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A Comparative Study of
the High Church Party 1n
the Dioceses of Chester

and Bangor between
1688 and 1715

A Definition of High Churchmanship
According to Diocesan Consensus




QUMMARY

Modern scholarship defines High Churchmanship as a distinct
and partisan branch of the Anglican Church in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, especially in the context of
religiocous intrigues in the houses of civil and church
government in London. Throughout the period between the
Revolution of 1688 and the accession of the House of Hanover

in 1715, the High Church party are commonly associated with
the political Tories and are deemed as those who supported
the exiled Stuart dynasty and engaged in intrigues toward
deposing King William IIJ, undermining Queen Anne and

opposing the succession of King George I.

In a religious context the High Church party are accepted
as having been actively engaged in opposing religious
Dissent, and 1in seeking to secure legislative censure against
the Dissenters. They are perceived as a branch of the Church
who sought to preserve some elements of Roman Catholic

tradition within the Church of England, and actions such as
bowing toward the altar and kneeling at receipt of Communion

are espoused as 1ndicative of High Church affiliation, as 1s

the arrangement of church furniture, and particularly the
positioning of the Communion Table. |

By considering two specific dioceses, Bangor and Chester,
both of which are a sufficient distance from London not to be
shaped instantly or directly by events in Convocation or
Parliament, this study will examine what High Churchmanship
meant to the clerics, prelates and laity of two very

different dioceses at the end of the seventeenth and
beginning of the elghteenth centuries. In doing so, 1t will

also seek to establish how High Churchmanship survived as a

distinct standpoint in the period between 1688 and 1715 as

other religious viewpoints, such as Jacobitism and the

Nonjuring stance, overlapped the High Church position, and

will assess the extent to which this stance was an organised,
partisan one.
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In seeking to reach a definition of High Churchmanship

contemporary to the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
this study will begin b§ considering the background of the

High Church standpoint, with reference to the history of the
Church of England from the Reformation. It will then outline
the tumultuous nature of the reign of King James II and

examine the reasons for his downfall, and continue to

consider the responses of Anglican clerics in a national and
diocesan context, with the use of both primary and secondary
material. This will involve consideration of issues like the
settlement of the succession in the House of Hanover, the

preservation of the Church and its offices, and support of

both the Revolution and the Stuart cause.

Focusing on religious, temporal and lay reaction alike,
the latter half of the study will then consider primary
evidence gathered from original research to determine the
extent to which High Churchmanship, as manifest in the
dioceses of Bangor and Chester, was similar in its emphases
and priorities to the national picture depicted by events in
London. In so doing it will seek to redefine the term "High
Churchmanship", and consider the validity of applying

national evidence to a parochial society.
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Defining High Churchmanship.

The High Church party of the period 1688 to 1715 was a
discordant body whose coherence varied according to the
behaviour, systems of beliefs, doctrinal allegiances and
political affiliations of its individual adherents.
Consequently, it is not always easy to distinguish a distinct
High Church party within the Church of England, but it is
possible to detect a High Church consensus. There was a body
of Anglican divines who, though not divided into a clearly
discernible partisan group, shared a specific sense of the
cohesion and singularity of the Anglican faith. They
envisaged a future role for the Church of England which
embodied a return to the predominance it had enjoyed before
the turmoil of revolution and the onset of the toleration of
dissenters, which recognised their legal right to worship
outside of the Church of England(1l).

All Anglican divines, and especially the High Churchmen,
sought to limit any discord within the Church following the
revolution of 1688 as part of an effort to avoid the
sectarianism that came to characterise the Church of England
in the aftermath of the regicide of 1649. The upheaval of
revolution at that time gave rise to a radicalism which
though not typical of Protestant thought was noteworthy and
proved divisive within the Church. Alongside the factious
stalwarts of Calvinists and Presbyterians, the Church of
England found itself embracing numerous groups all of which
found a widely varying significance in the downfall of the
monarch. Mortalism, for instance, associated the demise of
the King, and with him the monarchy, with the death of the
soul, at which it enters a state of sleep to await

Armageddon. This implied that not only would the maonarchy



enjoy a resurgence, but also that the soul entered an after
life, a view which conservatives found contentious because it
denied the concepts of divine reward and punishment, and
therefore also a need for order. Meanwhile, the alcohol and
tobacco revelling Ranters legitimised the act of revolution
by asserting that sin "has its conception only in the
imagination", and the Revolution therefore was not sinful.
Such divisions furnished Nonconforming enemies of the Church
with ample opportunities for conversion, and advances were
made in rural areas, as at VWarwickshire where it was claimed
that Baptist missionaries led Anglicans into heresy. The
Socinian John Biddle, whose biblical exegeslis challenged the
doctrine that salvation lay in the merits of Christ, also
attracted some Anglican supporters who were accused of
heresy. Censorship of the presses and parliamentary acts
agalnst adultery, fornication, swearing and blasphemy in 1650

helped to nullify the onslaught against the Church, but the
period up to the Restoration in 1660 continued to be

dominated by a sectarianism which hardened denominational

lines and neglected practical morality(2).

Vith regard to the question of Restoration in 1660, one
group of Anglican divines began to look back to the Church's
inheritance from the Caroline divines like Archbishop William

Laud (1573-1645>, who had emphasised the primitive origins of
the Church of England, which;

was for them no  haphazard product of political

compromise, but the one pure and authentic embodiment of
primitive traditiond(3>.

These clerics recalled a "Golden Age" of the Church in
which i1ts affluence and predominance in all spheres aof life
was indisputable and its dedication to the spiritual welfare

0f 1ts members of paramount importance. They looked beyond

the English Reformers and the Puritans to the executed King

Charles, who assumed the status of a martyr sacrificed for
the well being of his Church(4).



During the reign of King James Il thelr studies were
subordinated by the monarch's obsession with restoring the
Roman faith. The clergy were united in defence-of the Church,
maintaining her stance as part of the true apostolic church,
whilst simultaneously highlighting her Anglican doctrine
which rendered her irreconcileable with Rome on fundamental
issues such as the significance of the eucharist(b). However,
this atmosphere of comradeship was shattered in 1688 by the
Glorious Revolution which removed the threat of Roman
Catholicism by disregarding the foundation stone of the
national Church, the right of a legitimate, hereditary
monarch to rule both his kingdom and Church.

James' removal and the accession of William and Mary
forced all Churchmen, lay and clerical, to choose between
betrayal of their country in not supporting James or of thelir
Church in not supporting the Prince of Orange and his bride,
James' daughter(6)., The vision of an all inclusive national
Church, embracing both her Reformed and Catholic roots had
been destroyed(7). For the first time, "the Anglican
communion was made aware 0f itself as an independent branch

0of the church universal®” (8), and its members struggled to

reconcile themselves to the demands made of them. Factious

division ensued, and as each school of thought considered how

best to "salvage the wreck of the Church establishment" (9),
"that group which at the Restoration had began to recall the
dominance, discipline and apostolic nature of the Caroline
Church, continued its reappraisal of ecclesiastical and
spiritual life. Their study was part of a wider recognition
0f the importance of church history to theological enquiry
and ecclesiastical issues, which was taking place during the

seventeenth century(10), and 1t was in this context that the
term "High Churchman" first became general (11),

3



i. The Appeal to History

The religious Reformation of the sixteenth century prompted
theological debate across Europe and occasioned a ferment of
ideas, both within and outside of the Church, that seemed
inmpossible to suppress(l12). In 1688 history seemed to be
repeating itself on a smaller scale as the certainty of the
Anglican position was called into question, and the spirit of
High Churchmanship began to reaffirm itself by tracing 1its |
own origins.

A High Church standpoint had been evident within the
Church of England since the mid-sixteenth century. King Henry
VIII had precipitated the growth of a body committed to
retaining its links with the universal church by seeking no
noticeable change in ethos when he formed the Church of
England. Royal supremacy had nmerely replaced the papacy, as
Genrge Booth, Lord Delamere of Cheshire attested with
reference to the King in his comments on the Preface to the
Book of Common Prayer;

save his throwing of +the Pope's Supremacy, <¢he) did

continue in all other respects of the Church of Rome to
the time of his Death(l3).

Queen Elizabeth I continued this tradition, informing
Pope Pius IV that she was "as good a Catholic as any". But

during héer reign the Puritan clergy began to push for further
ecclesiastical reformation, and in response to this pressure
certain Anglican divines began a tradition of writing which
established the High Church foundations. The most notable of
these was Richard Hooker (1554-1600), who had experienced

religion and learnt theology in the Elizabethan Church, and
who published his eatlicse on the Laws 0O

.

— i
Ml - w »
[ . - *

PFolity in 1594. He appealed to reason and history in defence
0f the Elizabethan Church and asserted the authority of that
Church, its clerics and early patristic writings in those



matters that were not included in biblical teaching(l4).
Hooker had been preceeded in 1562 by the Aponlogy written by
Bishop John Jewel of Salisbury (1522-1571), who recanted his
Calvinist leanings to support the logical basis of the

Elizabethan Church. With the same appeal to history, he
wrote;

Ve have planted no new religion, but only have renewed
the o0ld that was undoubtedly founded and used by the
apostles of Christ and other holy fathers in the
primitive church, and of this long late time, by means of

the multitude of...traditions and wvanities has been
drowned {15).

His appeal to the first six centuries of church history
as the foundation of Christian belief and practice, and
Hooker's synthesis of temporal church authority and biblical
revelation, emphasised the role of history on which later
High Church scruples were to be based.

The accession of Elizabeth I in 1558 heralded the start
of the third major religious transformation for the British
people in as many reigns. Following the reign of Mary and her
affirmation of Roman Catholicism, Elizabeth changed the
religious focus back to that of Protestantism. But a
"determined traditionalism" survived, committed to
maintaining remnants of the old Roman religiondlé)>. Elizabeth
and her government were conscious of the complexity of
conversion and of the ambiguities which lay in the opposition
between the Catholic and Protestant allegiances of the
population. Division was not institutionalised(17), but lay
within individual concerns for spiritual welfare or political
loyalty which could not be overcome by the requirements or
demands of statutes. For this reason the state satisfied

ltself with prosecution of crimes committed by recusants but

did not go beyond the deed into the beliefs of the
perpetrator(18), so that Roman Catholic elements of religion

were allowed to perpetuate themselves., In this vein, the Act

of Uniformity of 1559 may have abolished the mass and



introduced a modified Praver Bogk, but it did not leave
"traditionalists" without hope that something of the old

order might continue(19). Indeed, Archbishop William Laud's
project of re-erecting altar rails around communion tables

during the 1630's would not have been possible had Elizabeth

not ordered through the Prayer Book that tables be accorded
high regard and be kept "decently made" and "“commonly
covered" (20). Evidence that parishoners sought to maintain
some elements of the Roman service can be seen at Chester,
where visitors to the town were advised that a Mistress
Dutton kept the Rood, two pictures and a mass book from the
church of St.Peter, whilst a Peter Fletcher secretly kept
certain images from the church of St.Maryd2l). It was these
unwilling converts to Protestantism, in perpetuating the
historically affirmed processes of the Church of Rome, who

began the High Church movement on a diocesan level.

During the reign of James I, Archbishop Richard Bancroft
of Canterbury (1544-1610) went some way toward upholding this
position when he quasﬁed Puritan attempts at transforming the
character of the Church of England at the Hampton Court
Conference of 1604. The Puritans had sought reform on matters

of practice and discipline, specifically the reviewing of

"popish" elements 1n ceremonies, such as the use of a ring in
the marriage service and the use of the cross in baptism.
James regarded these practices as trivial and in a deliberate
show of obstinacy prompted the newly appointed archbishop to
enforce the canons of the 1604 convocation which required all
clerics not merely to conform to the doctrines and ceremonies
of the Church, but also to conform to them "willingly". Many
Puritans recognised this as a portent, and in time were to

withdraw to New England (22).

With the accession of Charles I in 1625, and the
elevation of William Laud to Canterbury in 1633, the High
Church appeal to antiquity reached its zenith. Laud defined a

branch of High Churchmanship which became notorious in the
period prior to the Civil War and was undoubtedly a

O



contributory factor to it. “"Laudianisnm" as it was termed was
distinct for its emphasis on loyalty to the monarchy; it
assumed that the position of the reigning monarch within a
nationally established church was as historically important
as the apostolic inheritance of the episcopate through which
it could claim its authority. Laudianism was also committed
to the reform of ecclesiastical ceremony, buildings and
discipline and aimed to restore some traditional elements to
Church services. His reward was to be accused of Popery when
he allowed the erection of rails around some Church altars.
In conjunction with this stance, Laud stressed the importance
of the sacraments as the principal means of grace, rather
than the biblical revelation of the Puritans, and upheld an
anti-Calvinist interpretation of the doctrine of election. He

was also concerned to safeguard against the immoralities of
his day, and sought tighter clerical controls. With the

Puritanism of the Commonwealth which had seen the outlawing

of the Prayer Book and the assertion of Independency(23)
still fresh in the memories of those alive during the 1680's,

the High Church stance offered an attractive alternative (24).
However, when its emphasis of government by episcopal

aristocracy under a Royal Supremacy was challenged in 1688
with the enforced removal of the legitimate sovereign, the

High Church group themselves were to be divided (25).

That the High Churchmen of the seventeenth century owed
something of their development to Laud and their Caroline
counterparts is evidenced in a description of the
characteristics of High Churchmen. C.0 Addleshaw notes that
they stressed the independence of the Church from the state
but acknowledged a oneness of Church and society in which the
role of the Church was to sanctify national life and glve

soclety a Godward purpose(26), John Stoughton draws attention
to the basis of High Church theology, not just the early

Church Fathers but also scripture, the Creeds and the Book of
Common Prayer, coupled with a fierce prejudice against

Nonconfornmists(27). Gordon Rupp also draws attention to their



loyalty to the monarch through a renewed emphasis on the
doctrines of Passive Obedience and Passive Resistance. These
concepts envisaged royal authority as a reflection of God's
providential rule of the world and viewed the monarch as
divinely appointed to the throne through a legitimate line of
hereditary succession. For this reason supporters of them
felt unable to offer any resistance to the monarch because to
do so constituted a sin against God. Rather they considered

it their obligation to offer only obedience to the monarch,

regardless of the nature or severity of his

transgreasiana(QB).

Contenporary writers were also convinced of what
constituted a High Church mentality. Henry Sacheverell, a

London cleric and High Churchman who became notoriocus in 1709
when he gave a sermon which outlined the danger posed by

Dissenters to the Church, emphasised in his Character of a
Low Churchman of 1702, how a High Churchman;

is High for +the divine right of Episcopacy...the
uninterrupted Succession. .. the Liturgies against

extemporary Prayers...the primitive Doctrine and
Discipline of the Ancient Church. He much laments the
destruction of the Episcopal Church i1in Scotland...He
believes separation from the Church of England to be a
damning Schism, and the Dissenters to be 1in a very
dangerous state, notwithstanding the toleration...He 1s
so High as to observe the traditional customs as well as
the written laws of the Church, and he always baowed very
low before the Altar and at the name of Jesus(20).

As well as High Church views of the history and authority
of the Church, Sacheverell also stresses their support of the
primitive doctrine of the Church, which gave them marked

convictions on the ministry, the eucharist, baptism and
confession,

However, both contemporary and secondary assessments of
the characteristics of High Churchmanship are fraught with
potential flaws. While some of the leading High Church

protagonists of London, like Sacheverell, focused on the



threat of Dissent to the Church of England, or were divided |
on points of dogma concerning the arrangenent of church
furniture and emphasis of elements of service, other
prominent High Church clerics were inflamed by different
aspects of Anglican doctrine. An examination of the lives of
individual clerics who have been labelled High Churchmen
sugrgests that this diversity of emphasis was determined by
the individual beliefs of each cleric, the lmpaortance he
attached to various elements of the Anglican faith and the

way in which he envisaged the future growth of the Church ot
England.

ii. The High Churchmen of the Seventeenth Century.

The variation in doctrinal concerns evident among prominent
individual clerics is reflected parochially in the dioceses
under consideration. This provides an intimate insight into
the nature of High Churchmanship across the country but
renders an extended examination of the High Church sentiments
of any individual noted as a leading High Churchman beyond

the scope of this work(30>. However, a brief enquiry into the
convictions of three individuals recognised as leading High

Churchmen in a national context, might prove valuable in an
attempt to identify a lucid, High Church criterion.
Archbishop Villiam Sancrpoft of Canterbury (1617-1693)
was one o0f those deprived in 1691 for refusing to swear the
Oath of Allegiance to King VWilliam. He belonged to a group
which became known as the "“Nonjurors" who felt unable, at the
Revolution of 1688, to switch allegiance to a usurper King at
the deposition of the legitimate monarch, around whom
sancroft had attempted to build a loyalist, royalist
Church(31). Although his belief in the High Church ideals of
Passive Obedience and hereditary succession were so tenacious

that they were to cost him his see, Sancroft was also knawn



as a conciliator of Presbyterians(32), belileving as he did
that spiritual appeal was the best means of tackling
Nonconformity. In this way "“the lot of nonconformists
improved during his office" (33), which was hardly consistent
with Laudian High Churchmanship.

A second leading cleric, William Wake (1657-1737), canon
of Christ Church, Oxford, was, according to Norman Sykes'

examination of his theology,

convinced of his adherence to the main stream of Anglican

tradition, as moulded by leading representatives of
Caroline high—-churchmanship; though...prepared to make

greater temporary concessions in face of the urgent
necessity of unity amongst protestants(34).

WVake was prominent in the seventeenth century Church as a
lone voice seeking to heal the wounds of the Church through
unity with her European counterparts(35). He distinguished

between fundamental and secondary points of doctrine, and
believed that disagreement within the universal church on
secondary points was tolerable. These he defined as beliefs
which "do not concern the fundamentals of faith, nor destroy

the worship of God" (36>, and so for the Church of England,

the fundamental articles were those revealed in the
scriptures and attested to by antiquity, a point reminiscent
of the Caroline High Churchmen. The issue of epilscopacy was a
secondary point because, although it was the preferred system
0f the Church of England, 1t did not necessarily constitute
the crux of a true church. Wake outlined that he would be
"unwilling to affirm that where the ministry is not episcopal
there is no church nor any true administration of the

sacraments” (37). Outside of the Church of England he rejected
tenets of the Lutheran and Calvinist faiths, but his

Christian sympathies did embrace Swiss Calvinists, Gallican
reformists and the Roman Catholic Church, with whom he

expressed a desire for union in his 1686 publication

D Ol C e o 262 ()] L= e e Ut A M (38): He
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was also known to clash with some leading High Church
figures, including Francis Atterbury whose 1703 assertion of
Convocation's independent rights from the monarch and
parliament aroused Vake's sensibilities(39).

His affinity with the High Church standpoint was evident
in his refusal to occupy any vacated Nonjuring sees after
1691, and in this stance Wake had something in common with
John Sharp (1645-1714), the dean of Canterbury, an ally of
the parliamentary Tory party and, according to Rupp "an
excellent example of a high churchman" (40), Sharp's refusal

to occupy any aof the vacated sees angered King William, but
his candour in his theological beliefs and his open

association with Nonconformists won for the future Archbishop
of York a popular and well liked reputation(41l). He was noted
for his distaste of Rome, and refused to read James Il's
"Declaration of Indulgences" 1n 1688, but he upheld the
doctrine of hereditary kingship and even offered prayers for
James in parliament as he fled the country, while at the same
time denouncing the King's deposition by his subjects(42).-
Sharp's most notable diversion from High Church doctrine

was his correspondence with foreign churches, many of whom
the High Church denounced because of their non-episcopal

status. He wrote to Jablonski of Prussia concerning a union

0f the Lutheran and Reformed churches, the Lutheran church

being considered the closest to the Church of England in
doctrine and discipline(43). This also brought him into

correspondence with the Electress Sophia in Hanover, who
favoured the introduction of the English liturgy to her court
as a catalyst for union. Although this correspondence was
incongruous with a High Church loathing of Nonconformity,
Sharp asserted that the plan involved no conmpromise of his
views., He maintained that he and his co-conspirators, John
Grabe and George Smalridge, sought to establish Anglicanismn
as the corner stone of a great, united church, by embracing

the established church of most of Germany. The eplscopal
nature of the Lutheran church and the similarity of its
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liturgy with that of the Anglican church served as a basis
for union, but as far as English Nonconformity was caoncerned,
Sharp placed the onus of schism firmly with Dissent (44).

At the other end of the theological spectrum traditional
supporters of other factions found something in common with
the High Churchmen. Archbishop Thomas Tenison (1636-1715),
whose concern for the Protestant succession led him to
support the Vhigs, shared some High Church views of the
alliance between Church and state, as did the author and

Irish cleric Jonathan Swift (1667-1745), who despite being

generally of a "more middling nature", wrote,

A Church of England man hath a true veneration for the

scheme established among us of ecclesiastical
government (45).

Bishop Edmund Gibson (1669-1748)>, Chaplain to Tenison and an
ally of the Vhigs, followed the High Church line on the
Toleration Act. The Act sought to retain all citizens under
the aegis of ecclesiastical authority by offering Dissenters
comprehension into the Church of England rather than
toleration outside of it. Comprehension involved a "widening"

of the Anglican Church so that it could incorporate moderate
Dissenters within its fold, who differed from it only in

points of secondary importance. It was hoped that such a

scheme would combat the threat of fervent Dissenters by
depriving their ministers and chapels of the protection of

the law(46). Gibson also supported Sharp in the matter of
reinforced Sabbath Observance, whilst his 1713 work Codex

=3 Ll Ang anl asserted such firm views of

sacerdotal authority that it earned its author a comparison
to Laud{47). Similarly, Villiam Jane (1645-1707), dean of
Christ Church, Oxford, was labelled a Calvinist but opposed
plans for Comprehension in 1689 and campaigned alongside
Francis Atterbury (1662-1732) as Prolocutor of the Lawer
House of Convocation, for the rights and privileges of the

clergy in that House(48). Bishop George Morley of Winchester
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was also a noted Calvinist, but was familiar with High Church
circles, and even had a High Church chaplain in Thonmas
Ken(49), while the liberal Gilbert Burnet described Laud's

“
A

ation C > nference w ) she -he Jesy as "one ot
the best books we have' (50).

This considerable diversity of opinion among Anglican
clerics suggests that few were primarily concerned with
elther party or political motives or a set agenda. Many
harboured coherent convictions on numerous issues which cut
across labels like Whig and Tory, or High and Low Church(51).
Even those most closely associated with High Church values do

not seem to conform to any partisan standpoint on any issue.

iii. The Low Church Group.

It is easier to appreciate what made High Churchmanship in
the seventeenth century distinct by comparing it with other

forms of Anglican Churchmanship during this period. If High

Churchmanship can be said to represent the right wing of the
thenlogical spéctrum within the Church of England then the

left extreme was occupied by the Low Churchmen.

The Low Church were those who, at the Revolution of 1688,
urged the Church to look forward and adapt to new
circumstances rather than look back to antiquity(52). The Low
Church developed from the religious settlements of 1604 and
1662 which left those despairing of finding spiritual
satisfaction in the Church of England to form their own
socleties. Many Puritans remained part of the Church since
many of its articles were written from their perspective, and
it was from them that the Low Church movement grew. They
dismissed forms of ecclesiastical government as unimportant,
accepting those already established as harmless in so much as
they allowed freedom in the sacraments. They held Erastian

convictions that the Church should have no independent
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initiative in moral discipline, and they argued that the
Church should be run by the state to maintain it on a
national basis, whilst eliminating ceremony and mysteries
from worship as far as possible(53). They opposed
Nonconformists in principle but felt some sympathy with them
as fellow Protestants, and they desired friendship with anti-
Catholic and Dissenter groups in the common struggle against
Rome and France, who they felt posed the greatest threat to

the Church of England(54). They viewed themselves as liberal,
rational and moderate (55).

A contemporary tract entitled The Principles of the Low
Church Men of 1714 lists eight important articles which

distinguish Low from High Churchmen. It asserts that Low
Churchmen support the supremacy of the crown; the maintenance

0f episcopacy and validity of Dissenters' baptism; the
necessity of absolution and the observing of the Lord's

supper as a sacrament; the principles of comprehension,
toleration and moderation; the divine appointment of the
Lord's day and the maintenance of the doctrines of Passive
Obedience and hereditary right. It also states that they are
firmly opposed to the practice of bowing toward the

altar (56).

The Low Church group found their political counterparts
in the parliamentary Whig party. The nickname "Whig" derived

irom the term "Vhiggamore" which referred back to a group of

Scottish Presbyterians who had organised petitions against
the dissolution of parliament at the time that the succession
of James II, then Duke of York, was being discussed.
Opponents of the Low Church accused the Whig group of a
similar interest toward revolution and republicanism. Indeed,
they were firm supporters of the Revolution of 1688, but were
subsequently also supporters of the Hanoverian succession,
and came to be viewed less as threats to the constitution and
more as liberals, who supported religious liberty through
toleration. In contrast the parliamentary Tory party

represented a counter to such liberty and attracted High
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Church support. The label derived from the Irish language and
referred to a group of dissident Irish papists who forged a
living from highway robbery. The application of the term
referred to the refusal of the party to support a bill

excluding the Duke of York from the line of succession to the
British throne in 1679, insinuating that those who would not
support it were robbing the supporters of Protestantism(57).
At the centre of the theological spectrum stood the
Latitudinarians, a group which had much in common with the
Low Churchmen(58). The Latitudinarians, later labelled "Broad
Churchmen", derived from the Canbridge Platonists, a group of
nid-seventeenth century divines at the colleges of Cambridge
University who regarded Plato and the Greek philosophers as
the primitive fathers of the church. They rejected notions of
religion, like outward observances, and stressed an internal
understanding of religion based on i1ts reasonableness, 1its
rationality and its liberalism(59). Influenced by the dawn of
the scilentific age and continental Enlightenment,
Latitudinarianism abandoned this philosophical stance and
fell back on the traditional defences of the Athanasian
creed, the apostolic succession and the Trinity. They sought

to replace fixed creeds and dogmatic formulae with

simplicity, order and intelligibility, believing that purity
of heart and life was the way to true knowledge (60). They

asserted that the authority of the Bible lay in its ability
to speak directly to the heart, and they allowed liberty of

worship and doctrine to a greater extent than any other

Anglican body<(6l). An apology for their standpoint; "A _Brief

' S & e INew = - > demen: aZetne A sE=1Im) (=

. -
o et

ons on _the New Phllosophy" appeared in 1662 in which
its author, Simon Patrick, asserted that the group did not
deviate from accepted standards in liturgy and Church

government, but prefered "virtuous mediocrity" to extreme

rites and ceremonies, and considered the government of the

Church to be apostolic. They accepted the Church's creeds and
the Thirty—-Nine Articles and claimed as their source the
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writings of the apostles and clerics of the ancient
church (62) .

The difficulty facing the historian seeking to
distinguish between these groups is the immense overlap which
occurs between them all, not least because they were all part
of the Anglican Church. Despite the division in doctrine that

seemns to have existed between them, 1t seems that a
fundamental consensus survived within the Church and men with
widely varying and incompatible views managed to maintain

relationships. In this way the High Churchmen were not
distinct in their allegiance to the Church of England, but,

shared with their Vhig and Latitudinarian contemporaries
a patriotism of the church such as no other communion
possessed, but in their case 1t was a vision rooted 1in

the long succession of Christian centuries and in the
Apostolic churchd(63).

The High Church standpoint marked a resistance on the
part of Anglicanism to absorption into an undifferentiated

Protestantism. The High Church movement may not have
represented a well organised party with a conscious

programme, but they did constitute a group of individuals

with a purpméa that made them distinct from other Anglican
individuals. As the VWVhig, or Laow Church group, and the

Latitudinarians sought to make the best of a fluid political
siutuation, the High Churchmen refused to accept for the

Church the "place in English society of a basically voluntary
body working within the legal conditions of the

establishment" (64), and in a national context they strove to

preserve and restore the Church's authority,
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CHAPLER 2

The Nonjuror Schism

The Revolution of 1688 occasioned divisions within the
Anglican Church, and one of the most profound was that which
occured among the High Churchmen. The usurpation of the
legitimate monarch and the succession he represented left
those who scrupled the legitimacy of the Revolution facing
the dilemma of hypocrisy or refusing to swear allegiance to
King William and deprivation from their livings. Those who
chose the latter were to become known as the “Nonjurors'.

With their backward looking stance toward the traditions
0f Caroline, Elizabethan and Henrican clerics, and their

appeal to scripture and patristic writings and practice, the
High Churchmen of the restoration period were the ideological
descendants of those who had supported King Charles I and
Archbishop Laud in their reforms of the Church before 1649.
During the Commonwealth they had either been in hiding or
silent, but at the restoration of the monarchy in 1660 they
emerged with similar objectives to those formerly cherished

by Laud himself(l>. They maintained the concept of a national

church in a Christian realm where the clergy exercised

spiritual discipline over the nation, supported by their lay
counterparts who acted in parliament. They also upheld the
doctrines of Passive Obedience, Passive Resistance and
devotion to hereditary monarchy as "the shibboleth of good
churchmanship”" and the duty of every subject(2). They
represented an Anglicanism that refused to be absorbed by

continental Protestantism, embodying uncompromising
convictions of the uniqueness, truth and rightness of the
Anglican faith. At the heart of this High Church movement was

a simple belief that the conditions of the old establishment
could be restored by firm political action(3).
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However, the accession of the Roman Catholic James I1 to
the throne in 1685 brought a period of uncertainty to the
Church as the King appeared to be attempting to reintroduce
the Roman faith to Britain. Over the Christmas and New Year
period between 1688 and 1689 a series of dramas were to be
played out which culminated in James' enforced flight to
France and the accession to the throne of William of Orange
and his wife Mary, James' Protestant daughter. The usurpation
of a legitimate, divinely ordained King forced the Church of
England clergy into a reappraisal of all that they stood for
theologically, morally and pastorallyd(4>. It not only

contravened the doctrines of Passive Obedience and

Resistance, but it presented the High Churchmen with a crisis
0of conscience and raised doubts about the spiritual
independence of the Church in the context of its
Establishment (5). Government policy also played its part in
the dilemma of 1689 as the High Churchmen were forced to
choose between an enthusiastic Roman Catholic on the one hand
and a Dutch Protestant on the other, for whom some High
Churchmen, like Thomas Ken, Bishop of Bath and Wells,
harboured a personal dislike(6). The result was a schism in
the High Church ranks which had the profound effect of
draining "off the cream of High Churchmanship from the

national church" (7) while leaving those who remained within

the Anglican communion vulnerable to criticism and plagued by
deep-rooted uncertainty.

1. The Deposition of James II and the accession of William
and Mary

In 1681 Charles II had begun preparations for his brother's

succession by establishing an ecclesiastical commission to

+ Charles ensured that
the commission comprised of royalists who could be relied
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upon to be loyal to both him and James, and one of its key
members was the Archbishop of Canterbury, Villiam Sancroft.
The Archbishop was widely respected by clerics and laity
alike as "a person of great prudence and moderation' (9);
Bishop Turner of Ely wrote numerous letters to him expressing
his respect(10), as did political figures such as Jonathan
Swift (1667-1745) and John Dryden (1631-1700), despite his
dislike of priests, and so too did Queen Mary as a
Princess(l11). He was a firm royalist, once describing Charles
I as "the best Protestant in these kingdoms and incomparibly
the best King upon earth"”, and he was a supporter of the

doctrines of Passive Obedience and Non Resistance and thus
perceived James as the legitimate successor to Charles
I11(12).

Sancroft was also a realist and was prepared to accept
that some degree of toleration had to be incorporated into
the Church of England 1f it was to respond to the ferment of
religious diversity prevalent in Europe(13). He advocated

tenderness towards moderate Protestant Dissenters in the hope

that they might be persuaded to join the Church in opposition

to the common enemy of Rome, through a policy of

comprehension(l4).

The scheme of comprehension that Sancroft personally
envisaged was closer to that which he was to pursue under
King William. To incorporate Protestant Dissenters into the
Church of England on a fully inclusive basis, he sought the
repealing of the Test and Corporation Acts which excluded
them from civil office, and the modification of the Praver
Book so that it was more compatible to the standpoint of the
more orthodox Dissenters. The hope was that both nmeasures
would encourage these groups to return to the pale of the
Church(15). As Bishop William Wake was to reflect in his
Autobiography, Sancroft had realised that "things could not

stand in their present posture", noting that;

It was said that after the civil wars, when the King
returned, there was nothing 1in readiness;...we ought to
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be better provided against another time, and duly <o
consider how we might not only 1mprove our oOwWn
constitution, but bring over the truly honest and well-
meaning Dissenters to join in Communion with us({6),.

King James, however, had a wilder reaching plan for
comprehension which embraced toleration of the common enemy.

In 1687 he issued a Declaration of Indulgence, to be read

aloud in all churches, that decreed;

all manner of penal laws in matters ecclesiastical for
not coming to church or not receiving the sacrament, Or

for any other nonconformity. .. be immediately
suspended (17).

The High Churchmen were horrified. From their perspective
Popery posed as much of a threat to the Church as Puritanism
and Vhiggery, and in a Roman Catholic King who decreed
toleration of Nonconformists they found an embodiment of all

those evils(18)., Sancroft, despite advocating tenderness

toward moderate Dissenters, believed that continuing
persecution of obdurate sectaries was necessary to preserve
the discipline of the national Church and retain all citizens
under i1ts protection(19). He recognised that James'
Declaration had placed the Church of England in a perilious
position, open to attack from Papists who had the support of

the Crown, whilst simultaneously threatened by Dissenters for
whom the King had removed all necessity for comprehension to
the Church(20)>. The Declaration had also been made without
reference to any other body and with a blatant disregard for
parliament and its processes, and came in the aftermath of
the Monmouth Uprising, following the failure of which James
had ordered three hundred of Monmouth's co-conspirators to be
executed and a futher eight hundred sold into slavery in the
Vest Indies(21)., Sancroft and six of his Bishops, those of
Bath and Vells, St.Asaph, Peterborough, Ely, Bristol and
Chichester, felt the need to act in response(22), and

submitted a petition to the King claiming that the,
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Declaration is founded upon such a Dispensing power, as
hath often been declared illegal in Parliament...and is a
matter of so great moment and consequence to the whole
nation, both in Church and State, that your Petitioners
cannot in prudence, honour or conscilence, so far make
themseves parties to it...Your Petitioners therefore most
humbly and earnestly beseech your Majesty that you will

be graciously pleased not to 1insist upon  theilr

distributing and reading your Majesty's sald
Declaration(23).

James' response was to imprison all seven petitioners in

the Tower on a charge of publishing a seditious libel, though
they were later acquitted.

Other High Church clerics were also moved into decisive
action against the Declaration. John Sharp, who as James'
chaplain and Rector of St.Glles—-in-the—-Fields had preached
against Roman Catholicism and James' Injunctions for
Preachers in 1686, also refused to read the Declaration of

Indulgences(24). Bishop Henry Compton of London (1632-1713)

was suspended for his refusal to suspend Sharp, and was

instrumental in organising a number of consultation meetings

amongst clerics who shared his concern for renewal of the

Church. By theilr aims and programme of discussion, which

included issues such as practical and pastoral theolagy,

administration of the sacraments, confirmation and
catechising(29%), these constituted the first definitive
grouping of men sharing High Church sentiments during this

period. Theilr concerns were manifested in 1689 in a

collection of tracts intended as a reasoned statement of the

case 0f the Church at that time. It was published in 1698 as

A _Colle QN C ases and Other L purses or lhe Londaon
Cases against Dissent and included work from clerics across

the theolgical spectrum like Sharp, Tenison, John Tillotson,

dean of St.Pauls (1630-1694) and Simon Patrick, Bishop of
Chichester (1626-1707) (26).

The High Church lay response to the Declaration was
typified by Henry Dodwell, Camdenian Professor of Ancient
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History at Oxford who pointed out that toleration involved
admitting into the Church those parties who ought to be

excluded from it because of their exclusion from the
apostolic succession., It was this threat to the Church's

foundations that convinced scholars like Dodwell that the
Church was now in danger(27).

Following the release of the seven Bishops, negotiations
toward agreement on religious issues to be raised in the next

parliament were begun between Nonconformist ministers, who
visited the Bishops in the Tower, and the Archbishop and

London clergy(28). Francis Lee's 2 _Of N =)sbs

- -

\ nell.,
published in 1718, lists twenty one articles pertaining to
"the better Securing and Strengthening of the Protestant
Interest and Religion, and for making the Church of England
the Head of that Interest" (29). George Every ascribes these
articles to the negotiations between Dissenters and
Anglicans(30), and points to William WVake's defence of

Sancroft at Sacheverell's trial in 1710, where Wake described
how;

The design was...To i1mprove, and i1f possible, to inforce
our discipline; to review, and enlarge our liturgy; by
correcting of some things, by adding of others: and 1f it
should be thought advisable by authority, when this
matter should come to be legally considered, first in
Convocation, then 1in Parliament, by leaving some few

ceremonies, confess'd to be indifferent in their nature,

as 1indifferent 1n thelr wusage, s0 as not to be
necessarily observed by those who made a scruple of
them(31) .,

Bishop Francis Turner of Ely (1638-1700) wrote to warn
sSancroft in September 1688 that;

It grows every day plainer to me that many of our
divines, men of name and note...intend upon any overture
for comprehension...to offer all our ceremonies in
sacrifice to the dissenters, kneeling at the sacrament

and all...f(and) would strip this poor church of all her
ornaments(32).
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Turner's standpoint, Every asserts, is "the beginning of what
became the appeal to a popular High Church feeling against®
those '"who would sell the ceremonies to win over the
Presbyterians” (33).

However, the intrigues of the Church were rendered
incidental by those of the politicians. During the trials of
the seven Bishops, Edward Russell, the Earl of Shrewsbury,
had taken advantage of the excitement it occasioned to
highlight to William of Orange James' alienation from his
subjects. VWith the birth of a heir to James, ending the
consoling hope that the Crown would eventually be restored to
Protestant succession, Russell saw his moment to execute a
plan amongst the most influential men of state to invite
William of Orange to England to assume the throne. On June
30, 1688 Russell himself, Lord Danby of Shrewsbury and Lord
Lumley of Devonshire, Bishop Conmpton, the suspended and
embittered Bishop of London, and Henry Sidney, Ambassador to
the Hague, signed a letter urging William to come to England

to maintain the Protestant religion and the laws and
liberties of the country(34). Villiam, who had been kept
informed of events in Britain for some time, needed no

further mandate and by November 1688 had landed at Torbay. By
the following month he had reached Exeter and James, sensing

the inevitable, fled Whitehall on 11 December, famously
casting the Great Seal of England into the Thames as he went.
With the King voluntarily gone, Archbishop Sancroft formed a
Provisional Government which invited William to London to
assume control. However, when James was captured at

Faversham, Kent, the same government sent a party to retrieve

him and return him to London as King. Upon reassuming the

throne James once again flooded Whitehall with Papist priests
and agents, and observing that he had learnt nothing from the

previous few months, William had his mercenaries imprison
James. On Christmas Day 1688 he was forcibly taken to

Rochester to sall for France(35). England's legitimate King
was in exile,

23



Events moved fast into the New Year. As the House of
Lords began drafting a petition to VWVilliam requesting that he
assume the throne, Sancroft called his Bishops to London for
discussions. Bishops Ken and Turner produced a gulde for the
deliberations which proposed that they should oppose the
deposition of King James, the election of any other King and
any intercepting of the right succession to the Crown(36),
preferring that Villiam be offered a Regency until a
Convention parliament had a chance to discuss the issues.
However when the Lords and Commons met in Convention on 22
January, Sancroft stayed away, citing old age and infirmity
as his reasons, the same reasons as he had given for not yet
having been to pay his respects to the new Kingd(37). He knew
what was about to happen and wanted no part of it. By 28
January the Commons had voted that James' desertion
constituted abdication and they resolved that the throne be
offered to William. WVhen the Lords vetoed this decision
William made 1t plain that he was not prepared to accept any
designation other than King. Furthermore, Mary indicated that
she was prepared to concede all her powers to her husband
because only the position of monarch could make residence in,
and devotion to, Britain tenable for William as the Prince of
Orange whose devotion was also due to his Dutch subjects.
Given the lack of any alternative, the Lords concurred with
the Commons, and on 13 February 16890 Villiam and Mary were

crowned. Sancroft was not present, leaving Bishop Compton of

London to conduct the ceremony(38).

ii. Schism among the High Churchmen

In 1689 the High Church clergy were forced to choose between

a monarch who seemed determined to bring about the

destruction of Anglicanism through his Popery, and recanting
thelr theories of indefeasible hereditary right. Those who
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subscribed to the doctrines of Passive (Obedlience and Non
Resistance also recognised James' legitimacy through the
hereditary succession of the monarchy, and believed that he
embodied God's own authority upon which the preservation of
the country was dependent. Britain's was a monarchical order,
and it was to the monarch as leader of the country that its
people looked for the preservation of harmony and order. This
viewpoint had begun with the portrayal of Queen Elizabeth 1
as the Virgin Queen, virtuous and pure, which first
propounded the dignified and religious aura of monarchy. The
image was perpetuated by James I, who took a keen interest in
theology and constantly propounded the godly aspects of his
own position, drawing upon texts from the Psalter which
asserted of earthly Kings that "Even by God himself they are
called Gods" (39). Such was the extent of these sentiments by
the reign of Charles I that in 1640 John Pym claimed that the

King represented;

the fountain of justice, of peace, of protection;...the

royal power and majesty shines upon us in every public
blessing we enjoy<40).

In the aftermath of civil war and regicide, and with the

restoration, such fervency, dismissed by one, archetypal Whig

historian as a “"superstitio<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>