentary tolerationy and 

had hence resisted enticementp and those who had collaborated with 

James IIp being little concerned with emancipationg found the 

(1) Carpenters Tenison, 116-117; G. Holmesý op cit. 
(2) See Cragg Is 166. 
(3) For ton years. Carpenters Tenison, 116-119; G. Holmesp op cits 

17-19; G. V. Bennettý 'Conflict in the ChurchIv Britain after 
the Glorious Revolution 1689-17149 ed. G. Holmes (1968), 167P 
1689 172; J. E. Manningp History of Upper Chapel Sheffield 
(1900)9 9. Together with the fear of Nonconformist political 
potentials Anglicans during the period between 1689 and 1714 
also exaggerated the significance for the Church itself of the 
growth of Nonconformist congregations and academies andq since 
Nonconformist academies still had no legal status, continued 
to harass them. T. G. Crippenq 'Richard Frankland and his 
Academy's CHST II (1905-1906)p 425-6; G. V. Bennettq op citq 
162; G. Holmesp op cit, 8-9,10-22. 
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consummation of their aims in the Toleration Act. The probable 

failure of James II's electoralcampaigng(') the national mood as 

catalogued by Bonrepos in the autumn of 1688 before the landing, (2) 

(3) , the possible onset of the Tory reaction before the landingg and 

the abatement of Anglican fears during the summer of 1688 regarding 

the probable upshot of the projected Parliamentp(4) leave it open to 

doubt whether the Parliamentary S6ttlement of 16899 as far as Noncon- 

formists were concernedp would have been appreciably different had 

the Revolution not taken place. It is less open to doubt that any 

difference there would have been - through the continued dependence 

of the Churchmen on Ncnconformist support - would have tended to 

benefit those groups whop thirteen months after the Revolution, were 

forced to contemplate the failure of their hopes and what they 

regarded as the treachery of their friends* 

(1) See above, Pp. 520-526. 
(2) Bonrepos au Roig Archives Nationales Kv 13519 No- 4, ff- 51P 

53P 549 59- 
(3) See Every, 25- 
(4) See abovev PP- 524 526. 
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APPENDIX ONE 

I 
ITEM A 

A PROCLAMATION OF THE KING'S MAJESTIES MOST 

GRACIOUS AND GENERAL PARDON 

Given at our Court at Whitehall the tenth day of March 

168516. In the Second Year of Our Reign 

JAMES R. 

Whereas soon after our coronationy we had given order for 

preparing of a Billp containing our most gracious generall and 

free Pardon to our loving subjectsv with intention to have passed 

the same into an Act in the first session of our Parliamentg but 

were unhappily prevented therein by the late most unnatural Rebel- 

lion whichi since it hath pleased Almighty God by His blessing upon 

our arms to suppress, we have thought fit to renew our princely 

intentions of grace and mercy to our subjects, especially consider- 

ing the steadfast loyalty of the far greater number of oux subjectsp 

who continued firm in their obedience to us notwithstanding that 

Rebellions And being persuaded that many of those who joined them- 

selves in that Rebellion being poor labourers and handicraftemeng 

were drawn and seduced thereinto by the subtle and crafty ins; 4UOt- 

ions of some ill-disposed persons of greater Note and Quality than 

themselves and not from their own evil rancour of mind and traitorous 

aversion to Us or Our Governmentl whose condition we in our princely 

clemency commiserating; And tb the end their fears and despair of 

our mercy may not betray them to evil and lewd courses of lifeg but 

that they may with safet, y return to their obedience to usp and to 

their former habitationsp labourspand, employments. And that the 

minds of other our subjects may be quietedp and that all fears and 
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jealousies which may concern their security for any matter since 

our reign, or in the reign of our late Dearly beloved Brotherp be 

removed and wholly taken aWayp as much as in us lies, we of our 

especial grace and tenderness to our peoplep do hereby publish 

and declare this Our most Royal and Gracious Pardon; And we do 

hereby for usp our heirs and successorsy pardong acquity release 

and discharge all and every our subjects (except bodies politick 

and incorporate and, such other persons who shall be herein or 

hereby excepted) of this Our Realm of Etiglandq Dominion of Walesp 

and the Town of Berwick-upon-Tweedg their heirsp executorsp and 

administratorsy them and every of them against us, our heirs and 

successorsy of and from all manner of treasons, felonies, mispris- 

ions of treason or felonyp treasonable or seditious words or libelsp 

seditious and unlawful meetings and conventiclesp all offences 

whereby any person may be charged with the Penalty and Danger of 

Praemunire; all riotsp routs$ offencesp contemptep trespasseep and 

misdemeanours and all judgments and convictions for not coming to 

Church, and off and from the forfeitures and penalties for the samep 

or any of them heretofore hadp committed or done, except as herein 

or herby aftei is excepted. And Our Will and Pleasure isp that 

neither our said subi ectsror any of themp nor the heirs, executors, 

or administrators of any of them be, or shall be suedp vexed or 

disquieted in their bodiesp goods or chattlop lands or tenaments, 

for any manner of mattery causep contempt, misdemeanourp forfeitureq 

offenceg or any other thing heretofore sufferedp doney or committed 

or omitted against us or Our late Brotherv His or Our Crownp Dignityl 

Prerogative, Laws or Statutes) and not-herein or hereby after excepted. 

And this Our Grant of General Pardonp by the general wcrds, clauses 

and sentences before rehearsedp shall be reputed, deemed, adjudgedo 

expounded, allowed and taken in all manner of Our Courts and elsewhere, 
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most beneficially and liberally for our said subjectsý thereby 

pardoned in all things not hereafter exceptedq as if their partic- 

ular persons and crimes had herein been at large and fully expressed. 

EA list of the 'crimes excepted from the General Pardonp including 

Itreasons committed or done in the parts beyond the seasp or in any 

other place out of this realm1p and all forms of theftp murde; and 

sexual crimep and frau3 

Excepted also all persons who after conviction or attainder ofq 

or for any manner of treasong or misprisions of treason have been 

transported, and such attainted of other notorious crimes or felonies 
&ýS' + 

have been ordered or directed to be transported int I Our Foreign 

Plantations. 

Except also all and every person and persons who in a traitorous 

and hostile manner invaded this Our Realm with James Scott late Duke 

of Monmouth, and all and every other person or persons who in the 

time of the late Rebellion under the said late Duke of Monmouth were 

officers or had the name or repute of being office-rs in his army. 

[Phe nameý of the rebels and their families are included; in addition 

a number of 'fugitives and persons fled from our justice into parts 

beyond the seas ... who shall not return and render themselvesto Our 

Chief Justice or some Justice of the Peace before the nine and twentieth 

day of September next ensuing' and a few common criminals. This list 

of exceptions from the Pardon included Stephen Lobbv William Gauntq 

John Manleyq Richard Goodenough, Nathaniel Wadev John Trenchard, John 

Wildmanq Titus Oatesy Robert Ferguson and about one hundred and forty 

otheraq the vast majority of whom came from places in the West Country3. 

Provided that no process of utlary at the suit of any person 

plaintiffs shall be by virtue of this Our Pardon stayed or avoided, 

unless'the defendant appear and put in baill where by law bail it; 

necessary, and take forth a writ of S&e facias against the party at 
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whose suit he was outlawed. And that this Our Pardon be not 

allowed to discharge any outlawry after judgmentp till satisfaction 

or agreement be made to or with the party at whose suit the utlary 

was obtained. And Our Will and Pleasure that this present Pardon 

shall be of as good force and effect to pardon and discharge all and 

singular the pnmises above mentionedp and intended to be pardoned 

and dischargedv as if we should by letters patents under the Great 

Seal have granted particular pardons to every one of our subjects. 

And for the better manifestation of Our Gracious Intentions and 

Desire herein we do give leave that any of our subjects not herein 

excepted, may take and sue out our particular pardony pursuant to 

the tenor hereof. And for that purpose we shall direct our Secret- 

aries of State to present warrants to us for Our Signatureq and give 

order to Our Attorney General or Solicitorp to prepare Bills for 

passing pardons to such as shall desire the same. Provided alwayst 

that this Our General Pardon shall not extend to any person that 

were in actual arms against us in, the late Rebellion in the Westp 

who being now within this Realm, shall not within three months after 

the publication hereof lay hold of this Our Pardony and testify the 

same by their peaceable returning to their former habitationsq 

labours and employments. 

GOD SAVE THE KING 

[fhe London Gazette No. 21209 from 11 March to 15 March 1685/6] 

ITEM B 

THE KING'S WARRANT TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL 

15 MARCH 1685/6 

[rhis warrant, styled by Quaker sources as 'The Mandatetq enabled 
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the Quakers as a seat to take advantage of the provisions of the 

General Pardon] 

Whereas we are given to understand that several of our subjects, 

commonly called Quakersq in the schedules hereunto annexedg are 

either convicted or upon process in order to their conviction of 

praemunire for not swearing or indictedp or presented for not coming 

to Churchy or convicted for the sameg and several of them have been 

returned into our_Exchequerp and in charge for E20 per mensemp accord- 

ing to the Statutes in the case provided; and some of them lie in 

prison upon Writs de Excommunicato Capiendop and other processes for 

the causes aforesaidp and we being willing that our said subjectst 

and other of our subjects commonly called Quakersq who are or have 

been prosecutedt indictedt convictedp or imprisoned for any the causes 

aforesaid should receive the full benefit of our General Pardony 

which we have been pleased to grant to our loving subjects by our 

Royal Proclamationg with all possible ease to them: our will and 

pleasure isp and we do hereby authoriseq willp and require you to 

cause such of our subjects commonly called Quakersp who are in prison 

for any the causes aforesaidp to be forthwith discharged out of prisont 

and forthwith to stop and dischargey or cause to be dischargedt by 

giving our consent on our behalft all finest forfeiturest or sums of 

money charged upon any of our subjects commonly called Quakerev for 

not coming to Churchp or set upon them upon any process for the sanet 

as also all'processesg indictmentst presentments and convictioneg for 

any of the said causesq by ent'ring Noli prosequil or otherwise as 

you shall judge necessaryp for rendering that our Pardon most effect- 

ual and beneficial for our said subjects. And for your so doing this 

shall be your warrant. 

Given at our Court atWhitehall the 15th day of March 1685-6p in 

the second year of our reign. By His Majesty's Command. Sunderland, P. 

[2 44/336,391-2] 



£or 

APPENDIX TWO 

A TABULAR ANALYSIS OF THE ADDRESSES SENT TO JAMES II'IN 

THANKS FOR THEDECLARATION OF INDULGENCE OF APRIL 1687 

A preliminary division may be made between addresses from 

'substantial interestsly groups capable of influencing the choice 

of ITs and assisting the King's programme; and addresses-, 'from 

llighý-weight interestsIq groups which were not necessarily capable 

of lending effective assistance to the King's programme. 

A. ADDRESSES FROM SUBSTANTIAL INTERESTS 

Mayorsp Corporations, Grand Juries, High Stewardsp 
Burgesses and Capital Citizens 

(x in any column indicates affirmative) 

12 1 4 5- 6 1 
Date London Addressers Alluded Thanks Excess- Contained 
Sent Gazette (abbreviated) to the given ively an offer 

Number necess- for HM's fulsome to co-op 
ity of under- in erate 
Parlia- taking language i. e. by 
ment's to electing 
approval protect compliant 

Church UPS. 

1687 

April 2238 Corporationp 
rpn+ npq 

May 2242 JFsp Grand 
Juryp 
Middlesex x 

June 2250 Barristersp 
Middle Temple (1) 

2250 Corporationp 
Richmond x 

2250 Corporationp 
Chester x 
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1 2 11 
.16 

June 2251 Corporation, 
Penzance x 

2252 Carporationg 
York x 

2252 Grand Juryp 
Middlesex 

2252, Corporationy 
Newcastle-u-Lyne x 

2254 Corporationy 
Gloucester xx 

2254 Corporation, 
Berwick x 

July 2257 Grand Juryp 
Westminster x 

2257 Grand Juryp 
Southwark x 

2260 Grand Juryp 
Wallingford x 

2263 Grand Juryp 
Oakham x 

2269 Grand Juryp 
Durham 

Aug. 2266 Burgessesp 
Ejej Suffolk x 

2268 Grand Juryp 
Hereford x 

2269 Corporationg 
New Windsor x 

2270 Corporationg 
Tavistock x 

2271 Corporationg 
Bath 

2273 Corporationp 
Ludlow x 

2273 Corporation of 
Clothiers (2) 

2273 Corporation of 
Masterbuilders 

2273 Bailiffs and 
Recordersp 
Bewdly 
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12 6 

Sept. 2275 Ccwporationy 
Lancaster x 

2275- Grand Juryý 
Lancaster 

2276 Corporationp 
Woodstock x 

2276 Corporationg 
Wallingford 

2276 Grand Juryp 
Merioneth 

2276 Carporation of 
Stroud-Water 
Clothiers 

2276 Freemen of 
Rein bury X, 

2276 Grand Jury, 
Northumberland xx 

2282 Corporation 9 
Thetford x 

2282 Ccrporationq 
Garstangp Lance. x 

2282 Freeholders of 
Ludgehallq Wilts. 

Oct. 2285 Lord Mayorg Alder- 
meng City of 
London 

2286 Grand Juryp 
Lincoln x x 

2287 Corporation 
of London 
Stationers 

2287 Corporationy 
King's Lynn 

2287 Corporationp 
Colchester x 

2287 Corporationp 
Yarmouth 

2287 Trinity Collegeý 
Dublin x 

2288 Corporation of 
Barbers and 
Surgeons 

I 
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12 34 6 

Oct. 2288 Goldsmiths and 
Burgessesq Hull x x 

2289 Royal Society of 
Apothecaries 

2290 Company of 
Clockworkers 

2290 Company of 
Mercers 

2290 Seamen of 
Trinity Housep 
Hull 

Nov. 2291 Grand Inquestp 
Weymouth 

2292 Company of 
Glovers 

2292 Ccrporationj 
ChardpSomerset)k x 

2293 Corporation, 
Hull xx x 

2294 Company of 
Cooks 

2296 Company of 
Distillers 

2297 Mystery of 
Cutlers 

2297 Company of 
Goldsmiths 

2297 Company of 
Haberdashers 

2297 Company of 
Joiners 

2297 Company of 
Weavers 

2297 Burgessesy 
Doncaster x 

2297 Corporationt 
Hertford x 

Dec. 2300 Company of 
Bakers 

Pohe(*n an-Yvww,,! 



605 
1 2 4 6 

Dec. 2303 St. Thomas's 
Hospital - - 

2307 Company of 
Merchant 
Tailors 

1688 

Jan. 2311 Society of the 
Inner Temple 

2313 Grand Jury, 
Common Council, 
Gloucester x x 

2313 Corporationt 
Newcastle-u-Lyne (3) x x 

2314 Company of 
Plumbers 

2315 Grand Jury, 
Exeter 

2315 Company of 
Skinners 

Feb. 2317 Company of 
Free Fishermen - 

2318 Corporationt 
Portsmouth - 

2320 Magistrates and 
Clergy, Guernsey. -x 

2322 Common Councily 
Abingdon -- x 

2323 Company of 
Painters -- 

2325 Corporationp 
Tewkesbury -- x x 

2327 Corporation, 
Reading X- x 

Mar. 2328 Corporationp 
Nottingham x X x 

2329 Grand Jury, 
Essex xX x 

2330 Grand Jury, 
Buckingham x 

2332 &qqmlzs. 

Bri7dport x X 
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Mar. 2333 Company of, 
Cordwairwrs 

2334 Grand Juryq 
York x 

Apr. 2335 Corporationg 
Banbury 

2336 Grand Juryp 
Gloucester xx 

2339 Grand Inquestq 
Stafford xx 

2341 Grand Jury, 
Monmouth x 

NOTES: 

(1) This was the only address which extolled the Royal Prerogative. 

(2) None of the addresses sent by the Chartered Livery Companies, of 
which this was the firstp contained any kind of political 
commitment or allusion. 

(3) Immediately after remodellingp the new corporation often sent 
an address. The address of the 

' 
new corporation was usually 

more compliant than that of the old. 

B. ADDRESSES FROM LIGHT-WEIGHT INTERESTS 

Small isolated groups of believers from the various sectsp 
whose electoral effectiveness had been reduced by the years 
of sporadic persecution. 

1267 

Date London Addressers contained alluded excess- contained 
Sent Gazette reference to the ively an offer 

Number to past necess- fulsome of co- 
perse- ity of in operation 
oution Parlia- language 

ment's 
approval 

1687 Presbyterians 

April 2238 City of 
London xx? (a) 

May 2246 Bristol xx? (b) 

2248 Norwich 

June 2253 Dublin x 



607 

1 2 1 1 5- 6 

Aug. 2265 Colchester x x 

2267 Scotland 

Sept. 2274 Macclesfield 
(with 
Independents) 

2278 Derbyshire and 
Nottinghamshire x 

2280 Edinburgh x 

2282 Nottingham x 

Oct. 2287 East Somerset x 

2287 Hull x x 

2289 King's Lynn 

Nov. 2295 Maidstonep Kent 

1687 Congregationalists 

Apr. 2238 City of 
London x x ? 

May 2242 Norwich ? (d) 

June 2250 Ipswich and 
Bury St. Edmunds x 

2250 Yarmouth x x x (e) 

July 2256 Devon x 

Aug. 2265 Norfolk x x M 

2272 Monmouthshire x 

Sept. 2282 North Wales and 
Shrewsbury 

Nov. 2295 Hitchin x x (g) 

1687 Ba, ýti a ts/Conp,, regati onali ate 
- (joint) 

May 2243 Gloucestershire x 

2246 Bristol x 

Oct. 2287 Pembrokeq Caer- 
martheng Cardigan 
and Glamorgan x 
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1 2 6 

1687 Baptiste 

April 2234 City of 
London x ? (h) 

May 2241 Leicestershire X 

2244 Staffordshirej 
Nottinghamshire 
and Derbyshire x ? 0) 

2244 Cheshire and 
Shropshire x ? (k) 

June 2752 Kent x 

2255 Middlesexq 
Hertfordshirep 
Oxf ordsh ire p 
Buckinghamshirep 
Warwickshirep 
Northamptonshirep 
Lincolnshiref 
Huntingdonshiret 
Bedf ords hire, 
Cambridgeshirev 
Essex-, Kentp Sussexj 
Surreyf Hampshireq 
and Dorset xX 

Nov. 2294 Oxfordshire and 
Berkshire X 

1687 Quakers 

April 2238 London X 

May 2245 Yearly Meeting XX 

June 2252 Scotland X 

Aug. 2270 West Scotland x 

2273 Ireland X 

Sept. 2282 Wales and North 
West England X 

Oct. 2287 Bristol x 

1687 Nonconformists 
(sect not specified; probably collective) 

April 2235 Those who had 
fought in the 
Monmouth Rebellion 
and received the 
King's Pardon 
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May 2244 Newcastle 

2245 Taunton x x 

June 2252 Berwick 

2252 Marlboroughq 
Wilts. x 

2254 West Somerset x ? 

2254 Leeds x 

July 2258 York x 

2258 Malden, Great 
Cogshalli-Witham, 
Chelmsford and 
Halstedy Essex x 

2260 Southmolton, 
Devon x x 

2260 Northampton 

2262 Essex x 

2263 Lancashire 
(county 

Palatine) 

2264 Lancashire 
(Furnace District) x 

Aug. 2268 Plymouth x 

2268 Sheffield 

2270 Cumberland x 

2270 'Dissentingý 
Traders in and 
about London' x 

2210 Leathwardq 
Cumberland x 

2272 Hampshire x 

2273 Shropshire x 

2273 Nantwichp 
Cheshire x x 

2273 Oswestry 

2274 Cheater x x 

Sept. 2277 Oxfordshire x x-(m) 
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Sept. 2282 New Sarump 
Chippenhamp 
Warminsterp 
Westbury and 
Trowbridge 

2282 Ciceter, 
Gloucestershire X 

2282 Readingp 
Abingdon and 
Newbury 

Oct. 2287 Kingston-on- 
Thames x 

2287 Cambridge 

2289 Dorset 

Nov. 2297 Lewes x 

2297 Canterbury 

2297 Tenterdenp 
Cranbrook and 
Staplehurst, Rent 

2300 New England 

2304 Leicestershire 

i 'Your Majesty's Lo yal 
Subjects Dwellingi n... 

April 2238 City of 
Westminster 

May 2242 Devon 

June 2249 Tiverton 

2251 Plymouth X 

2252 Coventry 

2252 Traders of 
Exeter x 

July 2256 Kingsbridgel 
Devon 

2259 Northamptonshire x 

2260 Ashburtong Devon 

2262 Munsterg Ireland 

5- 

610 

7 

x -- 

- x- 

x- 

x -- 

- x- 

-r- 

-x ? (n) 

-x- 

-x- 
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July 2264 Droitwichý 
Worcestershire 

Aug. 2270 Chichester x x x (0) 

2271 Bath 

Sept. 2276 Dorchester2 
Andover and 
Whitchurch 

2282 Chatford 

Oct. 2284 Taunton x 

2287 Honiton, Devon x 

2287 Pbt'f EW014 ýh 

Nov. 2300 Hertford x x (p) 

NOTE. - 

(1) Where addressers did not identify themselves by a sectarian 
labelf this was important in indicating that they were 
Nonconformists. 

NOTES ON TABLE B 

Nonconformist addresses included many ambiguous phrasesq the 

meaning of which it is difficult to determine* The instances in 

which there is any possibility that these phrases might have been 

implied ofkers of support for the King's programme, are reproduced 

below; the lettering relates to the letters used in coliimn seven 

of the table. 

When corporations or grand juries offered support (See Table 

A) they stated specifically that they were prepared to help facili- 

tate the election of-MPs who were committed to the repeal of the 

Test and penal laws. Only in three cases did Nonconformist address- 

ers (in Table B) make such a specific commitment. It is likelythat 

many of the phrases reproduced below, meant nothing at all in terms 

of support. 
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(a) Presbyterianst City cf London 

This address thanked His Majesty 'for declaring his inclin- 

ation to engage his two Houses of Parliament in concurrence.. 

in so excellent a work1p and then committed the addressers 

Ito be most forward and faithful in their allegiance#. 

Coming immediately after the reference to parliamentary 

approvalp this could be taken as a promise of co-operation. 

(b) Presbyteriansi Bristol 

The addressers were 'sensible that they were under the 

highest obligation to His Majesty' and intended Ito manifest by 

their conscientious and dutiful deportment their gratitude 

toward so indulgent a prince$. 

(o) Congregationalists: City of London 

'In duty boundi they wou 
. ld 'make it their constant endeavour 

to answer His Majestyss just expectations of them'. (this 

followed a reference to the necessity of Parliament's 

approval of the King's Declaration)'. 

(d) Congreg-ationalistst Norwich 

The addressers undertook Ito, adhere to His Majesty with all 

loyalty, fidelity and hearty service'. 

(e) Congregationalists_s Yarmouth 

The addressers were pleased that it was the King's Untention 

to make (His Declaratioln perpetual by obtaining the concurrence 

of the two Houses of Parliament' and promised to lendeavour to 

contribute the utmost assistance thereto'* 

(f) Congregationalists$ Norfolk 

This congregation promised to 'engage themselves to serve His 

Majesty with all fidelity.. in their respective capacities', 

(g) Congregationalists: Hitchin 

tWe assure His Majesty that we are resolved to do our utmost 
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in our placesp that such worthy persons may be chosen to 

sit in Parliament as will concur with your MajestYp that 

liberty may be established in an unalterable 1ýw',, (This 

is one of the three specific offers of assistance contained 

in the Nonconformist addresses). 

Baptistst-City of London 

'The only emulation among them would be who might approve 

himself best worthy of His Majesty's favour, ana contribute 

most toward the glory and happiness of his reign'. 

(i) Baptistst Leicestershire 

They would give evidence aE their thanks and loyalty *in 

those ways whereby they might most demonstrate the same$. 

Baptistst Staffordshire, Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire 

The addressers said they were prepared to assist 'the success 

of the King's government' 'as far as it in us lies'. 

(k) Bantistst Cheshire and Shropshire 

They would serve His Majesty as well as they could in 

'their present station'. 

(1) Nonconformistst West Somerset 

The addressers offered to 'answer the obligations His Majesty 

had laid upon them'. 

(m) Nonconformists: Oxfordshire, 

'When Your Majesty in your great wisdom shall think fit to 

summon another Parliament Cwe undertake] to use our utmost 

endeavours to elect such persons as may abrogate and abolish 

such laws as have impeded the free exercise of religion'. 

(This is the second of the three specific commitments 

received in Nonconformist addresses). 

Nonconformist Traders of Lmeter, 

In contrast to the Exeter Corporationjwho had Imaae no return 



of thanks' to His Majesty for his gracious Indulgencep the 

addressers put 'every last drop of blood' as his disposal. 

(0) Nonconformists: Chichester, 

The addressers intended tto improve every opportunity to 

serve His Majesty'. 

(p) N; nconformists: Hertford 

This address (the last Nonconformist address involving a 

specific commitment) contained the undertaking that the signat- 

ories would do their best to 'send such representatives as should 

be acceptable' to His Majestyp in the evEnt of an Election. 

C. OTHER ADDRESSES 

The fact that the King received only one Roman Catholic address 

(presented by Lords Powisp Arundell and BelaSyBe in May 1687 on behalf 

of 'His Majesty's Roman Catholic subjectalp Gazette 2246) may be 

indicative of both the tact and the numerical inferiority of this 

group. That he received only eleven addresses from Anglican ecolesi"- 

tics (as opposed to some of those in Table Aq from Tory corporations)$ 

serves to illustrate the silent opposition with which the majority of 

churchmen received the King's Declaration. It was also significant 

that no less than seven of the eleven addresses from Anglican sources 

were sponsored by the Bishops of Durhamp Chester and St. Davidst 

May 1687 Gazette 2243t The Bishop of Durham on behalf of 
the Dean and Chapter of Durham. 

May 1687 Gazette 2246t The Bishop of Durham on behalf of 
the City of Durham. 

May 1687 Gazette 2246t The Bishop of Chester on behalf 
of his diocese. 

May 1687 Gazette 2246t The Bishop of Chester with a group 
of clergy from Cheshire. 

Jun 1687 Gazette 22501 The Bishop of Chester on behalf of 
the people of Richmond. 

Jun 1687 Gazette 2252t The Bishop of Chester on behalf of 
the Corporation of Wigan. 

-1 



Oct. 1687 Gazette 2283s The Bishop and Clergy of the 
diocese of St. Davids. 

Even these addressesq however, only thanked the Xing for his assur- 

ance. s, regarding the Church; none mentioned liberty of conscience for 

Nonconformists. The other four Anglican addresses were in the same 

veint 

July 1687 Gazette 2256t The Bishop and Clergy of the diocese 
of Lincoln. 

July 1687 Gazette 2257s The Clergy of Ripon. 

July 1687 Gazette 2258: The Bishop and Clergy of Coventry 
and Lichfield. 

Aug. 1687 Gazette 22703 Some of the Clergy ct London. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

This handwritten pamphlet is in DWL Baxter MSS (Treatises) 

VII*j ff. 230-235. The pamphlet was dated 1 October 1691. Baxter 

died in December 1691. The pamphlet was never published. It has 

been necessary to omit an occasional sentence where the handwriting, 

never goodq was indecipherable. 

KING JAMES HIS ABDICATION OF THE: CROWN 

PLAINLY PROVED 

October 1 1691 

In compassion to a divided Kingdom and of the conscientious 

part of those who for want of true information take him yet for 

their King. 

BY ONE THAT NEVER SWORE ALLEGIANCE 

TO KING JAMES II OR KING WILLIAM III 

RICHARD BAXTER 

Chapter 1 

I. one would think that a nation of so great esteem for 

nobilityp wealth, learningg wity and interest, should not need at 

this time of dayp to be informed of a matter of such notorious 

public evidencep and so nearly and greatly concerning them* But 

the debauchery of the laityp and factious malignity of too many of 

the clergyp is a forfeiture of divine illuminationy ýLnd provoking 

God to give them up to the Great Deceivery who love deceity and to 

be ruled by Satanp who will not obey the God of truth; and Quos 

perdere vult Jupiter hos dementat. 

II. But what's this to the sober sort of gentlemenp and a 

conscionable part of the clergyq and universities? I would their 



ignorance in politics, and in this case, could be truly deniedq and 

that it tended not to the dreadful danger of the Kingdom and Relig- 

ioný nor to their own. Two causes are notorious. Our youth ... 
do so few study political doctrine to any digestiong that it is no 

wonder if they are liable to the snares of a Hobbes, or Spinoza 

on our sidev or any Papal or usurping deceivers on the other. Their 

politics are their worldly interest$ or the talk of any coffee 

house or factious railerp or the aspect of Court advantagesp or of 

any powery civil or ecclesiasticy that can prefer them. Even our 

studen-b3of law (though lawyers are the pillars of the Kingdomes 

rights) do many of them study what the laws of England arep and 

never well study what the naturey originalp measure and ends of gov- 

ernment in genere et specie aref nor what a law iss much more are 

our theological students strangers to the same prerequisite political 

and think they know what God's government and laws arey that cannot 

give you a true definition of government or a law, of the constitut- 

ion or administration of a body politic. Would they but digest 

Suarezp de Legibus, Guilielmus Grotiusy de Jure Naturaep Hugo Grotiusp 

de Imper. Summa Protestat. et de Jure Bellip Bodinp do Repablicap 

Arnisaeusp Althusiusy. or the summaries of Williusp Besoldusy Angeliusp 

etc... they would be more captable of debating our English state 

cases. Do but bar their claim. of the Papal Usurpationg and Suarez 

and Gregory Sayrus, 'alone might teach them more than most understand. 

III. And the late factions and wars and changes in Englandv 

have divided us into prejudicedv wrathful, malicious sects: and 

enmity with Court Countenance maketh men's politics.. And men of wrath 

and power have got much possession of the education of youth. And 

that which is bred up in them becometh a second nature. Through 

most of the worldq men called Great and Learned and Religiousq are 

too like our house animals that will bark at all strangersp but fawn 
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on their own masters. 

IV. But a further cause of men's ignorance of king Jamests 

abdication is that it hath not (that I know of) been truly opened 

and proved to themp so that the conscientious that have not well 

studied politics themselvesp are to be pitied as excusable in their 

errors. And I am far from thinking that the Bishops that have been 

hereupon -ejected, are worse men than many that have taken the Oaths. 

But I desire God by their own case to make them sensibleg how their 

poor fellow servants have been used these thirty years, by the 

imposition of oathsy covenantsq and false subscriptions or profess- 

ions ...... 

V. Perhaps they might think that had they opened how much of 

the abdication consisted in delivering up the Kingdom so far to a 

Foreign Jurisdiction as Popery dothy and profesdng the extermination 

of the nation on account of Religiong the Mperorp and the Kings of 

Spaing Portugal, Polandq the Duke of Bavariap Savoyq etc., might 

have thought that it was a war for Religion and so would be conse- 

quence be as against them. But there was no ground for such a 

suspicions 

1. Because so much of their government as is now in the possession 

of the Pope, was long ago given him by their own and their subjects' 

express consentt and it is no injury to such consenters. 

2. Because their subjects and they being of one party in religionp 

their Councils, Religion and Laws do not bind them to exterminate or 

burn the whole nationp as in a Protestant nation they do. Of which 

more anon. Therefore in Francep Spainp and other countries( of the 

Papal Churchp no doubt but the people are bound to loyal fidelityp 

though a nation which their King professeth to destroy be never so 

much disobliged. 

Vl. And it is a mistake to call their self-defense a war for 



Religion. It is but a war for their Lives and Liberties and 

Propertiesp and Posterityp that one man drunk with ignorance and 

errory seduced by a lying priestj may not have power to use a whole 

kingdom like dogs or rats unless they will damn their souls. It is 

not to force their religion on others; no not on the Pope's professed 

subjects among usp but to save our lives and property which the 

enemies of our religion on that pretense would take away. Men 

cannot take our religion from usp but only hinder us*from outward 

exercise of itp and murder us for it. 

VII. For ought I can understandq the people (even the learned 

clergy and too many Lords and Gentlemen) are made to believe that 

King James's self-disposition lay but in his flying out of the Landt 

no doubt but he did it for his own safety; he had no reason to trust 

his lifev liberty and crown in the hands of one that had drawn his 

sword to force him (unless it had been for his Kingdom whose welfare 

is the end of his government). When King Richard I was goneýtoward 

Jerusalemp or was in prison abroadp it was no abdication of his crown, 

though his brother usurped it: King Williamp King Henry Vy etc. when 

they were beyond seaq were Kings of Bagland still. When King James's 

own army and nearest kindredp and friends and the clergy forsook him, 

who could blame him to save himself by flight? Wherein then did his 

Abdication consistp and at which time was it? 

CHAPTER II 

Presupposed certainties to be understood 

I. If we agree in no principles we are uncapable of dispute: 

I shall first lay down such undeniable certainties of Fact ardRights 

as may be an unquestionable foundation for Our following argumentation. 

As there is no creature, but from God the Creatorp so 

there is no Governing Authority (or Power) but from 

God the universal sovereign 
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II. This power is of Godq partly immediately without our 

choice$ and partly immediately by the will of man* 

1. It is of divine determination: 

1. That in general there be governing orderv Rulers and 

Subjects in the worldv and not men left to live as 

beasts. 

2. That all Kings and Rulers be God's ministersp under 

him as subject officers. 

3. That they take his Laws for their Supreme Laws and 

Rulev which none may abrogatep suspendy or contradict. 

4. That they make the common good or welfare an essential 

end of their government. And 

That they make the glorifying of God's governmentp 

and Holinessp and the pleasing of his Willy the 

ultimate end of all* 

2. But it is left to man's will (under the conduct of Provi- 

dence and the General Laws of God): 

1. How large a Prince's dominion shall be. 

2. Whether the supremacy shall be in Onep or Uanyv 

Monarchy or Aristocracy* 

Whether during lifep or till forfeiture. 

Whether hereditary or elective: and who the persons 

or family by inheritance shall be. 

What measure of power he shall have over men's 

properties. 

6o' Who shall be magistrates under the supreme. 

III. Though men may chose the Receiver it is God by his law 

that giveth all the first-mentioned power (authority and obligation) 

to him that is so dulY chosent as a woman chooseth the husbandt and 

may secure some properties; but God giveth the man the governing 

power& 
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-IV. Power and Conquest usually render some one man fittest 

for the government, as ablest to protect and executes but it giveth 

not the Right of Governingg or proper authorityp till it force or 

procure consent. Else as Hobbes and Spinoza sayl right would be 

nothing but strength and possession andq e. g. if the King of Prance 

conqxer us, he would be our rightful King. 

VI. Forced consent is self-obliging. 

VII. As contract formed the government (in the said points 

not. determined by God) so neither party (Sovereign or people) may 

change it in the species without mutual consent. 

VIII. The salus populi or bonum publicum is the essentiating 

terminus or end of governmentp and so called the Supreme Law. 

IX. Regere and perdere in profession or practice are incon- 

sistent. Ee abdicateth his-govermentv that professeth his res. olution 

to destroy the Kingdom. 

X. So doth he that dd ivereth it up to another (without the 

Kingdom's consent), or an essential part of it. 

XI. But as every breach of law is not treasonp nor every 

fault of a husband or wife dissolveth marriage (but incapacityp 

adultery or a murdering design truly judged)q so it is not every 

wrong to the Commonweath that is Abdication. 

XII. Nor yet is the persecution or destruction of a party or 

faction an abdicationg but of the Kingdomp or main body. 

XIII. Every true Papist professeth himself bound by General 

Councils approved by the Popesp as the rule of his religion. 

XIV. The Council at the Lateran sub Innocent III and others, 

oblige all Temporal Lords to exterminate all Protestants on pain of 

excommunicationg and depositionp as soon as they are able 

XV. When their Doctors c6mmonly maintain this expositiongand 

defend this Papal powerg and Princes' obligationg and when no one 

4 
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Pope would ever be brought to renounce itp people have just cause 

to judge that professed Papists own itý 

XVI. If a Papist King of a Protestant Kingdom should say 

that he doth not take himself obliged to exterminate the nation as 

Protestantp and would swear itp 1. Ken may well think that'he will 

not be so true to any obligationg as to that of his religion on which 

he takes his salvation to lie; 2. But if he also openly practice 

the setling up Papists under him in the subordinate powerp Parlia- 

ment, Councilp Judicatureq Corporationsp Naviesq, Armiesp Sheriffst 

Justices, lhbassiesý he maketh the case evident against his contrary 

pretense. For he cannot save the nation from all these that are to 

exercise the power; nor can any in reason believe that all these will 

be false to their religiong Popesp Councilsi eto. y and to forsake 

their Dobtors and clergyp though the King should do it. 

XVII. A Kingdom thus palpably designed to ruinp or endangeredt 

may not on pretenses of uncertainty delay their self-preservation 

till they are past remedy (as in Ireland 1641 it fell out very near). 

XVIII. The Right and Duty of a Kingdom to self-defense, is 

greater than of a single person's defense against a highway robber. 

XIX. If the danger were doubtful to single personsp the 

Representative body of the nation, are the most satisfactory discern- 

ing judges. 

XX. For the sovereign to subject himself to the Pope, is to 

subject an essentisýý part of the Kingdom to him. And so great is the 

Papal Supremacy that to receive it is to give up an essential part of 

the regal power to himp and is to abdicate it by giving to another 

both the person and species of government. 

XXI. 1. That the sovereign or head is an essential part of 

the Kingdom as a Political Bodyp no knowing man doubteths If the 

species of Monarchy be put downp the species of that Republic is put 
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down. If but the Person be changedq the Republic would nominally 

be extinct: but thatý 1) it virtually liveth in specie constitua; 

2) and actually liveth in a succeeding heirp that from the moment 

of his father's death is King: whence we say Respublica non moritur. 

All the subordinate Magistrates and Bishops (even the Admiralep 

Generals2 Chancellor, Judges2 Archbishopsq and confederate clergy)t 

are but integral and not essential parts of the Kingdom. And the 

change of any of these doth but change the acIministrationy and not 

the species. But the sovereign power is the specifying head. 

2. And that the Papal power claimed and constantly defended, 

is such as containeth much (if not far most) of the Essence of the 

Monarchyp is past doubt to all that know it. I would here cite a 

volume of their Councile't Popeep and chief Doctors that defend such 

power, but for diverting the Reading by seeming tedioust .... 

i. A great part of their Doctors make the Pope God's univer- 

sal viceregent for the government of all the world by word and swordy 

as the vice God. Philip King of France was not strong enough and 

bold enough to oppose thisq when Cardinal Bertrand in a set speech to 

him asserted it. They that dare not speak so high as this Cardinal 

(that saidl "God had not been wisey if he had not made one such 

universal Representative or Ruler") yet do the same while they say 

that in ordine ad spiritualia the Pope hath the sword power. They 

maintain that the Papal and clergy power is as the soulq and the 

King"s power but as the bodyp that must obey the soul; that the magi- 

strates' power is but for the body and civil peacep and the Papal and 

clergy power for the, soul ard our salvation; and so every priest is 

far better than the King as the poul is than the body; that the 

magistrate is bound to burn or exterminate all that the Pope and 

clergy judge heretics and excommunicatep and to execute their bloody 

sentence when they deliver men up to the secular power. They debase 
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the office of Kings (which is by God's institution as holy as priestaq 

and to govern them) as if they were but base terrene animalsp made 

for temporal thingsq and to serve the clergy. Theyusurp the dispos- 

ing of all the clergyp who they say must be governed by the Popep and 

obey him before the King. They claim and use the power of inter- 

dieting all God's public worshipq as they have done for a long time 

in England (by Innocent IV and others); so that all the church doors 

shall be shut upq if the King will not obey the ropey and the land 

shall live like Infidels or Atheists. They claim tribute from the 

subjects. Yea the Pope claimeth England as his own Eince King John's 

dayv and hath not yet quit the claim. He that knoweth what power a 

clergyy subject to the Pope, will have in Ehgland, and hath formerly 

had, and what power it hath in all Popish Kingdomsy will know that 

it is the greatest half of the regal power that is given up to the 

Pope by a King that would subject himself and us to him. 

Objectiont But the case is altered now from what it was 

heretofore: Popes have not now such powery nor are Kings such fools 

to be enslaved by them. 

Answer: 1. The Papists' princes should thank the Protestants, 

if their fetters be any whit relaxed: the Popes would not forbear 

themp but for fear lest they should do as Saxonyq Hessiap England 

and other protestants did. 

2.1 need not bid the objectors yet look to the Inquisition 

in Spain2 and Portuga12 and the s'tate of other such PaIMI Kingdoms; 

90 only to France and you will see2 that though that King have by 

barbarous cruelty extirpated Protestantsp and drawn many hundred. 

thousands into the danger of damnation by revolting from the truth, 

and though he having opened his design to root out the Reformation 

(called the Northern Heresy) from the worldp yet cannot he get 

acceptance and peace with the Pope and Papal clergyp unless the 

Church of France will renounce her ancient liberties* 
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XXI. To be a traitor against the Commonwealth is a far 

worse sort of treason than that which is only against the Person of 

the King. For though the Summa Potestatis (King and Parliament) be 

both singulis et universis major (falsely denied by some), yet not 

universis melior: we may easier have another King than another Kingdom. 

XXII. Christians that know how much of the interest of Christ, 

and his Kingdom, and the souls of men and our posterity are involved 

in the state interest and safety of such a protestant Kingdom as thisp 

intolerably aggravate their perfidiousness, if they betray it. 

XXIII. They that know how much the giving up of Britain and 

Ireland to Poperyp would tend to the extirpation of the Protestant 

Reformation out of the worldp and yet would betray usp are yet more 

inexcusable. 

XXIV. As sin lieth first and chiefly in omissionsp so may 

omission of necessary defense and dutyl be treason against the 

Kingdomp and against Christ himselfq as much as. actually treachery 

by commission. 

XXV. They that would put this Kingdom into the Power of the 

King of Francep who hath done what he hath done in Francep and 

through the Christian worldp and this upon trust that he will not 

destroy us nor the Protestant Religionp are notorious traitors to 

the Kingdom. And if King Janes would give him such powerp he 

delivereth up to him his Crown. 

XM. If King Janes do not only deliver up himself a subject 

to the Popeg and a dependent... of the King of Francep but also take 

his son from his subjects, ardput him into the hands of such a Kingp 

he doth quantum in se make the same profession for his son as for 

himselfg and make the same forfeiture of his title to the crown* 

XXVII. If the next heir of the crown diall see the Kingdom 

about to be alienated to a Foreign Powery he hath cause in time to 

14 
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use all just means to secure his titles to the succession. 

XXVIII. If a nationg to prevent such alienationp call in 

necessary helpý it is perfidious ingratitude to forsake the helperp 

and when the sword is once drawn against the alienatorp all hope of 

mutual trust is gone. 

XXIX. He that hath deposed himself or abdicatedv is no Kingp 

and to resist him is not to resist the King. 

XXX. He that sweamth that it is unlawful on any pretense 

whatsoever to take arms against a French or Irish armyy if King James 

commission them to exterminate or enslave the lan'dq doth swear for 

treason. 

CHAPTER III 

The Applicationt And the Proof of the Abdication 

1. It is notorious that King James professed himself a Papist. 

II. And that he did thereby become a Subject to a Foreign 

Rulerp and so quantum in sep subject to the Nation thereto. For, if 

the Pope must rule the Xingp and the King must rule the Kingdomp then 

the Pope must rule by the King. B. G. if the King's General or 

Admiral should take a commission as his subjectp from the King of 

Francev and must obey him and the Army or Navy must obey that General 

or Admiralp it followeth that they must obey the King of-Francep and 

indeed are his subjects. And hereby he delivered more than half the 

Regal Government*to the Popeg and thereby divested himself of it. 

III. It is notorious that General Councilsq approved by Popes, 

are objectively the Papists' Religiong and that such Councils decree 

the burning or extermination of Protestants as hereticsy and partic- 

ularly all that deny Transubstantiationy and that they oblige all 
I 

Temporal Lords to this execution, as soon as they are able on pain 

Of excommunicationý deposition and damnation. And we may believe that 

King James was not willing to be excommunicatep deposed or damned: 

11 
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and therefore by professing poperyv professed his obedience to 

such Councils. 

IV and V. It is notorious that King James did strenuously 

endeavour to bring all the three Kingdoms under the foreign juris- 

diction of the Popeq that he might be able to execute his professed 

religion. Forp 1. Ireland he actually subjected to him by power. 

2. He-corresponded with the Pope by Embassies in order hereto. 

3- He made a Jesuit and Papist his Privy Councillor- 4. He made 

Papists Judgesp 5. and Justices of the Peace. 6. He made Papists 

the most trusted part of his Armiesy 7. and of his Navies. 8. He 
I 

promoted Mass and Monastries in the City. 9. He overthrew the 

charters that might be able to choose Parliament men* 10. He 

invaded the University colleges for Papists. 11. Hep having the 

power of choosing Bishopsq Deaconsy and making the clergy of Englandv 

sought the extirpation and ruint if not the death of the most eminent 

Bishopsq that he might put his adopted instruments in their steads. 

12. He oppressed the Nonconformistap that he might force some of 

them to be for an universal toleration, V that Popery might have public 

allowance. 13. He made men believe that his brother King Charles II 

died a Papist... that we might know that he was but perfecting an old 

design; but had not his brother's patience to carry it on by degreeso 

but must push for it suddenly at once. So that there is no place for 

doubting whether King James endeavoured the subjecting of the King- 

dom to the Popeg and the enabling of himself to execute his professed 

exterminating religion. 

VI. It's noto3iousp that the whole Kingdom is sworn by the 

Oath of Supremacy against all Foreign Jurisdiction, Civil and Ecc- 

lesiaBtical; and consequently that-he was engaged to exterminate 

them unless they were to be'perjured. And that hereby our religion 

or freedom from Popery is twisted into the Constitution of the 

fl 
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Kingdomp which he endeavoured to change and overthrow. 

VII. By these means he forced his own Armies and Navy and 

the chief of the clergyj to call for help to save them from hims 

and the Helpers once engagedv mutual trust became impossible. 

VIII. The PAncess and Prince of Orangeq were so near to the 

right of successiong than when they saw the Kingdom near given up. 

to a Foreign Jurisdictiono or to destructiony they were justly. 

concerned to secure their rightp and save the Kingdom. 

IX. King James hath long been in confederacy with the King 

of Franceq and hath now put himself and his supposed son so much 

in his power as may satisfy all but foolsp that we must be subjects 

to Prance if we are subjects to King James; or be wholly at the 

mercy of the Frenchs and all Christendom knoweth what that is. 

X. The Commons of England had in Parliament voted the said 

Jameaq when Duke of Yorkq uncapable of the succession. 

XI. As the children of the faithful baptised are justly 

accounted infant Christiansy so the supposed son of King James put 

into the hands of Papistsy is justlyaccounted an infant PaPist. 

And by his parents put into the same incapacity with themselves. 

XII. King James had no more power than what was given him by 

God or mans but neither God nor man gave him power to destroy the 

Kingdomp to change the Constitutionp to give up the Kingdom to 

another, to abrogate or suspend the Laws of Godp or to drive the 

people to Bin and damnation. 

XIII. The English Parliament have especially these thirty 

years been so zealous against dialovaltYt thanno man can justly 

suspect than anything but notorious danger Of utter ruin of the 

Kingdom, would have caused them to declare King Jamede abdication 

and to change the personal government to preserve the species* 

X. IV- The Prince of Orange found the land vithout a Kingp he 

A 
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having abdicated or deposed himself before. 

A King thaty being sworn to maintain the laws of a Kingdom 

which is sworn against all Foreign Jurisdictionp civil and ecclesi- 

asticalp shall deliver up himself and quantum in se his Kingdom to 

a Foreign Jurisdictiong and shall profess himself of a religion that 

bindeth him on pain of excommunicationg deposition and damnation to 

destroy or exterminate all his Kingdom that will not damn their souls, 

as soon as he is able; and that visibly hasteth the executionp* in 

Ireland, in Scotland and Englandv by Papist Councillorsp Judgesq 

militia by sea and landy overthrowing charters or Corporations, etc. 

doth hereby declare himself to be publicus hostis, and turn regere 

into perdere rem publicamp and doth notoriously'depose himselfp and 

abdicate the Royalty. But all this did King James II - ergop King 

James did abdicate the government 

CHAPTM IV 

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED 

Objection lo All Resistance is forbiddeng Romans 13t on pain 

of Damnation. Prayers and tears and passive obedience are our last 

remedy* 

Answer. I grant it. But whom do you talk of? May you not 

resist a highway robber, or a pirateg or the Pope? It is the King 

that is God's minister for the common good that You may not resist. 

But he that hath deposed himself by declaring himself to be, publicus 

hostis ad rem publicam perdenJam is no King. To resist himis not to 

resist the Kingy but an Enemy. ' 

Objection Il. He was not worse than Nero and such heathen 

Princes whom Christians would not resist. 

Answer 1. Christians were not the Roman Commonwealth but a 

small party of dissenters. ý. Therefore to destroy them was not to 

I 



630 

destroy the Commonwealth. 

2. And their Dmperors' Religion did not oblige them to 

destroy or exterminate all the subjects - with what scorn would 

the RomanB have heard Of Buch a profession. 

The Romans ruled with a great profession of the Law of 
Nationsj which would preserve justice and suppress all moral viceo 

So that among forty anperors there were but ten that were called 

persecutorsq and I think not past seven that were notably such 

indeedo So that the heathen Romans preserved the Christians from 

the blind rage of the Jewish zealots. 

The Roman Senate claimed a power superior to the Bnperorsq. 

who indeed were but generals of their armiesy and had not power but 

what they gave them. They voted and put to, death both Nero and many 

others - And neither Christ nor Paul decided the controversy whether 

the Bnperor or*the Senate was the higher power. 

Objection III. The Kings of Francep Spaing Portugal are not 

to be resisted though they may be Papists. 

Answer. This is before answereds- 

1. Their religion bindeth them not to destroy or exterminate 

the Commonwealth, because the people are of their own religion. 

2. And if pert of their government be given up to the Popep 

it is done by the people's free consents and men that will be slaves 

Or PaPistsp may. But the nation here is against it, and sworn 

against it. 

Objection IV. Was not Queen Mary a lawful Queen, though a 

Papistq and changed King Edward's religion and laws? 

Answer. King Edward ruled so shcrt a time that it was but a 

small part of the Kingdom that were protestants at his deaths almost 

all the Parish Priests were the same that had been Mass Priests. 

RLther the body of the Kingdom was. then protestantg-or not? If notp 
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it's nothing to our. case. If they werep could their resistance 

have prevailedq I am not he that could have rroved it unlawful* 

But reputation followeth succession. If Queen Janev or Sir Thomas 

Wyatt had prevailedq history would have honoured and justified 

their undertaking. But indeed the small number comparatively that 

submitted to be burnt for their religion tells us that then the 

Protestants were but a small part of the Nation. 

Objection V. The Parliament took the Oath of Allegiance to 

King James after he had declared himself a Papist. Therefore they 

took that for no abdication. 

Answer 1. The Commons of England had before voted him uncapable, 

of the government. Therefore what followed was the effect of fear. 

2. The whole Kingdom was sworn before against all Poreign 

Jurisdictiony which oath no Parliament could dispense with. 

3- King James swore also to them to preserve the Commonwealth 

and Laws; and their oath to him was but a confirmation of this 

covenant. They swore to him as Kingt and if he abdicated the 

Kingdomq he was no longer their King. 

4- While he professedp though a Papistp to preserve the Common- 

wealth, contrary to his own religionp they were excusable for trust- 

ing his profession while it was not utterly incredible. But when he 

set himself openly to subject the Kingdom to the Pope and put the 

power of the land in Councilq Army, Navyf Judicature, Corporations, 

church prefermentsp etc. p into the hands of Papistal or their instru- 

mentsq and actually delivered up Ireland to the Popeq and was near 

it in Scotlandp his contrary profession was no longer credible, nor 

any security to these Kingdoms whose necks he was laying on the 

blockq and confederating with the Pope and the King of France for 

the effectual execution. 

Objection VI. The Church of England must not lose the honour 
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of her enmity to rebelliont and her being for passive obedience. 

Answer. Did not the Church of England cast off the yoke of 

obedience to Romep and is it her honour to reassume it? Vie are 

all of the Church of Englandt and all against iebelliont and 

resistance of the King. But what's that to a public enemy that is 

no Kingq because he will not. Who did so much to resist King James, 

by calling in or assisting the Prince that resisted himp as our 

imprisoned Bishops and their adherents? Will it be the honour of 

the Church of England to*betray theset and this on a blind pretense 

of preserving their loyalty to one that hath made himself an enemyp 

and would bring England into the case of Francep and enslave it to 

a Foreign Tyrant? 

Objection VII. But by this we shall justify the Parliament 

rebellion against King Charles I which we have with so much zeal 

condemned. 

Answer. Either the case was the likep or not. If not, it is 

no justification of it. If yeap then what can I say but as the 

Rulars to Judasy that cryed: 'I have sinned in betraying innocent 

blood'. 'See thou to it: what is that to us? ' Will you also bind 

all ministers on pain of ejectiony silencing and ruinp to profess 

assent and consent that King James is a martyrp as you have done 

that King Charles I was a martyr? Will you not rather disgrace 

your old caise by such equaling King Charles I and Xing James II? 

Yeap have not your party been public resisters already; and you 

have not yet declared repentance. 

Objection VIII. But we must do our duty and trust God with his 

church and causes it is distrusting God that caiseth rebellion. 

Answer. True. And it is sottish ignorance that maketh man 

call it trusting God when they rebel against himp and join in a 

confederaoy to set up the Kingdom of Satan in the world. kethinks 
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in this objection I hear, 'If thou be the Son of Gods command 

these stones to be made breads and cast down thyselfp for it is 

written, "He shall give his angels charge over thee'llp etc. ' But 

it is writteny 'Thou shall not tempt the Lord thy God. ' This is 

the Devil's preaching of faith and righteousness. How many forni- 

catorsy drunkards, worldlingsp infidelsp seek the ruin of the 

Protestant Religions and says $we must trust God'? What will you 

trust God for? Is it to set up Popery and slavery and extirpate 

truth and piety from the world? Is this his work? Hath he made you 

any promise to save you while you are his enemies? Is it your duty 

to betray religions and your countryp and to promote a confederacy 

for ruin and iniquity? Know the way of your dutyp and trust God in 

it; but not in rebellion against him. 

Objection IX. But we believe we may trust King James and the 

King of Frances that they will seek for no more than a toleration 

of Poperyp and will put the power of the nation into the church- 

men's hands. 

Answer 1. Whati After what King James hath done? After all 

the exasperations of his desertion by his kindred, the clergy, his 

Armyq in Digland in Irelandy etc.? And after all that the King of 

France hath done in Francep in Savoyt in Flanders, in Germanyp with 

the Turks, etc.? These wretches that cannot trust the God of infin- 

ite powerp wisdom and goodness, with their souls or bodiesp and would 

be loath to hold their estates on such a kind of trustp can yet trust 

the Kingdomq and all the protestant churches, and their own and their 

posterities' soulsp upon the clemency of the King of France, that 

both by torment and terrorp frightened some hundred thousand of his 

own subjects from their religion, and hath burnt so many citiesp ard 

depopulated so many countriesý by ambition and cruelty as he hath 

done. Read the Emperor's description of him. 
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Objection X. But the possession of the Crown is yet 

uncertain: it is wisdom to see which side will Prevail. 
I 

Answer 1. It seems then you would be for the extirpation of 

the Protestant Church if you knew that that side would prevail. 

2. It is not prevailing that can make a self-deposed King to 

be a King indeed: nor that will authorise him to destroy us. 

Objection XI. But if King James be no Kirgy his son is next 

heir and therefore King William is but a usurperp and to such we 

must not swear. 

Answer. Whether that son be spurious or notp is a question 

that I will not meddle with, butp 

1. Is not that son an infant Papistp devoted to Popery, to be 

bred up in it? and so uncapable as his father is? Is he not in the 

guardianship of the King of Francep and so his title is but for our 

captivity to France and Popery? 

2.1 beseech you give me a sober answer. Is not government in 

genere of God? How long can the nation be without it? Shall it be 

till the supposed Prince of Wales be capable to governp and will 

renounce Popery and all foreign jurisdiction? Are you content till 

then to have no government, but your lives and estates to be at the 

mercy of your enemies, and the rabble and of thieves? If you cannot 

have whom you wouldp must you not have whom you can? If anything in 

government be jure divinoy it is that there shall be in genere govern- 

ment and subjection. And are you not the greatiast rebel against Godq 

that would live without Government? What a cause do you think &gland 

would have been inp in these three yearsp if it'had had no government. 

Worse than the Barbarians in America, Do you understand Romans 12? 

Do you think that the Roman Emperors were no usurpers, when they 

ravished the Senatey as Cromwell did the Parliament? And when they 

set up and pulled down and killed their Eknperorsp and had a Nero, a 
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Galbay an Othop a Vitelliusp a Vespasianusq a Titusq a Domitian, 

in a few months or years? And when the soldiers set up the Eknpire 

to sale to him that would give most for it? 

Objection XII. But we must rather submit than subject and 

swear allegiance to a usurper* 

Answer 1. Should all do soy or some few only? Why you more 

than all others? If ally then there is no governmentp and God's 

Law is brokeng and the Kingdom dissolved and undone. 

2. Is he a usurper 

1. that findeth the Kingdom abdicated and vacanty 

2. and is the next capable heiri 

3. and had so clear a call to secure his own right by 

saving the Kingdom from being alienated to a foreigner? 

4. and that as a member of the mundaneq and the Christian, 

and the Protestant co=union, is bound to help the 

desolate and distressed? 

and that was called over hither for their aidg and 

assisted by the people of the landp laity and clergyp 

in their necessity? 

and was chosm and declared King (with his (Zueen) by 

the whole Representative body cf the nation? 

and if they had not had himp they could have nonep but 

had been a prey to the public enemies? 

3- If he were ausurper it is he and the Parliament that must 

answer for it and not you. You are not called to swear that he ctme 

in on a just titlep but that he is now stated in the governmenty which 

you are bound to obeys and if you be not enemies to the Protestant 

cause and the nationp you should with zeal and thankfulness promote 

the. means of our common safety and welfare. The Lord grant that our 

mad ingratitudep blindnessp and malignityq cause not the outcast 
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devil to return with seven spirits worse than himself and our 

latter end be worse than our beginning. I confess that the 

Papists are far more excusable in their rebellion than our 

I malignant pretended Protestants. For they think that the Papal 

sovereignty is God's inatitutiong which lives and Kingdoms are not 

a price too dear to maintain. But they are not here to be disputed 

withq their errors bEing more copiously confuted than any other in 

the world, 


