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ABSTRACT 

NAME: Arthur L. Gladstone 
THESIS: ENGLISH ANTI-PAPIST PAMPHLETEERS 1678-1685 
DEGREE: M.A. 
DEPARTMENT: History 

This thesis is a study of the politics and ideas of anti

popery. It examines the motives and results of the manipulation of 

anti-papist sentiments by the opposition and government from 1678 

to 1685. Parliamentary debates, royal proclamations, state papers, 

collections of letters and printed manuscripts have been examined. 

The pamphlet literature of the period is analysed in great depth. 

The pamphleteers' political loyalties, motives, as well as their 

concepts of sovereignty, obedience and toleration are studied in 

detail~ The origins of these ideas lie in medieval, Renaissance and 

Reformation thought which was transmitted by the writers of the 

Interregnum to the opposition and crown pamphleteers. The roots of 

the opposition's concept of toleration can be traced to certain ideas 

of the Reformation but it was greatly influenced by the work of several 

wr1:ters of the Interregnum. The different concepts of sovereignty 

affected the pamphleteers' attitudes towards Catholicism and Catholics. 



PREFACE 

The intellectual content of pamphlet literature varies from 

tract to tract. Even the pamphlets of the eminent Milton were filled 

with mundane comments and topical argumentation n ••. not worthy to 

be dignified by the name of a great trend of thought. nl If this is 

true of Milton ' s work, it is doubly true for most of the pamphlets 

written between 1678 and 1685. The tracts trace al1 the controversial 

points in the political debate of the period and most of them contain 

little intel1ectual or philosophi~al merit. Nonetheless in this 

popular literature it is possible to find many references to political 

ideas which are worthy of analysis. 

In most instances these ideas are put forth in such a manner 

as to suggest that they had no predecessors either in content or method 

of argument. It is the primary aim of this thesis to trace the 

geneological tree of the ideas which the pamphleteers advanced on 

sovereignty, obedience and toleration. In this way it is possible to 

discern that these tracts nfrom which was created a vivid political 

consciousness n2 contained many ideas whose roots lay in the distant 

pasto As yet no one has analysed this material in order to determine 

the origin~ of the political arguments which filled these tracts. 3 

In order to do so it is necessary to examine the political situation 

which gave rise to the pamphlet literature, the background of 



pamphleteers and the arguments contained in the tracts. 

In analys;ng the political background two points must be 

considered. The first concerns the way in which both the opposition 

and the government exploited the anti-papist hysteria which was 

caused by the Popish Plot. The second is that the constitutional 

cris;s which occurred at this time prevented many new anti-papist bills 

from becoming law. The administration of the anti-papist proclamations 

at the local level is beyond the scope of this thesis as it is a 

separate and almost uncharted field of research. 4 

The supporters of each political faction produced countless 

pamphlets to express their opinions and defend their policies. Special 

note is taken of the pamphleteers who advanced anti-papist arguments in 

their tracts in order to determine the way in which each side exploited 

the anti-papist hysteria, It is important to understand the background 

of these pamphleteers and their motives for writing the tracts. 

Individual biographies are not provided since the purpose of the analysis 

is to provide insight into the links between the political ideas of the 

Interregnum and those of the Exclusion crisis and the Royalist reaction. 

Once the political connections of the pamphleteers have been 

determined, it is possible to examine the various ideas expressed in 

the tracts with the definite knowledge that they represent the point of 

view not only of an individual but also of a section of the polity. 

The primary aim of such an 'analysis is to determine the intellectual 

sources from which the pamphleteers' derived their ideas on sovereignty, 

obedience and toleration. The analysis of the opposition and crown 

pamphleteers background and thought are provided in the second and third 

ii 



chapters respectively. 

The final chapter relates the different attitudes towards 

soverei gnty , revealed in the foregoing analysis, to the question of 

popery in England. It will be determined whether their divergent 

political attitudes played a significant part in the pamphleteers' 

attitudes to the Catholic community; whether they shared certain 

common points of view; and whether their criticisms of Catholicism were 

original. In so doing it will be possible to link the various anti

papist attitudes to the different political beliefs. 

The year 1678 was chosen as the first year of intense analysis 

because the Popish Plot and the attendant anti-papist hysteria occurred 

in the fall of this year. Since it is extremely difficult to date 

precisely when a pamphlet appeared, it has been necessary to use all 

the pamphlets which were written'in this year. The year 1685 was chosen 

as the concluding date of the analysis because it was the year in which 

Charles II died. However, since he died in February of 1685, l have 

not included any tracts of this year in the analysis for they rightly 

belong to the reign of James II. Every attempt was made to read most 

of the tracts of the eighteen pamphleteers whose lives and ideas are 

examined below. The dates have been left in the old series. The first 

of the year has been ta ken to begin on 1 January rather than on 25 

March. The spelling and punctuation have not been altered. 

The Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research provided the financial 

assistance necessary to research and write this thesis during the summer 

of 1971 and 1~72. The aid of the staff in the McLennan Library, the 

Rare Book RooJ and Inter Library Loan at McGill University was indis

pensable. l must also acknowledge the services of the staff of the 
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Sterling Memorial and the Beinecke Rare Book Librar;es at Yale 

University. These collections and their aid was vital in researching 

this thesis. To Miss Isabel Morcom, Assistant Librarian at the 

William Salt Library, Stafford, Dr. Anne Whiteman of Oxford, and the 

staff of the Bodleian Library, Oxford, l must express my gratitude for 

their aid in obtaining the material on the Compton Census. 

l must express even greater gratitude to the people who aided 

in shaping the mass of crude material into a viable (and hopefully 

polished) thesis. To Peter McCaw l say thank you for spending many 

friendly hours discussing the politics and culture of Tudor and 

Stuart England. This discussion proved to be invaluable in formulating 

many of the ideas expressed below. To my wife Deborah as well as to 

Peter l express my thanks for proôf reading the typescript and making 

several useful suggestions. l would also like to thank Professor 

Senior for his comments on the nature of pamphlet literature and the 

politics of the Restoration period. However my greatest debt is owed 

to my director Professor Maxwell. 
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FOOTNOTES TO THE PREFACE 

l E.M.W. Tillyard, Milton, revised ed. (New York, 1967), pp. 
102-103. 
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3J.H. Plumb, "The Growth of the Electorate from 1660 to 1715", 
Past and Present, XLV (1969), p. 92, n. 4. J.R. Jones, The First 
Whigs (London, 1961), pp. 213-214, and G.P. Gooch, The History of 
the En lish Democratic Ideas in the Seventeenth Centur (Cambridge, 
1898 , pp. 339, 358; L.I. Bredvold, The Intel1ectual Milieu of John 
Oryden (Ann Arbor, [1934], 1966), p. 143. Each suggest a link between 
the thought of the Interregnum and that of the Exclusion cri sis, but 
none of them examine this link in extenso. 

4See J,A. Williams, Catholic Recusanc in Wiltshire, 1660-1791 
(Catholic Record Society, New Port, Mon., 1968 for a pioneering work 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES OF ANTI-POPERY IN ENGLAND 
BEFORE 1678 

In order to understand the politics of anti-popery during the 

period of 1678-1685 it is fundamental that previous governmental 

policies towards the Catholicsare known. This topic is vast and com

plicated. What will be herein undertaken is a brief analysis of the 

important penal laws and the reasons for their creation under Elizabeth 

and James. Surely such harsh laws did not arise out of personal 

prejudice, but rather out of the political threat which Catholicism 

posed to English sovereignty and the Protestant religion. Although the 

threat to English sovereignty waned after 1558, from time to time other 

than strategic factors influenced governments subsequently to pass new 

penal laws. 

The origins of the penal laws lie in the fears of the political, 

religious and economic consequences of the re-imposition of the Catholic 

religion. Under Elizabeth the Catholics were persecuted because it was 

thought that their religious and political beliefs posed a threat to 

the government. With every attempt to subvert the government, the fear 

and hatred of Catholicism grew and additional laws were imposed. 

Contributing to these political and religious fears was the fear that 

the abbey lands would be reconfiscated. l 

ln arder to control the threat from the Catholics Elizabeth 

passed several laws. In 1559 the Act of supremacy stipulated that any 
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pers on who maintained the pre-eminence of the Pope would be subject 

to Praemunire. It required that all those who held office Jr entered 

university should foreswear the Popels spiritual and temporal authority 

and it imposed a fine of twèlve pence per Sunday on those who failed to 

attend the parish Church. 2 In 1562 this Act was broadened to cover all 

the professions. 3 

As the Counter-Reformation was extended to England, the Queen 

and Parliament responded by passing a succession of Acts penalizing 

Catholics for not practicing the established religion. If they were 

absent from the services of the parish Church for four consecutive 

Sundays and, if the Churchwarden or the constable presented them for 

this offence at the local sessions of the peace, the Justices of the 

Peace could convict them of recusancy. Thereupon they were required to 

paya fine of twenty pounds per month until they conformed or to forfeit 

two-thirds of their lands and goods, if they failed to pay this fine. 4 

Catholics were also penalized for practicing their religion. For 

instance, in 1585 all priests were expelled from the realm and any priest 

who was apprehended th.ereafter coul d be comii cted of hi gh treason. 

Other laws fined Catholics who were found attending mass, sending aid 

ta priests overseas or import.ing Catholic books and devotional articles 

into the realm. 5 

When James succeeded to the throne in 1603,the Catholics remained 

quiescent. Nonetheless, James passed an Act which confirmed the 

Elizabethan penal laws. 6 However certain members of the Catholic 

community once again threatened the government in 1605. As a result of 
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the Gunpowder Plot, more stringent laws were passed against them in 

1605-1606. An oath of Allegiance forced Catholics to foreswear the 

Pope's right to depose kings and made them pledge their allegiance to 

James and his successors. 7 In order to counterbalance the threatened 

security of the government, a result of the assassination of Henry IV 

of France in 1610, this Act was extended to cover all persons over 

eighteen regardless of social status. Furthermore the Act of 1610 

forced women recusants to pay their fines or go to prison. A man who 

had a recusant wife was required to paya monthly fine of ten pounds 

or forfeit one-third of his estate and goods. 8 

A1though numerous laws were passed against Catholics, the pro

visions of the laws were frequently ignored.9 Under Elizabeth,when the 

threat to security was not grave, as during the period 1559 to 1603, 

the enforcement of the law was half-hearted. 10 Under James this policy 

of toleration was in general continued, particularly as he had no desire 

to obtain conformity by force. ll Only after the GunpowderPlot and the 

murder of Henry IV were the old penal laws enforced and was new anti

Catholic legislation passed. 

The de facto toleration ended for the Catholics when the King and 

Parliament became embroiled in the marriage negotiations between James 

and the Spanish and French governments. James sought an alliance. thrQugh 

the marri age of Prince Charles to the royal family in Spain and then to 

that in France. Anti-popery now became connected with the Parliamentary 

opposition's attack on James' pro-Catholic policy.12 James had been 

forced to promise that he would suspend the penal laws as part of the 
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marri age contract. In order to show his good faith James suspended the 

1aws in 1623, but the Par1iamentary outcry was so great that he was 

forced to issue a proclamation which instructed the local officia1s to 

enforce the anti-papist 1aws.13 Nonethe1ess James did succeed in 

marrying Charles to the French Catholic Princess Henrietta Maria. 

Under Charles 1 a new reason for persecuting the Catholics arose. 

Although Charles was married to a Cathûlic, when he became King he 

did not suspend the penal laws. Instead, the 1aws were ordered to be 

enforced so that Par1iament wou1d grant him a money bill. 14 Later in 

his reign Charles a1so used the penal laws to co11ect money on his own 

account. Between 1629 and 1638 the annual revenue from this source was 

approximate1yt45o,000.15 Seemingly in contradiction between 1629 and 

1637 the government did not issue any orders to the local officia1s to 

enforce the penal laws. Thus, despite the more efficient collection 

of recusancy fines, the practice of Catho1icism became more open. 

As the opposition to Charles drew to its climax, Charles was 

accused of favouring the Catho1ic religion and the Commons demanded 

strict enforcement of the penal 1aws. 16 Thus in 1637-1638 the government 

issued proclamations to this effect. 17 The anti-papist fee1ing.became 

so intense in 1639-1640 that anti-papist riots broke out in Lodnon. 

In order to que11 the disturbances Charles once again issued a proclamation 

to enforce the penal 1aws. Many wea1thy Catho1ics sold their land and 

departed for the continent because they feared that Par1iament wou1d 

virtua11y annihi1ate the Catho1ic community.18 The f1ights of Catho1ics 

on1y serves to high1ight the intense anti-papist sentiment in 1640. 
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Even when there was an official desire to persecute Catholics, 

the governments often experienced difficulty at the county level in 

convincing the local officials of the importance of enforcing the 

penal laws. l9 The Catholic community was unevenly distributed; most 

Catholics lived in the northern counties like Lancaster, Durham, 

Northumberland, and Westmoreland and in certain parts of Wales, while to 

the west and south there were many parishes without a single Catholic 

family. The only exception to this pattern was London, which had a 

sizeable Catholic community, due to the foreign embassies of the 

Catholic states of Spain, Portugal and Venice. 20 

Although the Catholics in the south and west were isolated from 

those in the north and despite the shortage of priests, the Catholic 

community continued to survive. One reason for this was that Catholics 

maintained close social contacts with their Protestant neighbours. 2l 

Another reason was that many times a Catholic would conform while the 

remainder of his family would remain true to the old faith. 22 In this 

way he could keep his estate, escape payment of the fines due from other 

members of his family and consolidate the already close social ties to 

the Protestant community. These close ties hindered the effectiveness of 

the governmentls implementation of the penal laws. 

From 1640 until the Protectorate this scattered and isolated 

community was considered by supporters of Parliament to be the real 

enemy of state. The anti-Catholic hysteria which broke out resulted in 

the severe persecution of the Catholics. 23 The laws against the 

priesthood were strictly enforced and prisons such as Newgate were filled 
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with them. 24 The Catholics were further harried by new laws passed by 

the Long Parliament. They were assessed special rates in order to pay 

for the cavalry or the defense of a given county.25 Their arms were 

seized and their estates were sequestered. 26 

Of all the penalties that of sequestration was the most severe. 

It was imposed on anyone who opposed Parliament and, since most Catholics 

fought on the side of the King, it hurt them in particular. 27 In 

August 1643 Parliament made sequestration the penalty for anyone who 

refused the oath of abjuration. This oath forced an individual to 

renounce many of the distinguishing tenets of the Catholic faith. 28 

Anyone could be required to take the oath and a certificate of a refusal 

signed by two Justices of the Peace was enough to enforce the 

sequestration of two-thirds of a man's lands and goods. 29 The previous 

procedure of indictment, conviction and distraint was replaced by the 

arbitrary process of accusation and conviction. 

Under Cromwell the position of the Catholic community somewhat 

improved. With the disestablishment of the Church of England the 

Catholics could not be convicted for non-attendance. Thus the basis 

for the penal laws was nullified. Furthermore, Cromwell 's second Parliament 

amended the arbitrary procedure by which a Catholic's land could be 

sequestered. Once per quarter the Justices of the Peace issued warrants 

to the local officials which instructed them to give the Justices the 

names of all the suspected papists in their parishes within fourteen 

days before the sessions. The Justices th en issued warrants for the 

suspected papists to appear at the session and" if they failed to appear, 
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a proclamation was issued ca11ing for them to appear at the next 

session. If they did not appear at that time, they cou1d be found 

gui1ty and their estates cou1d be sequestered. 30 

Whi1e Par1iament and Cromwell were persecuting the Catho1ics, 

Charles was p10tting to overthrow the repub1ican government with their 

aid. His first abortive attempt to regain the throne occurred in 1652. 

Charles re1ied on the Catho1ics and their fe110w Protestant roya1ists 

to aid him. 31 The rebe11ion co11apsed and after the batt1e of 

Worcester Charles' 1ife was saved by the local Catho1ic population, 

who assisted his escape to the continent. For this Charles fe1t deep1y 

indebted. 32 

After Worcester Charles began to negotiate with the Catho1ic 

powers. An opportunity to cement an alliance with Spain arose when 

Spain broke relations with Cromwell in 1655 over the seizure of Jamaica. 

In April 1656 two treaties were signed by which the King of Spain agreed 

to 1end Charles 6,000 sol di ers as the nucleus of an invasion force in 

return for which Charles promised that, if he were restored to the 

throne, he wou1d he1p the Spaniards against the Portuguese, return 

Jamaica and suspend the penal 1aws. Charles was 1ater granted a pension 

from Spain to help him over his financia1 difficu1ties. 33 

Pespite these close contacts with the Catho1ics and the fact that 

his mother was a Catholic and had converted his sister, Charles refused 

to embrace the faith in order to buy support from the Pope. His 

experience in Eng1and after the debacle at Worcester clear1y indicated 

to him that the people wou1d not submit to a Catholic king. Yet Charles 
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did not mind secretly committing himself to removing the disabilities 

of the Catholics in order to obtain the support of the Catholic states. 34 

Charles 1 political acumen served him well, since the Spanish alliance 

was nullified by the Peace of the Pyrennes in 1659 and the Independent 

General Monk offered Charles the Crown. Thus the Catholics abroad 

and in England played no role in Charles 1 restoration. If he had 

declared himself a Catholic, Monk would have had great difficulty in 

imposing his decision on the political leaders despite his control over 

the army. 

Before Charles departed for England he issued the declaration 

of Breda. According to the declaration he was willing to grant 

Dissenters and Cath01ics liberty of conscience so long as neither group 

disturbed the security of his government. Thus runs the portion of 

the declaration referring to the religious situation: 

••. and because the Passion and Uncharitableness 
of the Times have produced several Opinions in 
Religion by which men are engaged in Parties and 
Animosities against each other, which when they 
shall hereafter unite in a freedom of conversation 
will be composed, or better understood, we do 
declare a liberty to tender Consciences; and that 
no man shall be disquieted or called in question 
for Differences of Opinion in Matters of Religion 
which do not disturb the Peace of the Kingdom, 
and that we shall be ready to consent to such an 
Act of Parliament, as upon mature Deliberation, 
shall be offered to us for the full granting that 
Indulgence. 35 

The significance of this statement is that Charles not only wanted to 

grant universal toleration, but also expected the aid of Parliament in 

doing so. He did not state that the King's prerogative permitted him 
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to suspend the penal laws. From his later actions in this respect it 

is apparent that Charles took this approach because he was not yet 

King of England and still had to rely on Parliamentary support to 

regain his throne. 

Wh en he became King, his chief advisers, Hyde and the bishops, 

as well as the Puritans, although they differed on the question of 

toleration for the Dissenters, were firmly united in their opposition 

to any toleration for the Roman Catholics. Hyde was a staunch supporter 

of the Church of England and would never consent to any actions which 

would lessen its authority.36 8ishops such as Morley, 8ramhall and 

Cosin hàd written against Catholics while they were in exile and were 

unwilling to grant its adherents any toleration. 37 The attitude of 

the Presbyterians towards the Catholics was well illustrated in a 

petition presented to Charles in July 1660 in which they asked for 

toleration for themselves, but explicitly stated that they opposed the 

like for the Catholics. 38 Charles' reply to the petition clearly 

indicates that he had not changed his opinion in the face of this 

opposition. He stated that 

Charity is the best token of religion and 
loyalty of good subjects, both have 1 tested 
in the Catholics and hence 1 see no reason ta 
molest them provided they live peacefully and 
in conformity with mY laws. 39 

The attitude of these men and Parliament played a decisive role in 

determining the structure of the re-established Church of England. 40 

Throughout the various conferences with the Puritans, such as at Savoy, 

the King's desire for toleration was defeated. 41 The crowning success 
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of C1arendon's po1icy of persecution was the Act of Uniformity in 1662. 

The die was cast. Charles wanted sorne degree of to1eration 

whi1e the Bishops and Clarendon along with the Anglican Parliament 

staunchly defended the prerogatives of the estab1ished church. This 

conflict of interest played an ever more important role in driving a 

wedge between King and Par1iament between 1662 and 1678. The first 

instance of this conflict arose soon after the Act of Uniformity had 

been passed. Charles' dec1aration of Indulgence of 1662 was an attempt 

by him to achieve his aim by means of using his prerogative to dispense 

with the penal 1aws and the Act of Uniformity. The po1icy was supported 

by the Lord Chancellor of the Exchequer, Ashley, the future Earl of 

Shaftesbury, the Earl of Bristol, Lord Robartes. and Sir Henry Bennet, 

the future Lord Ar1ington. Ashley and Robartes sympathized with the 

Presbyterians' demands for toleration while Bristol was a Catholic 

and Arlington was a staunch royalist. 42 However Charles 10st the 

support of the Dissenters when he stated that the Indulgence was intended 

to aid the Catho1ics. 43 

When Par1iament met in February 1663~it offered strenuous 

objections to the Indu1gence. 44 It attacked it on po1itical grounds 

and argued that if toleration was granted, anyone cou1d separate from 

the Church of Eng1and which would face increasing difficu1ties in defending 

itse1f. It wou1d a1so 1ead to divi.sions in society which would inevitab1y 

cause the destruction of the government, as it had in 1639-40.45 The 

House of Commons refused to give Charles the subsidy which he desperate1y 

needed unti1 he had withdrawn the indulgence. It a1so petitioned for 
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the en forcement of the penal 1aws in order to prevent the growth of 

popery.46 This petition was on1y partia11y fu1fi11ed when the 

government issued a proclamation to banish the priests. 47 Onlyafter 

Charles had called the Commons to Whiteha11 cou1d he convince them of 

his 10ya1ty to the Protestant Interest. 48 Thus in June 1663 the 

Cavalier ~r1iament fina11y granted Charles the subsidies. 

This first strugg1e between King and Par1iament set the stage 

for a far more portentous conflict in 1672-1674. It will be shown that, 

just as in 1663, Charles was wi11ing to sacrifice the Catholics when 

ft was financial1y and po1itica11y expedient to do so. This second 

strugg1e began with the dismissa1 of Clarendon in 1667 and culminated 

in the Test Act of 1674. Charles relied on a group of ministers, who 

later became known as the Cabal, to implement his po1icy. Clifford 

and Ar1ington were staunch roya1ists and had 1eanings towards Catholicism. 

Buckingham and Ashley re1ied upon the. Presbyterians for their po1itica1 

support, while Lauderda1e was a High Church Anglican and a staunch 

roya1ist. 49 Charles rea1ized that in order to grant the Catholics and 

Dissenters a degree of to1eration he wou1d have to rule without the 

financia1 support of Par1iament. Thus he turned to France for aid and 

the secret negotiations began in 1668-69. In order to enhance his position 

as a vàluable a11y to France, Charles negotiated the Triple Alliance 

with Protestant Ho11and and Sweden. This treaty gained the support of 

Buckingham and Ashley and also had the desired effect on French po1icy 

for in 1670 the Treaty of Dover was signed. 50 

The treaty stipu1ated that Eng1and was to declare war on Ho11and 

in support of France and that Charles was to announce his conversion to 
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Catho1icism. In return, France was to supplement Charles' income with 

subsidies. 51 For the general public Charles negotiated the traité 

simul~ from which the Catho1icity clause was omitted. In this way he 

gained the support of Buckingham and Shaftesbury as wel1 as Lauderda1e52 

and thereby convinced Parliament to supplement the smal1 French subsidies 

with additiona1 funds for the navy.53 

While the negotiations were underway, the penal laws were not 

enforced. Tbis is well illustrated by a report by Sir George Downing 

in June 1671. The Secretary of the Treasury had asked for a list to 

be compiled of all recusants whose convictions were then outstanding. 

ln forwarding the lists in August Downing attached ~is own analysis 

of the situation. He stated that none of the Catholic nobi1ity was 

mentioned, except the Duke of Bristol, whose conviction had been legally 

di scha rged by a pl ea of conformi ty. Very few of the "cons i derab le 

Gentry in England" were included; many of the commoners might have been 

Dissenters. Furthermore, Downing reported that the number of Catholics 

in those counties from whence no convictions were reported might at 

least "equal if not exceed the number of those certified." He concluded 

that "without question, a considerable sum might be raised by putting 

these laws into execution."54 This analysis clearly indicates that not 

only had the penal laws not been enforced, but that the recusants had 

not been forced to pay their fines during the period in which Charles 

was laying the groundwork for his Grand Design. 

Members of Par1iament were just as aware of the non-enforcement 

of the penal laws and when Charles was forced to call Parliament on 
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14 February, 1670, theycomplained of the growth of popery'.55 Sir 

T. Meres, in a debate on the Conventicle Act of 1670, stated that, 

"The Gentleman would have the same penalty upon the conventicles as 

upon the papists, which is just none at all."56 This statement 

introduced the problem of the non-enforcement of the penal laws which 

the Commons sought to remedy in a bill for the "more easy and speedy 

Conviction of Popish Recusants". However, before th~ Commons cou1d 

debate the bill it was prorogued to 24 October and then to 10 March, 

1671. 57 

When Parliament reconvened in March, Charles once again pleaded 

with them for supplies. The Commons ignored his p1ea and proceeded to 

consider the question of the growth of popery. It drew up a list of 

nine comp1aints against the various local officials who had failed to 

prosecute or convict the recusants and a9ainstthe Exchequer which had 

not estreated'many convictions. It also proposed six measures which 

they considered to be sufficient to remedy the situation. Both the 

complaints and remedies were presented to Charles in the form of a, 

petition with which the Lords had concurred. 58 

stated: 

Charles' reply to the petition was very conciliatoy'y. He 

"I will take care of all these things; proclamations 
are to be issued against Priests; l shall cause 
j udges, and a 11 other offi cers to put the l aws 
against the Papists in execution, and al' other things 
that may conduce to the Prevention of the Growth of 
Popery. "59 

The proclamations were issued,60 but to indicate his displeasure with 

Par1iament, Charles prorogued it unti1 16 April, 1671, at which time he 
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received his much needed supp1y bil1. 61 

The proclamations were nu1lified by the declaration of 

Indulgence of 1672. In the face of such a strong anti-papist fee1ir.; 

in Parliament Charles rea1ized that he cou1d not fu1fil1 the Catholicity 

c1ause in the Treaty of Dover. A compromise was reached between the 

obligations to France and the Catho1ics and the political considerations 

necessary for Charles ta retain his throne. The decision to issue the 

declaration was made at a series of meetings of the committee of foreign 

affairs in the Privy Counci1 in early March 1672. The committee was 

comprised of Charles, James, Prince Rupert, lords Arlington, Ashley, 

t':lifford and lauderdale. During the de~ate Charles asked IIWhether he 

had the power to grant liberty in matters etc. 1I to which lauderdale 

replied, lIyou are supream gov.[ernorJlland Clifford said, lIyou can not 

a1ter it [the law], but dispense with it. 1I62 A week later the committee 

considered the final form of the declaration and Charles ordered it to 

be brought before the Privy Council. The next day the Privy Council 

ordered it to be printed and published. 63 

The declaration appeared on 15 March and granted the Dissenters 

freedom of worship. Their preachers were required to obtain a license 

from the government before they began to preach in public. The 

Catholics were granted the right to worship in private. The declaration 

also suspended the penal laws. 64 A few days before this Charles had 

declared war on Holland and thus fulfilled the first part of the secret 

Treaty of Dover. 

By the winter of 1672 the course of the war had go ne against 
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England. The Treasury was quickly running out of money.65 Charles 

was forced to summon Parliament, which met on 4 February, 1673. The 

debate centred on the Indulgence and the growth of popery in England, 

for during the prorogation it had been learned that James had secretly 

converted to Catholicism and that Charles had signed a treaty with 

France which would enable him to rule without Parliament. 66 Added to 

this was the opposition to the Indulgence by the episcopacy. Archbishop 

Sheldon and the Bishop of London had instructed the clergy to preach 

against popery and to set before their congregations the Church of 

England's position with regard to Catholicism. 67 The Dissenters were 

also opposed to the Indulgence because it had granted the papists a 

limited toleration. As Colbert remarked to Louis XIV, the indulgence 

of Catholics "had strongly irritated all the other Religions against the 

Government."68 

Parliament's attack on Charles 1 policy centred on the constitutional 

implications of his indulgence. Charles had taken upon himself the 

right to dispense with legislation which Parliament had passed. Although 

this was done only in matters ecclesiastical, the suspension of the penal 

laws meant that the King considered himself to be above the law. If 

this were true, it would not be difficult for him to suspend other 

legislation, and thereby establish an absolute monarchy.69 The idea that 

all legislation must be passed by King in Parliament was the political 

belief on which the opposition in Parliament based its attack on the 

Indulgence. Thus on 10 February, 1673 it informed Charles that: 



we find ourselves bound in dut Y to inform 
your Majesty that penal statutes, in matters 
Eccles;astical, cannot be suspended but by 
act of Parliament. We ... therefore humbly 
beseech your Majesty, that the said laws may . 
have their free force, until it shall be 
otherwise provided for by act of Parliament .... 70 

16 

In order to secure its own constitutional position and to prevent 

the growth of popery in positions of influence, Parliament proceeded 

to debate a bill which became known as the Test Act wh en it was passed. 

The bill would force all office holders ta take the oaths of Supremacy 

and Allegiance, receive the Sacraments according to the practice of the 

Church of England and take a new oath which forced an individual to 

foreswear any belief in transubsta~tiation.71 In the face of this 

stringent opposition Charles deemed it politically and financially 

expedient to withdraw the Indulgence and acquiesce in the new anti-

papist legislation. On 7 March it was withdrawn and on 29 March both 

the royal supply bill and the anti-papist bill were passed by Parliament 

and signed by Charles. 72 Parliament was then prorogued until October, 1673. 

The short term effect of the withdrawal of the Indulgence and 

the creation of the Test Act was that it heightened the fear of popery 

which pervaded the society. The implementation of the Test Act resulted 

in the resignation of James from his post and several other persons 

in influential positions, which only added to the fearful speculation 

that England had been on the verge of being ruled by papists. 73 Thus 

during the summer of 1673 "the whole towne of York do nothing but 

pretend to jealousyes of ye growth of Popery, and have the strangest 

reports from divers parts of Wales of their numerous meetings and nightly 
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trainings and furnishing themselves with arms, etc .... "74 Another 

pers on noted that "the people continue their aversiveness to Popery, 

and dayly cornes pamphlets and bookes against it. u75 

The proposed marri age of James to Mary of Modena only added to 

the fear of popery. As Robert Yard wrote to Williamson, Arlington's 

protege: 

"I dare not tell your Excellency the discourse 
of the Towne hereupon, and it seems they are 
still dissatisfied with all that is done; but 
a Prince in Italy, to the thinking of the ordi,nary 
people, is too near the Holy See of Rome, and a 
marri age proposed and concluded by the French 
cannot be good. "76 

The people looked to Parliament to prevent the marriage which, coupled 

with James' refusal to take the Test, would almost guarantee that 

England would have a Catholic King after Charles died. As Henry Ball 

reported, "October being now in view, they begin to talke of the meeting 

of Parliament, what dire things that must then be do ne against the 

Roman Catholiques. 1177 

Wh en Parliament met in October, it considered two issues. The 

first concerned the marriage of James to Mary of Modena. It wanted ta 

stop the marriage before it reached the point of consummation. Ta this 

end it petitioned Charles, but ta no avail. 78 The second issue ta be 

considered was the French alliance, which Parliament wanted severed. 

It feared that Charles would attempt to establish arbitrary government 

with the aid of the French. Two further points of contention were the 

opposition's attack on Charles' advisers and the standing army by which, 

it was feared, arbitrary government would be established. These were 

the focal points of debate. 79 



18 

The heightpned hostility of Parliament and the great fear of 

popery which pervaded the country forced Charles to abandon his pol'icy 

of toleration. This was the first long term effect of the withdrawal 

of the Indulgence and the passage of the Test Act. This shift in policy 

was noted in a letter from the Earl of Conway to Lord Essex, wherein 

it was disclosed that IIthe King and Duke were resolved to keep up 

Parliament, to raise the old Cavaliers and the Church party and to 

sacrifice the Papists and Presbyterians. 1I80 The first public indication 

of the shift from toleration to persecution came in November, 1673 when 

he banished all Roman Catholics from his court and ordered the enforce

ment of the penal laws.8l Similar orders were issued on 14 January, 

1674 as well as in March and June of that year. 82 In February 1675 

a long proclamation was issued which was based upon a report of the 

bishops who had recommended that the penal laws be strictly enforced 

and summar;zed them for the local officials. The latter also received 

special letters from the Privy Council that same month instructing them 

to list all Catholics of quality who had not been convicted of recusancy.83 

With the proclamations as supporting evidence Charles could 

address Parliament when it reconvened in April, 1675 with the following 

statement: 

III have"doneas .. much as on my part was possible 
to extinguish the Fears and Jealousies of Popery, 
and will leave nothing undone that may shew the 
world my zeal for the Protestant Religion as it 
is established in the Church of England, from 
which 1 will never depart. 1I84 

In arder to convince Parliament of his s;ncerity he persuaded James to 
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marry his daughter Mary to the Protestant William of Orange in 1677. 

The shift in policy from toleration to persecution also 

necessitated change in ministers. This was the second long term effect 

of abandonment of the policy of toleration. In November 1673 Sir 

Thomas Osborne, the future Earl of Danby, joined James as Charles' 

chief adviser. The accession of Danby to power marked a turning point 

in the relationship between King and Parliament. Charles had decided 

to rule with the aid of the Cavalier Parliament which he had to 

control. 8S Thus Danby built up a considerable following in the Commons 

by means of bribery and Charles was thereby able to control the 

Commons until 1678.86 

In order to change his religious policy and to make way for 

Danby Charles was forced to dismiss Buckingham and Shaftesbury. 

Neither man supported the marri age of James to Mary of Modena and they 

both opposed the idea of a Catholic prince being heir apparent. This 

gave Charles another excuse to dismiss them since he could not permit 

his advisers to be opposed to his brother, who was with Danby Charles' 

chief adviser. 87 Thus Buckingham and Shaftesbury joined the opposition 

which was a "relatively loose and informal political grouping" composed 

of members such as Sir William Coventry, Sir Thomas Meres, Lord Cavendish, 

William Russell, Sacheverell, Thomas Powle, and several others. 88 These 

men did not trust Charles' professed loyalty to the Protestant religion 

and from 1674 to 1678 attacked the government for not only its secret 

leanings to popery, but a1so for contemplating the establishment of 

arbitrary government in Eng1and. 



20 

The opposition carried on its attack against the government 

outside the halls of Parliament as well. Many pamphlets were published 

and distributed to various bookshops to which, it was reported, 

lIyoung lawyers of both the Temples and the other Inns of Court ... 

ill-affected citizens of all sorts ... ill affected gentry and emissaries 

and agents of the several parties and factions about town ll resorted. 

These people, the informant continued, IItake care to communicate them 

by letter all over the kingdome, and by conversation throughout the 

Ci ty and s uburbs . 1190 

The most famous of all the opposition tracts of this period was 

Andrew Marvel'sThe Growth of Popery and Arbitrarv Government in England 

1675-1677. The tract described the breakdown of relations between King 

and Parliament during the previous twleve years and cogently stated the 

opposition's attack on the religious, domestic and foreign policies of 

Charles. 91 However the main point of the tract is very similar to the 

arguments advanced by Parliament when it protested the Indulgence of 

1672. Marvel argued that the King's prerogative was determined by the 

law. He wrote that: 

... the very meanest Commoner of England is 
represented in Parliament, and is a party to 
those laws by which the Prince is sworn to 
Govern himself and his people .... His very 
prerogative is no more than what the Law was 
determined. 92 

Thus the opposition and Marvel intimated that Parliament should at least 

have the right to advise Charles on matters of domestic and foreign 

policy. Just as Parliament did not permit Charles to abrogate the penal 

laws in 1662 and 1663 by means of his prerogative, Marvel wanted other 
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spheres of government policy to come within the purview of Parliament. 93 

However in 1677 and 1678 the opposition did not possess the necessary 

votes within the Commons to begin to pressure Charles into accepting 

their point of view, for Danby still controlled the lower house. 

Considerable distrust among many of the gentry and lawyers had 

built up against Charles by the devious tactics which he used to obtain 

toleration. Underlying the distrust were conflicting attitudes between 

the King and the opposition over the powers of the royal prerogative. 

The King and his supporters argued that the King's prerogative was 

supreme, that it was above the law, while the opposition in Parliament 

firmly believed that the royal prerogative was limited by law. 8y 

1678 no compromise had been reached between these conflicting views. 

The scapegoat for both the crown and opposition was the Catholic 

minority. From the days of Elizabeth they had been persecuted out of 

the fear of the consequences of the re-establishment of Catholicism in 

England. However un der James l and his son Charles I anti-popery had 

become intertwined with the constitutional debate between King and 

Parliament and during oath reigns the government had been forced to 

implement the penal laws in order to prove its innocence from the charge 

of being sympathetic to the Catholics. A further motive became apparent 

under Charles I when he enforced the penal laws in order to supplement 

his meagre revenue. 

Under Charles II many of the same motives underaly the en forcement 

of the penal laws despite his professed desire to grant them a degree of 

toleration. It proved to be politically and financially expedient to 
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persecute the Catholics after the opposition in the house of Commons 

made it clear that they would not grant him money until the Indulgences 

were withdrawn and the penal laws enforced. Cha.rles preferred being 

an unscrupulous King to being an idealistic exile. 

The defeat of the Indulgence by Parliament in 1673 added a 

complicating factor to the constitutional conflict. In shifting from 

a policy of toleration to one of persecution Charles was forced to 

change ministers. Shaftesbury and Buckingham were now in opposition 

to hi s new advi sers, Danby, the bi shops and James. Thus fact'j ona 1 

politics became an important factor in the conflict between King and 

Parliament. 

After the passage of the Test Act, the fear of the establishment 

of popery in England became an ever prevalent issue. It was inter

twined with the clash between the King and Parliament over differing 

interpretations of the powers of the royru prerogative and the factional 

politics between Danby, James and Shaftesbury and the opposition. At 

the centre of the problem was James' Catholicism. How~ver much the 

government tried to prove its loyalty to the Protestant religion by 

issuing proclamations against the Catholics, it could not deny that a 

Catholic was one of Charles' first advisers and, what was more important, 

that he was the "neir apparent. 
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CHAPTER l 

THE POLITICS OF ANTI-POPERY 1678-1685 

In 1780 Joseph Berrington commented on the absence of any 

references to Catholics in any of the chronicles and secondary works 

on the period 1678 to 1685. He complained that: 

It was necessary to read much, but l could 
collect little. Catholics, for many years 
back had made too inconsiderable a figure in 
the drama of human life, to attract the 
notice of the analist or the historian. l 

Berrington had read Clarendon, Burnet and Hume in order to trace the 

history of Catholics in England. Since his day the situation has not 

changed significantly. The most important works cover the major 

political events of the period, such as the Popish Plot; the Exclusion 

Crisis, the elections to th~ Parliaments and the Royalist Reaction, which 

began in 1681 and lasted until the end of Charles' reign.2 Sorne h;stor;ans 

have just begun to consider the .question of the Dissenters during this 

period. 3 However, they have neglected to analyse the actions which 

the government and Parliament took against the Catholic community. 

What accounts there are of the effects of the Popish Plot and 

the Exclusion Crisis on the Catholic community emphasize the violence 

of the people against the Cathol;cs. They relate the number of priests 

and laymen who were executed and the large number of imprisonments which 

occurred.4 Historians have failed to consider the anti-papist bills 
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which were introduced into Parliament and the reasons why they never 

became law. They have also neglected to examine the reasons why the 

government issued anti-papist proclamations. Each of these problems is 

considered below in the light of the wider political and constitutional 

issues of the day. In this way it is possible to discern how anti

popery was manipulated by opposing factions to defend their positions. 

Although the events comprising the Popish Plot have been related 

in all the standard accounts' of the period, it is still necessary to 

summarize the Plot, since it led directly to an outbreak of anti-

papist hysteria. On 13 August, 1678 Charles learned from Israel Tongue 

that a group of Jesuits were conspiring to kill him. Charles, James 

and others, who were in contact with the Catholic~ realized that the 

story was a complete fabrication. 5 Thus Charles did nothing to encourage 

the investigation of the Plot which he entrusted to Danby. 

Danby realized that the Plot presented him with an incident which 

was popular enough to draw Parliament's attention away from his 

administration. Furthermore, it could be manipulated in such a way as 

to rally support around himself and the King. 6 Danby's ally, the Duke 

of York, also wanted to use the Plot for political purposes. He wanted 

to prove that the Plot was completely false and thereby demonstrate the 

loyalty of the Catholic community.7 Hence the Plot was kept alive by 

these two· men who were working at cross-purposes. 

On 6:.September Titus Oates, Tongue's fellow conspirator, swore 

before Sir Edmundberry Godfrey, J.P., that everything which Tongue had 

related was true. Both Danby and James took note of this testimony and 
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on 26 September they called Oates before the Privy Council. Here 

James proved to his own and Charles' satisfaction that Oates was a liar. 

However, instead of imprisoning Oates immediately, Charles left the 

room and permitted the Privy Council to continue the examination. Oates 

was th en able to convince the Anglican members of the Council, who did 

not have any private knowledge of the activities of the Catholic 

community, that there was indeed a threat to the King's life.8 They 

were so impressed by his testimony that the next day the Council 

continued to meet long after dark and dispatched warrants for the arrest 

of certain ~esuits.9 

To people whose minds had been already aroused by Oates' tale, 

the Plot seemed to be substantiated by two other events. The Privy 

Council had given Oates permission to seize any persons whom he suspected 

were involved in the Plot. On 29 September he implicated Edward Coleman, 

who had been James' secretary. Papers, which Coleman had failed to 

burn, were seized. They revealed a plot between Coleman.'. and Louis XIV's 

confessor to establish the Catholic religion in England. On 17 October 

it was discovered that Sir Edmundberry Godfrey had been murdered. The 

papists were accused of,attempting to undermine the investigation of the 

Plot by assassinating the Justice of the Peace before whom Oates had 

first testified. 10 These two events provided tangible evidence of the 

existence of a Popish Plot to assassinate the King and establish the 

Catholic religion in England. 

A great fear of popery swept across the Kingdom. The rumours 

of the popish threat to the Kingdom which circulated freely are one 
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indication of this fear. For instance, it was reported that 40,000 

black bills had been given to the -Irish papists who would seon rise 

35,000 strong 11 Other people recalled the cruel massacres by the 

papists i~ Paris and Ireland. This fear of the papists caused 

Sir Na~haniel Herne, Governor of the East India Company, to contemplate 

sending his wife and children out of London, where the papist threat 

was the greatest. 12 These rumours were a sign as well as a cause of 

the great fear of popery. 

Both Sir Robert Southwell and Henry Coventry felt sure that 

the papists would "feel the weight of Public indignation."13 Thé 

discussions in the Privy Council bear out this comment. The Council 

continued to meet daily and, two days after Oates had convinced the 

councillors of the veracity of the Plot, it considered disarming the 

papists, expelling priests from the realm, banishing all other papists 

from the court and London as well as stringently enforcing the penal 

laws. 14 The only action taken as a precautionary measure was that on 

1 October Charles ordered letters to be sent to the Lords Lieutenant 

to disarm the papists. 15 

Surprisingly no further action was taken against the Catholics 

until after Parliament met on 21 October. Therefore, before examining 

the governmentls anti-papist proclamations, it is necessary to analyse 

the Cavalier Parliament's attitude to the Plot and the steps which it 

considered to be necessary to save the Kingdom from popery. Both Houses 

of Parliament established committees to investigate the Plot. 16 By 

31 October the House of Commons had examined sufficient evidence to make 



the following statement with which the Lords had concurred; 

... there ha th been, and still is, a damnable 
and hellish Plot contrived and carried on by 
the Popish Recusants, for the assassinating 
and murdering the King; and for subverting the 
Government; and rooting out and destroying the 
Protestant Religion. 
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The Gommons, the statement continued, wanted to provide remedies for 

the preservation of the King's person, the government and the Protestant 

Religion.17 

Even befare the Gommons had issued this general statement, 

Parliament had introduced a bill ta protect the King's persan. The 

bill was entitled, an "Act for the more effectual preserving the 

King's Persan and Government by disabling the Papists fram sitting in 

either House of Parliament." According to this bill, which was sent 

to the House of Lords on 28 October, all members wha refused to swear 

the oaths Of Alh:giance and Supremacy as well as a new Test could not 

sit in Parliament. The Test was a declaration which farced the indivi-

dua1 who taok it to renounce transubstantiation, the mass, the 

invocation of Saints and the adoration of the Virgin Mary.18 

While the Gommons was awaiting the concurrence of the House af 

Lords in this bill, it debated other remedies to save the Kingdom from 

popery. This gave Shaftesbury's supporters a chance to commence their 

attack an Danby and the crown. Shaftesbury had been looking for an 

issue to mobi1ize popular support. He wanted to use the Plot to gain 

control of the Gommons and then force the Lords and the King to follow 

his policy of excluding James from the succession. The attack on James 
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was the most extreme part of the anti-government policy \'Jhich the 

opposition had formulated during the period 1673-1677. Shaftesbury 

distrusted James because he was a Catholic and a firm believer in 

d·· . ht h 19 lVlne rlg monarc y. 

The first mention of the question of excluding James arose 

during a"aebate on 4 November. It ~~as proposed that James withdraw 

from the King's presence. During the debate, Hilliam Sacheverell, a 

leading member of the opposition and a close ally of Shaftesbury, 

hinted at the possibility of Parliament excluding the Duke of York 

from the succession. 20 This was the first sign that the opposition 

planned to turn the anti-papist hysteria to its own ends. The idea of 

exclusion undermined the concept of the divine right of Kings, one of 

whose. prime precepts was that a Prince was selected by God and not 

elected by his people. 

It is not suprising then that when Charles replied to the question 

of exclusion on 9 November, he stated he would permit Parliament to 

pass any reasonable la\~s l imiting the prerogative of a Popish Sucees sor, 

but he would not permit "to impeach the Right of Succession". 21 Let 

it here be noted that this scheme of limitations was not put forth 

in good faith, but rather as a means of diverting the opposition from 

its extreme policy. Sorne time later the Prince of Orange wrote to 

Secretary Jenkins, "The assurance which you give me on the Ki ng 1 5 part, 

that the King \'/ill not consent to the l imitations of the royal authority, 

comforts me much. 1122 That same day Sacheverell proposed that the 

Commons debate the King's scheme of limitations and in 50 doing he 

queried whether the laws of England would be safe under a Popish Prince. 23 

In other words, the King's tactic of diversion had not distracted 

Sacheverell from his pOlicy, but it did indicate to the rest of the 
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Commons that Charles would not favour any debate on the question of 

exclusion. Hence, consideration of this matter was postponed until 

11 November and then to 22 November. 

On 21 November the House of Lords returned the bill to expel 

the Catholics from Parliament. It had been amended at the special 

request of the Duke of York, as to exempt him from its provisions. 

At this juncture Danby decided to muster all his strength so that the 

amended bill would pass the vote in the Commons. 24 Hence, when the 

Commons debated the bill, speaker after speaker rose to defend the 

amendment. Sir· Edward Jenni:ngs was one of these speakers. He argued 

that: 

It is not removing Popish Lords out of the 
House, nor banishing Priests and Jesuits, nor 
removing the Duke from the King; but it must 
be removing the Papists from the Nation. As 
long as such a body of men are here, you must 
never expect that the Pope with his Congregation 
de propaganda fide, will let you be at rest. 
Till you do that, you do nothing; when that is 
done, you need not trouble yourselves with the 
succession .... Vou may endanger the Nation by 
this difficult point of removing the Duke out 
of the Lords' House .... 25 

Arguments like these,26 emphasizing the need to proceed against popery 

and not dividing the Kingdom over a constitutional struggle about 

succession, rallied the necessary votes to pass the bill as amended 

158-156.27 

The second Test Act was the only bill which Parliament passed 

against the Catholics, though it was not the only bill which it 

considered. The reason for the failure of these bills to become law 
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will be traced below. The opposition's reaction to the passage of the 

amended bill was to move the next day that the Commons consider the 

King's speech of 9 November. Once again the Commons was not, as yet, 

disposed to debate this matter, but, as Jenning's speech had indicated, 

it was far more interested in pass;ng further anti-papist laws. That 

same afternoon Speaker Seymour proposed that they pass a bill for the 

easier conviction of papists. 28 

The Commons followed Seymourls lead by introdudng several 

anti-papist bi11s. On 22 November the Commons passed a resolution that 

a bi11 be prepared for "the more easy and speedy conviction of Popish 

Recusants". 29 On 25 November the Lords introduced such a bill. and on 

28 November it was sent to the Commons· which read it for the first time 

on 6 December and sent it to committee the next day.30 The bill for 

"preventing the Growth of Popery" was sent to committee on 10 December,3l 

while the bill for "the more effectual preventing the Sending or Going 

of the Children of Popish Recusants in to Parts beyond the Seas and 

out of the Ki ng 1 s obedi ence ", was sent to commi ttee on 20 December. 

That same day a bill for "disabliï1g Popish Recusants to Use or Exercise 

certain Professions "and Trades and Compelling them to remove from the 

Cities of London and Westminster" was also sent to committee. 32 

That same session the Commons also began its attack on the 

Catholic gentry and nobility. On 23 November it ordered all knights of 

the shire, citizens and burgesses to "bring in a list of all Persons 

of Note being Popish Recusants, or so reputed, resident or having a 

considerable estate within their 'respective counties."33 However, 

before these lists could be examined and acted upon Parliament was 



37 

prorogued. 

The prorogation also prevented the anti-papist bills from 

being returned from the committees. Charles was forced to prorogue 

Parliament on 30 December by two events. In the first place, the 

Commons lost the support of the Lords and angered Charles when it 

presented an address to the King to banish the Queen from the court 

and Whitehall. The Lords refused to concur in this petition, and so 

the matter was dropped, but the affront to the royal family was not 

forgotten. 34 

The main reason for the prorogation arose from the opposition's 

attack on Danby, who had been so successful in pushing the amended 

Test Act through the House of Commons. In early December Ralph 

Montague, a disgruntled member of the foreign service, decided to 

reveal Charles' secret negotiations with Louis XIV to the opposition. 35 

He possessed certain incriminating documents which tied Danby in with 

these cJealings. On the basis of this evidence the Commons moved to 

impeach Danby. On 23 December the articles of impeachment were presented 

to the Lords, who refused to concur with the Commons. It appeared that 

a trial would be needed to settle this matter and Charles could not 

permit Danby to be questioned by the opposition, since he knew too much 

about Charles' secret negotiations. 36 This also gave him an excuse to 

prorogue Parliament and thereby save the Catholics from the new 

legislation which would have been passed. 

Despite the failure of most of its own anti-papist bills, 

Parliament did force the government to issue proclamations ta the local 
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officia1s. In this way it had a profound indirect influence on the 

Catholic community. It must be noted that, although the government 

had discussed implementing various measures against the Catholics, 

it was Parliamentary pressure which forced it to issue the anti-papist 

proclamations. FOr instance, on 17 November the King issued a proclamation 

on the petition of Parliament according to which a ten pound reward was 

offered for the discovery of any sizeable cache of arms in a papist's 

house. 37. On 20 December another proclamation was issued at the 

request of Parliament in which all sheriffs were ordered to disarm then 

popish recusants and ensure that these recusants entered into recog

nizances to keep the peace. 38 

Although on 29 September the Privy Council had discussed the 

banishment of popish recusants from London and the court, it took no 

action on this matter until it had received a petition from the House 

of Commons on 27 October. 39 On 30 October a proclamation was issued 

and popish recusants were ordered to leave before 7 November the 

palaces of Whitehall, Somerset House and St. James as well as the cities 

of London, Westminster and an area of ten miles around these cities. 

In order to ensure that ùnconvicted Catholics did not remain within the 

proscribed area the churchwardens and constables were ordered to report 

all suspected recusants to the Justices of the Peace, who were to 

administer to them the oaths of Allegiance and Supremacy. If a 

Catholic refused the oaths, he was to be imprisoned and prosecuted 

for recusancy at the next Sessions of the Peace. 40 
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That these anti-papist proclamations served a political purpose 

was noted by contemporary observers, who were closely connected with 

the government. Henry Coventry remarked to the Duke of Ormonde that: 

The Orders set out this week by the Council 
here are with the utmost severity against 
Catholics, which 1 hear hath already sorne 
good effects with sorne men. But 1 doubt 
whether any water will quench the flame of 
the rabble. 41 

The reason for Coventry's despair was provided in another letter to 

Ormonde from Robert Southwell, who wrote that: 

His Majesty "p has frankly owned on other 
occasions that there were substantial fears 
to be entertained concerning Fifth Monarchy 
men and the Republicans, and the discourse 
of those who undervalue the Plot runs all 
into this - that these heats and prosecutions 
against Popery are but the struggles of a 
fanatic party, which, when they have got their 
will in that, will tread the pa th of their 
predecessors, and make things end as fatal to 
the crown as formerly.42 

It is precisely because the opposition under Shaftesbury and 

Russell insisted on the exclusion policy as the only safeguard against 

popery that no other anti-papist legislation was passed by the Parliaments 

of 1679,1680 and 1681. Furthermore, an analysis of these Parliaments 

shows that $outhwell 's comment was essentially correct, since the 

opposition always insisted on its exclusion policy and did not accept the 

fact of Charles' persecution of the Catholics as sufficient evidence 

of his and James' loyalty to the Protestant Interest. It is essential 

to understand that, although the debate concerning popery was conducted 

in terms of the security of the realm from popery, for those in 
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government and Parliament the anti-papist hysteria was significant only 

because it brought to the fore the opposition's exclusion policy and 

attack on the constitution. 

Charles dissolved the Cavalier Parliament in January 1679. The 

elections went against the King, but Charles could not afford to rule 

without Parliament. Louis XIV had refused to grant him a subsidy until 

he broke the anti-French Spanish alliance. This lack of financial support, 

coupled with the losses which his supporters suffered at the polls, 

forced Charles to banish James, abandon Danby, and reconstruct the 

Privy Council with Shaftesbury in the titular position of Lord President 

of the Council. 43 

When Parliament met on 6 March, 1679, Charles and Lord Chancellor 

Finch once again urged it not to interfere with the succession but 

rather to procede to pass new anti-papist laws. 44 Parliament followed 

the King~s lead and introducedseveral anti-papist bills. On 18 March 

an amended version of the IIDiscovery and Conviction ll bill, which had not 

passed the previous Parliament, was presented in the House of Lords. 

It was sent to the Commons, which sent it to committee on 4 April. 45 On 

22 March the Commons ordered a bill brought in "to secure the King and 

Kingdom against the Growth and Danger of Poperyll. This bill was read 

on 4 April and sent to committee on 6 April. 46 On 31 March a bill for 

the IIremova1 of Papists from London ll was introduced into the House of 

Lords. It was sent to the Commons on 3 May and sent to committee by 

the Commons on 8 May. An amended version of the bill received third 

reading on 21 May and was sent to the Lords for.to i~ratification.47 
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However neither House pressed to have the bills brought from the committee 

room. 

Daniel Finch presented an intëlligent analysis of the reason 

for this lack of action on this matter. He analysed the actions of the 

Parliament and commented: 

... l may say some members were afraid to have 
any bills against Popery lest any kind of 
security against Popery might allay the 
gentlemen's zeal for the bill against the Duke 
of York, which was the principal thing aimed 
at ... as

4
a real security for the Protestant 

Religion. 8 

Hence the transcendent issue of this Parliament was whether or not James 

should be permitted to inherit the Crown. The anti-papist legislation 

was only of secondary importance. 

On 27 April, 1679 the Commons considered the problem of "how 

to preserve the King's person from the attempts and conspiracies of 

the Papists?" Colonel Birch proposed that a bill be brought in which 

would stipulate that, "at the fall of the King by any violent stroke 

(which God forbid) no person come to the Crown of England till the 

King's death ..• be examined." Secretary Coventry replied that, "they 

were sworn to the King's successor and for a Parliament to nominate 

a succe~ssor, l say ... is against the law and government." Hampden 

then d€!clared, "I think that a Prince is made for the good of the people 

and where there is a Popish Prince that may succeed, l think we ought 

to secure ourselves aga;nst the success;on."49 The opposition won the 

debate, for the next day the Commons passed the following resolution: 



the Duke of York, being a Papist, the Hopes 
of his coming to said Crown have given the 
greatest conspiracies and designs of the 
Papists against the King and the Protestant 
Religion. 50 
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In reply to this challenge the Lord Chancellor read a letter 

from Charles to the Commons. This time Charles outlined sorne of the 

measures limiting the prerogative of a Popish Successor which he would 

permit Parliament to pass, but he would not allow it to interfere with the 

Succession. In matters ecclesiastical, he proposed that Protestants 

should always fill all benefices. In matters civil, he stated that 

Parliament would meet automatically for six months when a Popish King 

began his reign, that no one could be put out of office without: 

Parliament's consent and that only Protestants could be Justices of the 

Peace. In matters military, he suggested that no 6fficer or Lord 

Lieutenant could be removed or placed in an office without Parliament's 

consent. 51 

However the House of Commons failed to adopt these proposals. 

On 11 May it resolved to bring in a bill to prevent the Duke of York 

from inheriting the Il Imperial Crown ll
•
52 The bill was read for the first 

time on 15 May and was sent to committee on a vote of 207-128 on 21 

May.53 The following d~y the Commons turned its attention to the 

Catholic priests who had been brought to London to be interrogated by 

Parliament and who still languished in gaol. It wanted them to be 

remanded to the counties in which they had been conviceted so that their 

sentences could be executed. 54 
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The pressu~from the Commons was increasing steadi1y and Charles 

had to find sorne way to ease 'the tension. First and forsmost he cou1d 

not permit them to bring the exclusion bill out of committee and so on 

27 May he prorogued Par1iament. With the prorogation a11 the other anti

papist bills died. However he a1so had to de fend his position as the 

guardi an of the "Protestant Interest". Therefore, as Robert Southwell 

reported on 31 May" ... severa1 expedients [were] at hand to pacify the 

resentments of the prorogation .... " The first expedient was to summon 

the Lord Mayor and the A1dermen of the City of London to the Counci1 and 

admonish them "to exercise a11 possible keeness against the Papists 

.... " The second was to order the execution of a11 the condemned 

priests in the counties in which they were convicted. 55 

The final and most e~treme expedient was to dissolve Par1iament 

and hope that a more conci1iatory House of Commons wou1d be e1ected. 

On 12 Ju1y itwas disso1ved and writs were issued for a new Par1iament. 

The e1ection debates were fi11ed with anti-papist rhetoric. Opposition 

candidates argued that a Popish King wou1d necessari1y introduce Popery 

and with it abso1ute monarchy. Representative government wou1d be 

abandoned. Therefore the succession must be a1tered; James must be 

prohibited from inheriting the Crown. 56 A secondary theme during the 

e1ections was the Dissenters ' attack on the Church of Eng1and, which they 

wanted to see overthrown. 57 

The success of the opposition:'.s arguments can be seen in the 

e1ection resu1ts. Eighty percent of those Members of Par1iament who 

had voted for Exclusion were returned, seventy percent of the absentees 
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were re-elected, while only fifty-five percent of those who had voted 

against the bill were re-elected. 58 These results confirmed Shaftesbury 

in his resolution to persist with the policy of exclusion and the gains 

which his supporters had made during the election gave him the means with 

which he could intensif y the pressure on Charles. 59 

Parliament met on 7 October, 1679, but it was prorogued to 

26 January, 1680. Wh en it convened on this date, Charles delivered a 

speech in which he stated that,sinoedistractions and jealousies in the 

country were of such a nature and "so heightened and improved by 

the ma1ice of'ill menll he was resolved to prorogue Parliament for an 

indefinite period. In the meantime he hoped that the country would 

settle down. 60 

Charles had been taking certain personal steps to ensure that, 

whi~e Parliament was not in session, its members and the rest of the 

nation could rest assured that there would be no "growth of popery". 

On 12 December Francis Gwyn reported that the King had once again called 

the Mayor and Aldermen of the City of London as well as the Justices of 

the Peace for Middlesex before the Council and ordered them to enforce 

the proclamation of 3 December, 1679 which had ordered the Papists from 

London. At that same Council meeting it was reported that Charles pro

posed "to the Council something of a new and extraordinary nature to 

manifest how remote he was from any tenderness towards the Papists Il 

He announced that a Comrnittee of the Board would be established to 

consider the ways and means of persecuting the wealthy Catholics. Charles 

proposed that any Catholic of means who would not voluntarily leave the 
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Kingdom would not only suffer the full effects of the penal laws, but 

that an exaction would be made of twenty pounds per Sunday that they 

were absent from the established church. 6l 

The committee ta suppress popery began to meet regularly in 

December and January. It made several recommendations among which 

was one proposin~that the lists of wealthy recusants, which the members 

df the House of Commons had given to the Clerk of the House in December 

1678, should be included in a commission against the popish recusants. 62 

However, before the commission could be issued it was reported. by 

Francis Gwyn that first 1twas necessary to remove several pro~CathQlic Justices 

of the Peace~3 As this review of the local officials was proceeding, 

it was learned in January that James planned to return from exile in 

March. Therefore Lord Sunderland, Mr. Hyde and Mr. Godolphin, who were 

members of the Privy Council and Charles' close advisers urged that 

the commissions be issued as quickly as possible. It was reported that 

they 

were very diligent in promoting this perse~ 
cution of the Papists, and lest the world 
might be apt to think it [persecution] should 
slaken upon the arrival of the Duke, they have 
lately been more pressing than ondinary for 
the expediting both of the commissions [against 
the Papists and Justices of the Peace] which are 
several of them sent out and of all other things 
relating to putting the laws in execution against 
the Popish dissenters. 64 

To ensure that the commissions would be enforced Charles gave the circuit 

Judges a copy' of them; he ordered them to take care that the local officials 

presented and prosecuted the persons listed therein. 65 
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Charles took another extraordinary measure in order to ensure 

that the Catholics were persecuted. Between November 1679 and 

February 1680 the Treasury Lords had made several inquiries into the 

amount of money which the Exchequer shoul,: be receiving from the recusancy 

fines. 66 By 2 March, 1680 it was reported that they had completed their 

investigation and recommended the creation of Receivers General of 

Recusant Forfeitures. 67 In this way not only would the Catholics be 

persecuted, but Charles would be able to supplement his meagre income 

now that Parliament was in a long recess. As one contemporary observer 

commented, Il ••• his [Charles'] necessities enforce him to leave no stone 

unturned that money lieth under, and he may lawfully pick up.1I68 

Thus both political and financial considerations played a part in the 

estab1ishment of this new bureaucracy. 

As a result of the Treasury Lords' report, from 11 May, 1680 

onwards the government appointed Receivers General. By 15 July 

sixteen had been appointed. 69 'Each Receiver was responsible for two or 

three counties and was required to act as solicitor and supervisor of 

the inquisitions against the recusants' estates. He was a1so 

responsible for paying al1 the forfeitures into the Exchequer.70 For 

this work he was permitted to keep eighteen pence per pound on al1 

recusancy fines which he forwarded to the Exchequer and was given an 

additional a110wance of thirty pounds per county.71 

However the opposition was not diverted by these measures from 

its attack on the government issue of exclusion as the'London Shrieval elections 

during the summer of 1680 indicate. 72 When Parliament was final1y 
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summoned in October 1680, several anti-papist bills were once again 

introduced. 73 However the transcendent issue was the exclusion bill 

which was brought into the Commons on 2 November and received third 

reading on 12 November. No less important a person than Lord Russell 

carried the bill to the House of Lords, which considered it on 15 

November. 

Shaftesbury's continued insistence on the exclusion policy had 

cost him the support of many moderate members of the opposition in the 

House of Lords, who felt that the royal prerogative should not be 

interfered with by Parliament. They supported the policy of placing 

legal restrictions on the actions which a Popish Prince could undertake. 

This group was led by Lord Halifax. Other groups in the Lords on 

whose support Charles could rely were the Tory courtiers and the 

bishops.74 After Lord Halifax had presented a br1l1iant series of 

speeches in opposition to the bill, it was defeated on first reading 

by the Lords. 75 

The House of Commons was angered by the defeat of the bill. It 

took special note of Halifax's leading role by demanding his removal 

from the King's presence and councils. 76 It also vented its anger on 

the papists. It ordered the introduction of several anti-papist bills. 

The Commons wanted to banish all papists from London and an area of 

twenty miles about it and prohibit all papists from wearing swords. It 

ordered a bill to be presented which would banish English papists from 

the realm. Finally, it ordered a bill "for the better discovery of the 

settlement of estates for superstitious uses". 77 In the meantime the 
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House of Lords attempted to conci1iate the irate House of Commons by 

proposing a bill which 1imited the powers of a Popish Successor.78 

However Charles did not receive the financia1 assistance which he 

needed and he realized that he wou1d not get any from this Parliament. 

Hence he prorogued Par1iament on 10 January, 1681 and with the prorogation 

the anti-papist legis1ation peri shed. 

On 18 January, 1681 writs were issued for a new Par1iament 

which would meet at Oxford. Once again Shaftesbury's supporters.swept 

the po11s. Louis XIV feared that this Parliament might force Charles 

to abandon James and choose the Prince of Orange as a successor. This 

would have created a powerful anti-French alliance. Hence he promised 

Charles the financial support on condition that Charles withdrew from 

the Spanish alliance and dissolved Parliament when the exclusion bill 

was introduced,79 Charles had realized that he would be unable to 

obtain any financial supplies from this hostile Parliament. Parliament 

met on 26 March at Oxford. The House of Commons introduced the exclusion 

billon 28 March. That same day Charles dissolved Parliament. 

It is now necessary to relate briefly the way in which the 

government defeated the opposition. After the King dissolved Parliament 

in March, the opposition expected Charles to call a new Parliament to meet in 

the fall; from their strongholds in London and Bristol they therefore 

continued to campaign for the exclusion of James from the succession.sr 

Charles was thus under po1itica1 pressure from the opposition and he 

took severa1 steps to e1iminate it. The po1itica1 strugg1e centred on 

the 1aw courts and London po1itics. In 1682 the candidates which 
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supported the King won the shrieval elections, and so, the government 

controlled the selection of the London juries, which had previously 

refused to support the indictments which the government had brought 

against the opposition leaders such as Shaftesbury. The importance 

of this victory is wel1 illustrated by Shaftesbury's flight to the 

continent soon after the elections. 

Other,members of the opposition did not flee, but began to plan 

extra-parliamentary tactics to achieve their goal. Charles' life was 

threatened. However, in the summer of 1683 the discovery of the 

Rye House Plot, as this p1an to assassinate Charles became known, resulted 

in the complete destruction of the opposition. The Plot was used by 

the government to arrest many members of the opposition as possible. 

Furthermore, since the government obtained control of the city 

admini'stration in the fall of 1683, the opposition could not use the law 

to protect itself. Shortly thereafter many more cities lost their 

charters and the opposition lost its political strongholds to the 

government. Thus many of the opposition leaders fled overseas8l and from 

then, until the end of his reign on 6 February, 1685, Charles was 

without any significant opposition. 

The government also attacked the Dissenters, who were supporters 

of the opposition. They had challenged the authority of the Church of 

England during the Exclusion crisis.82 In November 1681 the Duke of 

Ormonde received a report that the Dissenters were being persecuted in 

several counties, but had escaped punishment in London. 83 Although the 

London officials had been ordered to enforce the Clarendon Code against 
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the Dissenters in December 1681, they only took action in May 1682. 

By June there were only a few conventicles left in London. 84 

The discovery of the Rye House Plot only intensified the 

persecution of the Dissenters. 85 As one observer commented in July 

1683, IIThe wor1d has a1tered its aspect; the subt1e papists has [sic] 

overwitted the presbiters and made them put on their [papistslJ 

vizard .... 11 He continued with a regretfu1 comment that the papists 

shou1d be as severe1y persecuted as the ~ssenters.86 These remarks 

are significant because they indicate that the fear of popery was no 

~onger the dominant fear of the society and that the Dissenters were 

being severely persecuted whi1e the papists were not. 

The attack on the po1itica1 opposition and their re1igious 

allies resulted in the waning of anti-papist zeal. The threat to the 

state was no longer from the papists, but from the Dissenters, who were 

therefore persecuted. :,T.here are many indications of this declining 

fervour, but the most significant are the reports in 1681 and 1682-3 

that the Catholics who had previously been imprisoned were being released 

and many were travelling with their weapons.87 Other signs of the waning 

of anti-popery are the re1ease of severa1 priests in Ju1y 1683 and the 

granting of a royal pardon to severa1 lay Catho1ics in January 1685. 88 

A1though after 1681 the fear of popery was waning and no new 

anti-papist 1egislation was issued,89 the Catho1ics did not escape 

persecution. In the persecution of the Dissenters many Catho1ics were 

convicted of recusancy since they too were absent from the services of 

t~e Church of England. 90 The government and the Receivers in particular 
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continued to collect the recusancy fines. This indicates that, as 

the political motivati9n behind the persecution subsided, the 

financial motivation became predominant. 

The newly e.stabl ished bureaucracy did not function smoothly. 

The Recei vers emcountered tes i stance from the Sheri ffs who had been 

responsible for sending the fines to the Exchequer before the 

Receivers had been appointed.~t While investigating this matter in 

July 1682, the Treasury Lords learned that, IIthe King had not a full 

fifth part of what it has cost the Recusants. 1I92 This was the first 

indication that the Receivers had also been reluctant to forward all 

the fines which they had collected. Therefore between 23 January and 

June 1683 the Treasury Lords demanded several times for an account of 

all the money which the sheriffs had paid to the various Receivers. 93 

The following year the situation did not improve and so on 9 July, 

1684 they were di smi ssed because, IIthey have for the most part brought 

the King in debt to them and not levied money enough to pay.their own 

charges .... 1194 

Aftey' their dismissal the Receivers were very slow in returning 

to the Exchequer the recusancy fines which they had in their possession. 

8y December 1684 only two of the twenty-three Receivers had closed 

their accounts to the satisfaction of the Auditors.95 However the 

sheriffs and the Receivers had collected twenty thousand pounds from 

the popish recusants. 96 This figure does not indicate the money which 

the officials took from the popish recusants and kept for their 

persona1 profit. Thus the Receiver system might have been inefficient 
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from the Treasury Lords' viewpoint, but it did exact a great dea1 of 

money from the popish recusants. 

The persecution of the Catho1ics between 1678 and 1685 can be 

divided into two phases. The first phase covered the years 1678 to 

1681. The causes of the persecution were fear and po1itica1 expediency. 

The fear of popery resu1ted in severa1 anti-papist 1aws being introduced 

into Par1iament. However, the extreme opposition's insistence on 

exc1uding James from the succession resu1ted in the dissolution of 

th~ee Par1iaments and so a11 other anti-papist 1egis1ation perished. 

However the intense anti-papist feeling exhibited by both the 

supporters and opponents of the exclusion po1icy forced Charles to 

persecute the Catho1ics. He and his Privy Counci1 issued many anti

papist proclamations which banned the popish recusants from London 

and ordered the imp1ementation of the penal 1aws. In this way 

Charles substantiated his contention that he wanted to protect the 

Protestant Interest. Thus the anti-papist zeal of the nation could be 

allayed and at the same time the succession could be preserved. 

However such action did not dissuade the opposition from insisting on 

the exclusion policy and in this light cannot be seen as a success. 

In the second period, which extended from the dissolution of 

the Oxford Parliament to the death of Charles, the Catholics were not 

as severely persecuted. This was due to the waning of the fear of the 

dangers from popery and the fact that Parliament could not pressure 

Charles into persecuting the Catholics. Many Catholics regained their 

personal freedom. However the government did not institute a policy 
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of toleration for the Catholics. The Receivers continued to collect 

the recusancy fines from the popish recusants. Hence, although there 

was little anti-papist legislation dur;ng this period and the fear of 

popery abated, the popish recusants were persecuted primarily for 

financial reasons. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE POLITICS AND IDEAS OF THE OPPOSITION 
PAMPHLETEERS 

The outbreak of the anti-papist hysteria in 1678 and the 

opposition's exploitation of it in their campaign to exclude James 

from the succession resulted in a flood of pamphlets. Contemporaries 

such as Luttrell, l Southwell,2 Jenkins3' and Wood4 complained both 

before and after the lapse of the Licensing Act in 1675 about the 

strength of the opposition's pamphlet campaign. 5 Their criticisms 

continued until 1683, after which date the government regained control 

over the press. 6 These tracts were written in support of the opposition's 

policy in matters civil and ecclesiastical. That is to say, they 

considered the questions of the nature of English sovereignty, the 

legitimacy of rebellion and the desireability of tolerating the Dissenters. 

However, throughout the tracts anti-papist arguments were used to support 

their political position with respect to the foregoing questions. 

Modern historians have only recently begun to analyze these 

tracts. On the whole they have approached them from two separate paths. 

Several historians have used the pamphlets as a means of analysing 

the opposition's or "Whigs"' ideology, stressing the constitutional 

aspects of the pamphlets,7 and thereby neglecting the various arguments 

in support of resistance as well as the question of toleration. The 

other approach has been to analyse the anti-papist attitudes found in 

1 

-j 
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the tracts without examining the political ideas also expressed 

therein.8 

One way of uniting the two methods of analysing the pamphlet 

literature is to examine the background of the pamphleteers. Such 

an analysis can not only link the anti-court and anti-papist themes 

together, but can a'~) provide significant insight into the degree of 

continuity in personnel and ideas between the politics of the Inter

regnum and those of the Exclusion crisis. This chapter is confined 

to an examination of the educational and political background of 

certain pamphleteers and their views on the constitution, resistance 

and toleration; their anti-papist attitudes will be analysed in a 

subsequent chapter. 

Elkanah Settle, Charles Blount, Benjamin Harris, Henry Care, 

(sometimes spelled Carr), John Phillips, Samuel Johnson, John Owen, 

Louis de Moulin and Edward Whitaker have been selected to represent the 

opposition pamphleteers because it was possible, with reasonable 

surety,to coordinate author with tract and to locate these works. 

Furthermore they belonged to different factions within the opposition 

and so their Vi~NS will present a representative sample of the background 

and opinion of the opposition pamphleteers. 

Several historians have already noted the difficulty of linking 

a particular pamphleteer to a particular political group. The crux 

of their argument is that there is insufficient evidence to prove that 

a given pamphleteer was either paid or supervised by a Shaftesbury or 

a Wharton. Historians have chosen differing methods for dealing with 
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this obstacle. Haley, for example, side steps the problem in his 

biography of Shaftesbury by using pamphlets whose contents can easily 

be attributed to the "Whig" cause in general. 9 Furley's brief 

study of the Exclusion pamphlets sug"gests a way round the problem by 

associating a pamphleteer with a given political group. For 

instance, Shaftesbury \'las undoubtedly the patron of Fergusson "the 

P1otter ll
, though there is no evidence to prove that Shaftesbury directed 

his writing. However due to the close political contact, it is safe 

to say that Fergusson's writing illustrated a point of view within 

Shaftesbury's immediate circle of associates. 10 

An analysis of thepamphleteers ' backgrounds uncovers two 

significant tre:nds. The first indicates à direct link between the 

politics of the Interregnum and the opposition groups un der Charles II. 

Although Owen and du Moulin received degrees at Oxford and Cambridge 

respectively,ll neither of them supported the ideas of the Anglican 

Church. Du Moulin was, like his father, an ardent Calvinist. 12 Owen, 

brought up in a Puritan household, only began to exhibit his Puri tan 

tendencies when he left Oxford in 1637, after Laud had instituted 

certain reforms which he considered to be "popishly affected". Further 

study resulted in Owenls decision to join the Independents in 1646. 13 

Both Owen and du Moulin served the Interregnum governments. The 

former was Cromwell's chaplain and later Dean of Christ Church and 

Vice-Chancellor of Oxford. 14 The latter held the Chair of Ancient 

History at Oxford during the Interregnum. 15 

After the Restoration they refused to conform and joined the 
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opposition; they worked fOl' a scheme by which Dissenters wou1d be 

comprehended within the established church. Du Moulin resided in 

Westminster and was a noted Independent controversia1ist and 

pamph1eteer. 16 His po1itica1 connections remain obscure. This is 

not t~ue of Owen, the leader of the Independents, who had contact 

with the 1eading members of the opposition. In 1668 he was c1ose1y 

connected with the Duke of Buckingham. 17 He was a1so associated with 

the Ear1 of Ange1sey who col1ected Owenls tracts and whose relatives 

were members of Owenls congregation at Leadenha11 Street in London in 

1672. Lord Wharton and the notorious Robert Fergusson were a1so his 

po1itical associates. 18 It is plain then that there was a connection 

between the polit1cs of the Interregnum and the political opposition 

to Char1es during the Restoration. Indeed, with Owen and du Moulin it 

1s possible to trace their politica1 position back to pre-Interregnum 

conflict between the Puritans and Laud, as well as to their Puritan 

upbringing. 

The ana1ysis of the career of Phi11ips helps to place this 

connection in correct perspective: not al1 the pamph1eteers who lived 

and worked under the Interregnum joined the opposition factions during 

the first years of the Restoration. Phi11ips, Milton ' s nephew who was 

educated in his home, rejected the princip1es of his.mentor. In 1655 

he published wpat the gov~rnment considered to be a scandalous work 

because it satirized the strict moral code of the Puritans. In 1659-

1660 he ridicu1ed the anti-monarchical tracts which were then appearing 

and throughout the first years of the Restoration earned his living by 
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his pen. Therefore, since the Crown was the foremost patron, it is 

unlikely that he would want to lose its support by attacking the 

government. In any event there is no evidence which indicates that he 

joined an opposition faction. Indeed, his ~atyr on Hypocrites,which 

attacked Cromwell IS religious beliefs,was republished several times 

during the Restoration. lg The central question then is why 

Phillips joined the opposition 

While looking for a solution to this problem, the second trend 

cornes to light. The analysis indicates that Owen, du Moulin and 

Phillips were a minority in that they were old enough to participate 

in the political debates which raged during the Interregnum. The 

remaining pamphleteers were too young to comprehend the political issues 

involved in those debates. These men were born during the Interregnum 

and were educated during the Restoration. 20 Furthermore they were not 

as well educated as Owen and du Moulin, since only Settle and Johnson 

attended university at all and even they did not graduate. 21 Blount 

availed himself of private tutoring and was educated in the new methods 

of scientific philosophy.22 Harris was trained as a 'stationer, while 

Whitaker became a lawyer. 23 Carels background remains a mystery since 

no material is available for analysis. Clearly then, as opposed to the 

case of the older pamphleteers, upbringing and education played a less 

significant part in determining these menls political loyalties. 

Furthermore these pamphleteers had no direct experience with the politics 

of the Interregnum and it is necessary to examine their later careers to 

discover why they joined the opposition. 
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For these younger pamphleteers as well as for Phillips 

dissatisfaction with the Restoration government or the prospects of 

financial gain could have influenced their decisions to join the 

opposition. The difficulty of undertaking this type of analysis is 

that the available sources do not provide either the precise reason 

for the dissatisfaction or the date when each pamphleteer came in 

contact with the oppostion. Tbe case of Settle does provide sorne 

insight into the reasons for dissatisfaction. He was in 1673 a writer 

under the patronage of John Wilmot, Earl of Rochester, who soon tired 

of Settle and promoted other young playwrites. Thus, after 1676 Settle 

was deserted by the courtiers and attacked by his rivals. At this 

time he dropped out of sight; it is most probable that between 1676 and 

1677 he made contact with the opposition, but no evidence exists to 

support this hypothesis. 24 Not only dissatisfaction but financial 

reward drew Settle into the opposition camp. In the Preface to the 

Female Prelate he wrote that he had never met Shaftesbury, but worked 

for his organization for financial considerations. 25 A similar, but 

less we'1 documented account of dissatisfaction can be found in the 

career of Russell's chaplain Johnson. 26 Financial considerations 

surely played a large role in Harris' decision to publish the Domestick 

Intelligence and other tracts as well as in Phillips' decision to work 

for the opposition, since both men were professionally dependent upon 

the revenues derived from the sale of pamphlets. 27 

The organization with which the pamphleteers like Settle, Care, 
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Blount and Harris were associated was known as the Green Ribbon Club. 

An analysis of the composition of the Club gives further support to 

the idea that divergent backgrounds made far less difference than a 

common dissatisfaction with the government. Although the importance 

of the Club has been exaggerated,28 it was a significant part of the 

opposition's organization. Jones identified 177 permanent and temporary 

members, whbm he classified as peers of doubtful reputation, such as 

Grey, old puritans like Sligly Bethel, wealthy merchants, minor 

politicians and lawyers. It is perhaps significant that many members 

had residences in the country but visited London fairly frequently. 

Since the membership was large and varied, it is not surprising to 

discover that the most important leaders such as Shaftesbury, Russell 

and Essex met in private houses to make policy decisions. 29 However 

the Club did provide a meeting place for the members where they could 

establish contacts and discuss politics. 30 The Club was a "hotbed" 

of politics where any pamphleteer who was a member could listen to and 

participate in debates on the issues of the day.3l 

In the light of this analysis the varied backgrounds of the 

pamphleteers fit in very well. The dissatisfied Settle was a leading 

writer and organized the popish parades in 1679, 1680 and 1681.32 

Blount probably came in contact with the Club through his father, who 

was an old commonwealth man and a member of the Club as well .33 Carels 

association with the Club is difficult to trace, but in the summer of 

1680, when he was in gaol, the Club paid him twelve pence per week, and 

the members were encouraged to purchase his Weekly Pacguet of Advice 
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from Rome. 34 Phillips' association with the Club was at best tenuous, 

since he was connected indirectly through Titus Oates. 35 Finally, the 

Club provided Harris with storie~ which he inserted in the Domestick 

Intelligence; he also published Blount's Appeal from the Country to 

the City.36 Only Whitaker was not connected with the Club, but he was 

known as the "Dissente;'s lawyer" and \'1as in prison shortly after the 

Popish Plot had been uncovered. 37 

Whatever their association with the opposition, the pamphleteers 

issued many tracts between 1678 and 1685. These were unevenly 

distributed over this period, as they were issued to influence the 

course of particular political events. Whereas only two tracts 

appeared before 1679,38 between 1679 and 1681 twenty-three were 

published. 39 Blount'sAppeal appeared just before the return of the 

Duke of Monmouth from exile in the fall of 1679.40 In June 1680 both 

Owen's and du Moulin's tracts were issued in the defence of the 

Dissenters; the publication of these tracts must be seen in connection 

with the petitioning campaign in January 1680 and the tour of the West 

Country by Mounmouth in July. All this activity was designed to 

convince Charles to call Parliament.4l 

Two more high points of publication occurred during this period. 

The first was in November 1680, when the Commons was considering the 

toleration and the exclusion bills. 42 The second and final outburst 

took place shortly after the dissolution of the Oxford Parliament. 43 

The opposition expected Charles to call a new Parliament in the fall and 

these tracts were to prepare the electorate for the opposition's 
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program. Charles never did call the new Par1iament, though this does 

not me an that the opposition stopped pamph1eteering. In 1682 fewer 

tracts were issued, but they were more extreme than those which had 

appeared between 1679 and 1681. For instance, Johnson issued Julian 

the Apostate which justified rebe11ion in the name of civil and 

re1igious liberty against a Popish Prince.44 However, after the Rye 

House Plot was suppressed, the opposition campaign virtua11y stopped. 

No tracts appeared in 1683 and only one in 1684. That year Carets 

Weekly Pacquet of Advice from Rome was a1so suppressed. 

It is not hard to explain the 1ack of pamphlets after 1683. 

The pamphleteers were either in gaol, had switched sides and were 

working for the Crown, or were not writing anything in order to main

tain their freedom. Whitaker was imprisoned between Ju1y and 

October 1681, and was again in prison from February 1682 unti1 long 

after the death of Charles. 45 Johnson, arrested in August 1683 and 

ba1ed out short1y thereafter, was confined once again in November 

1682, and in February 1684, where he remained unti1 William 1anded. 46 

Phi11ips was arrested in 1684; the sources do not revea1 when he was 

re1eased. 47 Other men remained true ta their princip1es without going 

to prison. Du Moulin was re1eased from di1emma when he died in 1680. 48 

Owen continued to work for and with Lord Wharton thraugh the summer 

of 1681. 49 Hawever he did not join the groups secret1y planning to 

assassinate Charles. After the Rye House Plot he kept out of London 

as much as possible. He died in 1683. 50 Fina11y, B10unt retained his 

freedom throughout the period because the government had never been able 
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to discover the authorship of thé'Appeal. In this way he was able to 

continue to write and he published one tract of a philosophical nature 

in 1683. 51 

Other pamphleteers preferred to sell their knowledge of the 

opposition's organization than to go to prison. For instance Harris 

was imprisoned in June 1681. During the summer he wrote to secretary 

Jenkins in reference to a tract which his wife had sent to him for 

publication. "These papers are of a pernicious consequence. They were 

sent to me to be printed, but I made bold to send them to you, 50 that 

the wickedness of those that contrived them may appear. 1I52 This is 

the first sign that Harris thought of turning informer. In September 

1681 Harris petitioned the King for his release. He apologized for 

publishing books which were against the government and he promised to 

reveal how he recefved the Appeal. 53 Luttrell noted that Harris had 

divulged the names of several authors whose works he had published. 54 

It is likely that this attitude as wel1 as the information supplied 

resulted in his release. However in 1683 he was attempting to revive 

the Domestick Intelligence, casting doubt on the sincerity of his 

conversion. 55 Henry Care also ran afoul of the law, but there is sorne 

doubt as to when he joined the court. He published nothing between 

1682 and 1685, but the government still watched his activities care

ful1y.56 Final1y, Settle switched sides as his pro-government tract, 

the Present State of England indicates. 57 

What emerges from the analysis of the relationship between the 

government and the pamphleteers between 1681 and 1685 is that those 
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men who had previous contact with the opposition long before 1678 

remained true to their principles. Settle, Phillips, Care and others 

like them joined the opposition for financial considerations. Dis

satisfaction with the government may have also influenced their 

decision. These men found it easy to write for whoever supported 

their work. Only in the case of Harris is it possible to discern a 

permanent shift in his political loyalties due to the involvement with 

the opposition. 

This pattern is further reinforced by the pamphleteers ' 

careers under James and Williams. The first groups of writers, including 

Blount, Johnson and Whitaker as well as Harris, were either in exile 

under James or in one of his prisons. Under William they regained their 

freedom and resumed their normal activities. 58 The second group, 

including Care and Settle remained in the good graces of James. They 

wrote tracts in support of his religious policies. 59 Phillips' 

activities are not well documentèd, but he did write an ode to the 

memory of Charles II shortly after the latter's death and so could have 

escaped persecution such as Oates experienced. Care never 1ived to 

see William land, for he died on 8 August, 1688. Settle switched once 

again, but did not prosper l • whi1e Phi1lips surfaced as a supporter of 

the "Whig" cause. 60 

The ana1ysis of the background of the pamphleteers indicates 

that the link between the politics of the Interregnum and the Exclusion 

crisis was weak. Owen and du Moulin developed their "puritan" ideas 
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before the Civil Wars and they served the government during the 

Interregnum. At the Restoration they joined the ranks of the opposition 

and pursued the;r attack on the government until their deaths in 1688 and 

1680 respectively. Of other pamphleteers only Phillips was old enough 

to participate in the politics of the Interregnum and he rejected its 

principal goals. The remaining writers, whose education and early 

training contributed relatively little to their later political careers, 

had had no direct experience with the politics of Interregnum. They sided 

with the opposition for other reasons. First and foremost they were 

dissatisfied with the government and those in power. One pamphleteer 

was associated with the Dissenters, Blount had no love for the religious 

principles of the Church of England. Another source of dissatis~ction 

was the lack of patr'onage given ta writers like Settle and Phillips. 

Secondly, financial expediency played a large role in attracting several 

pamphleteers into the camp of the opposition. 

With such a weak connection between the Interregnum and the 

Exclusion crisis, it would be interesting to compare the ideas of those 

who had contact with the Interregnum with those who did not and determine 

the differences, if any, in their ideas on the constitution, resistance 

and toleration. For an analysis of their ideas on these topics may 

indicate that, although most of the pamphleteers had no direct contact 

with the politics of the Interregnum, they derived their ideas from those 

made popular during that period. 

As has been noted before, the crux of the debate between the 

King and Parliament over the Exclusion bill and·indeed over the two 

Indulgences was whether Parliament was permitted to share the sovereignty 

of the state. In other words, could the law of succession be determined 



71 

by the King alone and could the King dispense with the penal laws on 

the sole authority of his prerogative? On the other hand could the 

King take these steps only with the consent of Parliament? The 

opposition replied that only the King in Parliament was sovereign and 

could take the above measures. This theory of government was called 

a mixed monarchy, in which the King was responsible to the community 

for its welfare. For the sake of analysis each part of the foregoing 

sentence will be treated separately, but it should be noted that the 

two were interdependent and almost inseparable. 

The concept of a mixed monarchy can be found in works of 

Marsilio of Padua, Bract6n and other medieval writers. 61 However the 

pamphleteers derived the ideas from the writings of Coke,62 Hooker63 

and, in particular, from Ponet and Hunton. Ponet's Shorte Treatise on 

Politike Power (1556) was reprinted in 1639 and 1642,64 a year before 

Hunton's Treatise on Monarchy apoeared. That Hunton's work was well 

known to the opposition is evidenced by the fact that it was reprinted 

in 1680 and a copy of it was found in Locke's library.65 Pamphleteers 

like Settle, Owen, Blount, Harris, Care, Phillips and Johnson argued 

without any deviation from these older works that only the King in 

Parliament was sovereign and only in Parliament could he make or amend 

the law. 66 In order to support this contention they drew upon the 

concept of the ancient constitution guaranteeing the rightsand liberties 

which the people had held before Kings had risen to power. This 

relationship between the King and Parliament was consecrated in charters 

like the Magna Charta, while the interpretation of constitution itself 
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was based upon the ideas of Coke. 67 

In putting forth this idea of a mixed monarchy the pamph1eteers 

fai1ed to reso1ve the conundrum: where wou1d sovereignty lie when 

either King or Par1iament did not agree? Whd possessed the author;ty 

to impose a decis;on on the other when a sta1emate arose? It;s now 

apparent that the pamph1eteers fai1ed to rea1ize that King and 

Par1 iament must share certain fundamenta1 bel iefs as to the futuy'e of 

the state, and that the issues invo1ved in a strugg1e between the two 

bodies must be of such a nature as to be able to be sett1ed by mutua1 

compromise. Otherwise a1ternate methods wou1d have to be sought to 

solve the contentious issue. In the case of 1679-1681, Charles seized 

the initiative and dispensed with Parliament without engendering a 

revolution. However, the basic constitutiona1 prob1em still remained 

unresolved. 

The second aspect of the concept of mixed monarchy concerned 

the accountability and responsibi1ity of the King to his community. The 

pamphleteers argued that,a1though the King was consecrated by divine will, 

he ruled for the benefit of the community. This community was 

represented by the two house in Par1iament and had its own r;ghts and 

liberties, which cou1d not be abrogated by the will of the King. If a 

King did so,the people, 1ed by their natural leaders in Par1iament, had 

the right to rebel. As made perfectly clear in the works of Johnson, 

Owen and Settle, rebel1ion in the name of religion a10ne was i11egitimate.68 

This concept of rebe11ion was to be found in Ponet's and Hunton's 

tracts, as well as in those of Henry Parker and William Prynne. However, 
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beeause of slight differences in their arguments, it is apparent that 

the parnphleteers did not derive their idea from these authors. :Ponet 

and Hunton did not argue that the natural leaders of society should lead 

the rebellion, but left the question to each individual's conscience. 69 

Parker and Prynne rejected the concept of the divine right of Kings 

but they called for the supremacy of Parliament over the King and they 

believed sovereignty could not be divided. 70 

Rather the parnphleteers ' justification for rebellion came from 

Bracton's De Legibus, the tract Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos and George 

Buchanan's De Jure aoud $cotus. Bracton's work clearly states the 

medieval concept of tyrannicide VJhich was initially formulated by John 

of Salisbury in the Twëlfth Century;7l Bracton was frequently cited in 

Johnson's Julian the Apostate. 72 The influence of the medieval concept 

of rebel1ion on the author of the Vindiciae and Buchanan can be seen in 

similarity of their arguments, the crux of which was that the nobility 

and others with constitutional rights should lead the rebellion against 

a King who attempts to interfere with those rights without their consent. 73 

That these Sixteenth Century works were familiar to the pamphleteers is 

evidenced by not on1y the similarity of"the,arguments, butalso by'the fact 

that they were republished during the Civil Wars. The Vindiciae was 

also reprinted in 1680.74 Furthermore, Robert Brady, the royal 

historiographer, asserted that Johnson based his work on ideas derived 

the Vindiciae. 75 Hence, it is clear that the opposition pamphleteers 

derived their fundarnental justification of rebellion from the traditional 

works on the subject, sorne of which had been made popular during the 

Interregnum. 
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The constitutional struggle between King and Parliament during 

the Restoration often took place around the question of toleration. 

This problem was the third major argument of the opposition pamphleteers. 

Many of them did little more than demand toleration for the Dissenters. 

Care, Owen and Phillips argued that the peace and prosperity of the 

country would be greatly enhanced if the Dissenters were tolerated. 76 

Harris' Domestick Intelligence carried petitions from various counties 

demanding the same for the Dissenters. 77 Du Moulin went a little 

farther when he attacked certain practices of the Church of England 

which was far too close to those of Catholicism. 78 Accordingly, it is 

not surprising that none of the pamphlete:rs argued for universal 

t01eration, but desired the freedom of worship exclusively for the 

Dissenters. For instance, Whitaker limited any toleration to true 

Christians and so excluded atheists blasphemers and other enemies to 

natural religion, who should be punished as enemies to all governments. 79 

Only in the works of Whitaker and Owen is it possible to trace 

the origins of the political demands for toleration. Such an analysis 

also indicates the theoretical foundations of the other pamphleteers ' 

arguments. Thomas Starkey was one of the first to apply the distinction 

between matters necessary or indifferent to salvation to the English 

church.80 It is from this argument that Owen and Whitaker drew the 

distinction, as Whitaker wrote, between matters of "opinion" and Ifaith".8l 

The former were matters indifferent since they were not revealed in the 

Scriptures, while the latter were necessary for salvation and found in 
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the Scriptures. They believed that it was wrong to establish outward 

conformity in matters indifferent and that therefore the Dissenters 

should not be persecuted for not attending the established thurch. 82 

Owen went farther than Whitaker when he positioned his: own 

ecclesiology. In advancing his justification for the separation of 

Church and State Owen drew upon the John Cottonls thought which in 

turn was derived from Henry Jacob. 83 Both of these men argued that 

the State should be concerned with the Church in outward matters 

such as justice and "provisions" and not interfere with the religious 

practices of its protestant sUbjects. 84 This same thought was-very 

similar to that set forth by John Milton. 85 

Owenls ideas on the separation of the Church and State are 

very similar to theirs. He argued that the Church should not exercise 

judicial authority, but should protect itself by the spiritual means 

of praying, preaching and teaching the gospel. 86 The Church, to Owen, 

should be composed of the lait y of Christian believers and a body of 

Ministers with little connection to the State beyond taking "0 ne solemn 

stated confession of the Christian protestant faith ...• ,,87 The State 

should provide the Churches, but religion was a matter of private concern 

between the individual and the Ministry.88 The polit Y would thereby 

tolerate different Protestant religions and would not interfere with 

their religious practices. Thus, although Owen did not argue for 

complete toleration in which the State would have no concern in the 

religious beliefs and practices of its members, his argument for the 
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separation of these two bodies was an important step in this direction. 

It also indicates that he desired above all toleration for the 

Dissenters and in this way his arguments were in accord with those of 

the other pamphleteers. 

The affinity between the ideas of the Interregnum and the Exclusion 

cri sis was far greater than one would have expected from the analysis 

of the pamphleteers' backgrounds. Owen, du Moulin and Phillips were 

a minority in that they had participated in the political debates during 

that period; the remaining oarrlphleteers grew up during the Restoration 

and joined the opposition either because they were dissatisfied with 

certain practices of the government or for the financial gain which they 

hoped to reap. In any event not only Owen, du Moulin and Phillips, but 

also the younger pamphleteers like Settle, Blount, Johnson and Harris 

replied on arguments which had been developed during the previous 

century and were popularized during the Interregnum. 

John Owen's work stood out among all the tracts analysed. He was 

the most highly educated of the pamphleteers. But Owen's theological 

training was tempered by many years of political experience. Hence 

scholarly ability was combined with political acumen to produce one of 

the most forceful pamphleteers of the day. Like the other pamphleteers 

Owen not only advanced criticisms of the government in church and state 

but he also put forth concrete proposals. This ~s best seen in his 

discussion of toleration and in the concept of the Ministerial Church. 

The arguments of the remaining pamphleteers found their roots 

in ideas developed during the sixteenth century and made popular during 



77 

the Interregnum. They were undoubtedly in the air during the 

Restoration. In the'"heatof political debate in which rapid publication 

was a necessity the pamphleteers could not spend time developing 

original ideas on questions such as the nature of sovereignty, resistance 

or toleration. They had to find arguments which had the sanction of 

tradition, even a radical tradition, and which could be readily supported 

by traditional writers. As Locke wrote at a later date in respect to 

this sama matter, one must be careful not to "shock the received 

opinions" of litho se one had to deal with .... 89 To gain support for 

their policies, the opposition had to convince the readers that their 

ideas ,were in accord with tradition. In this way they could appeal to 

the conservative nature of those in politics as beind defenders of 

tradition rather than being heralds of change. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE POLITICS AND IDEAS OF THE CROWN PAMPHLETEERS 

Most contemporary observers, such as Luttre11, date the beginning 

of the Crown's pamphlet campaign between February and April 1681. 1 

Historians have supported these observations by citing, as Muddiman 

has, the suggestion of Francis North, Lord Chief Justice of the Court 

of Common Pleas, to the government early in 1681 to employ skil1ed 

writers "to contest" with the opposition pamph1eteers, since the prose

cution of the pamph1eteers in the London courts would be defeated by 

Ignoramous juries. 2 However, other historians date the beginning of 

the campiagn on1y after the dissolution of the Oxford Par1iament.3 

An analysis of the backgrounds of various pamphleteers will show that 

pamph1eteers were writing for the Crown many months before February 

1681. These tracts provided the initial statement of the Crown's 

position. 

Historians have paid scant attention to these tracts. On1y 

Fei1ing's study of the Tory party and comments in Edie and Robbins 

note the importance of these pamphlets. 4 . On the who1e even these people 

neglect to analyse the way in which the pamph1eteers' concepts of 

sovereignty, obedience and toleration were interre1ated with each other 

and the anti-papist theme which pervaded most of their works. Further

more, no attempt has as yet been made to trace the origin of their ideas 
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on these important questions. 5 However, before this can be done it is 

necessary to examine the educational and political background of the 

pamphleteers in order to establish the link between the government and 

the pamphleteers and to determine their motives for writing the tracts. 

The pamphleteers who have been selected include Roger L'Estrange, 

dohn Nalson, Thomas Hunt, William Sancroft, John Fell, William Sherlock, 

Wi11iam Lloyd, John Til1otson and Joseph Glanvill. They have been chosen be~ 

cause together they represent the High and Low Church factions within 

the Church of England as well as sorne of the conservative secular 

factions which supported the government. 

The pamphleteers were highly educated. Of the nine writers 

only one did not receive a university degree. 6 The remaining eight 

men received B.A. degrees and were a1so granted M.A. degrees; three 

M.A. degrees were given by Oxford and five by Cambridge. 7 It seems 

as if past family affiliation with a particular university determined 

the university which a pamphleteer attended. For instance, Sancroft's 

uncle was master of Emmanuel College, Cambridge between 1628 and 1637 

and this is the college which Sancroft entered in 1633.8 Another 

example is that of Fellls attendance at Christ Church, Oxford. His 

father was Dean of Christ Church between 1638 and 1647 and Fell was 

given his Masters degree by that college in 1643. 9 A similar example 

could be drawn from Lloyd 's background. 10 

Most of the pamphleteers completed their education at the 

beginning or during the Interregnum. Only two pamphleteers received 

M.A. degrees shortly after the Restoration. ll It is interesting to note 
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that attendance at a particu1ar university did not guarantee a 

pamph1eteer ls subsequent 10ya1ty to the education he had received there. 

For instance, Ti110tson was a pensioner at Clare Hall, Cambridge in 

1647. The master of Clare Hall was Ralph Cudworth, a member of a group 

of philosophers known as the Cambridge P1atonists. Ti110tson was not 

attracted to Cudworth or any other member of this group, but instead was 

influenced by the Independent Thomas Goodwin and 1ater by John Wilkins. 12 

Another example is the dislike which G1anvi11 had for his education 

at Oxford and his desire to work with the Cambridge P1atonists. 13 

During the Interregnum the pamph1eteers fo110wed severa1 different 

paths. They either sided with the King, joined the Commonwealth 

government or remained neutra1. L1Estrange, Sancroft, Fe11 and Lloyd 

sided with the Crown and each man suffered at the hands of the 

government. 14 For instance, Sancroft expressed the emotions of most of 

the Roya1ists who despaired over the prosp~ct of a death sentence for 

Charles l, when he wrote to his father, 

For my part if once l see the fatal b10w struck 
l shal1 think nothing but trussing up all and 
packing away, and nothing but your command shall 
stay me long in a nation which l am persuaded will 
sink to the centre, if it sufferlso horrid a 
wickedness without chastisement. 5 

Shortly after Charles 1 death Sancroftls father died and Sancroft fled 

overseas where he was befriended by John Cosin.1 6 Hunt and Tillotson 

sided with the Commonwealth. The former became a clerk on the Oxford 

circuit, while the latter became the tutor to Attorney-General Edward 

Prideauxls son. 17 G1anvi11 was the chap1ain to Francis Rous, who was 

one of Cromwell IS Lords. 18 The remaining two pamph1eteers, Sherlock and 
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Nalson attended university during"the period and did not ooenly side 

with either group. 

The analysis of the background of the pamphleteers during the 

Interregnum produces an interesting and significant pattern. Four of 

the nine pamphleteers sided with the King, two supported the 

Commonwealth, while two were neutral or undeclared. In 1660 there 

was sorne doubt of the loyalty of many of the pamphleteers~ but from their 

education it seems as if most of them were destined for a life within 

the Church. In arder to determine the extent to which the pamphleteers 

were associated with the government in state or church after 1660 it 

is necessary to examine their careers. 

Only two pamphleteers did not ho1d a post in the Church of 

England during the Restoration. Hunt was a 1awyer at Gray's Inn and 

at various times acted as the steward of the estates of the Dukes of 

Buckingham and Norfolk. 19 Ll Estrange "WgS Licenser' of the Prèss between 

1664 and 1679, when the Licensing Act expired. 20 The remaining seven 

pamphleteers a11 he1d sorne post within the Church of England. They 

had all conformed by 1662 and received livings, such as Na1son's at 

Doddington on the Isle of Ely or Sherlock's at St. George's in Botolph 

Lane, London. 21 Of the seven, four became deans,22 four were at one 

time or another chaplains-in-ordinary to Charles,23 one became a 

bishop,24 and one became an archbishop.25 The seven officials of the 

Church of England were also members of different factions within the 

Church. Glanvil1, Ti1lotson, and Lloyd were latitudinarians who wanted 

to broaden the settlement of the Church by either comprehending the 
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Dissenters or tolerating them, while Fell, Sherlock and Nalson stood 

for the preservation of the uniformity of religion within Eng1and. 

Between the two groups stood Sancroft, a high church scho1astic, who 

wanted to preserve the power and prestige of the Church of England, 

but at the same time sought an accommodation with the Dissenters. 26 

Despite these differing views on toleration, it is c1ear that by 

1678 most of the pamphleteers had prospered under Charles' patronage 

and were closely connected to the government in church or state. Only 

Hunt's position remained obscure, but it can be said that he aaused 

the government no political trouble and was not a member of the 

opposition. 

The pamphleteers were prolific writers between 1678 and 1685. 

They pub1ished fifty-nine tracts, many of which, appeared at crisis 

situations and so their distribution over this period was very uneven. 

Only six tracts appeared in 1678 and Just eight in 1679. 27 However in 

1680 nineteen pamphlets were published by these men. Of the nineteen 

tracts it has been possible to date the month in which seventeen were 

published. Twelve appeared in May-June 1680 during which time the 

government was beginning its counterattack, imprisoning many opposition 

pamphleteers and banning the publication' of unlicensed tracts. 28 Five 

of the tracts appeared in November and shoùld be seen in conjunction 

wtth the debate on the Exclusion bill and the bill for to1erating the 

Dissenters.29 After 1680 the number of Crown pamphlets steadily decreased 

as the power and confidence of the government increased. Hence, in 

1681 only ten pamphlets appeared, while in 1682 only seven were 

published. 30 Seven tracts were published in 1683 and only two in 1684.31 
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This evidence shows thac the Crown began its pamphlet campaign long 

before February 1680 and certainly before the dissolution of the 

Oxford Parliament. 

Over and above merely writing for the Crown several pamphleteers 

became involved with the governmentls attempt to combat the opposition. 

For instance, Sancroft controlled the Commission for Ecclesiastical 

Promotions along with Lawrence Hyde and Henry Compton, Bishop of London. 

They saw to it that the people who received new positions were loyal 

to the Church and King. Similarly, he and Compton dispensed most of 

the advowsons in London, where a number of loyal preachers could aid the 

Crown in regaining the loyalty of the city people. 32 Sancroft also 

hired a number of pamphleteers such as Endmund Bohun and oversaw the 

publication of Filmer's Patriarcha. 33 Roger L'Estrange was Licenser of 

the Press until June 1679, when the Licensing Act expired. He was then 

appointed a Justice of the Peace for Middlesex, wnich post he held 

until October 1680. At that time Parliament put him out of the Commission 

of the Peace for allegedly sympathising with the Catholics. 34 L'Estrange 

fled overseas until after the Oxford Parliament, whereupon he resumed 

his work of suppressing the anti-court tracts. 35 William Lloyd worked 

for the government during the investigation of the Popish Plot. 36 

That Charles appreciated Fell's able and loyal service at Oxford can 

be seen in a letter from Jenkins to Fell, in which the former stated 

that Charles held Fell and his family nin singula- regard ... for their 
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adhering in the worst of times to his Majesty and suffering with him 

and his father."37 

On1y one pamphleteer broke with the government over the issue 

of Exclusion. Hunt's shift from the Crown to the opposition provides 

an interesting insight into one of the motives behind the pamph1eteers ' 

work. Hunt had written a tract in support of divine right monarchy in 

1680 and for this service he expected to be appointed Lord Chief Baron 

of rreland. In fact the patent was ordered to be drawn up by Charles, 

buts because James di d not li ke Hunt' s former connecti on wi th the 

Commonwealth, it was revoked. 38 Thereupon Hunt issued a scathing attack 

on the Church of England and the monarchy.39 That financia1 interest 

p1ayed an important part in Nalson's pamphleteering can be seen in 

the number of times he petitioned various officials for an elevation 

in the Church. 40 As he wrote to Sancroft, 

A 1itt1e oi1 will make the wheels go easy, 
which truly hitherto without complaining I 
have found a very heavy draught. It is sorne 
discouragement to see others, who 1 am sure 
have not outstript me in the race of loyal and 
hearty endeavours to serve the King and Church, 
carry away the prize. 4l 

However, it is important not to be overly cynical when considering the 

motives behind the writing of the tracts. Many of the pamphleteers ' 

positions in society were being attacked. In defending themselves they 

were also defending the society which they did not want to see change 

in any appreciable manner. L' Estrange wrote in the Free Born Subject 

that he wanted to IILay open this Spirit of Ca1umny and Slander" which 

he found in the opposition tracts. 42 In other words, se1f~defence as 

well as financia1 gain inspired the pamphleteers. 



92 

Several pamphleteers propsered from their work for the Crown 

during the Exclusion crisis. Lloyd was made Bishop of St. Asaph. 43 

Nalson was given a prebendary at Ely which he had been seeking since 

1677, while Sherlock was promoted to the prebendary of St. Pancreas 

at St. Paul's.44 Finally, L'Estrange was reappointed Licenser of the 

Press in 1684. 45 The remaining pamphleteers retained the same positions 

which they had held in 1678. The only exception was Hunt who fled 

overseas after being implicated in the Rye House Plot. 46 

An analysis of their subsequent careers indicates no significant 

shift in their 10yalty to the Church of England and a.: Protestant King. 

Most of the pamphleteers supported William when he landed in 1688. The 

only non~juror was Sancroft. In fact most of the pamphleteers prospered 

under William. Tillotson became Archbishop of Canterbury, Lloyd was 

given the lucrative See of Lichfield and then Worcester, while Sherlock 

succeeded Tillotson as Dean of St. Paul's.47 Only L'Estrange, who had 

been Licenser of the Press under James, suffered at the hands of 

William's government. He was in and out of prison several times between 

1688 and 1696 and was forced to live by his pen since the IITory ll party 

would give him little aid. 48 

Th~ connection between Crown and the pamphleteers was very strong 

in the Exclusion crisis and the pamphleteers issued a great many tracts 

during the crisis in support of their position. It is necessary at this 

point to examine the ideas expressed in those tracts on the question of 

sovereignty, obedience and toleration in order to see in what way the 

pamphleteers' thoughts differed from each other as well as from previous 
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theorists. In this way it will be possible to determine the originality 

of their ideas and, in the event that their ideas on these matters were 

not original, to determine the sources from which they derived them. 

The fundamental difference in the thought of the pamphleteers 

was the split between the conservatives and the latitudinarians. 

!'nc1uded within the former group are L'Estrange, Fell, Hunt, Nalson, 

Sancroft and Glanvill, while in the latter group stand Tillotson and 

Lloyd. Tt is necessary to draw this distinction at this point, because 

the split ônly becomes apparent wh en the question of toleration is 

discussed. In respect to the questions of sovereignty and obedience 

the latitudinarians only distinguish themselves by contributing almost 

nothing substantial to the àefence of the monarchy and Church of England, 

since they were in the forefront of those demanding change within the 

Church itself. 

The conservatives based their political arguments on a distinctly 

static and hierarchical vision of society. Indeed, their arguments find 

the;r roots ;'n the Medieval and Renaissance concept.of the Great Chain of 

Being. 49 L'Estrange best summarized this concept in The Case Put, when 

he wrote, 

As the universe it self is compacted into one 
body by the orderly disposition and contiguity 
of partS.: so is every political society also 
bound up in one Community, by a regular dis
tribution and subordination of degrees, offices, 
and functions. And is not al' this, the work 
and dictate of the same almighty providence? 
He that made the world, appointed the order of 
it, and assigned to every part its proper place 
and station. 50 
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However, even among the conservative writers there was a difference 

in the manner in which they proceeded to attack those who sought to 

change this divinely ordered society. The wrftings of Sancroft and 

Fell were characterized by a medieval solution to the problem of change. 51 

They sought a moral reformation of the society and the restitution of 

the harmony between man and man and ruler and ruled. As Fell quite 

aptly wrote, the solution to any unrest within society was that 

lIeveryone [should] sweep before his own dore, and then, but not till 

then, the who le Street will be made cl ean. 1152 They di d not cons i der 

any legal or constitutional problems which originally gave rise to the 

demand for change in the polit Y and did not provide any reasoned response 

to the opposition's challenge on these matters. 

Other conservatives like Nalson, L'Estrange and Hunt took up 

the opposition's challenge in presenting their defence of the monarchy. 

In advancing this defence they set forth the concept of sovereignty 

known as the divine right of kings which was based upon several sources. 

To the medieval idea that the kingship was granted dei gratia was added 

the Tudor concept of majesty which was formulated initially by the 

humanist pamphleteers such as Thomas Starkey.53 The medieval tradition 

of the king being appointed by God was supplemented by the classical 

idea of the king being legibus solutus, placed above the law. 54 James I 

synthesized these concepts and added the feudal idea that the kingship 

was indefeasible. In other words the monarchy was hereditary rather 

than elective. 55 It is upon these sources that the royalist pamphleteers 

like Dudley Digges drew in defending the monarchy during the Civil Wars. 
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They popularized the ideas that the King was above the law and that 

he was responsible to God alone. 56 

Both James' works and the Civil War tracts were the sources from 

which the Crown pamohleteers derived their concept of sovereignty. 

That these tracts were familiar to many living in 1678 can be seen by 

the fact that not only were some of James' works republished during 

the Exclusion cr1sis,57 but Duddley Digges' The Unlawfulness of Subjects 

Taking Up Arms (1644) was also reprinted in 1679.58 John Maxwell 's 

Sacro-Sancto Regunum Majestas (1644) was reprinted in 1680 while Bishop 

Sanderson's Dè Juramenti (1647) appeared again in 1683. 59 

It was thefundamental contention of the Crown pamphleteers like 

Nalson and L'Estrange that sovereignty was 10cated in the office of 

the King, who they considered was "the sole Fountain of Honour and 

Foundati on of a 11 Law", or, as L' Estrange wrote, was the "source of 

Sovereignty and the final court of appea1".60 In order to justify this 

belief the pamph1eteers used religious and secu1ar examp1es as supporting 

arguments. In the first instance Hunt used extensive quotations from 

the Bible to justify his statement that the king was appointed by God. 61 

L'Estrange, echoing Filmer, put forth the patriarchal theory of monarchy, 

according to which Adam possessed paternal and rega1 power before he had 

either chi1dren or a people. 62 In the same way the king possessed his 

authority without the consent of the community. Both L'Estrange and 

Na1son also laid the king's right to make law on a mytho10gical pasto 

As L'Estrange argued, 



To demonstrate how it complies with out Laws 
and Constitutions, let it suffice, That 
(Monarchy, in these Nations, being more ancient 
than Story or Records, more venerable than 
Tradition it self) our Laws were born (as it 
were) under this Climate, habituated te this 
Diet and Air, grafted into this Stock .... 63 
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The thrust of this argument and all the others was that the King made 

the law and that sovereignty was not divided or shared, but rested in 

the monarchy, which suited human nature better than any other form of 

government, because it guaranteed both peace and property.64 

The question of property and the other liberties which the people 

possessed in 1678 presented the pamphleteers with the problem of the 

sovereign's relationship with his subjects and in particular, Parliament. 

L'Estrange completely rejected the opposition's concept of a mixed 

monarchy,65 but neither did he support tyranny. Indeed, like his 

predecessors Jones, Maxwell and Digges and his contemporary, Nalson, 

he believed that the King's prerogative was bounded by the law of 

his predecessors who had granted their subjects certain rights which 

all kings were bound to respect according to the laws of God and nature. 66 

Likewise, the people were not to meddle in the arcara imperii, which 

was solely within the king's prerogative.67 This relationship was aptly 

descr1bed by L'Estrange when he wrote, "parliaments, provided they 

behave themselves with Prudence and Moderation, are the best method of 

hea 1 i ng the Di stemper of the Ki ngdom. ,,68 In other words, the subj ects 

could air their grievances ta the King, but were to obey the decisions 

of the Crown without resentment and without delaying needed supplies. 

This idealized vision of the polit Y in which the people through 

Parliament abided by their divinely appointed monarch's laws and in turn 
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receiveâ the monarch's protection of their traditional rights, clearly 

broke down when either King or Parliament attempted to alter the 

balance. The crux of the matter for the pamphleteers lay in the answer 

to the question, what should a subject do when their king became a 

tyrant? In the later part of the Seventeenth Century the medieval 

concept of tyranny was subsumed within the rallying cry of "arbitrary 

government". Both terms meant to their contemporaries that the monarch 

would rule without respect for the traditional rights and liberties of 

his subjects; he would govern without Parliament and as a result would 

be likely to commit attrocities. 

The pamphleteers replied to the question with a unanimous 

voice. Like the Protestant reformers, the Eiizabethan prelates, and 

Dudley Digges, they argued that it was unlawful for a subject to resist 

the sovereign. 69 L'Estrange best summarized their argument for non

resistance and passive obedience when he wrote, 

It happens many times that we have no other 
Choice before us, but either to suffer the 
Highest Degree of Misery, that can befall us 
in this world; or else, to Prostitute our 
Souls, for the saving of our Skins and Fortunes. 
Now under such an Exigent as This [a Popish 
King], let the Prospect of things be never so 
Terrible, were as to oppose, the Duties of 
Christians, of Subjects, and of Honest men to 
all hazards whatsoever; and patiently to endure 
whatever we cannot with Conscience, and Honour, 
either Resist, or Decline; according to the 
Practice of the Primitive Martyrs, who witnessed 
their Profession with their Bloud, as Christians; 
and Submitted, as Loyal Subjects without Resistance. 70 

Clearly then, any form of resistance was not to be tolerated. The most 

a subject was permitted to do was to disobey the law and suffer the 
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penalty for that disobedience. Thus the pamph1eteers put forth a 

justification of passive disobedience rather than passive obedience. 

These exp1icit demands for passive obedience were a1so supported 

by the more conservative thinkers 1ike Fe11 and Sancroft, who approached 

the question of po1itics from a moral standpoint. Their style of 

argument is i11ustrated by Sancroftls conc1udi;ng remarks in a sermon 

which he gave in 1678. He wrote, 

Study to be quiet and to do your Business: and 
that lies not in the COLwt or in the Palace or 
out here in the Temple. ITis not to 1isten at the 
Doors of the two Houses of Par1iament, or to 
Eves-drop the Counci1 Chamber, but to wait in your 
proper Stati,ons wi th Modesty, and Pati en ce , what 
Avisoes [si~l and Commands are sent you from thence, 
and to comp1y with them. 71 

Politica1 activity was beyond the scope of most of the nation to under'

stand or to think about. Each person was to fu1fi11 the functions of 

his station in 1ife and not to interfere in matters which did not concern 

him. Furthermore, Sancroft, Fe11, LIEstrange and Nalson wou1d not look 

too favourab1y on any demands for change within this hierachica1 and 

static society. 

The demand for to1eration not on1y wou1d upset the balance between 

King and Par1iament, because it was such a contentious issue, but wou1d 

also mean a change in the estab1ished order. For this reason the 

conservatives did not fai1 to voice their opposition to any plan of 

toleration or comprehension. Surprisingly enough they were supported 

by G1anvil1, one of the 1eading thinkers of his age, who, 1ike Starkey, 

Hooker, Bancroft and Maxwe11,72 argued that: 



This [Church of England] now is twisted with our 
Monarchy, and the whole frame of our Civil 
Government: so that the overthrow of one, will 
be the destruction of both. If this Church 
should be overturned (which God forbid) confusion 
in the State must follow, and then anarchy, and 
cutting throats ..•. 73 
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To Glanvill as well as L'Estrange, Nalson and Fell any liberty of 

conscience was politically fatal to the monarchy. They agreed that the 

Dissenters would, if allowed, be forced by their political principles, 

as represented in the cited works of Knox, Buchanan, Calvin. and 

Goodwin, to form factions and overthrow the monarchy.74 Hence, by 

playing on the fear of anarchy which pervaded the Restoration society, 

the conservatives hoped to stem the tide of religious change. 

The church which the conservatives were defending was aptly 

characterized by Sherlock in the following manner wh en he wrote, 

So that we do in the most proper sense own the 
Belief and Practice of the Primitive Church to 
be the best Means of Expounding Scripture, We 
do not leave every man to Expound Scripture by 
private Spirit, as our Adversaries of the Church 
of Rome reoroach us; we adhere to the ancient 
Catholic Church, which the Church of Rome on one 
side, and the Fanaticks on the other, have 
forsaken .... 75 

This via media was considered to be too narrow by sorne of the members of 

the Church of England. The latitudinarians in particular sought to 

expand and broaden the base of the Church by instituting certain reforms 

which would permit the Dissenters to conform. As the analysis of the 

educational backgrounds of Tillotson and Glanvill has shown, they, drew 

upon not only the Cambridge Platonists' work, but also on Chillingworth 

and Wilkins. In order to accomplish this end Tillotson and others played 
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upon the fear of Popery, which was so pronounced between 1678 and 1682, 

in order to promote his lIes tablished National Religion ll
, which would 

be able to withstand any challenge from Catholicism. 76 This desire to 

broaden the base of the Church was put forth by Glanvill, who felt that 

the ceremonies of the Church were IIthings indifferent" and so could be 

modified to permit more Dissenters to enter the Church. 77 However, 

unlike Til10tson, Glanvill turned against the Dissenters during the 

Exclusion crisis because their II pride of separation ll kept them outside 

the Church of England in the time of such a threat from Popery.78 

The political thought of the Crown pamphleteers can be divided 

into three groups. The first two groups were composed of extreme 

conservatives like Fell and Sancroft and moderate conservatives like 

L\Estrange, Nalson, and Glanvill. Both groups based their political 

arguments on a concept of medieval society which was described as an 

unchanging heirarchy of groups with distinctive liberties and obligations. 

However in analysing the politics of this society the two groups took 

different approaches on basis of which they have been separated. The 

most conservative element did not even consider the question of 

sovereignty or the respective duties and rights of the King and Parliament, 

for it was quite obvious to them that each person was only required to 

fulfill the functions of his station in life for the polit Y to work in 

harmony. 

The less conservative and more political conscious pamphleteers 

chal1enged the opposition's concept of mixed monarchy. They brought 

forth in defence of the Crown the idea the divine right of kings, and its 
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central argument that sovereignty was undivided and rested in the king. 

Parliament played only a secondary role as the representatives of the 

peop1e l s liberties and responsible for their obligations. Closely 

connected with this concept of sovereignty was their contention that 

resistance to this power was illegitimate, as was any attempt to alter 

the legal structure, especially that of the Church. Toleration for 

the Dissenters, they argued, would inevitably leadto anarchy. Thus, 

they denied the legitimacy of the Dissenters ' demands for toleration. 

ln S0 arguing they found ample support for the more extreme conservatives 

like Fel" 

The third group consisted of the moderates or latitudinarians. 

There were several important features to note about their thought during 

this period. In the first place this section of the Church split because 

of the extreme politics of the Exclusion crisis. One of their leading 

members, Glanvill, clearly sided with the High Church or conservatives, 

when he argued that the Dissenters posed a threat.to the established 

Church and the monarchy if they were granted toleration. On the other 

hand, Tillotson continued to insist upon modifications being made to the 

established Church so that the Dissenters could be admitted. However, 

what is most striking about his thought during this period is that, like 

Lloyd, he did not analyse the question of sovereignty or obedience but 

dealt with religious reform alone. 

In presenting their analysis of the questions of sovereignty, 

obedience and toleration the pamphleteers drew upon various sources. 

It is clear that none of the conservatives advanced any original 
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political theories, but rather their arguments fell within certain well 

established traditions of political thought. Indeed, the political 

arguments of the Henrician pamphleteers and James were transmitted 

through the Royalist Civil War tracts to the Crown pamphleteers of the 

Exclusion Cri sis. Furthermore Hooker and Bancroft along with Maxwell 

1nfluenced their intolerant attitude towards the Dissenters. In 

presenting arguments for passive obedience they were clearly influenced 

by the Protestant tradition of non-resistance which also found its 

roots in the Reformation tracts. Therefore it is possible to see how 

the thought of the preceding century played an important role in 

formulating the political concepts which the Civil War pamphleteers 

popularized and upon which the Crown pamphleteers drew to support their 

defence of the monarchy. 

It is only with respect to the latitudinarians' concept of 

toleration and comprehension that it is possible to perceive sorne 

original thought. Unlike the Cambridge Platonists, who were essentially 

mystics, and equally unlike Chillingworth, who was too rationalistic, 

the latitudinarians adopted a middle of the road policy in which reason 

played an important but not predominant role. If one was to point to a 

possible leader in this movement of thought, it would be necessary to turn 

to John Wilkins who greatly influenced the thought of Tillotson before 

Wilkins died in 1677. 

The analysis of the background and thought of the pamphleteers 

has indicated the importance of pamphleteers' education in laying the 

foundation for their future careers in the Church. However, since only 
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four pamphleteers sided with the Crown during the Interregnum, it was 

not past political affiliation which caused most of them to side with 

and write for the government. Rather, an analysis of their careers 

revealed that eight out of nine held a position in church or state 

while the ninth was aspiring to a similar post. Clearly then self

defence and material gain were motives as important as long established 

political loyalties. In defending their positions within the society 

the pamphleteers drew upon political concepts which were developed 

during the Reformation and late Sixteenth Century and popularized during 

the Interregnum. 
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CHAPTER IV 

POPERY AND SOVEREIGNTY 

In attacking popery, crown and opposition pamph1etpers used 

many arguments in common. They were united in their opposition to the 

papal c1aims to sovereignty and the conspiratoria1 means used to 

achieve it. Both e1ements were determined to resist any challenge to 

Eng1ish independence. Neverthe1ess, because of their disparate views 

on the nature of monarchy, they sometimes adopted different arguments 

to meet the common threat. Before examining their differences, sorne 

consideration must be given to the apsects of their thought on which they 

agreed as we11 as to the origina1ity of the arguments which they put 

forth. 

The Eng1ish Protestant tradition, beginning with the Lo11ards 

and strengthened by the Henrician Reformation and the E1izabethan 

Sett1ement, had as one of the more important aspects of its thought a 

consistent opposition to the papal c1aims to spiritual and temporal 

dominion. In attacking these c1aims the pamph1eteers were simp1y 

echoing men 1ike John Ba1e who in 1538 condemned the papacy for corrupting 

the scripture "with your pesty1ent tradycyons .... "1 This scriptural 

fundamenta1ist position was used as a justification for attacking the 

c1ergy. The anti -clerical arguments usually focused on the separation 

of the c1ergy from the lait y and the inordinate amount of authority which 

the former possessed. 2 Concomitant1y, Sixteenth Century pamph1eteers 

-) 
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had also warned the nation about the papist threat to the economy 

and in particular the threat to the abbey lands. 3 Fi~ally, and above 

all, the traditional anti-papist arguments centred on the danger which 

popery posed to the sovereignty of the state. Pamphleteers during 

the Henrician Reformation and those under Elizabeth and James con

sistently railed against papal claims to temporal dominion. 4 

The pamphleteers based their attack on the religious practices 

of the Church of Rome on the scriptural fundamentalist argument. On 

this basis they condemned the papal claims to infallibility.5 This 

same argument was used to justify their criticisms of the "new 

Devi ces Il which the Pope had imposed on the faithful as "Articles of 

Faith". 6 Among the practices which they singled out for particular 

comment were transubstantiation, the mass, the worship of saints, the 

invocation of the Virgin Mary, auricular confession and the belief in 

purgatory.7 Furthermore, the pamphleteers were in complete agreement 

in their attack on the power and authority of the Cathblic clergy. As 

Johnson complained, "Transubstantiation gives great honour to the clergy 

and they have the privilege of making their Mak.er."8 Other complaints 

centred on the practices of withholding the Scriptures from the lait y 

and conducting services in Latin rather th an in the vernacular. 9 

Both groups of pamphleteers turned these traditional criticisms 

to suit their individual purposes. For instance, the opposition 

pamphleteers, such as du Moulin, in attacking the episcopacy tried to 

show how certain practices of the Church of England were similar to 

those of Catholicism and thereby discredited the established Church. 10 
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On the other hand the crown pamph1eteers ana1ysed these practices in 

order to prove that the Anglican Church rested on the practices and 

be1iefs which the Primitive Church had fo110wed. 1l By using the same 

traditional arguments for different purposes they took sorne of the 

sting out of the opposition's attack. However, the conf1icting uses 

to which the pamph1eteers put these traditional arguments is the 

first hint of the way in which each group manipu1ated anti-papist 

arguments to gain support for their political positions and beliefs. 

The fear and hatred of the spiritual dominion of th'e Pope 

became an issue of lesser importance when compared to the threat from 

the papal claim to temporal sovereignty since the independence of the 

state was at stake. Owen complained that " ... the whole profession of 

their religion had been suited ~nto the secular interest of men •.. 

power, domination, territories and tit1es." 12 B10unt, Care, Sett1e, 

and Harris each added their own specifie complaints. Blount denounced 

the Pope's c1aim to excommunicate Emperors and Princes, to depose them 

from their thrones and to disengage their subjects from their oaths of 

10ya1ty.13 These powers gave the Pope the potential power to overru1e 

a Prince in his own state. 14 Settle attacked the Catho1ic c1ergy 

who,Harris and Care be1ieved, provided the leadership in any Catho1ic 

Plot to overthrow the King. 15 

The Crown pamph1eteers used simi1ar arguments. Na1son dis1iked 

the Pope's attempt to "impose and estab1ish Universal Empire and Dominion 

over all Princes, Kings and Emperours and their subjects, and to pro

pagate Sovereignty rather than religion."16 L'Estrange commented that, 

, , 
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"Princes Are"less than dogs, where base born Priests controul.,,17 

Sancroft, Bohun, Nalson, Lloyd and Tillotson added that the hierarchy 

and the Jesuits in particular acted as the tool of the Pope in 

establishing papal sovereignty.18 Nalson called the hierarchy the 

Pope's "Spiritual Militia".19 

In advancing these arguments both groups drew on several sources 

in order to add authority to their statements. On the one hand the 

pamphleteers drew upon the writings of the Catholic clergy who had 

attacked James l's claim to divine right monarchy. Thus Phillips quoted 

from Parsons and Becanus, while Blount cited Commines: 20 L'Estrange, 

Nalson and Lloyd did the same for the Crown pamphleteers when they cited 

Suarez, Bellarmine, Tanner and Mariana. 21 Another source of justification 

was the legislation passed by Mary and Phillip in their attempt to 

re-establish the Church of Rome as well as the various papal bills 

issued against Henry VIII and Elizabeth.'22 Finally, others relied on 

secondary works to support their arguments. For instance, Blount 

referred his readers to Burnet's History of the Reformation for further 

illustration on the principles of popery. The first volume of this work 

only appeared in 1679. 23 Likewise L' Estrange cited the Bishop of 

Lincoln's tr~ct, Popish Principles. 24 Of all the possible sources 

available, the pamphleteers seemed to prefer to cite Catholic writers 

or legislation, since they could thereby escape the criticism of using 

biased anti-catholic sources. Furthermore. such material lent their 

tracts greater authority. 
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Although there was agreement that the Pope posed a threat to 

English independence, the two groups advanced different arguments in 

responding to this challenge. The different positions can best be 

seen in the treatment of the question of succession and the related 

topics of France, the economy and the English Catholics. 

In each instance the thrust of the opposition pamphleteers ' 

argument was to prove that a Popish Prince would attempt to establish 

the Popels spiritual and temporal dominion. They described the 

impending and seemingly inevitable rule by arbitrary government and the 

violence which would be used to accomplish these ends. Blount summarized 

the position when he wrote, 

... if ever a Popish successor cornes amongst 
you, let his promises of keeping our religion 
and laws, or his conversion, be never so 
plausible, credit lem not .... For he will 
Goevern by an army, what will your Laws signfie? 

Blount foresaw the end of Parliament and the rise of arbitrary govern

ment by the King and his army.25 Phillips, Settle, Johnson, Owen and 

Care added the;r crit;c;sms wh;ch supported Blount's argument. 26 

In order to support their contention that a Popish Prince would 

extirpate the Protestant Religion the opposition pamphleteers pointed 

to the contemporary situation of the persecution of the French Protestants. 

This is one of the few original arguments or illustrations which the 

opposition pamphleteers advanced. Owen accused the French Government of 

perepetrating" violent political actions against the Huguenots in order to 

force them to apostatize. 27 Blount and Care pointed to the St. 

Bartholomew Massacre of 1572 and the expansion of the Catholic religion 

. .1 
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under the banner of the French army.28 Johnson described sorne of 

the policies implemented by the French government to destroy the 

Huguenots. Protestant children had been forced to attend Catholic 

schools and the government had restricted the number of Protestant 

teachers. 29 Harris' Domestick Intelligence carried innumerable 

stories of the hardships suffered by the Protestants. All Protestants 

had been banned from public service, from military and naval 

commissions, and Protestant ministers had been condemned to the galleys. 

Protestant lawyers, tradesmen and artisans were forbidden to practice 

their respective professions or trades. In order to enforce religious 

uniformity, the dragoons had been ordered to destroy Protestant churches. 30 

The example of the French persecution of the Huguenots failed 

to include one predominant fear which the opposition pamphleteers shared: 

namely, that a Popish Prince would destroy the English economy. This 

argument was implicit when Settle accused the hierarchy of avarice. 

He wrote that, IIMerit was the Roman Catholic Exchequer that draws the 

wealth of Nations into the prtestly coffers. 1I31 Care stated that the 

Jesuits "itched for restitution of the old abbey lands,32 while du 

Moulin concurred with this statement and added that they also wanted 

their benefices back. 33 

The pamphleteers accused the hierarchy of various other 

immoralities besides avarice. Owen described the leaders of the Church, 

the Popes, as being "persons wicked, ignorant, proud, sensual, and 

brutish in their lives. 1134 Care called the priesthood sodomists. ·35 

Despite the fact that these economic and social arguments were not as 
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frequent1y used as those which foretold the violence which wou1d fo1low 

the accession of a Fbpish Prince, they did add two.more reasons to 

support their exclusion policy. 

The sum of these various arguments against a Popish Successor 

was the total praof that he eould be nothing less than a tyrant. 

Since it was legitimate to resist a tyrant, then it wasequally 

legitimate to alter the succession. Settle stated this conclusion 

most succinctly when he wrote~ 

To preserve correct Succession you \'Iould end 
up with Tyranny and partial usurpation in 
that the Church of Rome controls much of the 
King's actions so that in doing things correctly, 
England destroys the Religion, Government and 
the Monarchy itself. Would it not be wiser ta 
preserve these and break the chain [of Succession] 
in one link for once?36 

Clearly then, the aim of the anti-papist arguments for the opposition 

pamphleteers was the support of their concept of sovereignty, which was 

a mixed monarchy. In putting forth these anti-papist arguments they were 

appealing to the conservative nature of the people ta support what the 

conservatives of the day considered a radical political philosophy. 

Not only did they rely upon a traditional argument for resistance to 

tyranny, but they a1so combined many tra~itional anti-papist arguments 

to their doctrine of resistance; a Popish Prince would be a tyrant and 

therefore a replacement must be found by Parliament. In this way they 

hoped to further the cause of Parliamentary rights and restrict the 

royal prerogative. Tradition was used to justify change. 

The crawn pamphleteers perceived the essence of the opposition's 

anti-papist arguments as leading directly to an attack on their concept 
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of sovereignty which centered on a hereditary divine right monarchy. 

Therefore it was imperative that they disproved the opposition's central 

argument that a Popish Prince would be a tyrant. By so doing they 

cou1d destroy both the credibility of the opposition's justification 

for exclusion and its design to establish a mixed monarchy. They set 

out to disprove the opposition's arguments for exclusion by dissociating 

the future policies of a Popish Prince from the Pope's past attempts 

to estab1ish his spiritual and temporal authority in England. 

The crown pamph1eteers put forth severa1 arguments which were 

designed to diminish the popu1ar fear that a Popish Prince would destroy 

their rights. First and foremost they believed that a1l kings were 

bound by the rule of law. As L'Estrange wrote, if one believed that 

a Popish Prince wou1d not fu1fi11 his coronation oath, then one had' 

to be1ieve that al1 "the ligaments of society and commerce"wou1d by 

continuous1y cut asunder and Christendom would be in a state of 

perpetua1 warfare. If, however, one be1ieved s as the crown pamph1eteers 

did, that a Popish Prince wou1d adhere to this oath, then L'Estrange 

concluded, "what a Bugbear ;s this Popish Successor."37 Hunt supported 

L'Estrange's prognosis. 38 Second1y they argued that the Protestant 

community cou1d control the King, since the history of the Gunpowder Plot 

indicated that the peop1e's anti-papist passion wou1d be so great1y 

aroused that lia Savage Popish King today wou1d suffer even more" than 

the Papists in 1605-1606. 39 Finally, G1anvill drew upon Charles' scheme 

of limitations to prove that the Church of Eng1and shou1d be protected 

by placing a11 canonica1 e1ections in the hands of the Bishops.40 

--
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The crown pamphleteers used the case of the Huguenots to support 

their argument. Whereas the opposition pamphleteers had used the 

situation in order to support their argument that a Popish Prince would 

be a tyrant, the crown pamphleteers reversed this argument by scarcely 

mentioning the persecution. 41 Instead they pointed to the fact that a 

large number of Huguenots were still living in France. From this 

Hunt stated that a Popish Prince could never extirpate all the English 

Protestants. 42 Settle went even farther when he pointed out that the 

French had actually tolerated the Huguenots for many years and concluded 

that a Popish Prince would be lenient and clement. 43 It is clear that 

both groups used whatever information they could obtain tô support their 

case. 

The crown pamphleteers made even fewer remarks about the possible 

fate of the abbey lands. Nalson alluded to the question when he dealt 

with the Church of Rome's attack on the established Church. He wrote 

that one of the motivating forces behind this attack was the desire for 

their lands. 44 L'Estrange denied the possibility of confiscation when 

he wrote, "But why are our Abbey-Lands more in danger, than any other 

part of our Estates? since we have the same security for one as for 

the other, and both as firmly secur'd as the Law can make them or the 

wit of man devise?,,45 Although the danger of confiscation existed in 

the minds of sorne of the pamphleteers, others like L'Estrange believed 

that a Popish Prince would be restrained by the law. 

Just as the opposition and crown pamphleteers held,~pposite 

opinions on the future behaviour of a Popish Prince, so they differed 
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in their views on the danger from the English Catholic Community. The 

opposition pamphleteers considered the English papists to be part of 

an international conspiracy of Papists whose sole purpose \oJas to 

establish papal supremacy in London. They were always to be considered 

a threat to the government. Care and Harris refered to instances when 

the penal làws had been enforced as evidence to support this contention. 

For instance,Care described the expulsion of the papists from London 

in October 1679. He wrote: 

In consci ence many Roman Catho li cs coul d not 
take the said oaths and did go out of Town 
with great Lamentation, leaving their Trades 
and Dwellings; But within a Week or two, 
returned generally; took the oaths because 
the priesthood had given them dispensations .... 46 

The implication of this statement was that despite the fact that 

Catholics had ta ken the oaths, they could not be trusted, for the 

priests had absolved them from the sin of foreswearing the Pope's 

spiritual authority. Care offered further illustrations of the danger 

from the English Catholics in the Impartial Protestant Mercury,4j( while 

the Domestick Intelligence reported similar stories with equal vigour 

and frequency.48 

In order to control this threat the pamphleteers wanted to have 

the penal laws strictly enforced. Settle argued that if a Papist 

sought converts, the laws should be used against the new convert as well 

as the person who drew him into such an evil religion. 49 Owen felt that 

any attempt to relax the penal laws would be the "most plausible engine 

for attaining the fatal end designed that can be made use of, and, 
• 



120 

possibly, the most likely to take effect. 1I50 Care and Phillips agreed 

with Owen, who opposed the readmission of Popery into England. 51 

The crown pamphleteers provided a far more exact analysis of 

the threat from the Catholic community. They indicated that the threat 

was minimal and could easily be controlled with the enforcement of the 

penal laws. In this way the pamphleteers once again eased the attack on 

the King and James and replied to the opposition, for, what was there 

to fear if there was in fact no danger and, if this was so, why cry out 

to exclude James? 

Though not all to the same degree the crown pamphleteers depicted 

the Catholics in a sympathetic light. For instance, Til10tson considered 

"many papists would have been excellent persons, and very good men, 

if their Religion had not hindered them .... 1152 However, L'Estrange 

went farther, Il... [T]he Papi sts Il, he \~rote, lIare nei ther Dogs nor 

Cats, Wolves, Dragons, nor Fiery Serpents, but men like you and l, and 

Christians too, but not so good as they ought to be, nor as it is 

wished they were. 1I53 Lloyd brought out the distinction between the 

religion and the community in his sermon at Godfrey~s funeral. In 

eulogizing Godfrey's actions as a Justice of Peace, Lloy.d praised 

him for his IIkindness' for the Persons of many Roman Catholicks: Yet 

he had always declared a particular Hatred and Detestation of Popery.1I 54 

Bohun, Glanvill, and Settle analysed the size and distribution 

of the English Catholic community in order to prove that, even if a 

Popish Prince sat on the throne, this did not mean that he would try 

to establish papal dominion. Archbishop Sancroft and Bishop Compton 

\ ... ,) 
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conducted a cens us of religious groups in 1676 which these pamphleteers 

used to jus ti fy and support thei'r argument. It i s di ffi cult to prove 

that Sancroft actually provided the pamphleteers with a copy of the 

census, but the fact that he was Bohun's patron suggests that he might 

have had a hand in the circulation of this work among sorne of the 

pamphleteers. 

Glanvi11 made the most extensive use of the statistics of 

the cens us and so his work is the best illustration of the way in which 

the figures were used by the crown pamphleteers. Glanvill stated that 

there were only 11,875 Catholics in all of the bishoprics but four. 

Clearly then, he had only seen the returns from the Province of 

Canterbury whose totals were 11,878. 55 They do not include the 

Catholics in the northern Province of York. Glanvill never stated 

that his figures did not extend over the whole state and in fact 

suggests that the figure supplied by him included the northern Catho1ics. 

He gave this impression when he analysed the distribution of the Catholics. 

He argued that many papists were concentrated in the suburbs around 

London, while there were more Catholics in the north than in the west. 

He concluded from this that they could not do much harm to the state 

because they were too scattered, lacked contact between the north and 

the west and London, and because their religion was so hated. Glanvill 

believed that the real threat from Popery lay in the foreign papists 

who would not be aided to any great or significant extent by the English 

Catholic community. Furthermore, a Popish King wou1d not attel'lpt to 

convert England ta Catholicism because the numberof papists was so 
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sma'l that the attempt would ruin him. In other words, the Protestants 

would not permit him to destroy their religion. 56 Similar conclusions 

were reached by Bohun and Settle in thei'r analysis of the strength of 

the English Catholic community.57 

The crown pamph1eteers dissociated the future policies and 

actions of a Popish Prince and the English Catho1ic community from the 

Catholic attempt to estab1ish spiritual and temporal dominion in order 

to show that there was no danger in permitting a Catho1ic Prince to 

ascending the English throne. It a1so oermitted them to attack the 

Catholic Church and remain loyal to James and Charles at the same time. 

In this way they could defend the government and the Church of England 

from the opposition's attack on them for being "Papists in disguise". 

L'Estrange accused the opposition of attempting to false1y represent the 

innocent as Papists so that they cou1d obtain their places in the 

government. 58 In order to combat this tactic Glanvill wanted the "Tests" 

app1ied so that a11 those who took them cou1d be c1eared of being 

"Papi sts ".59 Thus, he wrote, 

If a Gentleman stands to be a Member of 
Par1iament, that is not a Fanatick, he is 
in their mouth presently a Papist; If one 
speaks but an earnest word for the Government 
and the establishments either in Church or 
State, that crosseth and stops sorne menls 
contrary violence, he is a Papist .... I am 
afraid the time is near ... when every friend 
to the King and Church shall be a Papist. 60 

Bohun added a novel twist to this argument when he commented on the 

Dissenters ' practice of branding Anglicans as Papists, because they had 
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been friendly with their papist neighbours. The Dissenters, he 

complained, had failed to IIdistinguish betwixt kindness to the men 

and to their religion. 1161 This last quotation only underlines how 

the crown pamphleteers attempted to show that the English Roman 

Catholics were treated humanely and as social equals by their Protestant 

neighbours. 

Just as the crown wanted the tests applied to distinguish 

between Protestants and Papists, it wanted the other penal laws 

enforced to dispel any thoughts of rebellion from the minds of the 

English papists. 62 They were not prepared to ex tend legal equality to 

them despite the realization that the papists posed no real threat 

to the government. Sherlock praised God that IIwe have very good laws 

aga i ns t them .... Il to protect the Church and State from thei r potl~nti al 

threat. 63 Glanvill argued that the papists would gain too great an 

advantage if the penal laws were removed. 64 Nalson struck at the heart 

of the question of toleration when he wrote that, if papists were tolerated 

in matters spiritual alone, they would "take away the Divine Right 

of Kings; and if once you remove that foundation, down goes the 

Monarchy.1I 65 In other words, since the papists believed that the Pope 

was the divinely chosen successor to Peter, then they could not support 

the King's claim to being the divinely appointed head of the Church and 

thereby the State. Therefore, he argued, it would be politically 

inexpedient to tolerate the Catholics. 

The striking characteristic of the anti-papist arguments used 

by both groups of pamphleteers to attack the Church of Rome's 

~ .. } 
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claims to spiritual and temporal dominion was their similarity to the 

traditional anti-Catholic arguments. Scriptural fundamentalism was 

the basis from which they put forth their anti-sacredotal, anti

clerical and anti-authoritarian arguments which stated in Seventeenth 

Century terms the basic criticisms which the Lollards, Protestant 

reformers and Elizabethan pamphleteers had stated in the language of 

their own ages. In so doing they illustrated not only the extent to 

which they considered a monarchy independent from a papal authority as 

the foundation of English sovereignty, but also hOlIJ much the Reformation 

was a living tradition in the late Seventeenth Century. 
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CONCLUSION 

The analysis of the politics of anti-popery has brought into 

sharper focus the relationship between toleration and politics. This 

is especially so in the case of Charles !I~ who championed the cause 

of toleration for the first twelve years of his reign. Even during this 

period in which he used his prerogative twice to dispense with the 

penal laws the anti-papist sentiment of Parliament and the Dissenters 

forced him to withdraw the Indulgences. Political expediency and 

financial necessity always preceded his desire to remove the disabilities 

under which the Catholics suffered. 

It has become common knowledge that during the Popish Plot and 

Exclusion crisis the opposition factions which sought to exclude James 

from the succession exploited the great fear of Popery in order to gain 

support. What has not been emphasized as much is that Charles was 

equally as ardent in his desire to persecute the Catholics; in this way 

he could act as the protector of the ~otestant Interest. Charles 

took several measures to ensure that the opposition would be diverted 

from the Exclusion policy. The scheme of limitations was the best known 

tactic. Less known actions were his frequent statements to Parliament 

to pass new anti-papist bills which would lessen the danger from foreign 

and domestic papists. He issued countless proclamations and went so 

far as to establish a system of receivers to ensure that the penal laws 
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were indeed being enforced. Clearly then Charles, who actually 

permitted the preposterous story of the Popish Plot to be spread about 

and get out of the governmentls control, managed to save his position by 

acting as anti-Catholic as any of the members of the opposition. 

The opposition realized that Charles was attempting to split 

their ranks with his scheme of limitation and the anti-papist bills. 

Thus it did not rush the anti-papist bills out of the committees be

cause any dfminishment of anti-papist fears might destroy t.he atmo.sphere 

so necessary for gaining support for excluding James from successor. 

This policy was the most extreme aspect of the ooposition'sattempt 

to bring the royal prerogative within Parliament's purview. Charles 

realized this and was forced to dissolve Parliament several times in 

order to prevent the bill from reaching third and final reading. He 

not only prevented the exclusion bill from passing but also killed all 

the anti-papist bills which were in committee. In so doing he defeated 

his own diversionary tactic and thereby permitted the opposition to 

continue to manipulate the anti-papist fears in their attempt to gain 

popular support. 

In the conflict between the government and the opposition'each 

side had many supporters who wrote' tracts to defend its ideals. Most 

of the opposition pamphleteers were associated directly or indirectly 

with the Green Ribbon Club or were connected with th,e Dissenters in 

London. The crown pamphleteers either held positions in church or state 

or aspired to a post in one of these organizations. It has not been 

possible to prove that the opposition actually asked certain men to 
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write for them or that the government sent out directives to men in 

church and state to take up the pen for the crown. 

Many common motives inspired the pamphleteers to produce their 

tracts. The desire for financial gain and other sorts of material 

rewards was just as important as the burning zeal of the idealists who 

argued for a belief dearly held. The opposition pamphleteers, in 

contrast to the older crown writers, were dissatisfied with the 

policies of the government. Indeed, this dissatisfaction was far more 

significant than any attachment to past political loyalties to political 

ideals of the Interregnum. Only two of the nine opposition pamphleteers 

worked for the Interregnum governments while a third rejected its 

principles completely while Cromwell ruled. Similarly the ties between 

the crown pamphleteers and the Royalists during the Interregnum were 

tenuous; only four supporters of Charles 1 or Charles II in exile 

became crown pamphleteers during the Exclusion crisis and Royalist 

reaction. 

The significance of this weak link between the two periods of 

unrest only became apparent when an analysis of their ideas on sovereignty, 

obedience and toleration is undertaken. In most cases the tracts were 

fil1ed with topical controversy and it was necessary to glean the 

significant passages from them. However sufficient material was 

gathered in order to put into perspective the comments by Professors 

Gooch, Bredvold and Jones. These men argue that the ideas which are 

contained in the pamphlet literature of the Exclusion crisis and Royalist 

reaction were borrowed from the thought of the Interregnum. Clearly the 
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prob1em is more complex than this. 

An analysis of the background of the pamphleteers had shown 

that eleven of the eighteen men were old enough to comprehend the 

political debat~ which raged during the Interregnum. Of these six 

pamphleteers openly sided with one side or the other. For these men it 

is possible to conclude that they acquired many of their political 

ideas during this period of intense political debate. However, the 
\ 

remaining seven younger pamphleteers advanced arguments which were 

similar to those of the older writers. This implies that the ideas of 

the Interregnum were fairly common knowledge during the Restoration. 

Whether the pamphleteers gained their political ideas from first hand 

experience during the Interregnum or from the political ideas which 

were prevalent during the Restoration,thisdoes not :olve the problem of 

where the se concepts originated. 

The opposition pamphleteers used many traditional arguments to 

justify their stance on the nature of sovereignty, resistance and tolera

tion. The concept of mixed monarchy, though having predecessors in the 

Middle Ages, was essential1y formulated by Starkey .. and Ponet in,the 

Renaissance and Reformation and put forth during the Interregnum by 

pamphleteers like Hunton. Their concept of rebellion once again found 

its roots in the medieval doctrine as seen in the works of Bracton. 

However, it was advanced in its more modern phase by writers like 

Buchanan and Huguenot pamphleteers of the French Civil Wars. 

It is only when the question of toleration is discussed that it 

is possible to discern sorne shift in thought. Even in this case Starkey's 
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argument that certain practices within the Church were "things 

indifferent", was fundamenta1 in comprehending the arguments of Owen 

and Whitaker. The latter did not go beyond the concept whi1e the 

former bui1t upon it and, in so doing, set forth the most concise and 

1ucid solution to the prob1em of to1eration which was as yet 

encountered in the pamphlet 1iterature. His arguments for the 

separation of Church and State were very simi1ar to those advanced by 

Jacob in the ear1y Seventeenth Century and by Cotton and Milton during 

the Interregnum. In the case of Owen the latter two men were far more 

inf1uentia1 in shaping his thought than was the former. In this way 

the po1itical ideas of the Interregnum p1ayed far more than the ro1e 

of transmitter. 

The crown pamph1eteers a1so advanced arguments which had their 

roots in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance and Reformation. The 

extreme conservatives ' concept of how a polit y shou1d function was 

distinct1y medieva1 and simi1ar to the idea of the Great Chain of 

Being in which each man he1d a divine1y ordained position in society. 

In order for that society to function it was necessary for the 

individua1 members to carry out their respective duties and obligations. 

The more moderate conservatives defended the concept of the 

divine right of kings whose roots 1ay partia11y in the medieva1 concept 

of dei gratia but more precise1y in the works of the Tudor pamphleteers 

who advanced the concept of majesty as we11 as in the works of James I. 

These writers provided the framework on which the Roya1ist pamph1eteers 

1ike Digges, Maxwell and Sanderson drew during the Interregnum to defend 
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the monarchy. Similarly the concept of non-resistance and passive 

IIdisobedience ll was formulated by the Henrician pamphleteers and the 

Elizabethan divines and transmitted by the works of Digges to the 

crown pamphleteers. 

It is in considering the crown pamphleteers' positions on 

toleration that sorne originality in thought can be perceived. The 

conservatives, drawing on the works of Hooker who was in turn directly 

influenced by Starkey, consistently argued that toleration would lead 

to anarchy. The mcderates, or latitudinarians, contended agàinst !this and 

sought to either comprehend the dissenters within the Church of England 

or remove the lega1 disabilities under which they suffered. The roots 

of the arguments of moderates 1ike Tillotson 1ay in the thought of 

Wilkins while the work of the Cambridge Platonists and Chillingworth 

p1ayed a secondary ro1e. Thus the thought of the Interregnum in this 

case p1ayed a role far greater than that of transmitter of past ideas; 

it was fundamenta1 to the moderates' concept of toleration. 

In justifying their opposition to the succession or in defending 

the monarchy the pamph1eteers used traditiona1 arguments. Perhaps the 

most traditional and popular argument which pervaded the tracts was that 

of anti-popery. They each contended that, if Popery were established 

in England, she wou1d 10se her sovereignty. Their different inter

pretations of the nature of sovereignty resu1ted in divergent solutions 

to the prob1em of a Popish Successor. 

Although each side advanced their respective arguments in such 

a manner as to preclude any chance of compromise, it is possible to 

J 
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discern certain features in their arguments which could make com

promise possible in the future. Let it first be noted that the 

following 1s based on the arguments found in the pamphlet literature 

and will not extend to hypothetical considerations of what, the 

opposition might have do ne if they had proven victorious. 

The first and most obvious point of comparison is that both 

groups agreed that EnglaAd must be governed by a monarchy, furthermore 

they agreed that Parliament was necessary. However each group 

emphasized the powers of either the royal prerogative or the rights 

of Parliament; it is in working out the balance bètween the two that 

the pamphlet literature offered little or nothlng of substance. What 

is essential to note is that neither group denied the legitimacy or the 

historie rights of the powers of the King or Parliament. The issue was 

not between republicanism and monarchy as James was so fond of arguing,l 

but between the balance of political forces within a monarchy. 

Similarly on the question of toleration certain points of com

promise can be foreseen. With respect to the Dissenters the opposition 

pamphleteers who wanted to grant them a degree of toleration found allies 

within the Church of England. The latitudinar,ians, although not in a 

position of great power within the established Church at th'js time, also 

wanted to put an end to the persecution of the Dissenters. Naturally, 

the conservative High Churchmen who controlled the Church of England at 

this time opposed any such compromise, but the foundation for this 

agreement between the Dissenters and latitudinarians in principle can 

be discerned in the pamphlet literature. 
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Finally.neither group wanted to grant the Catholics any form of 

toleration. Although the conservative crown pamphleteers portrayed 

the Catholics as humanely as possible, this was done for political·' 

purposes. In order to _:defend the succession, they showed that the 

Catholics posed no threat to the state. The conservatives, along with 

the latitudinarians and the opposition pamphleteers, believed that the 

pena1 laws should be strictly enforced. In this way any possible 

threat from the Catholics would be averted. 

The analysis of the pamphlet literature serves to illustrate 

the various streams of thought which composed the political consciousness 

of the day. For many pamphleteers this consciousness found its roots 

in certain medieval truisms as well as in the thought of the Renaissance 

and Reformation which was transmitted by the writers of the Interregnum 

to the politics of the Exclusion crisis and Royalist Reaction. For 

other pamphleteers it was a consciousness based on the thought and 

political experience of the politics of the Interregnum. It was torn 

by many conflicting ideals, but which in certain aspects held out the 

promise of future compromise. But what is most evident-_ is that this 

was not a single consciousness but rather one in flux with each 

ideological faction struggling with its opposite for victory. 
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APPENDIX 1 

PAMPHLETS AND THE LAW 

The Licensing Act of 1662 (14 Car. II, cap. 33) contained 

several provisions which are important to note. It regulated the 

publishing and printing of all books and pamphlets. Several authorities 

were to issue licences for books which they approved. The. Secretaries 

of State licensed ~11 books concerning the state of the realm or 

affairs of state. The Archbishop of Canterbury and/or the Bishop of 

London licensed all books on divinity, physics, philosophy or others 

on sciences or art. Several other officials licensed more specialized 

books, and for any book not included in the foregoing, a Surveyor of 

the Press was to examine and license them. Once a book had been 

licensed, it had to be entered in the Register of the London Stationers' 

Company in order to be legally vended. 

The second important part of the Act was the procedures used to 

suppress unlicensed books. Messengers of his Majesty's chamber by 

warrant under his Majesty's Sign Manual or under direction of the 

Secretary of State could seek out and arrest all publishers and printers 

of unlicensed books. Secondly, the Master and/or the Wardens of the 

Stationers' Company with a constable could search any house in which 

they thought printing was being done and could demand to see a license. 

If none was produced, the offender was to be taken to the Justice of 

the Peace and the books to the Bishop of London or the Secretary of State. 
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This Act was renewed in 1664 and 1664-1665, and in 1665 the House of 

Commons decided to ex tend it until the end of the first session of 

the next Parliament. l 

Recent studies indicate that the Licensing Act had been 

ineffectual and it had lapsed due to the number of unlicensed pamphlets 

which appeared while it was in force. Several reasons have been 

suggested for this lack of control;among them the conflict between the 

licensing authorities. 2 After the lapse of the Act the government took 

several measures to suppress the flood of pamphlets. In the summer of 

1679 the Judges rendered a decision which supported the government's 

contention that pamphlets had to be licensed. With this justification, 

the government arrested and tried several publishers and pamphleteers. 3 

However, when Parliament met in October, the House of Commons initiated 

impeachment proceedings against sorne of the Judges for infringing on 

Parliament's jurisdiction. They also released sorne of the pamphleteers.4 

Despite proclamations in October and May 1680, the government had lost 

the battle to control the press. It was necessary for it to dispense 

with Parliament before it could begin to control the press. 
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APPENDIX II 

THE MEANS OF DISTRIBUTING PAMPHLETS 

Pamphlets were distributed around the country in several ways. 

In the first place many pamphlets circulated in manuscript form before 

they went to the printer. Once they reached the printer, who was 

usual1y in London, one or two imoressions were sent to the counties 

in order to ensure that, in case the government seized the prints at 

the shop, copies would still be available. l Sometimes the opposition 

smuggled quantities of pamphlets into London from Holland. 2 

Once a pamphlet was printed in quantity.,3 it could be sent to 

the counties by several means. The most obvious means was through the 

Post Office. That is how the pamphlet, A Letter to a Person of Honour 

Concerning the Black Box reached Chelmsford. In this case the final 

destination was an innkeeper and a local stationer. 4 The Post Office 

could be used by the opposition because Robert Murray, who worked in it, 

was a close associate of Shaftesbury. He helped distribute Blount's 

An Appeal from the Country to the City, and for this he was dismissed. 5 

This led to Robert Murraysand William Dockwra's establishment of the 

Penny Post in April 1680. The Post ran until 1683 and was used by the 

opposition to distribute its pamphlets.6 

The Quaker organization provided another means for distributing 

pamphlets. Under increasing persecution after 1675, the: Quakers began 

ta centralize their organization. They established "a hierarcMcal 
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organization which began at the level of local monthly meetings, went 

from there to the regional or county-wide meeting and then to the 

larger General Meeting. Yearly meetings were held regularly in London 

after 1678. After 1679 a IIMeeting of Suffering ll was established. This 

executive body met weekly and supervised the distribution of funds to 

prisoners and dispossessed Quakers, and scrutinized and underwrote their 

pamphleteers.7 They sent many tracts to Parliament requesting 

toleration.8 Furthermore William Penn, one of the leading members of 

the IIMeeting of Suffering ll actively campaigned for Algernon Sidney's 

election to Parliament in 1680.9 Thus, although no evidence has been 

found to prove that the Quakers carried specific pamphlets from London, 

it is likely that their organization facilitated the spread of opposition 

pamph 1 et li tera 'Cùl'e. 

A final method of distributing pamphlets was by itinerant 

vendors and persons travelling about the country. For example in 1681 

Lawrence White rode to various fairs and markets to dispense pamphlets.10 

ln another instance a pamphlet entitled the Postscript, which Thomas 

Hunt of Gray's Inn wrote, was taken to a Norwich bookseller by Mr. 

Lovell, a member of the same ~nn.ll 

The ultimate destination of many of these pamphlets was the coffee 

houses of London and those in the provincial towns. Lord North complained 

that the coffee houses in the city and the country were the destination of 

most pamphlets and were used by the opposition to spread rumours far 

and wi de .12 The connecti on between the coffee houses and the Penny 

Post èan possibly be seen in the fact that in 1682 the Amsterdam coffee 
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house in London subscribed to Robert Murray's Corporation Credit: 

or Bank of Credit Made Current by Common Consent. 13 
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FOOTNOTES TO APPENDIX II 

1 CSP'D, '1682, 563. ---
2Ibid ., p. 122 and 1683, Ju1y-September, 343. 

30ne cacœconsisted of 1400 pamphlets. CSPD 1680-81,237. 
See a1so HMC, 9th Report in which government investigators 1676-1677 
estimated that average size of printing was 400 copies. However, 
popu1ar pamph1eteers 1ike Til1otson had their works printed in much ' 
1arger quantities, such as 3,000-4,000. HMC, Verney, p. 471. 

4CSPD, 1679-80, 504. 

5Ha1ey, Shaftesbury, op.cit., pp. 413,553, Note 3. 

6Fraser, p. 129. ' 

7H. Barbour, The Quakers in Puritan England (New'Haven, 1964) 
Pi 231. 

, 8.E.W. Kirby, IIThe Quakers· Efforts to Secure Civil and Re1igious 
Liberty, 1660-1696 11

, Journal of Modern History VII (1935), pp. 404, 411. 

9Ibid., p. 405. 

10CSPD , 1680-1681, 237. 

11 CSPD, 1683-84, 219. 

12Da1rymp1e, l, 390. 

13Li11ywhite, p. 80. 
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