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ABSTRACT

The object of this study is to call into question the well
established assumption that Baxter was entirely respvonsible for the
failure of the Savoy Conference and that his combaviveness and
"overdoing" kept the non-conformists out of the Church.

S0 vital an aspect in the history of the English Church

oy

and the history of non-conformity merits a thorough re-evaluation.

In order to attempt a full discussion of the Conference and
Baxter's role in it, it has been necessary to surveyv the historical
background in which he developed. Thus the material in the theszis
has heen arranged in such a way as to reveal the relatioanship be-
tween the topics discussed and Baxter's personality, teaching and in-
fiuence., In Chapter I we discover the gemeral context in which his
character was shaped and the wmarked influences in his early life and
young manhood. It is shown how fully he embodied Puritan ideais which
nade him its [Puritanism] most wotable representative, C(haprer II

prasents Baxter’s political thought, This is of ernormous importance,

because only as one understands how theolegy and politics wer

0

rzlated in his mind, and how he viewed the functicn of the Pastor
] b4
the Megistrate ¢r Governcr and tne pateviemilias, will one get

a conscious appreciation of Lis rele at the time of tne Conference.

10}

Chaprer II1 tekes up the zmolitical and ecclizsiasticsl

conflicts which contributed to the degeneration of the Puritan
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forces into differing groups, and which led to the emergence of
Presbyterianism as a dominant political and ecclesiastical power;
the rise of Oliver Cromwsll and the Independents and Baxter's
influence in practical politics during the period of the Common-
wealth and Protectorate,

Chapter IV deals with Charles II and the Presbyterians.
Attention is given to the causes which once more gave control of
the Church and Parliament to the Presbyterians, and the reasons
for restoring the monarchy. At this time also one notices that
with the restoration of the throne came the re-establishment of
Anglican authority in both Church and State. Baxter's part in the
negotiations for and restoration of the King is carefully discussed
because it was at this time (1660) that many of the disputes be-
tween him and some of the leading bishops began--disputes which
greatly affected the Conference.

Chapters V and VI discuss in detail some vital issues which
had not been discussed in previous studies and which throw greater
light on the study of English Church history in this period. For
example much attention is given to the Worcester Declaration of 16
October 1660, the King's Warrant of 1661 and to Clarendon's in-
fluence prior to and during the Conference. The view is taken that
the bishops did not conform to the requirements in the Declaration
and the Warraant and thus frustrated the plans which both the King
and Clarenden had hoped would bring about a compromise for a Church

settlement.

iv



For the first time special study is given to the bishops in
an atcespt to identify the leaders among them and to isolate as far
as possible the different factors which influenced them in their
dealings with the non-conformists., For this reason it is maintained
that the bishops were so controlled by pelitical circumstances
and the suvposed rightness of their position that these prevented them
from seeing their opponents point of view, or any reasons or necessity
for comprehension.

Chapter VI also discusses in detail the proceedings of the
Conference, The varicus original documents are presented and
analyzed with the hopé of providing as clear as possible the issves
at stake and the manner in which these were dealt with.

Finallyv in a concluding chapter VII an attempt is made to
assess the reascons for the outcome of the Conference and to refute
the charge that Baxter was responsible for its failure. The chapter
ends with an evaluation of his contriibuticn and his relevance for

our time.
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INTRODUCTIOHN

Richard Baxter and the Savoy Conference

No less an authority than Dr. F. J. Powicke once remarked

to Dr, Geoffrey Nuttall:
Read Baxter; read Baxter; read Baxter. He touches
every point at issue in the seventeenth century, and you will
never regret time spent on him. He has a flowing, easy style
which makes him pleasant to read, and you will £find he grows
upon you, until you come to know him and to love him.l
Richard Baxter (1615-1691) lived at a time which was conspicuous
for its changes., His life spanned that period in which the principles
and theories of social and political, as well as ecclesiastical,
relations that were to prevail in the English speaking world were
articulated. Although he experienced periods of severe illness
through life, yet he was an active and influential minister, adviser
and writer who contributed significantly to the fcrmation and develop-
ment of events.,
Among Baxter's more famous contemporaries were Laud, Cromwell,
Hobbes, Milton, Lilburne, Locke. Out of this group he emerged as
perhaps, the most articulate and forceful champion of conservative

Puritanism at the time when the movement flourished and then began

to disintegrate as a cohesive force. His pastoral ideals and

1Geoffrey F. Nuttall, The Puritan Spirit (Lcndon: Epworth
Press, 1967), p. 104. Since then Dr. lutkall has placed all scholars
and students of Baxter in his debt through his outstanding works
on Baxter and on Puritanism. And Professor Powicke's two volume
biography of Baxter is still invaluatle.

1



achievements, roiwithstanding the mauy interruptions, his sense
of mission as an advocate for Christian unity, his moving piety,
strike the modern Christian with a strange contemporaneity, There
is an encrmous corpus of Baxter's works which reflect profoundly
and clesarly his sincere and painstaking efforts to resolve the
existential predicament of man and to give some meaning and
signifticance to his life new and evernally. The vision of God
was a constant precccupation of Baxter's thcught.l

It is not difficult, then, to undersiand the popularity of

his practical writings through the centuries. Indeed, the Iascinaticn

—

which one finds in his many-sided personality, and his success in
making viable compromises between old and new wavs of thinking
contribute greatly to his enduring relevance.

Just as Locke and Newton achieved immeuse popularity because
they ably enunciated statements of new insights and discoveries,
while holding fast tc chat part of the old wihich not many men could
then have discarded, so Baxter, earlier and in a more conservative
way, zppealed to Christians who wanted the traditional faith with
such adjustments to contewporary thought as every sensible man had
then to make.

There is enough evidence to show how greatly Baxter affected

the lives of many important men. Bishop Purpnet confessed that "if

[0]
)
(-
I
3
o]
"
H.
O
[

he had any zacquaintanc s, vital religion it was owing

Ivathan Mair, "Chrietian Sanctificzation and Individual Pastcral

Care in Zszwvier," an unpublished Thesis presented for the Degree of
Th.,D., Union Théological Seminary, Hew Yorb, 1967, p. 4, Permission
has been granteu by the aurhor for the use of his work.
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1

to his reading [Baxter's practical works] inm his younger days."
And Dr. Sawuel Jshnscn succinctly remarked in a comment on Baxter's
works, "read any of them for they are all good.”z In addition,
the influence of Baxter on many ordinary pastors is incalculable.
Mary great tcmes have been written on him. A number of biographies
exist, the most notszble of which is the critical two-volume study
by Powicke.3

In our own day, a succession of studies still draws
attention to his immense influence on several eminent s-holars,
Writers on the sccial thougbht of the period such as Max Weber,
R. B. Tawney, Ernst Tfoeltsch, Richard Schlatter, malke fraguent
reference tc his thought and consider him as perhaps cha age's
ablest exponent of social ethics.

erent asgects

rh

£

[

Several dissertations have been written ca d
of his thought. But no study in depth has been dome on the Savoy
Conference in which he was a key figure. Thns a full reconsideration
of the Savoy Conference and Baxter's role in it is not only desirable
but would seem to be amply justified om the grcocunds that the
Confevrence embraces a critical and creative period in the development
of the religious forces which have shaped the English-speaking

world,

p]

lciarke and Foxcroft, The Life of Bishop Burnet {Cambridge:

a s
1207), p. 398.

William Orme, Works {London: James Duncan, 1830), Vol. I,

p. 773,
3, o, Powicke, Life ot the Revervend Richard 3axter,
16151691 (london: Jonathan Cape, 12245,



Baxter's leadership at the Conference has been a battle-
ground for the critics ever since his death as well as in his own
lifetime, In the eyes of many leading Anglicans there can be no
doubt that the failure for the Conference must rest on Baxter's
shoulders., Some modern writers on this period of English Church
history have contributed their share of criticisms and concluded
that without his presence the Conference would have succeeded in
reconciling the Anglicans and Puritans and bringing about some form
of sattlement.

It is time to call into question the justice of these
assumptions and criticisms. Thus the object of this study is to
furnish a full and critical re-evaluation of the Savoy Conference
and Baxter's influence upon its outcome. It is hoped that such a
study will correct some of these long-standing misrepresentations
arnd result in a better understanding of the Savoy Conference and
of Baxter, while at the same time making a fresh contribution to the
study of the history of the English Church in the seventeenth
century.

The arrangement of the thesis has been dictated by its aim
and subject matter., Part I consists cf two studies designed to
fix Baxter's place in the seventeenth century in general and
within Puritanism in particular. A summary examination of his
political thought in the light of contemporary theories of the
relationship between Church and State or as he phrased it "Divinity
and Politics" ferms a part of these tweo studies. This was desirable

for at least two reasons: Scholars have not always agreed on



Baxter's attitude toward these issues and in the Savoy Conference
politics were an essential part of ecclesiaztical and religious
affairs,

Baxter lived at an age before the modern compartmentalization
of religion and politiecs. So intricately interwined were these
that even Hobbes could not avoid discussing both at great length.
Essentially Baxter believed in the concept of the Christian state,
but rejected the scholastic view of the hierarchical, organic and
teleological structure. He defended the position that political
government was necessarily rooted in the divine constitution of
the world.

The social "creatureliness'" of man, says Baxter, presuppcses
that the Creator wanted him to live in a society under the control
of government. Man's rationality and ultimate responsibility to
God strongly support the theory that government (including
ecclesiastical government) by law is not only desirable but con-
sistent with man's nature.

Thus Baxter's respect for law and duly constituted authority
was rooted in his theological understanding and exposition of the
absolute Sovereignty of God, of the nature of man and the
hierarchical structure of society., He therefore saw the relation-
ship of political theory and practice and divinity as one of mutual
dependence.

Baxter fully embodied these principles, and a knowledge of
hew these affected him as a pastor, a consistent supporter of
monarchy and yet a non-conformist will help to make more in-

telligible his rcle at the Savoy Conference.



In Part 11 we stady the¢ political ard ecclesiastical problems
wnlich led to the crisis of the civil war; the decline of Anglican
authority in both Church and State, the rise of sectarianism and
the divisions within Puritanism which accelerated the movement
for the Restoration of Charles II.

Perhaps Baxter's continuing significauce tor our day is most
clearly revealed this time in his effort to achieve peace and
concord when the Church of England was being divided into different
denominationaal positions and groups. Baxter declared:

I cannot be so narrow in my principles of Church Communiva

as many are; that are so much for a liturgy or so much against
it; that they can hold communion writh no church that is not of

]

their wmind and way.+

Baxter's model for England was the establishment of a
comprehensive naticnal Church, and godly <ivil rulars whose single-
ness of purpose was the promction of the theocratic holy society.
In this part of our study also careful attention is given to the
negotiations for the Restoration of Monarchy in England.

These two studies form the immediate background for the
Savoy Conference and it will be seen in what way and why the events
of thnis perind affected the outcome of the Conferernce.

In Part III we come to a chorough and critical examination

"

of the 3avov Conference, Tortunately the recent coming to light

of some vital original papevs gives to thie Investigation a great

le, g, Powicke, Richard Baxter under the Cross (Loadon:
nathan Cape, 1927). A wore recent bidgraphy of considerable
th is G, F. Nuttall's Richard Bester {London: Thomas Nelson
L

r i .
aud Seons Led,, 1965),
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zdvantage over any othevr previously undertaken., These original
documents are found adong %exter’s M5S in Dr. Williams' Library,
Gordon Square London, and tne Egerton SS 2570 in the British Museum,

The new material is crucial because it helps to reveal for
the first time the identity of the leaders among the bishops and
shows in vhat way they dominated the management of the Conference,
Cn the basis of these MSS it will be argued that the crucial
question at the Conference as both sides saw it was one of Church
government and discipline even though the agenda was restricted to
the liturgy and ceremonies.

The question m#& be put thus: Must the Church be ruled
cnly by bishops? Or should authority be exercised by bishops
alcng with pastors and synod in which bishops and clergy acred
in concert?

The argument will be carried further to show that the
Conference was a struggle for power and zuthority between the ruling
ecclegiastical and poilirtical Anglicans and the Puritans. Each

contending party sought to gain political support and royal approval

[0 £

cr its cause and it can be shown that the bishops outmaneuvered the

inisters, 1t will be maintained that in thne Savoy Conference we

g

¢t & spontanecus and unconscious revelation of the Puritan mind

o

rbrouglt Baxter, as it wrestles with its problems, practical and

cr

thecretical, in an effort aoct merely to justify a policy and to
battle down oppesitlon, but to arrive at truth and concord.

Baxter's immediate zud :ltimate concern at the Conference

was to find a faith that would satisfy both tle spiritual and
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moral welfare of the people. He feared more and more the tendency
to divorce faith from the daily life of the people, and looked upon
this as the harbinger of the disintegration of religion into
secularism. His role may be seen to display a creative tension
which is characteristic of responsible faith in every age.

In the final section of this part of our study a conclusion
will then be reached regarding the causes for the outcome of the
Conference. This it is hoped will add greatly to our knowledge of
the history of the English Church in the period of the seventeenth
century and of the significance of Richard Baxter for cur times.

There will be an appendix to this work coﬁsisting of a
collection of the original papers in part, hitherto unidentified.
Hopefully, this will provide a convenient guide for future work

on English Church history in the seventeenth century.



PART I: THE MAN AND HIS TIMES

CHAPTER I

A HISTORICAL SURVEY OF THE LIFE AND TIMES

OF RICHARD BAXTER

Looking at the religious and political climate in England at
the time of Baxter's birth (1615) one could hardly have forecast
the tremendous changes which were to come before his death, seventy-
six years later (1691).

Undoubtedly, the events which shaped the development of the
period (17th century), greatly affected the formation of Baxter's
personality and work. As Leonard Bacon has indicated:

The writings of Baxter are distinguished even above

those of his contemporaries, by the peculiarities of the

men and the age in which he lived. Those only who know what the
author was, what were the viccissitudes through which he passed,
what were the changes and commoticns of the times in which he

lived, and what were the men with whom he had to do, can enter
fully into the spirit .of his writings.l

Because of the changes and commotions, one modern historian speaks
of the seventeenth century as 'one of the great watersheds of

modern history."2 So far-reaching and profound were its

lLeonard Bacon, Select Practical Writings of Richard Baxter
(2 Vols. 2nd ed. New Haven: Durrie and Peck, 1835), I, 3.

254y George Clark, Tne Seventeenth Century (2nd ed., Galaxy:
New York: Oxford University Press, 1961), p. ix.

9
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revolutlouary consequences, particuiarly in the field of science,
that neo tzss an authcority than Herpevt Butteriield describes it as
the greatest landmark since the rise of Christianity.l

It is worth remembering that the events of the seventeenth
century, in some respects, had their antecedents in the sixteenth
century amidst the several issues which the Reformation left
unresoived and vague.

From the time of Elizabeth's vefusal to support a thorough
reformation on the model of the continental reformed churches,
there was an increasing cleavage in the Church of England between
those who strove for an Elizabethan settlement, that is, an Erastian
eccliesiastical settlement with a theology substantisily reformed ana

a liturgy substantielly Catholic, and those whe insisted on reforms

at the time of Elizabeth had been a cautious compromise in which
. )
Calvinist and Catholic elements were blended.
When Tlizabeth's successor, James I, hecame King cf England
(xA03), the mrohlen of dissenters and the proliferation of

rianist ware alrezdy evident. Among the different religious

2]
T
O
[
[s\}

roups, thre2 only weve at that time powerfnl enough to contend

(L8]

-

7

lHerb:rc Butterfield, Origins of Modern Science (New York:

Collier fBocks, 1282), p. 7.

C

Maurice aAshtley. The Seventeenth Century (London: Wyman
Led,, 1958), ». 25,
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for James' support. 7The Yuritans, who already had a reputation for
advocating rencwal in worship, submittzd to the King the Millenary
Petition which embodied the essentials of their most immediate refcrm
measures. !or almost thirty years before this, the Puritans had been
agitating for a renmewal of church life both in worship and discipline.
They vigorously urged more and better preaching by competent ministers,
and insisted on a simplification of ritual and vestments,

There were not wanting men of sufficient breadth to articulate
and defend the Puritans' position against the established Church.
But their representations and expectations did not bring the King
to their side. Indeed, James himself had no deep affection for the
Puritans mainly because of his speculations on their political
persuasion and the harsh treatment which he and his mother had
received from the Scottish Presbyterians with whom, he assumed, the
Puritans now snared a similar political philosophy.

But neither did the Roman Catholics fare any better with the
King than their Puritsn rivals., They of ccurse, looked ferward
to a change in attitudes. However, they were soon to discover that

once the King was able to rule from a position of strength he no

Ill

longer needed

the Papiscs,
Then there was that group who came into royal favour by showing
their willingness to support the crown. This group represents virtually

the whole cofficial class in England who acknowledged James I's

indefeasible hereditary rignt to the throne of England., It was to these

1 .
“Loc, cit.
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that the King looked and along with ther reaffirmed his intention to
maintain the Elizabethan settlement.

At tlhe Hampton Court Conference (1604), the King dealt very
cautiously with the Puritans. He conceded only a few of their
requests tecause he feared that an ecclesiastical form of govern-
ment which makes power or authority reside in the hands of the
people, was threatening to his absolute power, "No bishop, no King"
he uttered to their faces and declared that he would '"harry them
out from the land.'" It must be pointed out that the King did in
fact exaggerate the democratic element in Presbyterianism although
there was some basis to his fear that if the reins of government had
slipped from his hands into those of the Presbyterians, his
supremacy would undoubtedly be in jeopardy,

Thus, it was the studied plan of the King to subdue as far
as possible, the influence of the Puritaans. Within a year he issued
a proclamztion demanding that all curates and unbeneficed preachers
sign a statement that the Prayer Becok contained mothing contrary to
the Holy Scrioture, and that all beneficed clergy must obey the black
rubricsin evary de:ail.l

There arnse zn unsettied state of affairs among the Puritams.
There were many who signed the statement, but many more did not,
and conseguently lost their livings. However, with the trans-
laticon of Abbot to the Archbishorric of Canterbury in 1610 the
Puritans' hopes were raised but these did not long survive the re-

moval c¢f Abbot. James always supported and appreciated Abbot against

g, . 1r

velyan, England Under the Stuarts (HaTmondsworth:
7



his rival William Laud, In James I's orinicen Laud was not a man te
be trusted and the King had no preference fovr nim, But with the
death of James I (1023) Abbot lost influence and Laud’s rise really
began, because the new King Charles 1 had a wholly differenc attitude
toward religion from that of his father. Early in his reign the
egtreme high-church wing of the Church of England achieved ascendancy.
Abbot's rival and successor to the See of Canterbury, Laud, demanded
absolute conformity, and rigorously prosecuted those, who for reasons
both public and private chose not to conform, It was Laud who forced
the separatists away from the Established Church, and the coasequences
ot his action had an important bearing on the life and work cf Baxter,
Within five years the separatists had increassd their number,
and side by side with this growth were the persecutions ageinst then,
In 1633 the new Archbishop became the dominant figure. iHe demonstrated
ir his personal 1life and through lagisiation, a marked preference for a
szcramental rather than a doctrinal approach In religiocus matters. His
rule is described by some as noterious and high-handed, but one

scholar does nct fully agree wich such a criterion and tries to be

)

rore charitable in his general estimation of iLaud. Tawney presents
Lsud zs a man who was possessed by e fundamental convicticn thac che
oneness ¢f the Church and State must not be sacrificed to any

1
persoral motive or divergent religious or social moverents,”

The events of this period cculd not but be inffuential omn

baxter as he cdeveloped, Laudian rule and the consequent hardships

Capita.lism (Toronto:

Ir, H. Tawnev, Religion anu the Rise of
1937), pp. La5-%5,

The New Américen Litrary of Canzda Ltd., 193
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and persecuticrs of the Purirans did m2le their impressions on a
young, intelllgent and scnsitive lad, and these were to find
expression in his more mature years,

While Laud ruled the Church, Charles I ruled the country
for eleven years without Parliament. However in 1640 a chain of
circumstances fcrced him to summon Pariiamentc in order to provide
money to carry on his conflict with the Szotg., This situation
forced upon the King the bitter results of his eleven years of
ungided rule. He now saw the danger of the divorce between
religious and political theory and economic realities,

During those yvears, the Puritans had become increasirgly
apprehensive of the rule of Charles and Laud. Now they would
selze this opportunity for advocating a programme for the Church
which was czlculated to break out into an administrative revoiution
with far-reaching consequences for the State. With the King in need
of money Parliament decided to force him to yield to their demands.
By this time, cf course, the Puritan iafluence in Parliament had
increased. And by a comwbination of religious and political causes,
the crisis of the Zirst civil war broke out in 1642,

Juring tho war years the Presbyterians were clearly the
dominant group, As will be seen, they set forth a programme of
reform fo; the Church in wihich the central issue was the form of
Church governument. Thus the problem of episcepacy became a
decigive issue both in the Church snd Parliasment, Parliament soon
decided to summon the Westminster Assenbliy of Divines (1643) to

deal wiith vhe questicn of & sujitarle vorm ¢f Church government,
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But the preseuce of certain scottish Presbvterians helped to place
the balance of pewer in the hands of their English counterparts,

In the same year 1643, the Solemn League and Covenant was
signed by a group of English Parliamentarians acknowledging and
pledging to maintain the Church of Scotland as an established in-
etitution, and to bring about a reform of religion in England that
would accord with the Word of God and the pattern set by the best
reformed Churches and root out prelacy and popery.l

However dissension was now beginning to weaken the ranks of
the victors. For example, those Puritans with an Erastian outlock
were as apprehensive of presbyters as they had been of bishops.,
Then there were the Independents who were against strict
Presbyterianism on the one hand, and a thorough-going Erastianism
on the other, This last group rapidly grew in anumber and importance,
partly because of their emphasis on decentralization of Church
government and institutions, and their advocacy of toleration and
liberty of couscience,

This ideal was of course not amenable to the closely inte-
grated Geaevan system of synods.2

The Independents fought shy of having authority given to
presbyters beczuse it could be easily used against those who did not

agree with tteir ecclesiastical policy of individual congregations

1w, A. Shaw, History of the English Church 1640-1660 (3 Vols.,
Londen: Longmans Green, 1900}, Vol, I, 118-21; see also Vol, Il
204-13.,

Fnplish Civil War

2. . s .
George Yule, The Indenendents in th
(Cambridge: University Press, 1938), p. 11



and churches, In thejr view discipline could better be administered
on the local level if churches were given their independence to
admonish, and where necessary, break off from offending churches,

But the Presbyterians were alarmed by the Independent view
and sav it d4s a much greater danger which could very easily lead
to aparchy 2f authority did in fact reside with the iandividual
congregation,

Notwithstanding the suspicion and opposition to the
Presbyterian view, Presbyterianism was theoretically established by
ordinances of 1645 and 1646, The Directory was substituted for the
Book of Cemwron Prayer, and many Episcopalian ministers were expelled
from their livings., Laws were proclaimed against sectarian
idenlogies and lay preaching. Through these measures, it was hoped
thkat there would be a suppression of Independent movements and
differences of opinion.

The rapid march of events in both Church and State soon
found Cliver Cromwell emerging as the new and dominant leader of
an army in battle against the King and the Presbyterians. So
erfective was his influence and so unstable was Presbyterian rule
that he was able to lead his New Model Army to a victory over the
corbinad forces of the Royalists and their Presbyterian supporters,

Thus in 1649 the King was executed and four years later, 16353,
the government of the country passed into the hands of Cromwell the
Lord Protesctor., With his ruie came liberty of worship to all excepting
Papists and supporters of prel~cy, or those suspected of blasphemy

teachirg and name 0% God.,

»
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Why was Presbyterianizm supplanted by Independency?
Professor Haller mazkee an important point which helps to explain
the fate of Presbyterianism between the years 1650 and 1659. He
cbserves that [Dugiish Puritanism

did not develcp in the way Presbyterianism had done in

Scotland as a concerted endeavour by the ministerial

order to take control of the Church away from the crown

but as a government for sotting forth a conception of

spiritual life in the pulpit.l
It is true that many of the Englisn Puritaus did not at all grasp
the full implicastions of Scottish Presbyterianism, but in embracing
it they certainiy did nct want simply to supplant bishops by

presbyters.,

‘here is another reason for the failure of the Presbvterian

(2

during those vears, which Dr. Anne Whiteman brings to view. I
was the rise of the Independent--and Sectarian-dominated army to
political rivalry with, and finally control cover Parliament.2
1t was this that prompted Baxter to become a chaplain in
the Parliamentary Army. He had hoped to prevent the further
proliferation of sectarianism and to preserve the unicy of the
Church and the Trutu as he conceived it is given in the Word of God,
The state cf affairs under which Baxter lived during the
civil wars were difficult indeed. He felt keenly the tension and

confliict of ruling authorities throughout his life,

iWiliiam Haller, Liberty and Reformation in the Puritan
Revolution (New Yotk: Columbia University Press, 1935), p. 1C6.

2pnne Whiteman, '"The Restoration of the Church of Epngland,”
From Uniformitv ro “nigv 1602-1902, Geoffrey F. Nuttall and Owen

Chadwizk {eds} (fonucn: S$.F.C. K., 1962), p- 22.



http:EHgii.sh

18

Bavter was the son of a "mean {reeholder'", who was called
a gentleman for the sake of his ancestry. His father, also named
Richard, was of Eaton-Constantine near Shrewsbury, but it was in
his mother's home town at Rowton, near High Ercall in Shropshire,
that Baxter was born. There he lived for the first ten years of
his life with his maternal grandfather, Richard Adeney. His mother,
Beatrice, always showed a deep affection for her son and her death
on May 10, 1634, was a decisive event in his life.

In the Reliquiae Baxterianae Baxter speaks of his father's

addiction to gembling and the prodigality of his young manhocd. But
his father's conversion was an important step which had a marked
influence on the formation of his character. The transformation
came through a reading of Scripture. This is of crucial significance
precisely because from this point on Baxter grew up in  a family
where the teaching of the Word was primary.

In recounting the religious conditicn in England during his
early yvears, Baxter speaks of the derision against the piety of
his father, who was called a Puritan even though at that time he
was a conformist. Judging irom his father's godly life, he be-
came suspicicus of the sincerity and credibility of those who
disparaged the men who were called Puritans. He said: "But when
I hezrd them call ry father Furitan it did much to cure me and

. 1
lienate me from them,"

lRichard.Baxter, Reliquize Baxterianae (London: Matthew
Svivester (ed.) 1696), Iii (p. 2). Hereafter cited as RB.I or II,
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Baxiz2vr’'s early education began with instruction from his
father. He remembered the sericus speeches his father frequently
made to him about God and the hereafter and this created in him an
acute religioue consciousness and a fear of sinning.

From nis youth he was passionately devoted to truth and
was tirelesz in the pursuit of it. "I never discover a truth in
my studies, but it is as sweet to my mind as a feast to my body."l
His industry was almost incredible in his studies, and his in-
rcllectual character is revealed in the fact that as early as 1653
he was able to write with reference to theology:

Theagh I have not read all that hath been written for so
many nundred vears (since the Apostolic age) yet I have read
rost ¢f the Writers of greatc note.?2

Twenty vears later he could hava made the statement with
refeverice to almost any subject. The love of analysis and “method”
w28 borm in bim:

I could never from my first studies endure confusion!

Till equivocals were explained and Definitions and Distinction

led the var I had rather hold by tongue than speak., . . . I
never thought I understood anything £ill T could anatcomize it,

and see the parts distinctly and the conjunction of the parts
as thev make up the whole.2

T

It was bis passion to know things as they are that led him

king exactness which his readers and leaders of the

vo the naionst.

s

Sevoy Conference Zound so0 tiresome. but he was ready to stand

-
i
o
.

glone if truth =2 1

lgaxter, Scripture Proofs, (16503, p. 2.

Baxter, Answer to Blake in &apclogy, p. 154.
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4

Ove can appraciate wmore fully Baxter's natural intellectual

P

abil

[N

ty whzn it is known that he had nc formal university training
and that his general education wes from men who quite often were
"poor ignorant readers, and most of them of scandalous lives."!

Baxter was indeed a careful scholar whose closeness of
thought has been authenticated by the researches of many Baxterian
scholars,

His scholarly achievements are even more remarkable when we
remenber that from his youth his life was frequently interrupted
by severe illness.

From the age of twenty-one ‘till near twenty--three my

weakness was so great that I expected not to live above a vear;
and my own soul being under the sericus apprehensions of ancthner

~

world, I was exceeding desirous to communicate those apprehensions
ro suan dignersnt, presumptuous, careless sianers 2s the world
abouanded with, ., . . I resolved that if one or twe soulz only
wight be won to God it would easily recompense allqthe dishonour
which for waut of titles I might undergo from men.<
He was also stricken with periods of depression, which sometimesg
left him in great anguish and doubt. Quite often the depression
wag caused because of his preoccupation with his religious life.
Being unable at times to feel the warmth of his religious fervour
and the distinct impression of the Hcly Spirit on his life, he
felt greatly distressed.

Such striving after God and the certainty of salvation

reflects the seriousness with which Baxter, even as a youth, took

IRp T2.4 (p. 4).

21bid., Ii.16 (p. 12).
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his responsibility to God. It was a characteristic of the Puritan
faith that one must bear witness in visible ways to the experience
and work of the Holy Spirit in one's own life.

By this time Baxter had accepted the Puritan ideal of a
holy godly life, and as will be seen in the next chapter, this
was of vital importance for his theological outlook and concept
of a discipiined life.

In 1638 he was ordained as a deacon by Bishop Thornborcugh
of Worcester, and began his work in Dudley. From that day until
his death the ministry was his chief preoccupation.

Baxter at the time of his ordination was still a counformist.
But he did in fact share the sympathy and concern for non-conformity.
He remained in the Established Church because he was convinced that
the Church's unity and peace must take priority over differences
in ceremonies and liturgy. This explains his acceptance of the Book
cf Common Prayer, the Book of Ordination and the Book of Homilies,
at his ordination.

Baxter's ideal for England was 2 united Protestant Church
based on the essentials of primitive Christianity--Love, Truth, and
Justice., But when he saw the persecutions of the non-conformists
he began to raise questicps about his allegiance to conformity.

He found it exceedingly difficult to reconcile his understanding
of Christian love with the attitudes of the conformists. This
troubled him greatly because in his own mind he had a clear under-
standing of those wnom the common pecple called Puritans and whom

in fact

e
it

knew the Puritans to be. To encourage the persecution

.
1



principles of true Christianicy.

A vital change took place in his connection with conformity,
as he became mcre convinced that the English Diocesan Prelacy
"was guilty cof the corruption of churches and ministry, and of the
ruin of the true church discipline and substituting a heterogeneal

thing in its stead," while the Et Cetera Oath and its terror awakern=d

him and cothers who remained aloof from the growing political tension
"to look about us and understand what we did."}

Baxter would not be influenced by any blind and narrow
dogmatism. He was against impeosition on other men's consciences
whether he agreed with them or net. His real concern at this time
was to save the Church from divisions. But he could not endorse
the Laudian policy of enforced conformity. He became concerned
that he would be in danger for his convictions. Thus when he was
called to Bridgnorth to be the assistant pastor he accepted with
great eagerness.,

Bridgnorth was one of the pastorates that was evempt from
episcopal supervision, except for a triennial visitatiomn.

Baxter and many others like him, saw conformity as a pzain-
ful alternative and earnestly desired that this burden would not
be placed on them. But the perpctuation of despotic authority and

the determination of large numbers of

Puritans not to conform scon
clzshed and evupted iatc vicleunl debates and battles which greatly

hindered the erffectivensss of the church and weakened its defences,

L1hid., 1i.22 (p. 18,
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In the heat cof this sctruggle the people of Kidderminster
were seeking to bring about the removal of their vicar and his two
curates, who were accused of incompetence and immorality., A
group of fourteen from their number was commissioned to choose a
preacher in order to assist the Vicar who was retained in his
living after some compromise.

In March 1641, Baxter received two invitations from the
people to become the preacher in the parish church of Kidder-
minster. This is how he remembered the event:

.« « .« And thus was I brought by the providence of God,

to that place which had the chiefest of my labours and
yielded me the greatest fruits of comfort., . . .1l

As the country moved closer to the outbreak of the civil war,
it divided the loyalty of the people of Kidderminster. There were
those who supported the King and those who joined with the Parliamentary
forces. Baxter took a decisive step when he joined the Parliamentary
forces in their struggle against the King. Although he sought to
explain why he took such a step, the King's supporters in the
parish labelled him a Roundhead and his life was threatened with
physical harm.

Thus '"'the Warre was begun in our streets before the King and

; : 2 . . . ;
Parliament had any armies.'"® 1In view of this danger to his life,

he was forced to leave Kidderminster and find refuge in Gloucester.

l1bid., 1i.29 (p. 20).

2Baxter, A Holy Commonwealth (London: Thomas Underhill and
Francis Tvton, 1659), p. 457.
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When he returned to the town conditions had not changed
so again he was forced to escape. This time (1643) he found
security in Coventry where he remained for a few years.,

Baxter opened himself to even greater attacks when he
became a chaplain in Cromwell's Army. But what is quite often
overlooked is the fact that this action was not dictated by any
particular admiration for Cromwell., Even amidst the turmoil
Baxter still clung to his ideal of a united church seeking the
truth of God zs revealed in Holy Scripture. But conditions in
Cromwell's army were threatening to further the divisions and
destroy completely the peace of the Church, through the infil-
tration of sectarian opinions into the Army. Baxter was sure that
if the sectaries were allowed to go unchecked, the consecuent reve-
lution would result in chaos that the nation never dreamed of.

But his efforts as chaplain were somewhat frustrated and
his experience with the Army embittered his whole attitude toward
any popular movement for social charnge.

This whole account is of extreme impertance, for it re-
meves all doubt regarding Baxter's reason for becoming a chaplain.
It was not a questicn of disloyalty to the King because when he
discovered the sinister intentions of the radicals towards the
ling, he expressed his grievance in these words: "I perceived that
they took the King for a tyrant and an enemy, and really intended

X . . 1
absolutely to master him or to ruin him, . . ."

R 11.74 (p. 51).
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Not only the plot to ruin the ¥ing troubled Baxter, but also
the decerminacvion of those radicels to ge: rid of bishops, liturgy,
ceremonies and everything that stood in their path., Thus "1 theought
the public good commanded me to go into the army."1

Baxter was still deeply concerned about his flock in
Kidderminster., These were closest to him., So despite his sad
experiences he decided to return and this time he remained there for
fourteen years. The people did not only welcome him, but without
his consent appointed him as Vicar under the Commonwealth, It
was not lecng before a great religious revival took place
among the pcople of Kidderminster. Under his awakening ministry
he successfully made religion a part of their daily life.

Baxter's model ministry in this place was sucan a phenomenal
success that it has been regarded as one of the greaztast efforts
in the pastoral ministry in the history of the church.2

Along with his duties as a pastor, Baxter was very active
in promoting projects in the interest of the Church's peace and

unity. Beyond any doubt, the Worcestershire Association was one

0f his greatest achievements. Through this body he encouraged many

ministers tc heccme more sensitive to their pastoral responsibilities.

It was one of his strong pcints that "there would not be many found
notoriously ungodly amongst cur people," if only ministers would

serve with a commitment coumensurate to their high calling.

“Crarles Xemp, A Pazroral Triumph: The Story of Richard
is Ministry at XidZzrminster (New York: The Macrillan
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Baxter practiced what he preached. He was a strict dis-
ciplinarian, but was full of compassicn and leve for the erring
and the weak.

The fzmous Worcestershire Association became the model for
similar associations in different parts of the country. One of the
most vital issues discussed in the formation of the Worcestershire
Association was the problem of episcopacy. Baxter, (along with
Usher), opted for some form of modifiad or reduced episcopacy
after the partern sei forth in the primitive church.t

For the last thirty years of his life, his public ministry
was interrupted, and it was his writirgs which occupied an
important portion ¢f his life during this periocd, and which give
us a comprenensive view of his mind and the extent of his usefulness,

Baxter was a responsible, sober writer. He maintained that
his writings were for the benefit of mankind and the pursuit of
truth, And these "were my chiefest daily labour which yet went the
more slowly on that I never had an amanuensis to dictate to and
especially because my weakness took up so much of wy time."Z

In ancther passage, he speaks of his "much beloved Library"
and expresses great bitterness when Lis books were taken away

from him.

1The question of episcopacy will be discussed more fully
in the appropriacte chapter in the thesis i.e. "The Savoy Conference."
However it would be helpful to keep in mind that this was the issue
over which Baxter and the bishops were at great odds.

258 1.i (p. 78).
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A word should be added zbout Baxter's marriage to Margaret
Charlton. From the time of their marriage (1662) until her death
(1681) they lived a very happy life even though he was twenty-one
years her senior. She possessed a great strength of character,
Her husband's respect and devotion are expressed in the following
passage taken from his Breviate of her life.

If I carried (as I was apt) with too much neglect of
ceremony or humble complement to any, she would modestly tell
me of it; if my look seemed not pleasant she would have me
amend them. For these 19 years that I have lived with her, I
think I never heard her thrice speaking a doubting word of her
salvation, but oft of her hopeful persuasions, that we should
live together in Heaven.l .

As Baxter approached the end of his life, he encountered
many sad experiences because of his non-conformity. At the age of
seventy, sick and tired of many years of controversies and hard
work, he had to face the indignity and mockery of a trial before
the notorious Judge Jeffreys.

It is indeed a tribute to Baxter that the courage he showed
at the hour of trial and imprisonment made him a hero for truth
and righteousness.

Baxter spent a year in prison and was released. But he
continued his ministerial work as best he could. He was a part-
time assistant to Matthew Sylvester until his death, Sylvester

wrote about Baxter's last years with him in the following manner:

when afrer he had continued about four years and a half
with me, he was then disabled from going forth anymore to his

lce. 6. F. Nuttall, The Puritan Spirit (London: Epworth
Press, 1967), p. 108.
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ministerial work; so that what he did he performed it all

the residue of his 1ife, in his own hired house, where he
opened his doors morning and evening, everyday, to all that
would come to join in family worship with him, . . . But

alas his growing distempers and infirmities took him also off
from this. There, through pain . . . and sickness, his body
wasted; but his soul abode rational, strong in faith and hope.
. + « On Tuesday morning, about four of the clock, December 8,
1691, he expired.l

"A man strong in faith and hope,”

aptly characterizes the
life and work of Richard Baxter. 1In his pursuit of peace and
unity he was misunderstood and sometimes abused, but this did not
deter him, He suffered abuses quite often for the sake of the
common good that others might benefit. . He was a "mere catholic,"
not in any hypocritical or perfunctory manner, but in the profound
sense of seeking truth in all things and in assiduously trying to
bring unity and accommodation in the Church and the Brotherhood.
Indeed he was a 'meer non-conformist," but it was a painful
alternative, and he chose that path precisely because to conform
along Laudian lines and in the style of the Restoration meant a
violation of "tender consciences'", and a radical departure from
the diversity which he saw as characteristic of the Primitive
Church. He felt impelled by an inner power to remain committed to
the cause of peace and unity. This is how he phrased it:
God hath possessed my heart with such a burning desire after
the peace and unity of the churches that I cannot forget it, or

lay it by. I feel a supernatural power forcing my strongest zeal
and thtoughts that way.2

IRB 1.

2cf. G, F. Nuttall, Richard Baxter and Philip Doddridge--
A Study in a Tradition (London: Oxford University Press, 1951),
p. 6.
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To understand Baxter's role at the Savoy Conference, the
depth and power of his religious convictions must be recognized.
His Christian faith permeated and illumined his life. Its
foundation was his unfaltering belief in the sovereignty of God,
and this was what he sought to present as an all encompassing faith
for all human activity. Baxter, in all humility, saw himself as
God's instrument. This it was that, as a steel framework,
sustained him through incredible hardships and gave him patience and
endurance in his pursuit of peace and unity, which nothing could
divert.

His participation and involvement in political affairs
were motivated by his concern to preserve and present that unique
combination of politics and theology. And since at the Savoy
Conference politics were an essential part of ecclesiastical affairs
and did in fact greatly affect the development of events, it wculd
not be amiss to consider Baxter's political thought without which
his influence and aims at the Conference would not be fully

intelligible.



CHAPTER II

"POLITICS AND DIVINITY" IN THE THOUGHT OF BAXTER: ITS

IMZLICATIONS FOR EIS ROLE AT THE SAVOY CONFERENCE

The foundation of Baxter's political philosophy is his
theology. This is how he phrased it:

He that understandeth not the divine dominium et imperium,
as fcund in Creztion and refounded in Redemption and man's
subjection to his absolute Lord, and the universal laws can
never have any true understanding of the polity of laws of
any Kingdom in particular.l

Central to all his teachings, theological and political
alike, was the conviction that Christianity was a way of life and
not merely an ideclogy. He speaks of it as a religion, wmeaning
by this that it is the integrating portion of the whole of life.
Upon this prerise, Baxter proceeds to build his system of pelitical
theory. He views the whole spectrum of theological knowledge

from the perspective of both the theoretician and the practitioner,

lrichard Baxter, Christian Directory (1673), IV.104.
Hereafter cited as CD.

Because of the proportionsof our study we have to deal
summarily with Baxter's political thought. Nevertheless an
atvenpt will £e¢ made to bring out the essential characteristics
of his thougnt, taking care not to destroy the continuity or context
in which he articulated it.

Perhaps the m st known treatment of Baxter's views on politics
is Professor Schiatvier's book, Richard Baxter and Puritan Politics
(¥=u Brunswick: vtgoers University Press, 1957). Schlatter's
treatment is hewever different from the approach taken in this thesis.
tHis discussion is parcizl, thcough appropriate to his purpose,

73
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and csrries the point further by afflrming that the theoretical
ariszes out of the practical.

Precisely for this resson, Baxter places strong emphasis
on the biblical and medieval background, although from the latter
there are some important differences which must be noted. However,
this backgrcuad is essential for an understanding of Baxter's princi-
ples of Christian practice, which includes politics.

The modus operandi of Baxter's world-view is the whole of

Biblical revelation. In several places in his writings he refers
to the Bihle as his Statute—bcok.1 From this source he develops
his conceptions of the sovereignty of God, of His creative
authority and rule by law, of the human instrcuments as winisters
of God and of a people whose primary purpcse for existence is to
glorify God in the purity of their religion aud ia the justice of
their social relationships. These concepticns reflect the extent
to which Baxter was influenced by the theoncratic ideal of the 0id
Testament.

To be sure, rhe metaphorical language which is largely
used ip the 0ld Testament to speak of the ralationship of God to
man, including political relationship, may make it appear that in

m

ld Testament times there was a radical separation of religion and

o]

olitics; but this was inconceivable from the perspective of the

=3

lcg, James I. Packer, "The Redemption and Restoration of
Man in the Thought of Richard Baxter,'" (1954), p. 332. An un-
published thesis presentzd for the Degree of D, Phil., Oxford, 1954,
Permission in writing has Leen grazated by the author for the use of
his work.
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01d Testament. For its demand is precisely a recognition of the
total sovereignty of God which extends to the whole of life.

In the New Testament, the problem of the relation of the
State to Divine governmeni Baxter evidently saw as more complex.
The complexity lies in a comparison of the teachings of Jesus
with the 0ld Testament. We believe that Baxter thought that the
words of Jesus seem to create a more indirect relationship between

human government and God's rule. But the locus classicus of this

tension of relationship in the New Testament is revealed in the
command in Romans 13 to be subject to the civil powers for
conscience’ szke since in ultimate terms the civil rulers exercise
jurisdiction because of God's supreme power, On the other hand the
Roman state was personified as the beast in Revelation 13.

It will become clear how Baxter dealt with this problem
as the discussion develcps, In the medieval periced this tension
was largely overcome, For though Augustine continued the tension

in his dualism between the civitas Dei and the civitas terrena,

he put "beyond question for many centuries . . . the conception thac
under the new dispsnsation, the state must be a Christian state,
serviag a courmunity which is one by virtue of a common Christian
faith, ministering to a life in which spiritual interests admittedly
stand above all other interests and <contributing to human salvation

by preserving the purity of the faith."l

lGeorge H. Sabine, A Histcrv cof Political Theory (3rd ed.,
New York: Eeclt Rinehart and Winston, 1962), p. 191.
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It is particularly in scholastic political and theological

thought that the idea of the Christian state--respublica christiana,

is most fully developed. The Christian theologians and philosophers
of that period articulated with exceeding firmness their acceptance
of the fact that God is man's true ruler and sovereign. Following
from this they proceeded to develop the further theory that the
constitutive principle of the cosmos is the "divinely-willed

"l w1t js a system of thought which

Harmony of the universe.
culminated in the idezs of a community which God Himself had
constituted and which comprised All Mankind."?

The background for the formation cf the concept of the
world as divinely ordered cosmos is traceable to both Greek and
Christian ideas. As is well-known, medieval political ideas were
strougly influenced by this synthesis of Greek thought and the
Bible,

In the development of this whole system of beliefs there
is a noticeable emphasis on the rational and teleological view cf
the constituticn cf reality. God is reckoned as the Divine Lcgos
or reason whose sovereignty pervades through a hierarchical
arrangement of reality in which reason is the means of universal

harmonv., Not only is God the Jdivine arranger of the universe, but

He is alsc absolute being and timeless perfection and the final good

lOtto Gieke, Political Theories of the Middle Ages, trans-
lated with an introduction by frecerick W, Maitland (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1900), p. xivii,

2Ib d., p. b,



34

of man, The proper function of all government political and
ecclesiastical alike, is to lead man towards the fulfillment
of that good and so to an experience of genuine happiness.

Baxter's political philosophy was in effect an attempt to
re-state in seventeenth-century Protestant England the basic
premise of the medieval ideal of the world as a divinely
constituted monarchy. He uses models that were characteristic of
the medieval times: law, conscience and the divine orders or
powers of the imperium and the sacerdotium. With these he expresses
his philosophy of the administration of God's government.

But because Baxter's seventeenth-century Protestant under-
standing of God and His relationship to man differed in seme
important respects from the medieval conceptions, his explication
of law, conscience and the powers also differed. We can speak
of his views as Reformed Medievalism. Another point not unconnectad
with this is the fact that though one can trace strong teleological
and rationzlistic elements in Baxter's thought, yet his concept of
man's relstionship to God was notably deontological rather than
teleoliogical.

The fundamental point that emerges from all this is that in
Baxter's thought the question of sovereignty is a key doctrine and
this 1s carefully worked ocut in his effort to combine theology and
pclitical theory.

Baxter takes as nis point of departure in his doctrine of

Church and State, the concept of the Corpus Christianum rather

than the concept of the duality of Church and State. His Protestantism,
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and 30 a narrowsr sense, his Puritanism had tazaght him that God
can be experienced first as will and not as reason or perfection
of being. He believed that experience was relatively more
immediate than the hierarchically and sacramentally mediated
experience of God which was characteristic of medieval
Christianity.

Another point must be noted regzriing Baxter's principle of
interpretation., We have indicated in ~he previous chapter how
fully Bexter embodied Puriten ideal and how well he understood
and interpretad its history. Now in terms of political affairs the
Furitans' attitude towards and exposition of political questions
was dictated largely by the conception of the "Covenant". This was
the ordering principle of the Puritans' whbole world.

One recent writer notes:

The covenant was not for the Puritans, one idea or

concept among others. It was the fundamental motif running
throughout the whole of their life to shape their understanding
ard their feesling for existence., It pervaded and held together
theiv views ¢f religion, politics and ethics; it shaped their

whole approach to marriage, church and society.

While it is indisputable that Baxter in some of the essentials

rh

of his political philosophy, reflected the medieval ideals, the
dominant intervretative pattern of his thought is covenantal,
rather than the hierarchical, organic and teleclogical pattern of

medieval thought. In his method of interpreting law, conscience

aad the sovereignty of God in the light of the covenant, he opposes

lGorden ﬁarland, "American Protestantism: Its Genius and
Its Problems,” The Drew Gatewav, ¥XXIV (Winter, 1964), p. 71f.
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such thinkers as Hobbes who champicned the mechanical pattern of
interpreting nature and political government and thus placed the
nature of man and God's government in an uanfortunate light.

According to the covenantal philosophy of history, the
history of man's relationship to God reveals God's successive
covenants with man by which He makes known to man on what conditions
He would gocvern him.l The Biblical record is a part of this
revelation.

Baxter vigorously maintains that God's Word determines man's
duty, and that he must firmly accept it though he may not always
see the reason or wisdom behind it., Again, this emphasis brings
to our attention Baxter's voluntarism,

In fact, Baxter's theological voluntarism was reinforced
bv contemporary political thoughit., As Figgis remarks, in the
context of the time, the central political questions were put in
terms of right. Authority was éstablished on the concept of right,
and the primary political question was: who has supreme right or
authority to rule, that is sovereignty.2

In a1l his exposition on political matters therefore, Baxter

never failed t2 combine politics with theclogy in order to bring

“*Baxter, The Divine Appointment of the Lord's Dav Proved,
Gf, Orme Practical works, 23 vols, 1830 XIIIL, p. 484. Hereafter
cited as Works,

b
L

J. N, Figgis, The Divine Right of Kings, p. 177ff.
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out as clearly and forcefully as possible the fundamental question
of God's sovereignty; God's rule is universal in its scope and
nature.l

Thus it is always God's right to rule and man's duty to
obey. Baxter never weakened his position on this point. Following
from such firm conviction are two very vital considerations. The
first relates to Baxter's attempt to establish political government
in divine government. The second concerns his doctrine of law,?

In a larger context, the whole Biblical revelation is included
in the law by which God governs the world. "Law" declares Baxter,
"is a signification of the Ruler's will constituting the subjects
Due."3 Elsewhere he speaks of law as '"the governing Will of a
Rector signified, constituting or confirming Right (or Dueness)

' and as a '"'sign or signification of the

from and to the subjects,’
reason and will of the rector as such to his subjects as such,
instituting or antecedently determining what shall be due from

them, and to them."%

That law obliges is the effect of authority
upon the recipients of the command. For Baxter, obligatiom which

rests upon the authority of a right to command, is the essence of

lPacker, op. cit., p. 333.

2ie cannot deal here in any detail with Baxter's =xposition
of Law, but a summary treatment will help to establisn his view on
this question.

3Baxter, A Holy Commonwealth (London: Thomas Underhill and
Francis Tyton, 1659), p. 320, Hereafter cited as HC.

4Baxter, Catholick Theologie, (in three books; London:
Hoxton and Highbury 1675), p. 52. Hereafter cited as CT.
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morality and law. Not the appropriateness of an act to an end,
although as we nave already mentioned the teleological framework
is often present in Baxter's thought, but obedience to an obligation
is the norm of action. Such obedience must reflect God's glory and
graciousness. Baxter asserts:
All that God commandeth us to do is both a duty and a
means; it is called a duty in relation to God the efficient
Lawgiver, first; and it is a means next in relation to God the
End, whose work is done, and whose will is pleased by it. And
we must always respect it in both these notions inseparably.l
God is therefore the Great All in human affairs, spiritual
as well as temporal. This fact must evoke from the creature respect
and obedience, love and reverence, for all these are involved in
the notion of God as both Beginning and End.
A summary treatment of law will help to bring out more fully
his whole philosophy on this important question. Baxter comes
out very strongly in asserting this principle. '"Whereas some say
that if there were no Law, sin would deserve punishment, it is an

error, For it is due only by law."2

In other words, whatever God
commands cannot be thought of as unlawful, for God knows what is
best and determines what will redound to his glory. Here Baxter
insists on maintaining the supreme sovereignty of God. Man is
required to accept and obey God's law implicitly, At times such

obedience may seem to defy all the canons of logic and rationality,

but this is precisely the reason why he must obey,

192_V.306. This insistence on combination and inseparability
is peculiarly characteristic of Baxter. See G. F. Nuttall, Holy
Spirit in Puritan Faith and Experience (London: Oxford University
Press, 19406), see end of Chapter I1I.

2cT, p. 54.
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11 right to goveru, and therefore all law is
necessavily derived from, and serves Sod's sovereignty.

1t is certainly not to be assumed that Baxter is anti-
vational. BHe has in fact given a high place to reason, but it is
regenerate reasopn. Wnen the lavw addressss man, it first addresses
hiim as fallen mar, removes the mask and exposes his ignorance.
However, there is another vital functicn of the law; it rehabilitates
man, and in this process produces true retienality. Man is given
back his dignity, and a sense of worth. He now possesses a vision
which helps him to see God's glory, and enables him to become a
raticnal being wiuo can now rule by moral means. Through this
rationzl process God communicates and seeks to govern. Man's mind
thus becomes the ground through which God's will can be krown end
man can find good reasons for his actions.

In this light Baxter's statement about God's authcrity can be

fully understood.

No hwman authority is above God's, nor can birnd us against
him; but it ig all received from him, and subordinate to

1

him.l
Whenever Baxter discusses politics systematically, he
prevides clear evidence that his a priori point of departure is the

absolute sovercignty of God.< His system consisted of at least three

1paxter, Life cf Faith (undated), p. 388.

. B. Schlatter, op. cit., p. €1. Here the author quotes
from & lerter wricten by Baxter to John Swinfen. The original

Y 8
letter is among Raxter's correspondence in Dr. Williams Library.
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basic peints: God is Creator, and therefore has absolute dominion
or cwnership; God alone has a moral right to govern man because He
alone is qualified by his fulness of wisdom, goodness and power to
fulfill such a task; God has the highest right to govern man because
he is man's greatest benefactor. In particular, He holds this

right over man through the redemption of Christ.

Correspondingly, there is a threefold conception in Baxter's
exposition of man's relationship to God. First of all, God is
related to man as our absolute Lord (or Owner), our sovereign,

Ruler (or King), and our most bountiful Benefactor; and man stands
related to God as His own, His subject (as to obligation) and His
Beneficiary.l

Having described the ways in which God and man are related,
Baxter concludes that God has not only the Jus Imperii but also the
Jus Dominii that 1s, the world is not only a menarchy, but an
absolute monarchy. This is how Baxter expresses it: '"The World

then is a Kingdom where God is the King, and the form of Government

is Monarchia absoluta ex pleno Dominio jure creationis; an absolute

Monarchy from or with a plenary Dominion or propriety [property] of
parsons and things, by Title of Creation.'?
At this point we must draw attention to perhaps one of the

most vexing problems Baxter encountered in the development of his

political philcsophy, and specifically, in terms of God's sovereignty.

e, p. 17.

21bid., p. 18.
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We may put it in the form of a quesﬁion: How does God exercise his
sovereignty over man? As he wrestled with this question one central
concern dominated his thought, namely, the vindication of God's
moral government. For unless this could be maintained, both God
and man would be debased and all morality undermined.

Baxter again reverts to his argument of an orderly universe
which necessarily requires a good and omnipotent God. But man is
not omnipotent, how, then, does he count in this grand plan? Baxter
deals with this by declaring that man is a rational free agent,
and goes on to argue that God governs him as such. Again the
pattern of interpretation is the Puritan covenanf.

The second approach he chose in dealing with this problem
was what may be termed his theory of mediate government. From
this premise, he calls attention to the fact that God could rule
the world directly so that there is really no necessity for mediate
government. But He in fact has elected to rule mediately, that is
to say, to use some parts of the creation to rule other parts. To
say this, Baxter argues, is to agree that God had created a natural
inequality in the cosmos, a hierarchy of administration, in which
some parts mediate His Government over other parts.

Qut of this arises, at least in part, his principle that

man himself should be governed. Man is a microcosm and the
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relationship of his faculties illustrates the universal principle1
of mediate ordered government,
However, Baxter was moved to issue the following caveat:
Take heed of those mistakes which confound sovereignty
with subjection, and which delude the people with a conceit,

that they are the original of power, and may intrust it as they
please. . . 2

Baxter was reacting to three contemporary theories that threatened
to deny God's moral government: the mechanical theory; absolutism;
and antinomianism. Against each Baxter argued that the only form
of government appropriate to man as a rational, free, and therefore
ioral agent, is moral gcvernment by law,

Baxter is willing to grant that God exercises his sovereignty
over the world and man, by a determining necessity, but he shies
away from any suggestion that tends to impute the same necessity to
man. Man is a free rational creature, therefore God's government
of him does not infallibly determine, and objects necessitate
the will,

Because we know there is a true contingency in the world.

. « . We know there is a Will in man that is a self-determining
Principle, and naturally Z£free, and that this is part of the

Natural Excellency of man, that is called God's Image, and
maketh him capable of moral proper Government, which Brutes are

not.3

lPacker notes that Baxter showed a very modern awareness of
the pitfalls attendant upon all attempts to abstract universals from
particular and to communicate the results in words. See Packer,
op. c¢it., p. 6. Therefore it is with some care that he draws his
illustrations from the universals and the particulars,

292) IV, p. 23, See also Works, VI,

3uc, p. 22.
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Raxter crrriciczed those who maintain the opposite view and cast
doubt uporn Tod's right to goveru. Moreover, they undermine all
morality by maling Goed the author of sin and man not responsible
because he is not free.

Man must be ruled bv his Rector's Will, not merely as
operating physically by a secret influx, but as knowing.

And we cannct know God's Will immediately. . . . Only by
signs can we know God's Will concerning our duty; and
those g¢igns are laws.l
Here again can be detected the underlying theological concept
implicit in Baxter's argument.

Man, because of his social creativeness, desires to be
governed, Baxter presents this wviewpoint in the following
passage:

The inteliect in man is made to guide and the will to
command, and all the inferior facului=2s te obev: showsing us
that in sccieties the wise should guide, the good should command,
and the strong and all the rest should execute and obav. A4n
ungeverned man is a mad man or a bad wan.2

The same argument holds in an ungoverned scciety. This type of
society is incongruous with God's universal mediate ordered govern-—
ment of the world. '"The great dispsrity” wrote Baxter, ''that is

among all creatures [including the zngels that did not sin] in the

frame of Nzture intimateth the beauty of Orderly Political dis-




44

Since man is rational, moral and ultimately responsible
to God, government by law is the only government consistent with
his nature.

The questions which we must ask now are: What are the practical
implications of Baxter's political philosophy? How may these be
applied to man and society?

All government of men, is subservient to the govern-
ment of God, to promote obedience to his laws.l

Baxter rejected a purely utilitarian social contract theory of the
origin of the State., Political government is rather part of the
divine constitution of the cosmos. He showed great admiration for
political theoreticians who defended this view,

They convinced me how unfit we are to write about Christ's
Government, and Laws and Judgement, etc., while we understand
not the true nature cf Government, Laws and Judgement in the
general, and that he that is ignorant of Politicks and of the
Law of Nature will bte ignorant and erroneous in Divinity and
sacred scripture.2

Baxter with great care tried to draw out the practical implications
of the relationship between theology and practical politics. 1In
order to understand how this was done his theory of the structure of
society must be examined. Baxter maintains that in its basic
structure, society is hierarchical and theocratic. In ultimate terms
there could be no authority independent of God. Authority then
resides in three main spheres within society: the Church, the

State and the family, 1In each of these the one who exercises

authority receives his right to do so from God. Once this is

lep, p. 93.

2pE 11.156 (p. 108).
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acknowledged, bi- command tc vule must ther bz respected and

obeved., But neither is the ruler nimzell Iree from obedience. His
divinely delegated duties iunmose upon him a discipline and a
responsibility which make him answerable to God. Baxter never
ceases to emphasize that man in every situation of life is some-

how dealing with God. This is the presupposition with which he
discusses the function of the Pastor in society. The pastor's
authority, Baxter asserts, encompasses both private and public
guidance and discipline within the Church. His emphasis on the
Pastor's right to exercise authority and discipline is not purely
utilitarian. He sees it as a divine command, it is hiz obligaticn
to society., Therefore whenever this right was usurped or threatened
either by a bishop or civil magistrate, Baxter fearlessly wrote and
spoke against such practices.l This was consistent with his
teaching that the minister, being the Shepherd of the Flock, had

the moral authority to make known the wisdom and knowledge of God

to the pecple. And this includes discipline and catechizing. Hence
this prerogative could not be shared by any from among the laity.

On this pcint Baxter was at odds with his Presbyterian colleagues.

17t will be seen that, although the question of the Liturgy
was the reason for the Savoy Conference, the real issue was precisely
the prooclem of authority. Baxter saw this quite clearly and tbecause
he feared that the rights of the pastor werz being usurped by the
bishops, ne endeavoured ro preserve these rights by working through
the reformation of the Liturgy.

Until now this question has escaped many of the writers who
nave undercaken a discussion of Baxter's place at the Savoy Conference,
and thus they have becn led to unfair and erroneous conclusions.
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This represcats a fundamental differeunce between Parliamentary and
Baxterian Presbyterianism.l Parliamentary Freszbvierianism, says
Packer, followed the Scottish system, while Baxterian Presbyterianism
was inspired by the English Puritan tradition and Usher's Reduction

of Episggpacy.z -

In his own ministry, Baxter jealously guarded his divinely
delegated authority. He considered his congregation as the class
which "Christ hath ccmmitted to my Teaching and Oversight, as to
an unworthy Usher under him in his Schoole."3

Baxter frequently employed this figure in his exposition of
the prophetic office of Christ and the ordained ministry. '"Christ's
setting Ministers under him in his Church, is no resigning it to them:
We are but Ushers, and Christ is the only Prophet and chief Master
of the School."4 The minister's chief precccupation must be to
teach and exhort, and the people's part is to obey and learn from
the teachers wvhom Christ has appointed cver them, No one is exempt,

The civil wagistrate is a church member and the minister is rruvly

his teacher.>

lsee A. Gordon, Heads of English Unitarian Fistory, (1895),

2Ibid., note 2, Dr. Nuttall ncotes that Baxter showed more
admiration for Usher than for any other of his contemporaries.

3Baxter, Aphorisms of Justification. To the Reader. Cf.
The Worcestershire Petition to the Parliament for the Ministry of
England Defended, (March 28, 1653), p. 6.
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Regarding the second sphere., that is the State, Baxter

says that the ruler should exercise his duty to the glory of

God. Thus the connection between the civil authority and the
minister must be complementary and must demonstrate a feeling of
mutuval respect, Ministers must learn that magistrates are their
governcrs. Despite their divine appointment they are still citizens
of society and as such must be subject to the jurisdiction of the
magistrate.
But it is also the duty of the minister to discipline the
magistrate if this becomes necessary,
Qur [ministers] power is but Perswasive., It is but, By
the Word; 1t is but on the Conscience; It is under the
Magistrates coercive Government. . . . But . . . God hath

described our office, and limited the Magistrate's office,
so that he hath no power from God to hinder the Ministr}i.-L

But Baxter warns against the use of the keys or "minister’s
power', to trespass on the prerogatives of the magistrates'. It
was his deep conviction that the rulers in both are to work harmoniously
for the good of the Church and the Commonwealth.

This iz how he expresses it:

The Ring and Magistrates have curam animarum, though not in
the sersc that the Pastors have. They have charge of Govern-
ment . . . in order to men's hcly, sober, and religious living,
and to the saving of men's sculs. . . . The same points of
Religion, the same sins and duties, come under the judgement
of the Magistrate and the Pastor . . . the Magistrate is to
Judge, who are to be corporally punished for Heresie and Murder,
and Adultery, etc. And the Pastors are Judges of who are to be
excommunicated as impenitent in such guilt.2

lBaxter, The Difference between the Power of the Magistrate
and Church Pastor, (1671), p. Z21i.

™~

works, XVIII, p. 43.
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The role of the civil governor in ecclesiastical affairs includes
the seconding of church censures by civil penalties. This was the
secret of keeping away heresy.
The remedie for Heresie is not to impose another Rule
of Faith then Scripture (as if this was insufficient and we
could mend it) but to exercise Church Government carefully and
if any be proved to teach any Doctrine contrary to the Scripture,
that Magistrates and Pastors do their parts to correct such and
restrain them.l

The magistrate is to be a guardian of the Church in protecting

it from scandalous and incompetent ministers. His modus operandi

in this respect is the Word of God, for as Baxter remarked,
"all human laws are but by-laws, subordinate to God's".2 Within
the sphere in which his competence can be proved from Scripture,
the magistrate must be implicitly obeyed.

We now pass on to the third sphere of authority within
society, namely the family, Baxter begins by assuming that the

family belongs to both the Church and the State. The paterfamilias

exercises patriarchal government within the limits lawfully set
by the rulers in each of the other two spheres. His rule in ultimate
terms must lead to the same end. He has to exercise both spiritual
and material authority. indeed he functions as both pastor and
magistrate and his house is both church and state.

In view of these responsibilities, the ruler in the family

must not only rebuke and discipline, he must guide and instruct

lBaxter, The Judgement and Advice of the . . . Ministers of
Worcester-shire Concerning tiue Endeavours of Ecclesiastical Peace
. . . which Mr., Jonn Durey doth present . . . (1638), p. 5.

2Baxter, The Difference Between the Power of the Magistrate
and Church Pastor, (1571), p. 7.
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kis family in the true worship of God, so that in the home as well
a3 the Church and Commonwealth, 4od will be glovified.

This is how Baxter phrased this poinc:

Families are societies that must be sanctified to God as

well as Churches; and the Governors of them have as truly a
charge of souls that are therein, as pastors have of the
Churches. . . . But while negligent ministers are (deservedly)
cast out of their places, the negligent naaters of families
take themselves to be almost blameless . . .-

Baxter further laments that too often fathers neglect the
government and instruction of their families not recognizing the in-
dissoluble tie between the stabilityv cf the home and the security
of both Church and Commonwealth. Such neglect consequently has
adverse effects on the children. Baxter's reputation as a pastor
in Kidderminster was due not only to his preéching but to his close
connection with rulers of families instructing them cn the proper
way of caring for their household.?

It is now clear that Baxter's polivical philosophy fought
shy of any attempt to divorce theolegy from politics. Indeed his
respect for law and duly constituted authority was rooted in his
conception of the interdependence and interrelationship of these
concepts and their practical application in an ordered governed
society.

His determination to preserve this drove him to challenge

and refute Hobbesian materialism. He insisted that a theory

which locates the origin of political government in the surrender

lee. Packer, op. cit., p. 356.

ZSee RR Ii (p. 84f).
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of an absolute right that each man naturally has over himself to a
human sovereign, is not only artificial but challenges the Christian
premise of the sovereignty of Ged. Political government, reiterates

Baxter, is an order of existence by divine ordination, and not a

matter left to human choice.l

In his criticism against thinkers such as Hobbes and
Harrington, he declared:

I must begin at the bottom and touch these Praecognita
which the politicians doth presuppose because I have to do with
some Ehat will deny as much, as shame will suffer them to
deny.

From Baxter's perspective, Hobbes' mistake was that in his

"absolute impious Monarchy", he gives priority to man

doctrine of
by making the will of man sovereign rather than the will of God.
Baxter deplored any attempt to draw criteria for right and wrong
from man's will.3
As for Harrington, his great fallacy consisted in denying
God's sovereignty by making "God the Proposer, and the people the
Resolvers or Confirmers of all their laws.'4
If his doctrine be true, the Law of nature is no Law,
till men consent to it., At least where the Major Vote can
carry it, Atheism, Idolatry, Murder; Theft, Whoredome, etc.,
are no sins against God. Yea no man sinneth against God but

he that consenteth to his Laws. TIhe people have greater
authority or Government than God.>

luc, p. 52.

21919., p. 1.

35ee R. B. Schlatter, op. cit., p. 15ff,
4Hc, p. 45.

SIbid., p. 46.



51

In Baxter's view such conceptions of politics and its
practice are suited to atheists and heathen and such theoreticians
are '"proud Pretenders to Pcliticks, that opposing the Politician
to the Divine, acquaint us that their Politicks are not Divine,
and consequently none or worse than none."1

Baxter raised his voice against Hobbes and Harrington because
they had discarded a theological foundation of political theory
for a theory which traced the origin of government to purely
utilitarian motivations. In this theory men are first viewed as
isolated naturally free individuals. Baxter stated:

. +« . Those that make the Will as much neéessitated by a

train of natural second Causes, which is Hobbs his way,
(and, alas, the way of great and excellent healing Camero).
. . » 1 now deal with none but those who confess, that God made

man's will at first with a natural self-determining power
suited to this earthly state of government.2

Baxter refutes the argument that when men enter into a
political relationship they do so out of the inconveniences and
violences of that naturally free but insecure state. The pre-
supposition that man possessed sovereignty over himself and does not
need to depend upon God, was, as we have said, at radical variance
with Baxter's fundamental affirmation, the absolute sovereignty of
Ced. The soczial centract theory is therefore not concistent with
the Biblical revelation about the nature of man, and the structure

of society.

l1bid., p. 1.

291 II p. 4f. A reference to Camero.
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"Aad so'", declares Baxter, "if there were no God (and yet
man could be man) and if the world had no universal King, that had
instituted offices under him by Law, and distinguished the world
into Rulers and Subjects, then indeed the people might pretend to
give the power as far as they have it to give, and be the Original
of it: But when God hath given it already by a stated Law, to
those that shall be lawfully nominated the peoples claim comes
in too late."!

Baxter enunciates doctrines of inalienable human rights
which are necessarily grounded in inalienable duties, constitutional
limits on rulers and a right of resistance to abuses of power to
make effective his ideal of limited government under law.

It is not to be presumed however, that Baxter was a "liberal".
To be sure, he steadfastly maintained that the reason and end of
political as well as ecclesiastical governments are the promotion
of the common good and the exaltation of the sovereignty of God.

For this reason he felt that rulers should be given fairly broad
powers in order to fulfill these aims.

Baxter pointed to an ascending scale of ends to which political
government must tend. The most immediate, he asserts, is the good
crder of the body procured by the administration, or "the orderly
state and behaviour of the scciety which is the exercise of

Government and subjection, and the obedience to God, and just

luc, pp. 194-95.
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behaviour unto men that is manifested therein."l

Thus, the
immediate end of political government is order and justice. But
this is only a means to the intermediate and final end. The inter-
mediate end is the common good. The final end is the everlasting
happiness of men and the eternal glory of God.2

Consequently men's striving must not be for power and
property, but holiness and goodness for these constitute the good

3 Dr. Nuttall

life, and lead to the enjoyment of God in eternity.
has succinctly expressed Baxter's political position by pointing
to the fact that "in politics as well as ecclesiastical matters
Baxter constantly adhered to a 'moderate' positién which from both
sides would bring him charges of betrayal or inmsincerity. . . S
Perhaps at no other time in nis whole career was he the
object of these charges, more than during the period of the
Commonwealth and Protectorate, amidst the political and ecclesiastical
conflicts over the questions of relationship between Church and State,
the problem of authority and the search for peace and concord.

These same questions form the subject matter of our next

chapter.

l1bid., p. 61.
2Tbid.
31bid., pp. 79-80.

4G. F. Nuttall, Richard Baxter (London: Thomas Nelson and
Sons Ltd., 1966), p. 31. 1Italics are mine.




PART 1I: ©PROBLEMS OF CHURCH AND STATE

CHAPTER IIL

PRESBYTERIANS AND INDEPENDENTS: IDEAS IN CONFLICT

Irn the Puritan Revolution the religious problem may not have
been--was not, in fact—~-more importaat than the civil; but in
itself it was certainly the more difficult of solution, and it
so combined with the civil problem as to render it, too, well-
nigh insoluble.l

After tle overturn of the established order by the

Parliamentary forces, the question of the shape that the new
social and political order would take became acute, and disagree-
ment on the matter had divided the victors into contendiug camps.

The Settlement o¢f the Church loomed large in the winds of

many, since it was assumed that whatever form the Settlement did
take would almcst inevitably involve the whole structure of society.
The distemper of the nation grew worse as the victors battled for
their own characteristic view of the right sectlement for the
Church.,

Baxter, a vrophet of moderation, took a mediating position

and pleaded with the leaders cf the different groups to bury

their differences and work tcgether for a united Protestant England

based on simple Christianity.

14, 8. P. Woodhouse, "Intreducticn", Puritanism and Liberty

(london: J. M. Deat and Sons Ltd., 1938), p. l4.
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Dr, Jordan's researches have shown that Baxter's position

. « . represents a principle of order which appealed to
sober and responsible men, harassed by the steady deterioration
of Protestantism into extreme and bickering sects, . . . It
appealed particularly to responsible elecments of lay opinion
that were seeking to coalesce on some orderly, systematic
and disciplined National Establishment which would do a
minimum of viclence to traditional religious conceptions,

In the scramble for the control cf Church government,
the Presbyteriasns were clearly the dominant force, but their
strength was chiefly in the support from Scottish Presbyterianism
on the oune hand, and their influence in Parliament and in London,
on the other,

The task undertaken by the Presbyterian-controlled Par-
liament was difficult indeed, Now they had to bring some semblance
of order intc a church that was, in their view at any rate, sadly
disorderly, The Reformaticn had now to begin again in earnest. The
Church had to be reformed in harmony with the Word of God and after
the example of the most Godly Reformed Churches.

Parliament appointed committees for removing ''scanda-
lous ministers™ and for dealing with plundered ministers, The
ruling party did not forget the distractions and ejection which
many of its clergy experienced under diocesan rule. Now the
tables were turned and the human spirit of revenge was manifested

against many Anglican clergymen in the form of ejections. These

vacancies were filled by the appointment of Presbyterian ministers,

1W. K. Jordan, The Development of Religious Toleration in
Fngland (3 vols, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1938),
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a pumber of wlhiom had not been episcepally ordained. &o sure were the
new lcaders of the strength of their regime, that vary sbortly there
developed the practice of presbyterian ccdination which did in fact
receive the apprcbation of Parliament.
There was growing apprehension in the minds of many that
the trend of events indicated that the country had not yet been
freed from intolerance as one form of enforced conformity to
authority replaced the other.
Officially, Laudian prelacy had been abolished in 1642 and
the Presbyterian-dominated Westminster Assembly began its proceedings
te advise the Covernment on a settlement of the Church in terms of
doctrine, worship and government. The results of these meetings
took the form of a series of recommendations to the Presbyterian -
dominated Parliament, and undoubtedly the most drastic one was the
replacing of the Book of Common Prayer with a Directory of Worship.
The recommendations included a basically Presbyterian form of
government in 1644, a confession of faith in 1646, and two
catechisms in 1647, The composition ¢f the Westminster Assembly
is revealed in RBaxter’'s description and is of enormous importance:
Those who made up the Assembly of Divines, and who through the
land were the honour cf the Parliament party, were zlmost all
such as till then had conformed and tocck ceremonies to be lawful
in cases of necessity, but longed to have that necessity re-
moved., . . . The matter of bishops or no Bishops was not the
main things, except with the Scots, for thousandsthat wished
for Good Bishops were on the rarliament side. Almost all
those afterwards called Presbyterians, and all learned and
pious syned at Westminster, except a very few, had been
conformists, and kept up an honourabie esteew for those

Bishops that they thought religious; as Archbishop Usher,
Bishops Davenant, Hall, Morton etc. Those would have been
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content with an Amendment of the Hierarchy. . . . The

Assembly at Westminster were all save eight or nine con-

formable.l '
Through the Solemn League and Covenant, which in fact was the
means of binding the English and Scottish Presbyterians together,
the Scots sought to bring the English Church into conformity with
the Scottish Presbyterian model. The '"dissenting brethren" of the
Assembly, Philip Nye, Henry Vane and others, had, in some measure,
anticipated the Scottish design and worked to reduce the conditions
of the Solemn League and Covenant.

Parliament eventually ordered that the Covenant be sub-
scribed throughout England and failure to take the oath of sub-
scription resulted in penalty or fines. Yet Baxter informs us that
he persuaded his people at Kidderminster against taking the Covenant,
for fear it should ensnare their consciences, Sometime later he
wrote about this in the following way:

Above all, I could wish that the Parliament and their more
skillful hand, had done more than was done to heal our
breaches, and hit upon the right way either to unite with the
Episcopals and Independents (which was possible as distant
as they are) or at least had pitched on the terms that are
fit for Universal Concord, and left all to come in upon those
terms that would.?

These are revealing words. They indicate how far the

Presbyterians had copied the Laudians in their determinsation to bring

the whole country into conformity.

1Baxter, A Treatise on Episcopacy (1681) II, 21l.
2RB I i 117 (p. 73).
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One of the most renarkeble events i the period under
Presbyterian rule, was the ordinance -assed by the Parliament on
3rd of January 1645, which 1epcaled ce-tain gtatutes of Edward VI
and Elizabeth I, and ruled that the Book of Common Prayer should no
longer be the official service book and f{orbade its use in any
church, chapel or place of public worship in England or Wales.

Thus, afrer 85 years of use the Prayer Book was abolished
and replaced by "A Directory for the Public Worship of God."

Because there was not a ready acceptance of Presbyterian
conformity, and Presbyterian leadership in some areas, Parliament
passed measures reinforcing the Ordinance against the Prayer Book,
by attaching penalties or fines to its us2. It was now an offense
to use the Book in a privare place or a family.

The Directory consisted of generai instructions for the
conduct of worship rather than set forms of service. The principal
services consisted of prayers, two lesscns, psalms and a sermon.
The Holy Communion followed the morning Sermon with the people
seated round the Table., Provisions were also made for Baptism,
Visitation of the Sick and Marriages, but bturials were to be
conducted without ceremony. Feast days. except Sundays, were
abolished.l The freedom for extempore prayers did not make the

Directory any lzss compulsory,?2

lLiturgical Tracts 1644-1661: A Directoryv for the Public Worship
of God Throughout the Three Kingdcms of Eng

Together with an Ordinance of Parlizsment for the Taking Away ol the
Book of Cemaon frayer (London: Zvan yi;r et al 16ol), p. 9ff. Here-
arter cited as Liturgical Tracts,

od, Church Unity Withcut Uniformity (Londoun:
963), p. 4Z.

ZA. H. Wo
Epworth Press, 1
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The imposition of the Directory was repugnant to all
constitutionally minded conformists and royalists. They could not
accept it as being legally substituted for their Prayer Book even
though Parliament did destroy the legal foundations of the Book.

Opposition against Presbyterian rule, particularly the
proposed form of discipline, did not come only from conformists and
royalists. The Erastians, Independents, and the left-wing Puritans
had come to look upon Presbyterian rule with the same distaste and
bitterness with which they, only a short time ago, regarded Laudian
prelacy, and had now begun to contrive new plans for a '"settlement
of the Kingdom", which were wholly inconsistent &ith the temperament
and aims of the Scots and Presbyterian Puritans. In the Army
debates during the summer of 1647, the left-wing Puritans vigorously
advocated liberty of conscience and a democratic government based on

a proper constitution called The Agreement of the People.1

The Erastian members of Parliament were equally suspicious
and consequently opposed to the Presbyterian measures. In their
view, Parliament, and not the Presbyterian clergy, should control
the Church in England.?

Baxter's cogent statement that "Overdoing is undoing'" aptly

describes the fate of Presbyterianism for the next few years.

1WOodhouse, op. cit.

2For a good and full discussion of this Erastian position
Henry Parker's study, The True Grounds of Ecclesiastical Regiment
(1641), is most useful. The Parliamentary Erastians differed from
the Royalist Erastians in maintaining that Parliament rather than the
King, was the supreme head of Church and State.
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England wac non prepared for the overdoing of Presbyterianism whether

)

of the Scottisli or English type. So when attacks were made on the
Prayer Book thousands were willing to blzed for it, who would not
1ift a finger to defend the bishops.l Such indeed is the ambiguity
and uncertainty of human nature. The Book which the English people
had accepted for so many years and in many ways had placed little
estimate upon, now became the object of their special regard once
its use was restricted and finally banned.

Abolition of the Book gave a new impetus to anti-Presbyterian
feelings and at the same time placed a new value on it in the eyes
of many. Its quality was made apparent by contrast with the system
of worship which had superseded it.

In the meantime the Independents had increased their strength
in the Army and as a centre party were strongly supported by the
left-wing Puritans and the more politically conservative Erastians
who, as we have already mentioned, were against the imposition of
Presbyterianism,

Tt was within a relatively short rime that Cromwell and his
army were able to take away the reins of control from the Presbyterians,
and scught in their own way to achieve their vision of the properly
ordered society. These new leaders were aware that the fallacy of
their predecessors was the latter's insistence upon a form of
Government too exact in discipline and cne which placed the use of

power and authority in the hands cf clerics.

l‘.-Jood, cp. cit., p. 76.
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Edward Cardwell focuses on the cause for Presbyterian down-

fall when he asserts that:

They {the Preshvteriaans! succeeded in obtaining an
ordinance that all parishes should be brought under the
government cof congregational, classical provincial national
assemblies; but when they demanded that the spiritual
authoricvy of the Keys should be supported by the power of
suspending from the Lord's Supper and excommunicating, with a
view also to the imposition of civil penalties, they exposed
themselves on all sides to suspicion and jealousy, and laid
a ceriain train for their own destruction.l

From the summer of 1647 on Baxter was displeased with the develop-
ment of events. After the defeat of the King's forces in 1646, he
thought that there wonld be some form of negotiations to bring the
dissenting and factious groups together, and to restore authority

to the King. But Cromwell and the Army were not thinking along

the same lines, and thus prevented this c3 well as the imposition of
Presbyterian discipline.2

On December 6, 1648, the Presbyterian members in Parliament

who had been hostile to the new leaders were thrown out, in what

3

came to be known as Pride's Purge. Cromwell and the Army felt that

negotiations with the King were not going to achieve the aims which

lEdward Cardwell, A History of Conferences and Other Pro-
ceedings connecred with the Book of Comron Prayer from 1588-1690

Y}

(Oxford: Univercsity Press, 1&4i), p. 243,

2g, C. Ratcliffe claims that Cromwell was more in favor of
toleration than the Presbyterians. See E. C. Ratcliffe, '"The Savoy
Conference,' ¥rom Unifcrmitv to Unitv 1662-1962, G, F., Nuttall and O.
Chadwick {eds.) (London: 3S.P.C.K., 1962).

3For the most recent full discussion of this see David
Underdown's, Pride's Purge: Politics in the Puritan Revolution
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971).
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they held for a rightliy ordered society. But the Presbyterians
were insisting on some form of compromise that would save both
monarch and monarchy. Thus Colconel Thomas Pride, with a strong
contingent of soldiers marched up to the House of Commons and
arrested or turned away the majority of the Presbyterian members of
Parliament who were trying to enter the House.l

The Rump Parliament had now removed whatever major obstacles
that might have averted or frustrated their plans for the execution
of the King, the abolition of the monarchy and the esctablishment of
Independent rule.

In the fzce of these measures, Baxter still leaves the
distinct impression that there was a greater measure c¢f tolerance
under Cromwell than was experienced under Laudian prelacy and
Fresbyterian rule.

Now the Independentscould have full liberty of worship and
it is beljeved that their free proceedings were calculated to enhance
traditicnal Anglican Liturgical order as well as their own particular
interests and concerns.

In the turmoil that resulted Ilrom the abolition of the Prayer
Book, under Presbyterian rule, Cromwell had perceived that the
people had now developed a new attachment, indeed a fascination for
the Book and in his wisdom, he refrained from strictly enforcing the
laws against its use. The Book was now openly used in many city

churches. There is goud reason to believe that the proscribed

libid., p. 1.
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services of the Anglican Church were used in many country places
teco. Part of the evidence for this may be seen in the fact that
many of the ejected clergy who, for couunsciencc' sake, could not feel
any kinship with their moderate Anglican brethren, who had sought

a compromise with the Puritan Church, now found warm welcome and
friendship in the homes of many Cavalier landowners, and many of
them lived in country manors with these families, as chaplains and
tutors.

The proscribed services were performed with new devotion,
and friendship and sympathy, at a time when these human qualities
were most needed, achieved the work which Archbishop Laud's dis-
cipline had signally failed to do.

Crorwell grew increasingly apprehensive about this new
alliance. This is revealed in his complaint that the Revalists had
"bred and educated their children by the sequestered and ejected
clergy . . . as if they meant to entail their quarrel and prevent
the means to reconcile posterity."1

However, in spite of this apprehension, Cromwell still
maintained a tolerant attitude towards religious practices. It
was not until the abortive Royalist uprising of 1655 provoked him
to take action, that he did in fact announce stern measures of
repression against the sequestered clergy and the usage of the

Prayer Book. On October 4, 1655, he issued an order against

Irobere S. Bosher, The Making of the Restoration Settlement
1649-1662 (Tondon: Dacre fress, 1957), p. 40,




€4

harbouring of sequestered clergy, and Royalists were warned that
they would be heavily fined for violating the order.

The clergy were prohibited from keeping schools for the
children of these families and from functioning as chaplains.

This meant that it was illegal for them to preach in public or
private, and to administer the Sacraments, solemnize marriages and
use the Prayer Book.

On November 24, a proclamation from the Lord Protector
confirmed the order, But the ordinance was slightly mitigated and
promised some tenderness '"toward such . . . as shall give a real
testimony of their godliness and good affection to the present
government, so much tenderness shall be used as may consist with
the safety and good of the nation."l

Those Anglicans who persisted in resisting the government
found life more difficult. But they were willing tc suffer hardship
and deprivations for the worship and observances of the Church which
they had grown to cherish with deep affections.

One such Anglican was John Evelyn who wrote in 1656 that the
Church of England was reduced to a Chamber and Coaventicle, so
sharp was the persecution. The continued existence and use of the
Prayer Book, was due largely to such men who despite the threats
held steadfastly to it.

Baxter was bitterly disappointed by the development of events

in both Church and State. All along, amidst the political clashes

1s. Rr. Gardiner, History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate

(London: 1901) III, 190-91.
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between the King and Perrliament and between the Presbyterians and
Indepenients, ue had pnursad ¢he hope that some form of comprehension
nighi be forthcoming. His activities during this period were
calculated to encourage the speedy realization of this hope. When
the Presbyterians were in control he advised many of the leaders

to devise a scheme of unity with the cther groups, particularly

thie Indeperdents and Episcopalians.l

But Presbyterians, particularly
of the Scottish mentality, would hardly accommodate Episcopalians and
Independents and the latter found a defender in Cromwell.,?

The reason for this assertion may be seen in the Presbyterian
srogramme for the nation and the Church. Two things are to be noted.
In the first there was the insistence on the establishment of the
Presbyterian Church, and in this found it difficult te join with or
accommodate Episcopalians because of their rejection of episcopacy
as being the esse of the Church. A further pcint in this connection
relates to the presence and influence of the Scots. There is good
ground tc believe that the Scots dealt more sternly with the
question cf Episcopacy than the old English Puritans required or would
have appraoved.

In the second essential part of the prcgramme they alienated
the Independents through their persistence on the maintenance of

the ancient throne. Tf they refused to join with the King and the

IRB 1 1 117, (p. 73).

23¢0. Gould (ed.) Documents Relating to the Settlement cof the
Crurch of England by thne Act of Uniformity of 1662 (London: W.
Keat and Co., 1362), p. 72.
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Episcopalians unless they abandoned theiv theory of Episcopacy, they
remained intransigent in their opposicion to the Independents and
Cromwell who wanted the “expulsion of the Stuarts aic¢ the abolition
of the Monarchy.

The Presbyterians' attachment to Monarchy was deeply
grounded. They never really accepted the Cromwellian leadership,
because shortly after Charies I laid his head on the block, his son
Charles 11 was proclaimed King by the Scottish Presbyterians,

Oace more Cromwell and the Presbyterians clashed in a
death struggle over the Crown. Many Presbyterian ministers were
deprived of their livings, sequestered, forced and threatened by the
Army radicals bocause these ministers had opposed the execution of
the King and had called those who did it "murderers and the like."l

Certainly Cromwell had little sympathy with a party whose
sole conception of the glorious Reformation, symbolized by the
Covenant, was the substitution of a domineering Presbyterianism for
a domineering Episcopacy. This was how the Frotector saw the issue.
And one writer, in commenting on this, justifies Cromwell's action
by affirming that his Puritanism "had been from the first, what the
best of English Puritanism was, not a preference of one Church
government to another, but a life of spiritual, personal religion,
and intense realization of the presence of God, a devotion of the

entire being to him."2

l1bid., p. 75.

21pid., p. 78.
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Yet the Jact must nei escape notice that Cromwell himself
declared that "Religion was nct the thiang firs: contested for",
aithough he added "but God brougut it tr chit issue at last."%

He was undoubtedly interested in the peace and unity of both

Church and State. It had become quite apparent to him that there
were many Englishmen who were against bishops but who had no thought
of destroying the Monarchy. Here was the nub of the problem. It
was the Fresbyterians who had resisted the overthrow of the
Monarchy at the price of their own political destruction.

Thev might have accepted (Gromwell but only on their own
terms. How then could he, (Cromwell) allow them to assemble in
synods or to exclude Independents from Church preferments?

Thus partly through force of circumstances, and partly
through a logical development of their own basic doctrines, the
Independents became knowﬁ as the party of toleration.

This new image gave them an immense advantage outside
Tarliament, for it enabled them to draw support from the Parties of
the Left, who were almost unrepresented in the House of Commons, Eut
were very strong in the Army, on which in the last analysis, the
Independents relied.

The rift between the Presbyterians and Independents widened
on the questicr of a civil settlement. 1f, said the latter, new

Presbyters were old priests writ large, new Parliament also bore a

scriking resemblance to old King. Hence they became more and more

*Underdowm, op. cit., p. 9.
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suspicious of the notion of tne effectual scvereignty of Parliament
and of iis tyrauny. They argued for tire kind of settlement that
would put definite limits to Parliament's life, and provide measures
that would deal not only with the power of the restored King, but
alsc against the self-perpetuating tyranny of Parliaments in the
future.l

They would be ready to support the King on the condition
that he accept their policy of ecclesiastical liberty and
their principle of biennial Parliaments from whose power as well
as from the King's, certain basic rights should be reserved and
whose institution should be preceded by certain electoral reforms,
These were some cf the proposals presented by the Independents
as a means of settlement.

It was now quite clear that any attempt at enforced uni-
formity whether of the Laudian or Co;enanting types, could only
widen the hiatus between contending religious and political parties,
The way out of the impasse seemed to be precisely what Baxter had
been advecating., Unity in essentials, diversity in forms and
charity fcr all. Such indeed was the plan that was now agitating
the minds of many Englishmen, among whom one might include Cromwell,

Why then did not the Lord Protector succeed? There are many
importuant reasons one could offer., 7To begin, Cromwell was not

himseif free, Even as Lord Trotector he was in some measure

forced to meove cauticusly in crder tc protect himself from the

lwoodhouse, cp. cit., p. 17.
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radjcal ana lest-wing elements Zn the Army. Furthermore, as we
shall coon =2ue, Baxter was one of his severest critics and
charged him ;ith deliberately filling the Army with radical or
left-wing Puritans, uniting them under the banner of liberty of
conscience and using them to promote his own interest.

Clarendon says that Cromwell was resented by the three
nations. [iis actions were always fresh in their memories. The
fact is, Cromwell by sheer military force had taken control of
the government and turned out cf doors a large number of the
representatives of England. The people never fergave him for
using the Parliamentary instrument, adapted of course to his purpose,
to bring about the condemnation and exzcution of the King.

So despite his attempt to moderate between the differing
factions 1in order to bring them into some form of reconciliation,
and despite nis further, and one might add sincere, efferts to win
the gocdwill of the English people, he was still considered a
ugsurper, and was despised. Aund at the time of his death in 1658,
the nation was still in its state of general confusion and dis~
satisfection both politically and ecclesiastically. he heart of the
distempered nation now vearned towards Charles II. The years of the
Protectorate rolled slowly tc their close, till at last a state of
temporary ccmposure was reached and the wish of the people cculd
nov be clearly expressed., Whereupon an invitation was sent to the
exiled Ying and his Court, to return to the throne of his father

and continue the reign which he had begun eleven years before,



But before we enter upon a discussion of the Restoration
a word must be said dbout Baxter's political influence during the
periods of the Commonwealth and Protectorate,

Professor Schlatter's researches have shown that quite
apart from Baxter's theoretical writings on politics, he was in
fact a notable figure in practical politics who was greatly
respected by his friends and feared by his enemies. '"He was with-
out doubt" says Schlatter, '"the ablest theoretician of the polity
which many Saints wanted to pursue in 0ld England and which they
did pursue for some fifty years in New England. Finally, although
Baxter was no Hobbes or Locke, his political wrifings have at
least as much intrinsic merit as those of Harrington and Milton."l

On December 17, 1654, Baxter had cccasion to preach before
the Lord Protector and Parliament at Westminster. Here was his
opportunity to declare in public much of what he had been advocating
to many of his influential friends. In his discourse before
Parliament he spoke out

. . . against the Divisions and Destractions of the Church,

and showing how mischievous a thing it was for Politicians

to maintain such Divisions for their cwn Ends, that they mizht
fish in troubled waters, and keep the Church by its Divisions

in a state of weakness, lest it should be able to offend them

and the Necessity and means of Union.?

Cromwell and his policies were clearly the target of Baxter's

sermon, and he did not miss his target. But Cromwell's self-

1R. B. Schlatter, Richard Baxter and Puritan Politics
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1957), p. 5.

2pB I ii 57 (p. 205).
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restraint wae due in part to the fact that he kuew of Baxter's
influential force and tried in two personal conferences to solicit
his support for his policies. Baxter's account of one of these
meetings is revealing.

A while after Cromwell sent tc¢ speak with me! And when
I came, in the presence only of three of his chief men, he
began a long and tedious speech to me cf God's Providence in the
change of government, and now God had owned it and what great
things had been done at home and abroad. . . . When he had
wearied us all with speaking thus slowly about an hour, I
told him, it was too great condescension to acquaint me so
fully with all these matters which were above me, but I told
him we took our Ancient Monarchy to be a Blessing, and not an
Evil to the land, and humbly craved to ask him how England had
ever forfeited that Blessing, and unto whom the forfeiture was
mad=? . . . Upon that question he was awakened into some Passion
and told me it was no forfeiture but God had changed it as
pleased him, and then he let fly at the Parliament . . . and
especially by name at four or five of those Members which were
my chief Acquaintance; and I presumed to defend them against
his Passion; and thus four or five hours were spent.l

Raxter's devotion to monarchy was too strong for Cromwell to breck
and both meetings proved abortive because Baxter found himself
defending Parliament against Cromwell’s attack.

The principal subjects on which the two men were irreconcilable
were the legitimacy of Cromwell's authority and Cromwell's
ecclisiastical policies.

Throughout the leng and bitter conflict between the King and
Parliament, and his eventual defeat, Baxter held high hopes that the
King, aftgr learning the bitter lesson of despotism, would be given
back his :ule and respect, that negotiations between the two

parties would lead to reconciliation bhased on a limited monarchy and

1RB 1 11 58, (p. 205).
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on a broadly based and comprehanaive but united national Gurch.
When this ideal proved untenahle, Baxter laid the blame squarely

on Cromwell's shoulders. He was convinced that for his own interest
Cromwell had executed the King and usurped the government. This is
how Baxter expressed his conviction:

I thought then that both sides were faulty for beginning
the War; put I thought the Bonum Publicum or Salus Populi,
made it my duty co be for tne Parliament, as Defensive against
Delinquents, and as they professed to be ‘only for King, Law
and Kirgdew'. When at the New Moddle they left out [for the
King] and changed their cause, I changed from them and was sent
by two Assewplies of Divines to do my best, though to my utmost
labour and hazard, to dissuade them. Crcmwell having noticed
of it would never let me once come near him or the Head-
Quarters., I continued on all occasinns publicly and privately to
declare ?y judgement against him as a rvebellious usurper till
he died.

On the second issue, Baxter accused Cromwell of promoting his
own ambitions by uniting the radicals and left-wing under tha cry
of religious liberty. This accusation is based largely on his
teaching of religious liberty and his view cf the State.

We believe that he was so profoundly influenced by his
theological understanding of the end of the State and of pelitical
government {which as is already stated was for the happiness of man
and the everlasting glory cf God)}, that in order to be consistent, he
felt compelled to write that men shculd have "liberty for true
religion, true {aith, and true worship of God. For these have more

than liberty. But whether there shouid be liberty for false

lBaxter, A Third Defence cf the Cause of Peace (1681), p. 101f.
This reference was first brought to my attention by Dr. Nuttall, taken
from his personal notes on Baxter.
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religicn, false faith, and false worship, if the persons do but
think them true,"l is a question the answer to which is self-
evident, Sectarianism was withcut doubt an affront to the glory
of God and the good of the Commonwealth.

It was well-nigh impossible for Baxter and Cromwell to
come to any understanding since he did not disguise his feelings
for the Protector. He indignantly remarked:

The intelligent sort by this time did fully see that
Cromwell's design was, by causing and permitting destruction to
hang over us, to necessitate the Nation whether they would or
nct, to take him for their Governor, that he might be their
Protector; Being resolved that we should be saved by him, or
perish: He made use of the wild headed Sectaries then barely
to fight for him: They now serve him as much by their
Heresies, their Enmity to Learning and Ministry, their
pernicious Demands which tended to Confusion, as they had done
before by their Valour in the Field. He can now conjure up at
rleasure some terrible apparition, of Agitators, Levellers,
or such like, who as they affrighted the King from Hampton
Court, shall affright the People to fly to him for refuge;
that the hand that wounded them may heal them. For now he
exclaimeth against the giddiness of these unruly Men, and
earnestly pleadeth Order of Government, and will need become
the Patron of the Ministry, yet so as to secure all others of
theix Liberty.2

Dr. Powicke is quite correct in describing Baxter's disiike

for Cromwell's policies as the "warping effect of an inveterate

3

prejudice.”” Baxter would never endorse nor forgive Cromwell the

"usurper', because he had pulled down "our lawful English Mouarchy™

against the will of almost the whole Kingdom, and had reviled

Iep 1v, p. 79.
ZRB I i 114 (pp. 70-71).

3F. J. Powicke, Lirfe of the Reverend Richard Baxter
(London: Jonathan Cape, 1924), p. 115.
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nany c¢f the worthiest members of Parliament, some of whom were

. e 1
Baxter’'s dearest {riends.”*

Among the leading politicians on whom Baxter's ideas had
strong influence, were Baron Broghill, Colcnel John Bridges, Major
Thomas Grove, Sir Thomas Rous, Sir Edward Harley, etc. These men
have been described by Schlatter in the following manner:

His [Baxter's] political friends were men who had supported
the Long Parliament against Charles I and who had generally
opposed Cromwell's seizure of power, but who had come to think
that Cromwell was their protection against radicals who would
destroy the whole traditional fabric of English society. In
religion they were Puritans who wanted a state church governed
by orthodox ministers and respectable lay elders; socially,
they were men of substance who distrusted absolutism, whether
of King and Court, or of Cromwell and Major-Generals, but who
rreferred either of tnese to radical democrats and levellers who
advccataed a separation of Church and State and full religious
liberty., Their ideal wes a limited monarchy, with a Parliamen
in which the majority of M.P.,'s would be Puritan men ¢f property,
devoted to the welfare of a reformed Church of England.z

And the same author asserts that Baxter's recommendations to
Parliament, summarized in a letter to Sir Edward Havley of 15
September, 1656 closely coincided with the Humble Petition and
Advice, which in May 1657 replaced the Instrument of Government as
the "Ccnstitution' of the Commonwealth. Parliament did not grant
all that Baxter requested, 'but in general purpose, Baxter was at
one with conservative Puritan politicians of 1656."3
But Baxter's political influence was not confined to only

a small group cof propertied men active in politics, Dr. Nuttall

1Baxter, A Third Defence etc., p. 101,

2Schlatt'er, op. cit., p. 10.

3Ibid., p. 12.
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has shewn that Cromwell's own chaplain, John Rowe, had written
tc baxter soliciting his advice on "the main evills of the nation
that you would judge capable of redress by che present Governors."!

Baxter had now the influence and respect to assume the
role of a leading spokesman for conservative Puritanism both on
religious and political matters.

Yet it seems a paradox that he never gave his support to
any plots egainst Cromwell or for the restoration of Charles II,
Neither did he advocate resistance to the Lord Protector, On the
contrary he was active in public life under Cromwell and was chosen
as a member for the Parliamentary committee to draw up a list of
fundamentals of Christianity which were to be the basis for
toleration,

The question may be raised, why did not Baxter advocate
resistance to Cromwell's rule if he thought that his rule contravened
God's absolute authority and threatened the welfare of the Common-
wealth? The reason Baxter provides is very revealing. e claimed
that he did not advocate disobedience, because in his view such a
course of action would not be in the best interest of the common
good. He felt that subwission and obedience were to be preferred
of any feasible ailternatives, such as the alternative of a civil
war in order to restore Charles II, or the establishment of a

leveller, sectarian democracy.2

1c. F. Nuttall, "Richard Baxter's Correspondence: A Preliminary
Survey", Journal of Ecclesiastical History (1950), I, p. 93.

ZRB I i 114 {(p. 71).
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The ervors and corrupticns of the Army radicals which posed
& danger to the Church and State were those of 'State Democracy,"

' and "Liberty of Conscience. "t

"Church-Democracy'

It is only fair to point out that Baxter did not consider
Cromwell to be the incarnation of evil, despite his denunciatory
attacks against his policies, He did in fact show some regard and
appreciaticn for him, because "he kept up the approbation of a
godly life in genmeral . . . and I perceived that it was his design
to do gcod in the main, and to promote the Gospel and the Interest
of Godliness, more than any had done before him."?2

Baxter after his great disappointment with the course of
events as they affected both Church and State, took up once more
with great entliusiasm the ministry which he loved so much. IHere
in Kidderminster, he remained, preaching, teaching, exhorting and

writing, with only occasional visits to London, until the Restoration

again forced him to leave in 1660.

1R 1 1 73 (p. 53).

21pid.



CHAPTER IV

CHARLES II AND THE PRESBYTERIANS: AN ATTEMPT AT CONCORD

The religious situation in England in 1660 was far more
complicated than it had been two decades earlier. The desire for
revenge ran high, and the memory-of the execution of Charles I
prolonged the division and hostility between the Laudian clergy
and those who in any way opposed the King,

With the re-—establishment of Presbyterianism as the dominant
party in 1660, the situation became infinitely more intricate. It
mattered nothing to the Royalists that the Presbyterians in 1649
had expressed the utmost abhorrence at the tragic death of the King,
and that in fact many of them had remained intransigent in their dis-
like and opposition to Cromwell. It was enough for the Laudian
clergy that the Presbyterians had suppecrted Parliament against the
King at the outset, and also agreed with Parliament in abolishing
the use of the Prayer Book to which the King had been so loyal.
Further, the deliberate and at times systematic ejection of Anglican
clergy with unpopular religious views or who were believed to be
hostile to Parliament or the revolutionary governments was of
considerable importance. These ejections had set an unworthy
precedent which, in the minds of the Anglicans, justified the

ejection of Puritan ministers between 1660 and 1662. This
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compld icated all negotiations for a future re-establishment of a
comprehensive church,
When the Convention Parliament assembled on the 25th of
April, 1660, it was generally 'Presbyterian'" in character. With
renewed confidence in their strength and political influence, they
(the Presbyterians), continued the negotiations with Charles II and
his ministers for his return. Parliament received letters from the
King with the famous Declaration of Breda which Charles had issued
on the 4th of Aprii. The terms of this declaration were received
enthusiastically, and an invitation was sent to the exiled King
toc return to the throne of his father.
We may recall the words of Charles I1 in this connection:
When we were in Holland we were attended by many grave
and learned ministers from hence, who were iscked upon asg the
mest able and principal assertors of the Presbyterizn opinions;
with whom we had as much conference as the multitude of
affairs, which were then upon us, would permit us to have, and
to our great satisfaction and comfort feound them persens full
of affecticn to us, of zeal for the peace of the Church and
State, and neither enemies, as tney have Lbeen given out tc be,
to episcopacy or liturgy, but mcstly to desire such alterations
in either, as without shaking fcundations, might best allay the
distempers which the imposgitions of the time, and the tenderness
of some men's consciences had contracred.lt
The King's return was unconditional. In their exuberznce for
the monarchy, the Presbyterian leaders spent no time in puilding up
any checks and balances against the return of arbitrary power and

ecclesiastical deprivations. They evidently overlooked the fact

that the exile court included many Anglican clergymen who had

IRB i ii. p. 260.
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been ejected and forced to find refuge away from their own land,
and that the promised freedom in the declaration depended on an
Act of Parliament. The King's words in the declaration relating
to the promise of liberty to tender consciences were:
Because the passion and uncharitableness of the times have

produced several opinions in religion, by which men are en-

gaged in parties and animosities against each other . . . we

do declare a liberty to tender consciences, and that no man

shall be disquieted or called in question for differences

of opinicn 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 of that indulgence.l

Matthew Hale, one of the Presbyterian leaders, cautioned his

colleagues to move carefully in their negotiations, and suggested that
a committee be appointed to consider the propositions regarding Church
government once offered to Charles I at the Isle of Wight in 1648 (this
was Usher's scheme of Church government). Hale realized that it was
dangerous and foolish to overlook setting up some guarantees for the
future of Presbyterianism in England. However, there was little dis-
position in Parliament toward Hale's proposal and none of the crucial
issues he presented were considered by the Presbyterian leaders. In
fact, when there arose gome men who were articulating republican
ideas, they were quickly suppressed and Parliament now became in-
sensitive to all considerations, except the desire for a strong and
permanent monarchy envisaged in the immediate return of Charles II.

Thus, without any assurance beyond the vague promise in the

Declaration of Breda, the King was restored and with him a form of

IRE I 1i. p. 260.
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Church government that was quite likely to be the full episcopacy for
which the exiled Anglican clergy had prepared.

Among the commissioners sent to the Hague by the Lords and
Commons to negotiate with the King were Dr. Manton, Mr., Calamy,
Mr., Bowles and many other Divines.l Baxter, who was not a member
-of this delegation, claimed that the ministers realized that
episcopacy must be expected but they wanted promises that it would
not be the restoration of the old prelacy. The King was gracious in
his dealings with them, and assured them that it was his desire to
relieve them in matters of "tender consciences", However, in order
not to displease his Royalist and Anglican supporters, he quite
shrewdly avoided giving his promise of indulgence any immediate
attention., Parliament, he asserted, must determine the scope of
the indulgence and toleration since it would know better how to
judge in these matters, But Parliament was not to be outdone. It
too saw behind the reason for the King's reluctance and refused to de-
cide on the questions. Notwithstanding the vagueness of the promise

of liberty to "tender consciences,'

the Presbyterians with renewed
optimism, presumed to tell the King in some private audiences some
of the changes they anticipated and would like to see initiated.
Among other matters of great concern, they advised the King that

it would be better not to restore the Prayer Book in public worship,

since it had been a chief cause for the distemper of the nation

and the divisions in the Church. They further declared that many

Ir 1 ii p. 82, (p. 218).
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people had ;rewn familiar with another form of liturgy in public
worship and that the Zraver Book had lost the veneration with
which many more once looked upon it. Thus His Majesty's action
in not restoring the ancient form of liturgy, would be entirely
consistent with the hopes and expectations of the people.l

This was a brave attempt on the part of the Presbyterians to

influence the King in favour of their form of worship. But such
action in a manner of speaking, betrays the intolerance with which
Presbyterianism had been associated. There is no doubt that the
reason underlying their argument was the fear that the Prayer Book
would inevitably become the order of public worship upon the
restoration of the Royal Government.

Charles I11's rejoinder to the Presbyterians was:

. + . that whiie he gave them liberty, he would not have his
own taken from him; that he had always used that form of service,
which he thought the best in the world, and had never discon-
tinued it in places where it was more disliked than he hnoped
it was by them; that when he came tc England, he would not
severely enquire how it was used in other churches, though
he doubted not he should find it ured in nany; but he was
sure he would have no other use in his own chapel.2

The Fresbyterians tried another strategy. This tire they be-

sought the King not to permit the use of the surplice by his chaplain,

since it had proved to be an offense ro the people. Still Charles was

not persuaded and resisted any restriction being made on his liberty.

libid., p. 235.

2Edward Hyde, The Histcory of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in
England Begun in the Year 1641 (Oxford: 1731). Hereafter cited
as Clarenden’s History.




His promise of indulgence to .ender consciences by no means
suggests that he had an intention of rerudiatinag the old practices
which formed the background for his dzvelopment. The inexorable
attitude of His Majesty on these viczl matters was disappointing
to the restorers of his throne, for their expectations of reward
led them to believe that he would be far more ready to grant their
requests.,

The defeat of the Presbyterians in their effort to persuade
Charles to accept their pecint of view, was at the same time a
triumph for the Anglicans. The moment for which they had suffered,
waited and worked had almost arrived. Through the influence of
Clarendon and other Angiicans at the Royal Court, these Anglican
leaders kept abreast of the progress in the negotiations between
the King and the Ministers,

When Charles expressed his allegiance to the old liturgy
and the ancient form of Church governweant, Clarendon informed
the Anglicans that the King was decidedly favourable to their cause.
The episcopal clergy acted without delay. Dr., Barwick, later Dean
of St. Paul's, was sent with an address to the King, expressing their
uncompronising devotion tc him and their deepest gratitude for the
great mercies he had shown to them., From now on they assumed that
with the restoration of roval government came also the return of the
episcopal constitution with its laws, ceremonies and usages. They
were now the recognized clergy of the national Church and began to

negotiate with the King vegarding the time and place for his safe
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return, Theyv too looked forwv-rd with great eagerness for the
rewards of their constancy in support of the throne and their
rlose connection with it even during the exile,.

The development of events moved cauticusly but surely in
favour of the Anglican leaders, It was becoming more and more
apparent that the spirit of revenge was beginning to assert itself
in the actions of many of the episcopal clergy. The Presbyterians
were looked upon as intruders and disrupters of the Church's peace
and is those who should therefore be cast out, As for the sectaries,
there could be no toleration, for this would encourage further prolifer-
ation of antiepiscopal teachings and nerpetuate the divisions in the
Church,

Such an attitude at a time when the Anglicans were not even
yet in full control, caused great consternation zmong the King's
ministers at Breda., In order to avert conflict and physical danger
these men found it expedient to caution their colleagues in England
about rash and intemperate actiomns.

Clarendon, who never really wanted to see the Presbyterians
cast out completely from the Church, mcved quickly to advise the
Anglicans about the inevitable outcome of their revengeful spirit.

On April 16th, 1660, he wrcte to Barwick:

You will find Dr. Morley a very worthy and discreet person,
and tit to keep company in allaying vhke too much distemper which
some of our friends are in this unseasonable conjuncture, very
nuch accused of, in so much that this very last post hath brought
over three or four complaints to the King of the very skillful
passion and distemper of some of our divines in their late ser-

mons, at which they say that both the General [Monck] and the
council of state are highlv ofiended, as truly they have reason

to be, if, as they report, there have been such menaces
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and threats against those who have hitherto had the power of
doing hurt, and are not yet so much deprived of it that they
ought to be undervalued.

The Chancellor proceeded to warn them about the King's
attitude towards the reports and how apprehensive he was about the
inconvenience and distractions to the Church and himself., Thus he
exhorted them not to increase the anxieties and hardship of the
Church, for these could only work against their cause and destroy
all their efforts.,

These were indeed hard issues with which Charles and Clarendon
had to deal. The sentiment entertained by the King and Clarendon to-
wards the Presbyterians, is revealed in a letter written by the latter.
In this correspondence with Barwick, the writer noted that the King
wanted Morley, (who was now the chief negotiator with the Presbyterians
for the King's return) to meet as often as possible with them in order
to remove the obstacles that militated against the peace and unity of
the Church,

Both Charles and Clarendon have been criticized for double
dealing and the reason for this suspicion lies in the fact that they
at this time instructed Morley and Barwick that

« « o it would be no ill expedient to assure them of present

good preferwments in tue Churchi, But . . . you should rather
endeavour to win over those who, being, recovered, will have
both reputation and desire from the Church, than be over

solicitous to cemply with the pride and passion of those who -
propose extravagant things. . . .

lpeter Barwick, Life of John Barwick (London: 1721), pp. 517,

525.

21pid., p. 325.
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Despite the appeals by the King and his Chancellor to the
Agnlicans not to be revepgerul toward the Preghyterians, the latter
became prcgressively more fearful over the development of events,

So it was of utmost importance for the King to treat the Convention
Parliament, which had recalled him, with such a degree of confidence
as to comsider them competent for matters of permanent legislation and
not to create feelings of jealousy and displeasure,

It was then of urgent necessity for the King and Clarendon
to provide immediately soume methods that would give greater
guarantee to the non-conformists and to remove the suspicion of
encroaching upon their liberty.

In conformity with this royal design, there were tnree
options any one of which could be effectively used by the King.

In the first place, he coculd chocse to issue a warrant for
a conference between the Anglicans and Presbyterians. Secondly, he
might address injunctions to the bishops instructing them as to their
conduct in their respective dioceses. Thirdly, he cculd appcint
a commission with broad powers of revisicn and amendment to deal
with the questions of ecclesiastical affairs.

The King chose the first of the three, Thereupon he advised
the Presbyterians that it was well-nigh impossible to have compre-
hension or coalition withoucr concessions and abatements on both
sides., He therefore encouraged them to present their plans for
church goverament and the reformation of the public worship, in the
foru of written statements, imploring them to allow possibility for

concessions to the Anglicans. This is hcw Baxter reported the event:
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The King required uz te draw up and offer him such proposals

as we thought meet, in o;der to Agreement about Church Government;
for that was the main difference: 1f that were agreed there would
be littie dangsr of differing in the rest: And he desired us

to set down the most that we could yield to.l

To the Presbytexrians this seemed quite sensible only if the
Bishops were required to do the same. To this the King gave his
assurance. So in a few weeks the Presbyterian representatives,
Reynolds, Wroth and Calamy, in agreement with some of their brethren
in London, drew up their address and presented it te the King. But
the Bishops did not follow the conditions of the agreement, and thus
embarrassed the King.

Despite this inconsistency -the Ministers did submit their
proposals in June, 1660,

They had met together every day for three weeks at Sion
College discussing their requests ani these meetings produced what
came to be known as the "First Address and Proposals" in which the
Presbyterian ministers argued for certain changes in liturgy and
ceremonics and in the matter of church government they proposed
Archbishop Usher's scheme of modified episcopacy.

In the preamble the ministers asserted that it could be
taken for granted that

. + » there is a firm agreement between our brethren (meaning

the Anglicans) and us in the doctrinal truths of the reformed
veligion; and in the substantial parts of divine worship,

IrB I ii p. 92 (p. 231).



and that the differencas are only in some variocus conceptions
about the ancient form of Church government, and some particu-
lars about liturgy and ceremonies.l

Since the problem of Church government was of crucial

importance and in view of the fact that Usher's model occupied such
a prominence in the deliberations and negotiations for some form

of settlement, it would not be amiss to set forth the salient
features of Usher's model, before we proceed to discuss other
aspects of the "First Proposals".

About discipline we designedly adhered to Bishop Usher's
model without a word of alteration; that so they might have
less to say against our offer as being our own; and that the
world might see that it was Episcopacy itself which they
refused . . . and that we pleaded not at all with them for

Presbytery, unless a moderate Episcopacy be Presbytery.2

The Reduction of Episcopacy unto the Form of Synodical

Government received in the Ancient Church, proposed in the year

1641, as an Expedient for the Prevention of those Troubles which

afterwards did arise about the matter of Church Government. In

this document Usher proposed:
A. Episcopal and Presbyterial Government Conjoined.

I. By the Order of the Church of England, all presbyters
are charged to minister the doctrine and Sacraments and
the discipline of Christ as the Lord hath commanded, and
as this realm hath received the same . ., . Of the many
elders, who in common thus ruled the Church of Lphesus,
there was one President, whom our Saviour, in his
epistle to the Church, in a peculiar manner styleth

liwo Papers of Proposals Concerning the Discipline and Cere-
monies of the Church cf Engiand. Humbly Presented to His Majesty, by
the Reverend Ministers of the Presbyterian Persuasion (London, 1661),
p. 4. Hereafter cited as :inisters' Propoesals.

ZRB I ii 96 (p. 232).
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the angel of the Church of Ephesus; and Ignatius, in
ancther epistle, written about twelve years after, to
the same church, calleth the Bishop thereof . . . by
the Presbytery understanding the company of the rest
of the Presbytery or Elders who then had a hand, not
only in the delivery of the Sacraments, but also in

the administration of the discipline of Christ. . . .

II, For with the Bishop who was the chief President
(and therefore styled by Tertulian Summus Sacerdos
for distincticn sake), the rest of the dispensers of
the Word and Sacraments were joined in the common
government of the Church. And therefore in matters of
ecclesiastical judicature, Cornelius, Bishop of Rome,
used the received form of gathering together the
Presbytery.

The presence of the clergy being thought to be
so requisite in matcters of episcopal audience that, in
the fourth Council of Carthage, it was ccncluded that
the Bishop might hear noc man's cause without the
presence of the clergy. True it is, that in our Church
this kind of Presbyterian government hath been long
discussed, yet seeing it still professeth that every
Pastor hath a right to Rule the Church {(from whence the
name of Rector also was given at first uato him) and
to administer the discipline of Christ, as well as to
dispense the doctrine and Sacraments . . . And how
easily this ancient form of government, by the united
suffrages of the clergy, might be revived again . . .
the reader may quickly perceive by the perusal of the
ensuing propositions.

ITI. 1In every Parish the Rector or the incumbent Pastor,
together with the church wardens and sidemen, may every
week take notice of such as live scandalously in that
congregation, who are tc¢ receive such several admonitions
. . . and if by this means they cannot be reclaimed,
this may be Presented unto The Next Monthly Synod, and
in the mezantime be Debarred By The Paster frcem access

unto the Lord's table.

IV. Whereas by a statute in the 26th of King Henry VII
(revived in the first year of Queen Elizabeth),
Suffragans are appointed to be erected in 26 several
places of this Kingdom, the number of them might very
vell be conformed unto the number of the several Rural
Deaneries into which every Diocese is subdivided, which
teing done, the Suffragan (supplying the place of those
who in the Ancient Church were called Chorepiscoepi)
might every month assemble a Synod of all the Rectors,
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or Incumbent Pastors within the precinct, and according
to the Major Part of their voices conclude all matters
that should be brought into debate before them.

To this Synod the Rector and church wardens might
present such impenitent persons, as by admonition and
suspension from the Sacrament, would not be reformed;
who, if they should stili remain contumacious and
incorrigible, the sentence of Excommunication might
be decreed against them by the Synod, and accordingly
be executed in the Parish where they lived. . . . Also
the censure of all new orinions, heresies, and schisms
which did arise within that circuit, with liberty of
appeal if need so require unto the Diocesan Synod.

V. The Diocesan Synod might be held once or twice in
the year . . . therein all the Suffragans and the rest
of the Rectors or incumbent Pastors (er a certain
select number out of every Deanery within that Diocese)
might meet; with whose consent, or the major part of
them all things might be concluded by the Bishop or
Superintendent (call him whether you will) or in his
absence by one of the Suffragans whom he should depute
in his stead to be Moderator of that Assembly. . . .
And if here also any matter of difficulty could not
receive a full determination, it might be referred to
the next Provincial or National Synod.

VI. The Provincial Synod might consist of all the Bishops
and Suffragans, and Such Of The Clergy as should be
elected out of every Diocese within the Province. The
Primate of either Province might be the Moderator of
this meeting. . . . This Svnod might be held every
third year, and if the Parliament do then sit . . , both
the Primates and Provincial Synods of the land might
join together, and make up a National Council.l

The problem of episcopal authority became a crisis and eventually
broughc into the open the important question of the identity of the
Church of England. Robert Sanderson, who later became one of the
prelates of the Church, had maintained that a modified episcopacy

would not lead to schism from the Church since a divergence of

IrB 1 i1, 96 (p. 238ff). The text of Usher's scheme can be
fecund in RB I i1, p., 238ff; Cardwell, op. cit., pp. 277-286.
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practice was the result of necessity 2nd rot of intention. Along
with John Hacket and Edward Rainbow, he had concluded that by
adopting a modified position they could acceuplish more for
Anglicanism than by an outright rejection of the leading
Presbyterians' view of modified episcopacy. Sanderson also ex-
pressed similar feelings about the Prayer Book and argued fcr a
medified use of it.

There were some among the episcopal clergy who were still
arguing in 1660 that episcopacy was not just the bene esse, but the
esse of a true Church. One of the most articulate defenders of
episcopacy among the Anglicans was undoubtedly Henry Hammond. He was
irrevocably opposed to Sanderson's views and although he died just
shortly before the Restoration he had already established himself
as the leading theologian of the Anglicans. Hammond was strict
and unyielding in many of his views, but his life was so clearly
above reproach that even Baxter, despice his disagreement with him
did show some admiration for his qualities. Hammond, alcng with
Sheldon and cthers, was concerned to keep the episcopal authority
alive, It was a matter of crucial significance for Anglicans in
England and those who were in exile to feel that episcopal govern-
ment was intrinsically bound up with the promulgation and success
of their cause. Dr. Norman Sykes' studyl on the development of

Anglican ideas on episcopacy from the Reformation onwards, and

Inorman Sykes, Old Priest and New Presbyter (Cambridge:
University Fress, 1955).
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the controversy it engendered, provides us with a becter under-
stanoing of the problems during the Interregnuas and Restoration.
His research has thrown great light on Baxter's contention that:

. « . there were at that time [in the Interregnum], two
sorts of Episcopal Men, who differed from each other more than
the more moderate sort differed from the Presbyterians. The
oue was the old common moderate sort, who were commonly in
Doctrine Calvinists, and took Episcopacy to be necessary ad
bene esse Minisceril and Ecclesiae, but not ad esse; and took
all tnose of the Reformed that had not Bishops, for true
Churches and Ministers, wanting only that which they thought
would make them more complete. The other sort followed Dr.
Hammond, and . . . were very new, and very few: Their
judgment was . . . that all the Texts of Scripture which speak
of Presbyters, do mean Bishops and that the Office of Subject--
Presbyters was not in the Church in Scripture Times . . . but
that the Apostles planted in every Church only a Bishop with
Deacons, but with this intent . . . that in time, when the
Christian multiplied, these Bishops (that had then but one
Church a piece) would ordain Subiect---Presbyters under them, and
be the Pastors of many Churches: And they held that Ordination
without Bishops was invelid, and a Ministry so ordained was
null, and the Reformed Chruches that had no Bishops, nor
Presbyters ordained by Bishops were no true Churches, though the
Church of Rome be a true Church as having Bishops.l

However, it is only fair to sayv that the position of the ''New
Prelatists" had a longer and more complicated histecry than that cof
which Baxter was aware. For their position or opinions in fact
went back, in embryo, to Elizabeth's reign.

In any event when the Presbyterian Ministers presented their
“First Proposals" to Charles 11 they recalled what in their view
were the evils of prelatical government before 1640. They complained
that the size of the twenty-six dioceses in England and Wales made

it impossible tc have effective supervision by the bishops. They

IRB 1 1129, (p. 149); cf I i 109, (p. 68), (p. 97), 140;
I ii 66 (p. 207;.



92

then pointed out that bishops neglected their responsibility by
passing on the administracion cf much ¢f their duties, including
matters of spiritual cognizance, to comwmiraries, chancellors, and
officials. One of the major complaints was that the bishops
conducted crdination and exercised jurisdiction without any co-
operation or consultation with presbyters, affirming that their
epiccopal office by divine right was distinct from that of
presbyters., And finally the Ministers charged that the government
of the prelates was arbitrary as seen, for example, in imposing
additional ceremonies not required by law.

Tt is against this background that the Ministers opted for
Usher's nodel '“as a groundwork towards an accommodation and a
fraternal agreement in this point of ecclesiastical government.”1

In the estimation of one authority, Usher's model could be de-
fined as Presbyterisn Episcopacy or Episcoplaian Przsbytery; or even more
correctly as Presbytery with an Episcopalian organization.2 In principle
it exhibited more of the fundamenrals ol Presbyterianism, insofar as it
argues that all Presbyters are equal, and that there is no church ruler
gupericr in kind to the presbyvters. The bishop is to be president of
the Synod of presbyters, but he must nave no power that is distinctively
his cown. Not the bishop alone, but the bishop and the presbyters are tc
coafer holy orders; and the right to administer discipline and to dispense

ordination belongs as much to every presbyter as to the bishop.

Irp T 11 92 (p. 231).

2, Gould, op. cit., p. 106.

*
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Nothing could better express the Presbyterian Ministers'
wishes for Church government than this "usherian'" scheme. Thus
they declared that they were not opposed nor even wished to
repudiate '"the true and ancient primitive episcopacy or presidency
as it was balanced and managed by a due commixtion of Presbyters
therewith,"!

On the question of the liturgy the Ministers declared:

We are satisfied in our judgments concerning the law-
fulness of a liturgy or form of worship, provided it be for
matter agreeable to the Word of God, and suited to the nature
of the several ordinances and necessities of the Church;
neither too tedious, nor composed of too short prayers or
responsals not disonant from the liturgies of other reformed
churches, not too vigorously imposed, nor the minister confined
thereunto, but that he may also make use of his gifts of

prayer and exhortation.2

The Ministers expressed their desire for a new liturgy to be

drawn up by '"'learned, godly and moderate divines of both persuasions."
And if no agreement could be reached on this matter, then at least the
Prayer Book should be revised, with alternative forms provided.

In connection with ceremonies the Ministers expressed a deep
concern that these be not allowed to perpetuate contentions and dis-
putes. They argued that ceremonies being at best indifferent, ought
Sometimes to be changed, "lest they should, by perpetual permanency
and constant use, be judged by the people as necessary as the

Substantials of worship themselves."3

IMinisters' Proposals, p. 5.

21p4d.

31bid., p. 8.
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They then made the feollcwing vequests:

(i) Those ceremcnies, which had been imposed by prelates
to the satisfaction of the Papists, but contrary to all law, be
absolutely Prohibited: along with the erecting of altars and bowing
towards altars,

(i1) Those which even their defeanders could plead to be
only "indiiferent and mutable" to be abolished: the use of the sur-
plice, the use of the Cross in Baptism, and bowing at the name of
Jesus,

(1ii) Others, of human instirution, to be made optional:
Kneeling at Communion and the observaace of holy days.

These then were the essential points presented by the Ministers
as a means of reducing the distemper of the nation and making con-
ditions more consistent with the peace of the Church,

When tie Ministers took their proposals to the King, the
bishops were not present as Charles had led them to expect. In
the meantime more of the new prelatical clergy were being rescored
to their livings by order of the bishops. Moreover, in many dicceses
bishops were requiring reordination and the observance of the liturgy.

For the '"New Prelatists’ among the Anglicans, there was no alteroativs
to reordination; they could never acknowledge that presbyters could
do a work which in their view was specifically and historically

reserved for bishops. It was assumed that it the Church of England

did not follow the pracrice cf reordinaticn for those who were not
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episcopally ordained it would be separating itself from the whole
Catholic tradition.l

The bishops therefore seemed convinced that if the "First
Proposals" were adopted and either a new liturgy drawn up or the
Prayer Book reformed, or that reordination was by-passed, the result
would be distasteful to Anglicans who would not relinquish their
inherited forms of worship.,

They found support for their view from the Cavalier Parliament
which succeeded the Convention Parliament. It may be recalled that
the Convention Parliament had passed ant Act for Confirming and
Restoring of Ministers which received the Royal assent on 13th
September 1660. In its essential, this Act stated that every
Minister presented had to be a benefice since 1642 and in possession
at the end of 1659 would be declared to be the legal incumbent, and
any Minister, who was formerly ejected and not having declared the
execution of Charles I and not having opposed infant Baptism,
would be restored to his benefice before the 25th December 1660,

But when the Cavalier Parliament was elected, it rejected this
settlement.

This took place five months after the Bishop's Answer to the
"First Proposals" was received by the Ministers. And in their
Answer they maintained that the liturgy was Scriptural and less
boring and tedious than the extempore prayers of Puritan Ministers.

They obviously intended to make the Prayer Book the main battleground,

Irg I 11, 291 (p. 389).
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rallying to their suoport the -entiient of all who cherished
its use and whc had rsuffered for it during the Civil War and since.

The Answer suggested further that any changes in ceremonies
might be left to the King, the bishops being well aware that
there would be no alterations if that course were pursued.

Ona might argue that the bishops' attitude in the earlier
stages cf the negotiations was more conciliatory than it was in the
later stages. For example they had said earlier "Nor are ministers
denied the vuse and exercise cf their gifts in praying before and
after sermcn'", and "If anything in the established Liturgy shall
be made to appear tou be justly offensive to sober persons, we are
not at all unwilling that the same should be changed."”

Yet they refused extempore prayer and resisted all demands
for changes (except insignificant changes), in the liturgy less
than a year later., One must accept the reason as being their
uncertaincy about the situation in July 1€60, as contrasted with
the developments that followed the election of the Cavalier
Parlizment and the rise in favour of the Royalist clergy.

In their Answer the bishops took a firm stand on episcopacy
as being more than a presidency, althcugh they might concede that
presbyters be associated with the bishops in ordination and
censures,

In the Laudian system the diocesan bishop was the 'only
governor' acd the parish clergy were merely his curates. This
was diametrical}y cpposed to the principles which Baxter

enunciated. The bishops also doubted whether Usher's scheme had
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been endorsed by him as a grcundwork for accommodztion and for
coalition. Against this argument Baxter pleaded his personal
discussions with Usher nct long tefcre his death in 1655 and
the unmistakeable evidence that his model had never been with-
drawn, But the bishops' Answer denied all that the Presbyterians
asserted, asserted all that the Presbyterians denied, refused
all that the Presbyterians offered and offered the Presbyterians
nothing to refuse. !
This is how Baxter phrased his feelings of the outcome of
this attempt at a settlement:
Here we leave it to the notice and cbservation of
posterity, upon the perusal of your Exceptions, how little
the English Bishops had to say against the Form of Primitive
Episcovnacy contained in Archbishcp Usher's "Reduction", in
the day when they rather chose the increase of our divisions,
the silencing of many hundrad fartnhZul ministers, the
scattering of the flocks, the affecting of so many thousand
godly Christians, than the accepting of this Primitive
Episcopacy, which was the expedient which those called
Presbyterians offered, never once speaking for the cause cf
Presbytery; and vhat Lind of peacemakers and conciliators we
met with, when both parties were to weet at one time and place,
with their several concessions laid by all their cause, and
proposed an Archbishop's Framne oif Episcopacy; and the other side
brought not in any of thzir concessions at all, but only un-
peaceably rejected all the moderation that was desired.2
The expectations which the Ministers had formed for a meeting
to be conducted on terms of equality with the bishops undoubtedly
arose out of the sense of their own importance. Since they played

a vital part in the Restoration they expected special support and

respect from Charles 11 for their ecclesiastical views. Possibly

lGould, op. cit., p. 110,

2gB I ii, p. 258.
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they had hoped also that the Anglicans' apprehension of Independent
republicanism and insurgency would drive them to accept Presbyterian
proposals, once they had conceded in principle the need for a
reformation of Church government and liturgy. In both cases the
Presbyterians' hopes proved false. By mid-June 1660 the Anglican
reaction was manifested against them. We get knowledge of what the
situation was at that time, from a letter written by James Sharp,
a representative of the Scottish Kirk at the Court in London., On
June 26, he wrote to the Ministers in Edinburgh:
Petition came up from counties for episcopacy and liturgy.
The Lord's anger is not turned away. The generality of the
people are doting after prelacy and the Service Book.1l
The rules were changed and the ball now played in the Anglicans'
court. The men who had been sequestered and exiled were the ones who
now triumphed, and in their hour of triumph they would yield nothing
to their opponents. It was of no great importance to them that
their restoration to power in the Church had been made possible
by the Presbyterians commitment to monarchy. They were not
affected by the fact that authority was not yet entirely out of the
hands of their opponents. The Convention Parliament had not yet
been dissolved, and had the Fresbyterians' patriotism not been so
deep, the result cf this long struggle might have been differvent.
When it became clear that the bishops were nct prepared to
concede anything, they (the Ministers) could have turned to the

Parliament and the King. It was futile to expect any support from

IR, Woodrow, The History of the Suffering of the Church of
Scotlaud, (1827), I, p. 44.
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Sheldon «aud irrley. Clarendon and his courtiers would suppeort
the bishops, rherefore their only chance was wita the Cenvention
Parliament and the King whose return was nnt yet f{fully secured,

But this was not to be, and the tide of High Church and Royalist
feelings was swollen by the hatred of clergymen anxious to take re-
venge of those who had before this kept them out of the Church.

Yet there were many collateral influences which worked to the
disadvantage of any successful rapprochement between Presbyterians
and Anglicans and their eventual comprehension within the same church.

The importance of Baxter's influence in the King's Restoration
must be noted., 5till holding firmly to his idea of a national Church
established on the essential truths of Christianity while permitting
its congregations to worship God as each interpreted conscience and
Scripture, Baxter viewed the Restoration and the Breda Declaration
as an opportunity for forcing the issue of a Church Settlement.

Indeed many of his contemporaries were aware of his ancrmous in-
fluence politically as well as ecclesiastically and tried to secure
his support.

In particular, che Presbyterian Royalist the Earl of Lauderdale,
with whom Baxter had been in correspondence for some time, was working
te gain his assent to the King's return. In 1660, Baxter travelled to
London for a meeting with Lauderdale. The latter tried to clear away
all doubts abcut Charles II's religious beliefs and about prelatical
tyranny. He of course, knew of Baxter's commitment to monarchy and
how he bhad scathingly rebuked Cromwell for the execution of Charles

I and the disruption of the Stuart rule.
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Thus Lauderdale hoped that thrcugh his effort he would
persuade Baxter to use his "utmost interest that the King might be
restored by means of the Presbyterians etc."l

Powicke suggests that "altogether, one figures Baxter at this
juncture, as in a state of distraction--drawn between loyalty to the
King which he thought his first duty, and a dread of the evil
consequences to things of greater price which his loyalty might
entail,"?

However, Baxter did assent to the King's return, and it is
pointless to argue whether he did so from his loyalty to monarchy,
or whether he reckoned that assent or not, the restoration was in-
evitable,

What is of far greater importance is the role he played once
he consented, On April 29, only two days before the vote was
taken to invite the King back to the throne, Baxter preached to the
House of Commons one of his most important sermons, In it he
delireated the differences between the non-conformists and
Episcopalians and noted that the issue was not really one of loyalty
to the King, for in that they all agreed. But the problem was Church
pclity and liturgy. He recalled his conversation with.Usher on this
subject, and stated that there was no disagreement between them.
Thereupon, ''many moderate Episcopal Divines came to me to know what

those Terms of our agreement were."3

IRB 1 ii, 69 (p. 215).

2Powicke, Life of the Reverend Richard Baxter (London:
Jonathan Cape, 1%24), p. 191.

3G, F. Nuttall, Richard Baxier (London: Thomas Nelson and
Sons Ltd., 1966), p. 86.
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Again, on May 10, Baxter preached before the Lord Mayor
and Corporation of London at St. Paul's Cathedral. He spoke of
the goodness and mercy of God in restoring the King without any
unfortunate or regrettable occurrences. It was a Day of
Thanksgiving.

Baxter was not among the Ministers who greeted the King on
his entry into London. While he willingly supported the return
he was nevertheless deeply concerned about the subsequent develop-
ment of events. There was a realism with which he viewed the whole
proceedings, a realism which had escaped many of his non-conformist
colleagues.

Powicke is quite correct to remind us that we shall never
understand Baxter unless we bear constantly in mind that the
conditions of the Church were agony to him, the more so since he was
strongly convinced that if the leaders in Church and State, especially
State, would be amenable to certain proposals the long hard struggle
could come to an end.1

In the light of existing counditions, Baxter could not share
the enthusiasm of those who ''thought that if we were the means of
the King's restoration, the Prelates would not for shame deny us
such liberty as the Protestants have in France."2

After the King's return Baxter was sworn in as a Royal

Chaplain on June 25, 1660. Such preferment provided him with the

1Powicke, Richard Baxter Under the Cross (London: Jonathan
Cape, 1927), p. 185,

’gp 1 i1 73 (p. 216).



102

chance of working with greater determination to bring about some

form of Church concord. In his negotiations with the King at the
Lord Chavheriain’s lodgiag, Baxter spoke plainly and forcefully

about what needed to be done. He was not unequivocal or inarticulate
in expressing the conditions which would be necessary to achieve

a happy union. This is how Baxter reported the event:

We exercised more boldness at first, than afterwards
would have been born: when some of the rest had congratulated
His Majesty's happy Restoration, and declaved the large hope
which they had of a happy Union among all Dissenters by his
means, etc. I presumedto speak to him of the concernments of
Religicn, and how far we were from desiring the continuance
of any Factions or Parcies in the Church and how much a happy
Union would conduce to the good of the Land, and to his Majesty's
Satisfaction, and though there were turbulent Fanatick Persons
in his Dominions, yet that those Ministers and Godly Penple
whose Peace we humbly craved of him, were no such Persons btut
such as longed after Concord and, were truly Loyal to him and
desired no more to than to live under him a auiet and peaceable
life in all godliness and honesty .+

After assuring the King that his concern transcended all
denominationalism he stated that he was speaking for the religious
people of the nation who "had their eyes on him [the King] as the
officer ¢f God, to defend them in the possession of their helps
of their salvation."?

Cromwell and his perty, Baxter reminded the King, had 'so
well understood their own interests, that to promote it they had

found the way of doing gocd to be the most effectual means," but

the King should outdo them "in doing gcod."J Particularly should

1z I 1i §0 (p. 230).
Z21bid.

31y44q,
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his Majesty not be persuadad to "discountenance a faithful Ministry
because his Enemies had set them up, neither should he intrude
unworthy men upon the people.”

To encourage unity, says Baxter, the King should require
only things necessary as z basis for union, thereby avoiding imposition
and oppression cf men's consciences. To enforce discipline against
sin is to be encouraged auad every care taken to avoid separatism.

Baxter said that although he spoke so plainly the King was
gracious in his answer "professing his gladness to hear our in-
clination to agreement, and his resolution to do his part to bring
us together."1

As an outcome of his meeting with the King, it was arranged
for Baxter and his party to meet first among themselves and then
with the bishops to try once more to arrange the terms of a Church
settlement.

The leaders among the Ministers were Baxter, Calamy, Reynclds
and "old Mr. Ash." This meeting like the other, was to prove fruit-
less as far as negotiating'with the bishops was concerned., It
was at this time that many of the Ministers began to sense the
hopelessness of the whole question of accommodation for tender
consciences and thought that repprochement was an illusion. All,
except Baxter, were ready to give up. But he warned them that:

It will be a great Biot upon us if we suffer as refusing

to sue for Peace; ard it will be our Just Vindication when it
shall appear to Posterity that we humbly petitioned for and

libid., 1 1i 91 (p. 231).
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earnestly pursued after Peace, and came as near them as for the
obtaining it as Scripture and Reason will allow us to do,
and were ready to do anything for Peace, exzept tc sin and
damn our souls.
This indeed is a very strong appeal. It reveals to what
extent Baxter was prepared to pursue peace and unity and to encourage

his brethren to do the same. But the two parties seemed unlikely

tc come together for any fruitful negotiations,

I1bidg,



PART TIII: THE SAVOY CONFERENCE

CHAPTER V

THE WORCESTER HOUSE DECLARATION 1660

AND THE KING'S WARRANT 1661

The period immediately following the return of Charles II
was certainly the most decisive in the negotiations for a church
settlement. The Laudian bishops were beginning to reassert their
power and influence in the Church, and both Parliament and Con-
vocation were soon to be dominated by Royalists, many of whom had
received their early trainiqg from sequestered Anglican clergymen.

The Presbyterians on the other hand, were soon to discover
that power had slipped from their hands. They had neither the
political nor ecclesiastical strength needed so greatly for any
successful and just compromise with the Anglicans. Their only hope
at this time was in Charles II and in some measure, Clarendon.

In view of the past failures of the two parties to reach
any compromise for a settlement of the church's "distempers,'" both
Charles and Clarendon decided to issue a Declaration, the terms of
which would be the basis for discussion among the two groups jointly.
There is good ground for believing that Clarendon was sympathetic
to the Presbyterians while remaining a loval supporter of the

bishops, and that he truly wanted them (the Presbvterians) to be
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comprehended within the Church. To be sure, as a sctatesman he
had to be cautious so as not to alienats Rovaiist support but he
wanted the Presbvterians tc have a fair deal.

Accerding to Sir Edward Nicholas, Clarendon was the author
of the preface and the section on religioen in the Declaration,l
which represents the most effective attempt at comprehension made
between the Restoration and the Revolution., 1t was indeed the
last great hope for unity between the Anglicans and the non-
conformists. There was still a near possibility for both groups
to face each cther as equals, but each side was seeking to secure
as much and to concede as little as the cjrcumstances and hard
bargaining would allow. The success of the Worcester House meeting w
still largely dependent on whether the terms for unity were
acceptable to the bishops and clergy.

The first draft of the Declaration yielded very little that
could have affected seriously the character of the Church of England.
The terms of this first document were:

I, Only learned and pious men were to be chosen as bishops.

IT1. If any Diccese should be thought too large, Suffragan
3ishops were to be aonpocinted.
III. Ordination: Ordination and jursidiction (censures) by

the bishops to be undertaken by the advice and

assistance of the presbyters.

lsea Yichoius Parers in the British Museum. Egerton MS
2542, fels. 328-339.

m



IV, Jurisdiction and Confirmation: A number of prasbyters

should be selected by the bishop to ascist him and the
dean and chapter in ordinations and in the exercise of
jurisdiction.

Y. Profession of Faith befcore Communion: Confirmation was to

be performed oun the advice of the minister of the place.
Regarding scandalous persous the first draft provided
only vaguely that "as great diligence be used for the in-

struction and reformation of notorious and scandalous

offenders as is possible.” On the question of Church

n

government with special reference to Usher's model, the
Declaration is silent.

VI. "No bishop shall exercise any Arbitrary Power or do or im-
pose anything uvpon the clergy or the Pecple, but what 1is
according to the knecwn laws of the land.”

VII., Liturgy: "Since we find some exceptions made to many
obsolete words, and other expressions . . . which upon
the reformaticn and improvement of the English language,
may wall te altered, we will appoint some learned
divines, of diffcrent persuasions, to review the same,
and tc make such alterations as shall be thought most
necessary, and some such additional prayers. . . ."
VIITI. Ceremonies: The King's experience abroad where the dis-
puted ceremcries had not been used had convinced hi@ of

their value. Objectors would have supported the cere-

monies if they had been abroad; and many ministers who
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objected did not cuvosider these cervemonics ualauwful,

Every naticnal church had the right to adopt ceremonies

H
1

which of theumselves "indifferent’ ceased to be in-

different after tecing "once estzhlished by law." dJever-
theless, conscientious difficulties would be ceonsidered--
for axample, kneeling at Cownunion vould be optional

"a national synod" considered it. The use of the

until
cross in baptism, bowing at the name of Jesus, and the use

of the surplice were all to be optional.

IX. ©Oaths and Subscrivption before Ordination: '"Institution

and Induction'" to be permitted "without any other sub-~
scription until it shell te otherwise determined by a
Synod."

X. Re-Ordination: The subject was nct dealt with in the

Declaration. And this is regrettable, because Baxter
did in fact ask for the acceptance of nou-episcopally
ordained ministers.
The first draft of the Declaration was a disappointment tc
Baxter. In his "Petition to the Xing upon our sight of the First

Draft of the Declaration,”

he protested against some of the terms
in the document. From the beginving he deplored the expulsion of
godliy ministers who had not been episcopally ordained, or were
accused of not taking the ocarths of obtedience to bishops, and the
substitution of ignorant and scandalous ministers. Once again
Baxter succinctly stated the terms for healing the distemper of the

burch ane natien. These were: pastoral discipline; asscciated

[}
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synod; and the primitive presidencv or primitive episcopacy. These
three '"'nzedful pojnts" for a reformed Church of ¥ngland were all to
be found in Usher's model.

Some of Baxter's colleagues, while disagreeing with the
plainness of his "Petiticn" agreed that some of the terms in the
Declaration needed amendment. Whereupon Clarendon, although he
found Baxter's Petition quite unacceptabie, did in fact ask the

minister

w

to present their suggested alterations of the Declar-
ation. 1t is of some importance to note these alterations which
the ministers proposed, and the actual amendments made to the
original document. The ministers declaved: '"Our purpose is . . .
to promote the power of godliness' and observance of the Lord's
Day.

They also claimed vhat inefificient ministers were not to be
permitted. Thirdly, they suggested that ''because the Dioceses,
especially some of them, are . . . too large . . . appoint
Suffragan EBishops."

These three suggested alterations were acceptable to the
King and Clarendon.

With regard to ordinations, the ministers suggested that
ordination and jurisdiction should be cenducted and exercised with

the advice and consent of the presbyters. The King found this

objectionable because he felt that consent gave the ministers a

negative voice.
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The ministers also stated that lay officials would take no
part in excommunication, absoluticn, or other pastoral matters.
This was accepted by the King,.

They also propesed that archdeacons must be assisted by six
ministers (three nominated by the bishop, three elected by ministers).
This alteration was also accepted.

Concerning Jurisdiction and Confirmation, the ministers
suggested a number of presbyters equal to the number of the
chapter and "annually chosen by the major vote of all the presbyters

" should assist in all ordinations and acts of

of that diocese
jurisdicticn. ''Nor shall any suffragan bishop ordain . . . but
with the advice and assistance" of such elected presbyters, nor
exarcise jurisdiction without them. This alteration was accepted,

Regarding confirmation on the advice of the minister of the place,

the ministers substituted the word consent for advice. And this

was accepted.

Cn the question of Profession of Faith befere Communion, the

ministers suggested the following:

The minister shall admit none to the Lord's supper, till
they have made a credible preofession of their faith . . . and
that ali possible diligence be used for the instruction and
reformation of scandalous offenders, whom the minister shail
not suffer to partake of the Lord's table, until they have
openly declared themselves to have truly repented and amended.

This alrteration met the avproval of the King and like the

rest was included in the Declaration.

On the question of the liturgy the ministers suggested that

the original statement should be changed to read:
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Since we find some exceptions made against several things
therein, we will appoint an equal number of learned divines of

both persuasions, to review the same; and to make such alterations

as shall be thought most necessary, and some additional forms (In
the Scripture Phrase . . . ) . . . And That It Be Left To The
Minister's Choice To Use One Or The Other.

This suggested alteration was approved by the King and
Clarendon.

On the matter of ceremonies the ministers requested that
certain items in the Declaration should be deleted and this request
for deletion was granted. When they discussed the question of
kneeling at communion, ttey suggested that 'mone shall be denied
the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, though they do not use the
gesture of kneeling in the act of receiving.'" This addition was
accepted. But the observance of Holy Days became optional. The
ministers proposed regarding oaths and subscription before
ordination, that "Oaths of ceremonial obedience'" be inserted as
well as subscription, and that "Ordination" be added to "Institutiom
and Induction'. There was no reference to decision of a national
synod, but an absolute dispensing with subscription to the liFurgy
and oath of canonical obedience.

On the difficult problem of re-ordination, the ministers
suggested the following:

Lastly, that such as have been Ordained by Presbyters

Be XNot Required To Renounce Their Ordination Or To Be
Re~-Ordained, or denied Iastitution and in Induction for want of
ordination by Bishops. And moreover, that none be judged to
forfeit their presentation or benefice, or be deprived of it,

for not reading of those of the Thirtyv-nine Articles that contain
the controverted points of Church-government and Ceremonies.l

lFor the full Text of cthe First Draft of the Declaration in
September 1660, see RB T ii, 105 (pp. 259-264). For the Text of the
Declaration as issued see KB I ii 107 (pp. 276ff).
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» the Declaration

(o
(@]
b
)

The zactual amerndment which was ma

Lastly, that none be j'rdged to forfeit his presentation
or benefice, or be derrived of it, upon the Statute of the
13th of Queen Elizabeth, chapter the 12th, so he read and
declare his assent to all the Articles of Religion,
which only concern the confession of. the true Christian faith,
and the doctrine of the Sacraments comprised in the Book of
Articles in the said statute mentioned.t

Winen the revieed Declaration was published on 22nd October
1660, the Presbyterians greeted it with an overwhelming sense of
jey. It revived their hopes and some of their leaders even accepted
high ecclesiastical offices.

Baxter first heard of the revised Declaration from a news-
boy. Whereupon he secured a copy and slipped into a nearby shop
to read it with great eagerness. He was surprised and delighned by
the concessions granted to the Presbyterians. Now he felt there
was a strong basis for unity. And he expressed his hope to
Clarendon bv suggesting that the doors of the church cculd be kept
open for most of the ministers if the Declaration was =stablisbed
by an Act of Parliament. It is on this occasior that the Lord
Chancellor offered Baxter the bishopric of Hereford with the hope of
winning the support of one of England's most influential divines.
But Baxter refused i, giving what he regarded as a most sensible
answer in tha2 context of the times. He could best serve the Church
by not beinz bound to a bishopric. But he generously recommended

other men who might be appointed.

lGould, cp. cit., v. 77.



113

The See of Coventry and Lichfleld was ocffered to Calamy,
who had been closer to orthodox Presbyterianism than the other
leaders, so it was felt that his acceptance would have been quite
irnconsistent. Manton, Bates and Bowles refused deaneries. Reynolds
accepted the bishopric of Norwich, on "a profession directed to
the King . . . that he took a Bishop and presbyter to differ not

ordine but gradu and that a Bishop was but the chief presbyter,

and that he was not to ordain or govern but with his presbyters'
assistance and consent, and that thus he accepted of the place
and as described in the King's Delcaration."t
Although it would appear that the offer of such high
ecclesiastical offices to leading non-conformists was an attempt to
weaken the Puritan forces, there is really no solid evidence to
support this interpretation. In the same way it would be groundless
to argue that the refusal of Baxter, Manton and Bates of these offices
reflects their polemical stance and indicates their desire to foster
the struggle between the Anglicans and Non-conformists. Even
Baxter's severest critics could not Qispute his moral earnestness
and uprightness in seeking the peace and unity of the Church. And
Rates' reputation as a reccnciler could be allowed to speak with its
own integrity.
The Presbyterian divines tried on two occasions to give
some stiffening to the revised Declaration. In their conference

at Worcester House their first effort was unsuccessful. In

Irg 1 11, 125 (p. 283).
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Pariiament their political counterparts attempted to do the same
but failed to achieve any great success. The debates on the

Declaration in the Houss of Commons convinced the Furitan leaders that

D
o
~r
le
<
T

the document was not going to be of effec and lasting use. They
fought to have it legalized because without a Bill the Declaration
was without effect. But those who opposed it claimed that it was
unparliamentary and therefore without precedent to turn a Royal
Edict into an Act of Parliament.

So the intricacies of Parliamentary procedures, and the
dissatisfaction of Roman Catholics and Anglicans with the terms of
the Declaration, were rewarded in -that they effectively prevented
it from passing into law and thus ascribed to it the status of a temporary
expedient.

It is significant that twe of the bisheps, Sheldon and
Morley, who were at the Worcester Housz Conference, opanly exerted
their influence to prevent the legslizing of the IDeclaration. The
significance of this fact will come into clearer focus in our
discussion of the proceedings of the Savoy Conference in which
these two bishops were among the leaders on their side.

"For all its concessive tone,'" says Ratcliffe, '"the Declaration
could neot have been other than onminous to the Presbvterians and
other dissenters from the Anglican Church. The passages dealing
with the Prayer Book and the ceremonies could be taken to intimate
that the King and his revisers were contemplating a conservative

revision of the Book. Again, the reference to a national synod,



that is to thec Cenvocations . . . and to legislation, that is,
to Parliameunt, strongly suggested that the royal indulgence might
not be permanent."l

Baxter informs us that none of the promises in the Declaration
was implemented. The appointment of Suffragan bishops did not take
place, There were no meetings of rural deanreries. WNo advice or
assistance was sought from the presbyters by the bishops when
ordaining or exercising or inflicting spiritual censures. No
consent ¢f a minister was sought befcre confirmsztion. No test was
imposed before admitting anyone to Communion.

The Declaration by its very nature exhibited certain weaknesses
which must be noted. As is already indicated the document had nc
effect unles¢ it was ratified by Parliament. Secondly the liturgy
and ceremonies loomed larger in the eyes of the Laudian clergy than
the most important sections in the Declaration, which dealt with
pastoral duties, discipline and Church government in a general wav.
Any amendments to the liturgy were reserved for the Savoy Conference
as is made clear in the King's Warrant. So in this regard, the
Declaration gave no guarantees.2

The Convention Parliament was dissolved on 29 December
and the election of the Cavalier House of Commons brcught in men of
harder ou;look bent on wiping out the years since 1642 and enforcing

a rigid couformity to the old Prayer Book and the 0ld Church.3

INuttall and Chadwick, op. cit., pp. 104, 105.

25, H. Wood, Church Unity Without Cnjiformity (London: The
Epworth Press, 1962), pp. 162, 153, 154,

3Nuttall and Chadwick, op. cit., p. 194.
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On 25 March 1661 Charles issued his Warrant for the calling
of a conference which was promised in the Declaration. He

heir assistants to meet together

rt

commissioned twelve bisheps and

4

with twelve Nom-conformist ministers ang their assistants. The
King's Warrvant gave no more authority tc¢ any ore ocarty. There was
to be no cdistinction between the two groups.

The Tpiscopalians were represerted by Accepted Frewen who
was then the Archbishop of York, Gilbert Sheldon, John Cesin, John
Warner, Henry King, Humphrey Henchman, Gecrge Morley, Robert
Sanderson, Beniamin Laney, Bryan Walton, Richard Sterne and John
Gauden. The coadjutors were: Dr. Earle, Dean of Westminster; Dr.
Heylyn; Dr. Hacket; Dr. Barwick; Dr. Gunning; Dr. Pearson; Dr.
Pierce; Dr. Sparrow; Mr. Thorndike.

The Presbyterian side censisted of: Edward Reynolids, Bishop
of Norwich; Dr. Tuckney; Dr. Conant; Dr., Spurstow; Dr. Wallis; Dr.
Manton; Mr. Calamy; Mr. Baxter; Mr. Jackson; Mr. Case; Mr. Clark;
Mr. Newcomen. The assistants were: Dr. Horton; Dr. Jacouwb; Dr,
Bates; Dr. Cooper; Dr. Lightfoot; Dr, Cclilins; Mr. Woodbridge; Mr.
Rawlinson; ir. Drake.

The two groups were required by the King's Warrant tc:

4dvise and review the said Book of Common Prayer, comparing
the same with the most aucient Liturgies which have been used
in the Church in the primitive and purest times; and to assemble
and meet together froem time to time within the space of
four calendar months . . . to take into your serious considerations
and rules, furms of prayer, and things in the Book of Commor
Prayer contained, and to advise and consult upon and about the
same, and the several objections and exceptions which shall

now te raised against the same. And if occasion be make such
alterations, corrections, and amendments therein as by and
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betwzen you the said archbishcp, bisheps, doctors and persons
hereby required and authorized to meet and z2dvise as afore-
said shall be agreed upon to be needfuvl or expedient for the
giving satisyaction to terder consciences and the restoring
and continuaiice of peace and uaity in the churches under our
protectica and government.

The wording of the Royal Warrant in several places seems
deliberately ambiguous, Its ambiguity we believe was due to the
influence of Clarendon, who had hoped that the restored Church
would resemble the pre-lLaudian Church in which serious Anglicans
and Puritans had lived in communion with each other, Admittedly
this was an ideal, and perhaps Clarendon was unrealistic in his
exnectations, especially in view of the recent failures of the two
parties to reach any meaningful agreement. But this was the
Chancellor's last great effort to keep the door open for such a
possibility,

The ambiguities in the King's Warrant increased the possi-
bilities of its interpretation in terms of the presuppositions of
both parties as each side was determined to secure as much and con-
cede as little as possible and as a result the chance of any successiul
compromise was made more remote., But it is a reasonable assumpticn

that this result was contrary to the intentions of both the King and

his Lerd Chancellor.2

Lo Accompt, op, cit., Preface.

2Acccrding to Sir Edward Nicholas, Clarendon had a part in
writing the VWarrant. See Nicholas Papers in the British Museum,
Egerton MS 2542 fols, 328-339, Clarendon had toch the interest
and the learning to accomplish this task.
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Clarendon's matives are revealed in his own statements about
the Restoration. There is no doubt that one oi his primary concerns
ir ecclesiastical affairs was the preservaticn and perpetuatlion
of Anglicanism. But what is seldem noticed is the fact that he did
not wish to exclude godly sincere people from the Church simply on
the basis of religious differences. For this reason he not only
oppcsed many laws against dissenters, but his statements on
ecclesiastical affairs lack the doctrinal dogmatic autheritarianism
with which he has wrongly been associated.

Clarendon has cften been represented as an inveterate
persecutor of non-conformists. Yet it is only fair to mention that
much of the material for this kind of image is taken from his own
writings. Recent scholarship has revealed the untrustworthiness
of much of the sources of criticism including Clarendon's own

ccount of his conspicuous churchmanship and his religious pre-
occupations in the search for a religious settlement during the
period of the Restoration.l

Clarendon's Anglicanism, quite apart from his exaggerations,
was reinforcad by the King's Restoration and the episcopal
assumpticn tiat the Church of Ingland was necessarily restored

to its authority as the National Church.

1One of the best recent studies done on Clarendon is by B. H.
G. Wormald, Clarendon: Politics. Histcrv and Religion, 1640-1660
{(Cambridege: The Uriversity Press, 1931). A more recent study, but
certainly uot of the standard o Wormald's, is by George Abernathy, Jr.
"The English Presbyterians and the Stuart Restorzation 1648-1663",
This work is printed in Iransaction: American Philosophical Society
(Philadelphia: 1965). Parts of this study were published in Journal
of Ecclesiastical Historv (Londen: Faber and Faber, 1960-61), Vol.
II. Hereafter cited as JEH.
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Wormald has shown with some care that Clarendon's renewed

zeal for the ecclesia anglicana was dictated not simply by political

intercsts but by his firm  cenfidence that the Restoration was
a miraculous display of Providential intervention in the religious
affairs of the Church.

The Restoration 'was such a prodigious act of Providence as
God hath scarce vouchsafed to any nation since he led his own

"l 1ts miraculous character could

Chosen People through the Red Sea.
not be missed for it was effected by such "an extraordinary
influence of divine providence, that there appears no footsteps
of human power in the deliverance.'"2
Indeed "no man living had of himself either wisdom enough
to foresee, or understanding to contrive, or courage to attempt and
execute it.'" It was accomplished "by a union ¢f contradictionms,
by a concurrence of causes which never desired the same effects,
making those the instruments cof our recovery who had destroyed us."3
With understandable impatience Clarendon resisted the radicals
who wanted¢ to undo the work which Providence had so wmiraculously
wrought. But he was certainly not intransigent or unrelenting in

his relatiouship with the Presbyterians. Like Baxter, Clarendon

believed that godly pious men should nct be driven out of the

lEdward kEyde, Earl of Clarendon, The Historv of the Rebellicn
and Civil Wars in England Begun in the Year 1641 (Oxford 1707) Vol,
Vl, p. 143, Hereafter cited as Clarendon's History.

21bid., p. 238.

3Ibﬁd‘ See also Wormald, op. cit., pp. 238-39,
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Church simply tecause their conscicnces would not allow them to con-
form to certain forms of ceremonies anda liturgies.

The renewed effort to understend Clavendon's religious policy
is of great impertance. His cornection with the leading bishops
during the Savoy Conference has led some critics to accuse him
of complicity with them in their efforts to keep the Puritans out
of the Church. his part in the writing of the Declaration, his offer
of high ecclesiastical offices to leading non-conformist ministers,
inciuding Baxter, and his opposition to certain measures against
dissenters, have been interpreted by some as insincere double~
dealing by which he sought to promote the cause of the bishops and

. . 1
his own personal interests.

Bosher states:

« « « Conclusive evidence of Hyde's state of mina in October,
1660, is not available; since human policy is always subject to
inconsistency and unpredictable deviations, some historians
have believed that the Chancellor and even the Laudian clersy
were at that moment genuinely desirous of a comprehensive church
settlement, But a considerable body of indirect evidence

suggests strongly that never at any time was the goverument
prepared to give security for its generous proposals. . . . Nor

is there reasonable ground, during this pericd, for distinguishing

between the policy of Hyde and that of the Laudian clergy . . .
to all appearacce Hyde and Sheldon were in full accord.<

But bhishop Burnet srtates a contrary position,

v
.

t in the debate [on a comprehensive establiish-

The first poin
ther concessions should be made, and pains taken

ment] was ,wne

lBosher evidently beliesves that this was true of Hyde's
ecclesiastical policy before and during the negotiations for the
Restoration. FKe speaks of Hyde's statesmanship in cloaking the
real air of the rveligious settlement "with a wise and cautious
diplomacy." See The Making of the Restoration Settlement, p. 89.

21bid., p. 218.
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to gain the Dissenters, or not; especially the Presbyterians.,
The Earl of Clarendon was much for it. . . . But the Bishops
did not approve it.l

It is fairer to think that Clarendon was not in full accord
with the bishops in their attempts to keep the Puritans, and in
particular the Presbyterians, out of the Church. Neither is there
any strong evidence to accuse him of treachery. The evidence is
in his favour regarding his effort to find some form of compre-
hension.

But his failure to achieve his goal accelerated the movements
of his enemies against him, and drove many non-conformists to con-
sider him as their inveterate enemy,

One modern scholar claims, in defense cf Clarendon, that even
at the Restoration his policy was not as rigidly and consistently
Anglican as he himself made it out to be.?2

We have engaged in this fairly lengthy discussion on
Clarendon's role prior to and during the Savoy Conference in order
to show the contrast between him and the leading bishops in their
religious attitudes and policy towards the non-conformists and also
to call into question the fairly established view that the pro-
ceedings at the Conference were ccnsistent with his collaborations

with the bishops.

1gilbert Burnet, Historv of His Own Time, (1724) Vol. I,
176-77. Cf. J. ¥W. Packer, The Transformation of Anglicanism 1643-1660

with special reference to Henrv Hammond (Manchester: Manchester Uni-
versity Press, 1969), p. 197.

2Keith Feiling, Ecclesiastical Historv Review, XLII, p. 407;
¥LIV, p. 289. Cf. Vormald, op. cit., p. 242,
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The King's Warrant selected thc twelve bishops and their
co-adjutors, but certainly there were some among them who were

chosen as the leaders for their side. Who were these leaders?

Since thas question has never been discussed in connection with
the Warrant of 25 March and the Savoy Conference, it is crucial
for our study to spend some time deing so.

From a careful study of some material recently identified
among Baxtec's MSS in Dr. Williams' Library and the British Museum,
there is good ground for identifying the Anglican leaders as
Sheldon, Morley, Cosin, Gunning and Pearson. Who were these men?
And what were their dispositions and assumptions regarding the
Church and dissenters?

t the opening cf the Conference on April 15, 1661, the aged
Accepted Frewen handed over the responsibility for the conduct of
Frewen, Sheldon knew more of the King's wmind in the matter.l This
was a highly significant decision.

Quite apart from knowing the King's mind in this matter,
Sheldon had already distinguished himself as a champion of con-
servative Anglicanism and prelacy, and as a hostile opponent cf
non-conformity. 1Indeed, it would be absurd te deny this. His in-

volvement. in the political affairs of the nation had earned him the

reputation of being more 2 statesman than an ecclesiastic.

IR T i1 171 (p. 305).
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In 1644 he took a leading part in the negotiations at the
Treaty of Uxbridge, and Clarendon cbserved that his defense of
Anglicanism and prelacy was so earnest and determined that he
provoked the resentment of the parliamentarians which they made
him afterwards sufficiently feel.1

During the exile Sheldon strongly supported the monarchy and
encouraged many of the Anglican clergy to remain faithful to the
throne. It is not surprising that at the Restcoration he assumed
that Anglicanism was to be re-established and re-constituted. He
was singled out for royal favours and cénsidered these as rewards
for his constancy in support of the exiled court.

The ambiguity of the man is revealed in the divergences of
interpretations of his character. J. H. Overton's estimate of
Sheldon is that he was emphatically a strong man, with a firm will
of his own, prefectly straightforward and candid. He was more a
statesman than a divine, and spiritual-mindedness was to say the
least, not a conspicuous trait in his character. Furthermore, he
took a leading part in the persecution of non-conformists, and his
disgust for hypocrisy led him, like many others in the anti-puritanical
reaction of the time, far too much in the cpposite direction.?

Burnet's assessment is that "Sheldon was a very dextrous man

in business. . . . He seemed not to have a deep sense of religion,

ly. H. Hutton, "Gilbert Sheldon" DNB (ed) Sidney Lee, (London:
Smith Elder and Co., 18%7), Vol. LII, p. 24.

23, H. Overton, Life in the English Church 1660-1714 (London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1885), pp. 19, 23.
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if any at all: And spole of it most commonly as of an engine of
government, and a matter of policy."l
Feiling declares that "strength, not charity must cover his
(Sheldon's) faults, and strengzth we find in all his acticns."?
Other writers, such as Bosher, take a more charitable approach in
analysing Sheldon's character. "His administrative ability and
single minded devoticn to the Church', writes Bosher,
have never been questioned; but historians in general have
fixed on him the character of a worldly ecclesiastic and
callous persecutor. Against such charges must be set the
fact that he enioyed the intimate friendship of some cof the

noblest men of his time, and that in the days of his
obscurity he was much loved and trusted by his fellow clergy.

3

The picture that emerges from these differing views sbout
Sheldon's character, is one which shows him to be a man with a strong
will, lacking in charity in his dealings with diesenters, but whose
commitment to Anglicanism is beyond dispute.

A more recent writer claims that he was a rigorist by nature
with no conception of the strength of spiritual dissent, but not a
man of personal animosity.

"So far as one can speak with certainty, for he seldom
betrayed himself, ha found protestant Dissent more antipathetic

14

than Roman Catholicism.'

IBanet, op. cit., p. 176.

2g. Feiling, A History of the Tory Party 1640-1714 (Oxford:
19243, p. 127.

3Bosher,.02._gi£,, p. 29.

trigrence Higham, ™A Note on Gilhert Sheldon', JEH (1963),
Vol. 14, tp. 209 -212.
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Any rational defence of Sheldon's dealing with the non-
conformists before and during the Savoy Conference, must be based
on the hypothesis that as a shrewd ecclesiascical statesman, he
deemad it best tor the Church of FEngland to xeep the Puritans from
her Communion.

A

[

ack of spiritual charity and an insistence on force to
bring about the required ends were two of the characteristics of
this Anglican bishop. Perhaps these were seventeenth-century
characterisctics that no-one could alter, but it may be that the
direction of the Savoy Conference was in the wrong hands. It may
also be that it was this knowledge among other things of Sheldon's
dispositions and assumptions, that led Baxter to lament early in

the negotiations: "I foreknew and fcretcld them what they were about

1l

tc do., . . . I perceived that they intended no abatementsg,
For us today, this knowledge helps to place in the proper
perspective the terms of reference on which Sheldon insisted the
Conference must proceed. The bishops were forbidden to do or say
anything until the ministe s had submitted in writing their ex-
ceptions and alterations of the Liturgy. The onus was placed on
them since they were the agitators for change and revision. This
procedure helped to frustrate the revision Charles II and

Clarendon had hoped would be the joint effert of the two parties.2

IRB T ii, 212.

~ ()
“0Only Baxter among the ministers
strategy and he used it te suit nis purpoze.



Another outstanding figure was John Cosin Bishop of Hurham.
Cosin had won the respect and admiration of his colleagues for his
liturgical scholarship. Baxter freely admitted that he was one of
the most learned among the bishops in his knowledge of the ancient
liturgies and the Fathers.

In his early days Cosin was an intimate friend of Archbishop
Laud and cue of the strongest defenders of Laudian episcopacy.1
As far back as 1627, he had written against the Puritans in his

Collection of Private Devotion, and this work brought him into

more hostile confrontation with them.2

In his own writings and in .the notices that are left to us,.
the portrait of the man is brought very vividly before us: a

plain blunt man, with a definite end in view, and making straight

for that end without turning to the right hand or to the left;

firm as a rock in his convictions, bub by no means cramped or

narxow; Lhough a welliead divine, a wiuw of practice rather than

theory. . . . No thought ever entered his head of disguising

in the very least his principles, and so he was the very first
o)

to suffer for them.”

At the beginning of the Restoration when, owing to the un-
certainty of the times, many bishops were still cautious in the use
of the Liturgy, Cosin exercised no restraint and openly used it in
its entivety. He was always sure of the rights and position of

his Anglicanism and was deteimined at all costs to preserve these

rights.

lIt may be useful to recall that Laud had maintained that
episcopacy was the esse oif the Church and that many, if not all
Churches particularly the Coantinental Reformed Churches, were not
true Churches if rhey were non-episcopal.

2DNR vol. XII, p. 264.

31pid.
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In this light his dominating infiuence at the Savey Con-
ference becomes eacily noticeable., As a deveut Churchman ha was
concerned with unity and was willing to negotiare towards that
end so long, and conly so long, as the anciernt order of liturgy and
the authority of bishops were not in jeopardy.

When in 1660, Charles II suggested that the bishops should
exercise authorivy only with the consent of presbyters, Cosin
protested. Dr. Bates reports the incident in his funeral sermon
for Baxter. Ue wrote, 'this limiting of their [the bishopns']

authority was so displeasing, that Dr. Cosin, then elect of Durham,

'l'l

said, "If rour Majesty grants this vou unbishop your Bishops.

In 1661 he was one of the leading members of the committee
for the revision of the liturgy, aud his suggestions for alterations
were 2ll in the direction of a greater strictness of order and
definiteness of doctrine.

The relationship between Sheldoa, Cosin and the bishep of
Worcester, George Morley, was very close. Like his friend Sheldon,
Morley was a complex figure. Shrawd and resourceful, he was highlv
esteened ameng his colleagues and other Anglicans although he is
not censiderad an Anglo-Catholic. In the Royal Court he had the

sapport of nhis friend Clarendon which brought him to favour with the

lgiilian Rates, A Funeral Sermon for the Reverend Holv and
Excellent Pivine Mr. Richard Baxter who Deceased December 8, 1691,
With on Account of Hig Life {(London: 1692), p. 96.
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Shortly before the Restoration Clarendon appointed him as
chief negotiator for the King's return. He was to begin by assuring
the Presbyterians that the King was not a Roman Catholic, which was
an opinion held by some Puritans.

During all his discussions with them he projected his
Calvinistic opinions and re-asserted his deep concern for peace and
unity. He held out promises of an agreement that must have excited
many of the Presbyterians and hastened their decision to restore
Charles II to the throne.

However, Baxter was apparently n'ot impressed by Morley's
terms: "I found that he spake of Moderation in the general, but
came to no particular Terms."!

Morley had raised the Presbyterians' hopes with his promise
of the negative power of the presbyters and the sanction of their
office, either by silence or in the case of the latter demand, by
a hypothetical reordination.?

At the Worcester House meeting Morley was the principal
manager of the Conference among the bishOps.3 It was at this
meeting that it became quite apparent that Morley was insincere in
his promises to the Presbyterians especially regarding the questions

of ordirnation and reordination. Baxter and Morlev engaged in bitter

1RB T ii 81 (p. 218).

2pr. George Morley to Sir Edward Hyde, May 4, 1660. Bodleian
Library, Clarendon MSS 72, fol. 199,

3Bates. Funeral Sermons, p. 96.
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disputes over these two issues because Faxter wss susplcious of
the latter's professed desire teo work for a meaningful compre-
hension for non-conformiscs,

Baxter's suspicicns were soon o be confirmed at the Savoy

Conference when Morley strcongly opposed the Presbyterians' demands

V]

and was vehement in his atts

¥

ck against Baxter.
Respecting his character, William Hunt remarks that he was

sensitive and inflammable and when provoked exercised no self-

In ecclesiastical z2ffairs Morley remained firm in his ad-
vocacy of full power for the bishops. They alone were to be regarded
as the legitimate ecclesiastical rulers, Such a position raises many
interesting questions regarding Morley's role at a conference with
a group of non-conformists whose main burden was to persuade thic
bishops to grant greater frecedom to the pastors in the exerciszs
of their jurisdiction and who had maintained that authority in

ecclesjastical matters should be exercised by both presbyters aund

Another key figure who was to express his opposition to this
point of view was Feter Gumning, Bishop-elect of Ely. He was

1

perhaps Baxter's keenest antagonist, and one of the ablest de-
fenders of the royalists® cause.
During the civil war when the Farliamentary force was in

.

the ascendancy, Gunuing fearlessly incited the University at

lyiiijan Hunt, "George Merley,” DNB (1894), Vol. XXXIX
p. 77.
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Cambridge to talke formal action against the Solemn Leagu= and
Covenant, and later urged the people to collect womney “ur the
King's cause.

1

After the Restoratioa he rose to high pocitisns in the

Church. As one cof the keenest debavers at the Savoy he was
elected, along with Pearscen and Sparrcw, as cne of the dis-—
putants during the last ten dayvs of the Conference.

Baxter remarked:

T. Gunning was their forwardest and greatest speaker,
understanding well what belonged to a disputant, a man of greater
study and industry than any of them; well read in Fathers
and Councils, {and I hear and believe, of a very temperate
1ife as to all carnal ezcesses whatsoever); but sc vehement
for his high imposing principles, and sc over-zealous
for Arminianism, and formality aund church pomp, and so very
eager and fervent in his discourse, that I conceive his pre-
judice and passion much perveried bis judgment, and T am sure

;.

they made him lameutably cver-run himself in bis discourses.™
Gunning was a man of decided coaviction which won him both

the respect and admiration of his friends and the censure of nis
enemies.

Dr. John Pearson, another of the leaders, was one of the
cleverest debaters of his party. He distinguished himself as a
man of great erudition and texture cf thought. In 1643 he preached
a germon on the eve of the ovening of the Westminster Assembly,
advocating the importance and necessity of forms of prayer. He

deplored with deep passion what he believed to be the downgrading

of cherished institutions by mern whe had neither capacity for

1gp 1 14 236 (p. 364).
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learning nor respect for tradicieon, This was ipe start of a
long career for Pearson as 3n ablz defendzr of the Church.
tHowever Baxter showved a marked respect for his learning
and courtesy during the meetings at Savoy. As a leader, he showed
mcre restraint and respect for his opponents than any of his
colleagues, except Gauden who was once a Presbyterijan minister, but
had now become a bishop.
"Dr. Pierson" [Pearson] said Baxter,
was their logician and disputant. . . . He disputed
accurately, soberly anc¢ calmly., being but once in asy

passion, breeding in us a zreat respect for him, and a vers

that if he had been independent he would have been for neace,
. 1
1.1

It would be reckless to suggest that these five leaders
were hvpocrites. Certainly not! They were motivated
of themselves as the appecinted guardians of the Church and were
therefore forced to take wmeasures and defend positioms that would
safeguard it from any resurgence cf dangers which once beset it
during the Commonwezlth and Protectcrate. So assured and self-
confident were they of the rightness of their course of action. that
this prevented them from seeizng tha issues beyond their own appointed
task. Thexr commitment to Anglicanism and particularly to the
Prayer Rcok, was happily inspired and supported by manv corcllary

2
influences.~

‘Ipid.
21t is not suggested that the bishops joyfully endorsed all
these influences.
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Elected to Parliament were the Kevalist  and édnglican
maiority, many of whom were men trained in their childhood and youth
by sequestered Anglican clergymen. These ncw Pariismentarians could
not easily forget some of the inconveniences wiich their bishops aund
chaplains suffered at the hands of the Puritans.

Now they were determined on their course of action against
any comprcmise to include their opporents in the church. It was
*aritans who had replaced their beloved Book of Common Prayer with
the Directory, thus forcing it for a while to suffer an under-
ground existence.

The bishops were being perfectly human when they reacted as
they did to comprehension or toleration for non-conformists. Yet
despite the honesty of their intention and whatever reason one wishes
to attribute to them, their passions were so high that it was im-
possible for them to view the motives and ccnduct of the Minisrters
with any genuine cbjectivity.

But what of the Presbyterian Commissioners named in the
King's Warrant? Whe were the leaders among them? Although Calamy,
Bates, Mantnn, Jacombe, Spurrow, Clark daad Newcomen played very
important roles, they cne and all vecognized Raxter as their un-~
disputed leader and as their most articulate debater and logician.

How did bhe achieve this distinction among his colleagues
whoe, after all, were themseives men of great, (in some cases
greater) erudition, and deep piety? What did Baxter and the Presby-

terian Ministers hLope to achieve and what in fact was their chief
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precoccupation at the Savoy Cenference? Wss Bexter thoroughly anti-
prelatical? «hat were his feelings toward the Praver Book?

These gquestions are of crucial significance in our re-
evaluation of the Conference, for it is a well esteblished view
that, had it not been for Baxter, the whole histery of the relation-
ship between the Anglicans and Puritans after 1661 might have been
different,

That Baxter was the undisputed leader of his group was not
by his design but by their choice. According to two leading
authorities on the history of non-~conformity, there is solid
evidence to show the enormous infivence Baxter exerted on his
contemporaries, especially in ecclesiastical affairs. Alexander
Gordor claims that Baxter's influence among the religicus pecple
was greater than that of the Westminster Assembly; Geoffrey Nuttall
declares that "the most cursory examination of his manuszript

letters moreover, veveals the remarkable extent to which week

ot
k(“

. . i i
week, his advice was sought by correspondents nigh and lew.”

Even Baxter's opponents recognized his great influence with
the pecople and exhorted him to exercise it in persuading them to
conform.

Morley and some of the cther bishops

told me . . . if 1 would but teach the People better, they
would quickly be brought to cbedience, and would need no

liberty. 7T tolid the Bishop that he was mistaken, both in saving
that we put these scruples into their Heads, and in thinking

1G. F. ¥uttall and O. Chadwick, op. cit., p. 156. For an
excellent presentation and discuszion of Baxter's Cerrespondence: a
preliminary Survey," see Nu:tall's article jn JEH 1 {(1950) pp. 85-95.
3ee also A. Gordon, Heads of English Uaitarian Histery (18955,
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that my Pover with them was s greazt, as that [ alone could
preach them out., He replied with great Coafidence, n.arn if

I would endeavour in gouod earnes: to falsify tner, thaey would
quickly be falsified. I percecived . . . that cthev mistakingly
imagined our Power to be greaucr with the Pesnle then it is,
and that they think we cculd raduce Lnen at our Pleasure to
Confermity when it is no such matter.

Such an influential and committed champion of peace and uni
could hardly escape the respeonsibility of leadership at a Conference
which all his colleagues kn2w to be an impourtant ome. To Baxter this
period in his relationship with the Church was decisive as it was
also in the history of ncn-conformity. Therefore even though he
complained that he should be left cut because his previous action
had offended many of the bishops and now he feared that his presence
at the conference would prejudice the Ministers' cause he accepced
his task with consummate zeal.

He was indeed, at times an embarrassment to his perty by his
love for rational arguments and his confidence in their efficacy. But
at no time was the purity cof his intention and his love cf truth and
justice called intc question by them.

Baxter's aim at the Conference was aot toc destroy erisccpacy

as a doctrine of the Church. There is encugh evidence from his

writings to show his unvaried high esteem for thess whom he called

5j. Baxter was peing modest here. But in
put the blame for the pecple's nca-

1 3, Morley was certainly wroung. This
r study.

1g 1 i1 212 (p. 3
so far as he was trving &
conformity on Baxter's sh =
will become evident later in o

OOL\

This quotation is a particularlv striking one because it not
only shows the bishops’ awareness of Baxter's influeace but illus-
trates the differerce in the coaceptien of the way influence should
be exercised.
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the "0ld Prelatical Divines.'" This point must be develcped with
some care because it was precisely this whole question of
"Episcopacy' not simply the revision of the liturgy that was for
him and his party, the decisive issue.

The question Baxter faced was: How at a Conference at which
the agenda was restricted to liturgy and ceremonies could he bring
to the fore the real causes of division, namely, Church government
and discipline?

On the subject of episcopacy and even the liturgy, Baxter
was a moderate. Some weight attaches to this, since it has been
accustomed to think the opposite concerning his role at the
conference.

Baxter did not wish to repudiate episcopal authority. 'He
clung to -his churchmanship; holding that Bishops were the proper
ordainers";l in his own words, "being known to be for moderate

"2 "It was Episcopacy itself" laments Baxter, that

Episcopacy.
was rejected by the bishops at the Savoy. 'We pleaded not at all

then for Presbytery, unless a Moderate Episcopacy be Presbytery.

. . . Yet was there a faction that called this offer of Bishop Usher's

Episcopacy by the name of the Presbyterian impudent Expectations.'3

Paxter insisted ''we never put up one Petition for Presbytery, but

pleaded for Primitive Episcopacy."A

lAlexander Gordon in his edn of Cheshire Classic Minutes 157.
Cf. Nuttall and Chadwick op. cit., p. 182.

2RB T ii 120 (p. 281).

~t

3RB I ii 96 (p. 232).

4B 1 ii 113 (p. 278).
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That Baxter's advocacy of reduced or modified episcopacy

was greatly inspired by bishop Usher's Reduction of Episccpacie is

not open to dispute. He always held Usher in the highest esteem,

Writing of his conversations with Usher during one of his visits to

London: '"He told me" said Baxter,
his judgment that Bishops and Presbyters differ not as two
orders but in degree, and that he that hath the order hath
intrinsical power to ordain though he is regularly to do it
under the Bishop's oversight and therefore it is not invalid
and null but onlv irregular and schismatical when it is done
disobediently against the bishop. And he took presbyters to
be governors of the flocks, and the Synods of Bishops to be
but for Concord and not to have a proper governing power over
the Particular BishOps.l ‘

This sums up very well what Baxter was trying to persuade
the Laudian Bishops to accept. But there were those who mis-
represented his position because they '"thought it their interest
tc be our adversaries".? He was convinced that if Usher's model
could be taken seriously and practiced by the bishops, it would
accelerate the movement toward unity and peace because both
Presbyterians and Congregationalists would yield to its terms

without changing their judgments on the fundamentals of what

they considered to be necessary.3

lBaxter, A Treatise on Episcopacy 1 (1681) p. 69.

2R3 I ii 242 (p. 373).

3paxter was undoubtedly much influenced by Usher's Reduction
of Episcopacie, which is printed in RB II 96, pp. 238 ff; and perhaps
even more bv Usher's sermon from Ephesians IV.13 preached at Wanstead
before James I on June 20, 1624, "A Briefe Declaration of the
Universalitie of the Church of Christ", (1624).

Tor further reference to Usher's influence on Baxter see
. F. Nuttgll, Richard Baxter and Philip Doddridpe: A Study in a
radition, pp. 21, 32, note 73.

G
L
T
i
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So, then, it seems that Baxter's disputes with the Laudian
Bishops were all parﬁ of his struggle in working toward the ideal
of a Comprehensive National Church. Thus his criticism against
certain practices of prelacy must not be confused with his attitude
toward episcopacy as such.

He saw the function of the pastor as threefold: Prophet,
Priest and King, meaning by this that his ministry involves teaching,
leading in worship and governing. But the New Prelatical adminis-
tratiorn of the Church, by its function and authority, had threatened
to usurp the rights of the pastor. This Baxter could not allow.

He had written only two years before the Conference his Five

Disputations of Church Government (1659) in which he addressed in the

Preface, 'the Nobility, Gentry and Commons cf this land that adhere
to Prelacy." This is a vital work because here for the first time
Baxter makes very explicit the differences between the 0ld Episcopal
Divines of the English Church and the New Prelatical Divines.

The following points are to be noted:

(i) The 014 Episcopal Divines although they maintained that
episcopacy was to be desired and preferred before Presbyterian
equality, did not support the view that episcopacy was the esse of
the Church. But the New Prelatical Divines unchurch the Churches

that were non-episcopal.l

——

lsome of the 014 Episcopual Divines named by Baxter are
Usher, Morton, bavenanant. He also mentions Hall, but he seems
to be ambiguous [in fact].
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(11} The 0ld Eprisconal Divines rtecognized 2s valid pres-
byterial ovdinations without the apcroval of Prelaces, but advised
against the continuance »f such a practice. Dut the MNew Prelatical
Divines retrospectively Invalidaced all ordiuations that were done
without episcopal sanction, and tnis gave rise to the whole rew
problem of re—ordiuation.l

(iii) The 0ld Episcopal Divines were sympatheticz in their
views towards Protestant Churches. They recognized these Churches
as true, despite the absence of bishops among them. Their Pastors
were acknowledged and esteemed as true ministers cf Christ and as

brothers, 3But the New Prelatical Divines would have no rapprochement

with these non-episcopal communions, while on the other hand they

})

accepted the Church of Rome as a true Church and rvecognized rhe
validity of its crdination ceremonies.

(iv) The Old belizved in, ond in fact, particivatad in infer-
communion with ministers and churches that were not PFrelatirnal. But
the New resisted such a practice and raised questions about
sacramental administration, supposing the ministers to be unauthorized
to conduct such a service.2

Baxter found no difficulty in accepting the positicn of the

01d Prelatical Divines. He in fact stated that he heartily

+ 1lThis whole questicn 09 ordination and re-ovrdineticn in
the 17th century, deserves a full study which is beyond the limits

5
of ocur present work., But it will be 2 fruictful enterprise
especially in this age of eczumenical dialogue.

ZBaxter, Five Disputarions of Church Government and Worshisp
(Londen: 16%9;, Preface. Hereafter citad as Five Dispuratiocns.
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reverenced them and desired union with them. And re was nct zpeaking

only for himself, because there were many non-conformists of ™
: y

my
acquaintance' says Baxter 'who are fully in accord with some stated
form of Episcopacy . . . but they are all agreed that the English
Diocesan Frame (meaning the New Frelatical system) of Government

. « . is unlawful,"l

Baxter's failure to reach agreement with the Bishops over
the questions of episcopacy and authority created great doubts in
his mind regarding a successful outcome of the Conference. These
were the fundamentsl issues that were troubling the church and
perpatuating the divisions. If no compromise could be reached on
these, then there was very little hope for anv serious and lasting
results in terms of the reformation of the liturgy and cevemonies
of the Church.

Baxter had already stated that he did not consider liturgies
and cerewdnies of so great importance to make them the causes of the
Church's distraction and division, Therefore, although he rever
used the sign of the cross in baptism or wore the suvplice, he did
not feel justified in giving up the ministry, because of these
iscues 2 Fqually neitter should godly ministers be deprived of
their living for failurs to use or practice these.

Many of the bishops at the Cenference were aware of Baxter's

position on this mattar. DNMorley reminded him that it was a strange

Ips 1 i1 311 (o. 396).

2RB I 1i 19 (p. 14).



tning for him to make such a stir for other men’s liberty, to for-
bear kneeling in the act of receiving, when he himself professed
to take it to be lawful.

"I told them" says Baxter, 'that they rmight perceive then
that I argued not from interest and opinion; but from Charity and
for Love and Peace."l

Baxter could not be silent when he saw hundreds of godly
faithful ministers kept out of their churches. True to his
temperament, he became their spokesman and chief defender. Great
stress must be placed on this point, because too many of Baxter's
critics have confused what he in fact believed with his interest in
seeking to alleviate the hardships of his fellow ministers and to
create conditions favourable for the total enterprise of peace and
unity.

Even a cursory examination of Baxter's writings shows that
he always maintained: '"I judged a Form of Prayer and Liturgy to
be lawful, and in some cases lawfully imposed."2 He never fully
agreed with those who accused the Prayer Book of impiety, idolatry or
false doctrine. In fact he made it quite clear that he would rather
be in communion with a Church that used the Common Prayer Book than

with none or worse.3

IR 1 11 212 (p. 345).
2RB I ii 19 (p. 14).

3RB I ii 433 (p. 437).



Why then did Baxter take such a leading part in the attempt
at reformation of the liturgy and ceremonies of the Church during
the Savoy Conference? This question can only be answered against
the background we have been discussing. It is in this light we
now attempt to deal with the actual proceedings of the Savoy

Conference.



CHAPTER VI
THE SAVOY CONFERENWCE: PROCEEDINGS

When the long-promised Conference met on April 15th, 1661,
asserts Norman Sykes, the situation was almost similar to that of
the Hampton Court Conference of 1603. The Episcopalians were once
more in possession and the Presbyterians on the defensive.l

The issues before them were not ‘really to decide what might
or might not be granted by way of concessions to the Presbyterians,
but simply to reaffirm the soundness of the Episcopalian platform.2

Undoubtedly in 1661 the power in the Church was in the hands
of a group of friends. Sheldon, Morley, and Clarendon, as we have
already pcinted out, had formed their acquaintance in their Oxford
days, and their association had been deepened by their meetings at
Great Tew. This close connection between these men has led one
modern writer to assert that the Savoy Conference was managed by
politicians rather than liturgical scholars.3

The bishop of Londeor set forth the terms of reference for the

cenduct of the Conference. He demanded that since the Presbyterians

IXorman Sykes, From Sheldon to Secker (Cambridge: University
Press, 1959), pp. 4-5.

21b1id.

3. J. Cuming, A Historv of Anglican Liturgy (London:
Macmillan and Co. L+d., 1969), p. 153,

142
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.

were the agitators for change and revision in the Prayer Book,
nothing would be done until they had delivered their excentions
in writing together wirth the additiornal forms, and whatever
alterations were desired.1

It would seem from this demund that the tishops had agreed
to the Conference as a gesture of respect for the King and their
friend, the lLord Chancellor.

Sheldon, with his characteristic rigor and straightforwardness,
insisted that the Liturgy and ceremonies of the Church were very
satisfactory and that they (the bishops) saw no necessity or urgency

2 The Presbyterians claimed that this

for reforming or altering them.
procedure was inconsistent with the instructions given in the Ring's
Warrant.S To us today Sheldon’s strategy may seem fair and logical,
but to the Ministers it seemed an unusual practice and te them it
betrayed the intransigence which was to characterize the actions
of the bishops throughout the conference.

John Stoughton seems to agree with the Ministers'complaint.
He remarks:

According to the terms of thz Commission, they met

together to 'advise' and to 'comsult' and the professed

ommigsion implied that there

e
character and cbject of the
feren and mutual concession. Put the

was to be friendly ccnieve
Bishops manifested no disposition to concede anything; they
assumedthe part and tearing cf persons who were in the

ascendant, and had to dc¢ with trovblesome people, who were

!

1gg 1 ii 171 (p. 30%).
2Rp I ii 171 (p. 305).

35ee pp. 116, 11/ of Chapter V,
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asking unreasonable favours, 1ey had made up their wminds net
to speak freely, and as men of business and sizrp conservators

bEent upon keeping up ancient restriccions, tha wourse they
pursued could be plauveizly uefended. FPeviiapz it would have
mattered little in the end if 3awnter's colleagues had per-
-
A

severed in their ctjiections.t

Another writer observes that ''3heldon saw well what the effect
would be of putting them to make all their demands at once. The
number of them raised a mighty outcry against them, as people that
could never be satisfied."? Bur the winisters declared that this
appreach was in conflict with the specific requirement of the
Wafrant. fhey had hoped that open debate would be more conducive
to the ends they were seeking.3 But Baxter objected to their point
of view, and persuaded them to yield to Sheldon's demand.

Some weizht must be attached to this because Baxter's cousent
to Sheldon's strategy has heen misuwaderstood apd presented in the

wrong light by some of his critics

s +

Bosher,for example, makes the pnint that 3heldcn nas often

.

been severely criticized for bhis insistence that the bishops ha

9]
Ci

nothing to say or do until the Ministers yielded to his demand.

He exconerates Sheldon from this charge by decliaring:

liohn Stoughton, Reiigion in Lngland (New York: 4. C.
Armstrong and Son,-1882), p. 164,

2Gilbers Burnet, History of His Own Time, (1724) Vol. I,
p. 327.

3pernans one mizht wish to describe the ministers'cbjections
as frivolous on the grcounds that there was preccdent for this
procedure, The Hanptosn Conurt Conference went just that way. At
that time the Puritang cbiections were first dealt with. However
one must also rementer that the cllra e of cpinion and the spirit

of revenge were different in 1561 [rom what obtained in 1604.
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Far from presenting thiz as an unfair strategy, baxter
declared: 'In this I confess, above 2il things else, I was
3 fal 3
wholly of hiz mind, ard pvavailed with wy bretnyen to consent'

L o’
. « . adding 'l conjecture upon contrary rezsons.

If this statement of Baxter's as cired by bosher stood by

itself there could be no doubt that cne would feel that the Puritan
Divine did in fact agree with the Anglican Bishop's strategy. 3But
this would certainly be the wrong impresszion.

In order to clear up this miszleading idea snd to make more
explicit Baxter's real reason for yielding to Sheldon's tactic the
full statement from Baxter's writing is here presented,

In this I must confess, above all things else, I was
wholly of his mind, and prevailed with my brethren to consent, but
I conjecture upon contrary reasons. For I suppose he thought
that we should either be altogether by the ears and be of
severz]l minds among ourselves, at least in our new forms, cr
that when our Proposals and forms come to be gcanned bv them,
they should find as much matter of exceptioans against cuis as
we did against theirs; or that the people of our pexrsuasion
would be dissatisfied or divided about it. And indeed cur
Brethren themselves thoughr either all or much cf this would
come to pass and our Disadvantage would be exceeding great.
But I told them the reasons of my opinion. (1) Thst we
should quickly agree on our exceptions or cffer none but what
we agreed on. (2) That we were engaged to offer them new
forms (which was the expedient which from the begimning I
aimed at and brought in, as the only way of accommodation,
considering that they =snould be in Scripture Words and that
Ministers should chcose which forms they would). (3) That
versal disputes would b2 managed with much more contentions,
(4) But above all, else our cause would never be well under-
stood by our People or Foresigners or Posterity . . . and that
if we refused this cppercunity of leaving on record cur Testimony
against corruations Icvr a just and moderate Reformation we were
never like to have :the like in host again,z

had

lBosher, op. cit., p. 226. Quotations from Baxter are taken from
RB I ii 171 (p. 305).
I3 I i1 171 (p. 306).
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It is quite apparent that tnis lengthv r-dsuned presentation in
defense of his action for accepting Sheld-n's strategy was, as

Baxter said, their own justificatizu and vindication,? and not,
as Bosher would have us believe, an acknowledgement of the
justice or fair play of rheir opponents.

Baxter saw the strategy but it was well suited for his
purpose, because he knew the Conference to be of exceeding importance
and had made preliminary preparaticns for the cccasion. Therefore to
reject Sheldeon's scheme would be to frustrate his own plans and to

v

weaken his defenses. Of course, the motive and end were different
but the metheod and means were good.

Another point whlch can be brought against Bosher’s incexr—
pretation is the fact that, from near the beginning cf the Cenference,
Baxter had already perceived that hope for an agreemeut was doomcd,
since the bishops had rejected his plea for 2 primitive or moderat
episcopacy for curing the divisions and restoring the peace and
unity of the Church. Thus "I foresaw and foretold them what
they were about to dec. 1 perceived that they intended no abate-

ments."z

b}

lIt must be recalled that none of Paxter's opponents ever
questicned his sincerity in werking for a meaningful ceompromise.
Neither did chey accuse him of wanting to raplace the Prayer Book
with his Liturgy. They have accused nim ¢f talking too long, but
even his most severe critics, Morlev and Gunning, freely acknowledge
his intellectual integrity and honesty of intentions. See BB T ii
{p. 344). See also The Church heformation Desired by the Reccncilers
D.W.L. M8S 59 1i. Here Baxter makes it very clear that he was not
opposed to the Liturgy but only to the rigidity which the bishops
wanted to impose upon those of 'tencder consciences.'

S
-
199

2p.w.L. MSS 59 12, Voi. VI.



But despite his forebodings over the cursome of the Conference,
he insisted that it be held in order to aveid the charge of obstinacy
and sedition against the Church's peace. Furthevmore be wanted
"posterity' te see wnat eficrvts thwe non-zonformiste had made for a
moderate Reformation againsc corruptioans. Above all Baxter was
not easily deterred from auny course of action that was concerned
with unity and concord. So he declared: "I thought it a cause that

I could comfortably suffer for; anc should as willingly be a Martyr

for Charity as for Faith,"l

In accordance with Sheidon's plan, Baxter and the Presbyterians
withdrew to draw up their exceptions and alterations to the Liturgy.
Two lists of exceptions were drawn up, but only one was presented.
These are distinguished in chis study as '"the Excepiticns as drawn
up" and "the Exceptions as Presented."

The Exceptions as presented were the work of the Ministers,
excepting Baxter., His responsibility was to prepare what came to be
known as the Reformed Liturgv., Whoever suggested that the werk shoula
be divided as it was is not made known either in the unpublished MSS
or in Baxter's published writings. But because of Baxter's pre-
liminary work it s2ems a natural and seusible thing to have asked him to

draw up the additions cor new forms and to release him fronm other

work, According to his own confession he 'had been guilty of that

design from the beginning and of engazing them in that piece of

1RB 1 ii 236 (p. 306).
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service (and some of them thcught it would be odious to the In-

dependents and others who are against a Liturgy as such)."l

To accuse Baxter and his colleagues of preparing.a Liturgy
to replace the Book of Common Prayer, would be to fly in the face
of the evidence. As a matter of fact, Baxter never charged the
Prayer Book "with false Doctrine or Idolatry, or false worship in
the Matter or Substance."? To him it was disorderly and defective,
lacking in perfection; but these were not the sort of imperfections
which degarred one from using it, even though the necessity for

revising and altering it was still very pressing.

RBaxter's Reformed Liturgy was simply an alternative, which

he felt to be entirely consistent with the King's declaration for

the accommodation of "tender consciences."3 Quite apart from the

fact that it was prepared within a fortnight the Liturgy is a remark-
able achievement and reflects the magnificence of Baxter's liturgical
skills. Another reason that can be given for Baxter's Liturgy is
simply his love for consistency and clarity. The thoroughly scriptural
character of the Liturgy reflects Baxter's ccntention that all forms

of worship should as far as possible, be clear and consistent since

God is tne obiect of praise and worship. Baxter disliked confusion,

IRB I ii 171 (p. 306).
2RB I ii 174 (p. 307).

3Henry Ferne's letter makes this part quite clear. He re-
ported that the Ministers presented the Liturgy desiring that every
Minister (or pastor) have the liberty to use it "or the forms of our
Liturgy with liberty also for ccnceived prayers if occasions required
ic.'" BM Add 28, 53, Danby MSS, fol. 1.
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"I put in the forms aad order of discipline,"”

especially in worship.
he asserts, ''partly because else we sheuld never have had opportunity
therein to express our mindz, and partly because indeed it belongeth
to the integritv of the work, and to show the difference between
their kind of discipline in chancellor's court, and ours by Pastors
in Christian Congregations.”l Perhaps Baxter was unrealistic in
his high expectations for his Liturgy. How well he succeeded in
providing a form of worship that is orderly, correct aund clear, is
likely to depend on the nature of the spectacles through whizh one
reads the Uiturgy. The Laudian bishcps were outraged that he should
attempt to write an "intire Liturgy", whereas a more sympathetic
writer comes to the conclusion that "few better liturgies probably
exist."2

When Baxter rejoined his colleagues who were left to draw
up the Exceptions, he found them stiil ot work and enterad consequently
in their effort., His chief engagement at this point was te tesc
the consisteuncy, clarity and depth of their cbjectionz to the Préver

Book in order *o save embarrassment and to ensure saccess, He

carefully drew up a list of faults which he most dislikad in the
b P

g}

orms, while at the same time openly declaring to his brethren that
his complaints against the Praver Bcok were in some measure, different

from thosa which they had made.

iRs T Zi 171 (p. 306).

ZOrme, Life of Baxter, II, p. 305.
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As these Eweeptions cevezl the general pesition of Church
reformers during the period they merit close study. From the opening
phrases of this particular decument one 1s struck by the fact that
the progr:mma oi reform adwvocaced by this group of Puritan leaders
in 1661 was quite similar in niany Tespects to that which Puritans
had proposea in the Millenary Pecition of 1603, But the fact that the
grievances were still being articulated in 1661 indicated an un-
willingness on the part of the Anglican bishops in general to bring
about changes in the Liturgy.

In presenting their exceptions the Ministers now pleaded
that as the first Reformers composed the Liturgy with a view to winning
over papists, it (the Liturgy) ought now to be revised so as to
gain upon the judgments and affections of all Protestants, The
Prayer Book was regarded as a valuable but imperfect expression of
reformed worship. It was urged that, after one hundred years' use
of the Book, a revision might well be attempted, "especially con-

sidering that many godly and learned men have from the begiunning =211

1
fre-

along earpnestly desired the alterations of many things therein,
The Exceptions as presented fell into two categories: (1)
remerzl end (2) Particulars., The General consisted of eighteen
statements of critzcisms and observations, the Particulars of
seventy-eight, The Excevoticns, quite apart from their tediousness
and prolixicy show evidence of hurried and hasty preparation. But

if studied carefully they represent the best criticism of the Prayer
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Beook that i:ad been developed in the long, and sometimes arid,
controcversy between the Puritans and the Episcopalians.

In broudest outline the Exceptions deal with general
principles, faully «r confused phrases and expressions, and ob-
jectionable usages. With regard to the first, the Ministers
wanted to have the Prayer Book altered to the point where it would
be doctrinally acceptable to "all those who in the substantials of
the Protestant religions are of the same persuasions as ourselves."
Spontaneocus or conceived prayer should not be restricted or hindered.
The use of the Apocryphya in worship should be discontinued. Since,
they maintained, the only two sacraments of the Church were baptism
and the Lord's Supper, that part of the Prayer Book which implies
that Confirmation and Matrimony are also sacraments should be
altered.

The Ministers raised more serious questions about the forms
for the ordinance of baptism. They suggested the words 'May receive

remission of sins by spiritual regeneration,'" which were said before

baptism, should be altered to read thus: "May be regenerated and
receive the remissions of sin." Again they requested that the words
after baptism--"that it hath pleased Thee to regenerate this infant
by Thy Holy Spirit''--should be changed. The language in which the
Ministers expressed thie cbjection is quite striking. ''We cannot",

tney asserlad, "in faith say that every child that is baptized is

regeneratec by God's Holy Spirit, at least it is a disputable point,

snd therefore we desire it may be otherwise expressed.”l

——

3 . ;
“An Accompt op. cit, 4if,
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confirmation is not condemned, but the Ministers did emphasize
that enough was not being done to assurc a proper examinatioun of the
children to be confirmed. The children were not adequately prepared
by repeating from memory the Apostles' Creed, the lLord's Prayer and
the Ten Commandments, and by answering some questions of the
Catechism. They pointed out further that the rite when it is
administered ought to conform to the King's Declaration that it he
solemnly performed by '"the information and with the consent of the
minister of the place."1
In connection with the statement, "who hast vouchsafed to
regenerate these Thy servants by water and the Holy Ghost, and hast
given unto them the forgiveness of all their sins', the Ministers
voiced their objcection thus:
This supposeth that all the children who are bHrowgnt to
be confirmed have the Spirit of Christ and the forgiveness of
all their sins; whereas a great number of children at that
age, having committed many sins since their baptism, do show
ne evidence of serious repentance or of any spscial saviug
grace; and therefore this confirmation (if administered tec such)
would be a perilous and gross abuse. 2
Concerning the solemnization of matrimony, the Puritan leaders

1

objected to the use of the ring, and of the word "worship," and to

the rubric which enjoins receiving the communion; and with respect
to the visitation of the sick, the same persons wished that a form

0f absolution zight be omitted at the Ministers' option, or that if

used, it wight be framed on a declarative and conditional form,
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Cn the question of faulty and defective phrases and ex-
pressions, the Ministers objected to the people’s participation in
the forms of responses and alternate reading of the Psalms and
Hymas which ceaused a confused murmur in the congregation and was
totally unedifying. The people's part is '"to be only with silence
and reverence to attend thereunto, and to declare their consent by
saying, Amen. "t

The Liturgy, in the Ministers' estimation, was for the most
part defective especially in its variance with the Scripture and
therefore should be corrected. The word "Minister'" should be
employed instead of "priest'" and the "Lord's Day" should be sub-
stituted for Sunday. The King James Version of the Bible should
be used at Church, and readings or lessons should come only from
the 01d and New Testaments. No portions of the 0ld Testament or
Acts of the Apostles are to be called "Epistles."

The Liturgy was also defective in Praise and Thanksgiving.
The Collects were disorderly, and catechisms were imperfect. A
pure version of the metrical Psalms should be provided; and all
obsolete words should be altered.

Under the caption of objectionable usages, the Ministers
singled out the use of the surplice, the signing of the cross in
baptiem, and kneeling for Communion, as unwarrantable., With

regard to feast dayvs and other holy days the Ministers were

[

particularly severe. The Confession is very defective, not clearly

légggmpt, p. 4.
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expressing original sin, not sufficiently enumerating actual sins
but consisting only of genaralitiis.l Fasting in Lent was opposed,
»76 questioned the right of the bishops to impose "human"
instituricns, LEven their advocates had admitted that these were
indiffevent", They appealed to Paul's admonition that no scandal
or occasion of stumbling should be laid before a weak brother. A

stirring ples wuas presented for unity and fer removing the grievous

qo

causes of divisjon which had plagued the Church and nation for much
too leng,
We do therefore most earnestly entreat the right reverend
fathers and brethren, to whom these papers are delivered
« + » to join with us in importuning His Most Excellent
Majesty, that His most gracious indulgence, as to these
ceremonies, granted in His royal Declaration, may be ccn-
firmed and centinued to us and our posterity.®
Much ado has been made about the Ministers' Exceptions, In sore
quarters they are described as sweeping and unreasonable demands,
Others speak of them as an indulgence in trivia. In view of chese
strictures, it would not be amiss to study closely what these
Ministers were seeking by way of Reformation of the Liturgy and

3

cercmonies,

Izg 1 11 17 (p. 319).

ZRR T ii 18 (p. 320).

1%
e/
®

31¢ nay be well to 1 at that Baxter did not play a dominant
rawing up the ¥xceptions as presented. It is also curicus
clig, Bishop of Norwica, who appeared at the Conrerence as
a Presbyrerian, and in Cenvocation as a Frelate, shared in the re-
s

b=l
sponsitility of preparing cujections to tne Praver Book. See RB
I il o, 307. It iz alsc interesting to recall that the same Bisnaop
as 2 member of ¢onvocaticn contributed te the new forms in the



To be sure, the tedicusness of the Exceptions did provoke
the bishops and reduced the possibility of any essential changes in
the Liturgy. And if, like Bosher,l one looks at the Conference
through Anglican eyes the action of the bishops could plausibly be
defended. The bishops at the Savoy had an immense weight of
argument behind them. They could argue that the Exceptions were the
familiar Puritan wails which began from Elizabethan times and they
had seen enough from the actions of the Puritans which forced them
to be negative in their attitude in 1661.

However, nctice must be taken of the kind of emphases given
in the Exceptions. Great stress is placed on the fact that the
Prayers and other parts of the Liturgy should have nothirng doubtful
or questioned amongst pious, sincere and orthodox persons, since
the desired aim of all is the declaring of unity and consent of those
who participate in the public worship of God.2

Bosher tried to make a case for the Anglican bishops by
suggesting that they entered upon the conference with some hope of
satisfying the more moderate Puritans, and not with any predeter-

mired attitude of non-possumus. Reference is made to Reynolds as an

encouraging example of what the Anglicans had anticipated, namely,
comprehending within the ELstablishment the more moderate men among

the Puritans. In a decisive statement Bosher asserts "it should not

lBosher, op. cit., p. 226.

2Accomgg., p. 2. Thig part was written by William Bates,
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be forgotten that many such Puritans did in fact find it possible
to conform when the hour of decision came."l
What is evidently forgotten by Bosher and othevs like him is
the fact that more than half of the twenty-cne Uinisters at the Con-
ference were 'orthodox' Presbyterizns and had belonged to Presbyterian
Church courts, Hardly anyone of them but Baxter fully merited Baxter's
favorite designation of "moderate episcopal.” What must also be re-
membered is that after the ejection of 1662, moderate Episcopal
Ministers joined ranks with true Presbyterians. Sixteen out of the
twenty-one Puritans at the Savoy Conference who were ejected and did

' when

not subsequently conform, styled themselves '"Presbyterian'
licensed under the King's Declaration of Indulgence in 1672 as entitlied
to preach--Raxter alone excepted.2
To accuse the Ministers of arrogance or hypocrisy on the
basis of their Evxceptions is neither just nor right. They had
expressed '"their high and honcurable esteem for those Godly Learned
Bishops' and hoped that they could work together for Christian
Moderaticn and Clemency.3
But there seemed to be an unconscious fear in the minds of
the Ministers regarding the reception of their Exceptions by the
bishops. They therefore appealed to them "to judge it their Duty

(what we find to be the Apcstles' own practice) in a special manner

to be tender of the Churches' peace, to bear with the infirmities

lgosher, op. cit., pp. 228, 229.

2A. H. Wéod, op. CEE,, p. 173.

3ACCQEEE,, p. 2.
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of the weak, and not to please themselves, nor to measure the
consciences cf other Men by the Light or Latitude of their own,
but seriously and readily to consider and advise of such ex-
pedients as may most conduce to the healing of our Breaches, and
uniting those that differ."1
There are three discernible points in this appeal that
emphasize the Ministers' concerns: Charity, dialogue, and unity.

1f these can only be achieved, "we doubt not that the peace of the
Church will be thereby settled, the hearts of Ministers and pecple
comforted and composed, and the great Mercy of Unity and Stability
. . . bestowed upon us and our posterity after us. "2

In addition to their Exceptions, the Ministers handed in two

other documents, the Petition for Peace and the Reformation of the

Liturgy. Powicke claims that anyone who wishes to understand Baxter
should read this Petition.

It will bring home to him with what intensity cf vision and
feeling Baxter grasped the high issues at stake. On the cther

hand it will show him just where the Bishops failed: they failed
(quite apart from the meritsof their case) in moral and religious

earnestness. This was the glaring contrast between them and

Baxter, Accordingly his appeal did not move them in the least,
i3 I3 1

except to impatience.-?

But another equally resvected authority described the Petition

as "for the mest part a lengthy repetition of the Puritan wail, which

l1bid., p. 1.
2Ihid., p. 35.

3r. 3. Powicke, A Life of the Reverend Fichard EBaxter (Londen:
Jonathan Cape, 1924), pp. 201, 202.




had been going on for a hundred years against set forms of prayer
. ; 1
and ceremonial.

The Petition for Peace is a carefully conceived and irenic

document which brings out more clearly than anything else Baxter's
true temperament in his efforts for peace and unity.

Its main burden takes the form of an appeal to both sides to
bury their differences, past and present, and to take up a new search
for unity., There are seventeen main points in the Petition. It
opens on a note of submission. Baxter entreated thus:

That you will grant what we have here proposed and craved
of you. Even your charitable interpretation, acceptance of,
and consent unto the alteration and additions to the Liturgy
now tendred unto you . . . And that seeing we cannot obtzin the
form of Episcopal Government, described by Usher, the late
Reverend Primate of Ireland, and approved by many Episcopal
Divines, we may at least enjoy those benefits of Refermation
and Discipline, and that freedom from subscription, Oaths and
Ceremcnies which are granted in the said Declaration, by the
means of your charitable Mediation and Request.

On this point the Petition speaks cf the several hundred
Ministers who were ejected and in great distress. In essence the
following main points are to be noted.

1) That neither the Book of Common Prayer, nor the Reformed
Liturgy should be imposed-on the Ministers or people who scruple,
but they should Le IZree to use the one most consistent with the

claims of their consciences.

l¥rancis Prccter and W. H. Frere, The Book cf Zommon Prayer
with a Rationale of Its 0ffices, (Revised ed.} (London: Macmillan
and Ce. Ltd., 1958), p. 191.

Zp.W.L. MSS 59 12 fol. 129. Italics are mine.
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2) That any imposition which fosters division, ejection and
suppression of certain of His Majesty's subjects is inconsistent
with the instraction of Scripture.

3) That the proper exercise of discipline is within the
jurisdiction of the Pastors as well as the bishops.

4) That ceremonies and Liturgies did not essentiate the
Church and as such were not necessary for salvation. Therefore, they
should not be the cause of stumbling for faithful Ministers and
people, (This is an extremely important point because here is re-
vealed how much Baxter was willing to reduce doctrines in order to
have & Christian Church broadly based on the essentials of the
Christian faith for the sake of peace and concord.)

5) That the best form of Government for the Church is the
Primitive or Méderate Fpiscopacy as practised in the Ancient Church
and as advocated by Archbishop Usher.l But since this form was not
followed it cannot be expected of Ministers to swear canonical
obedience to diocesan bishops.

Nothing that the Ministers requested in this plea for pzace
cverstepped the promises given in the King's Declaration. To be
sure, the Petition is far too wordy but it cannot be azcused of
being polemical. The gquality of its tone is highly moralistic and

as is alveady nnted, was deliberately conceived so as to reduce the

ipavid Underdown is deeply convinced that had the bishops
accepted Usnar's scheme which the Ministers offered as a basis for
agreement, the unity of the Church would have been preserved. See
his Pride's Purge (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 21; also
0. 16,
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possibility of a negative response from the bishops. It made
indeed a searching appeal to the conscience.

It reminded the bishops of their moral and spiritual
responsibilities as Servants of the Fiock of God. If they would
saberly consider the Petition, and grant the specific reforms as
based on the LCeclaration, along withthe freedom to use the Reformed
Liturgy as an alternative, and restore the able and godly Ministers
to their places in the service of the Church, "how great would be
the benefits of this unworthy nation."l

The Ministers noted that if the bishops expelled Ministers
who could not subscribe to the existing Liturgy, their action would
be wholly inconsistent with the action of the early Church for
centuries., If they ejected those who were disposed to accept
primitive episcopacy, an alternative form of Liturgy, and the system
cf discipline as these were set forth in the King's Declaration,
they (the bishops) would be doing what bishops like Usher and Hall
would have utterly condemned. ¢

The Petartion ended with an appeal which deserves attention:

Grant us but the freedom that Christ and His apostles left
unto the Churches; use necessary things as necessary, and un-

necessary as unnecessary . . . and tolerate the tolerable, while
they live peacadly, . . . Dut if you reject our suit, we shall
commit all to Him that judgeth righteously. . . 3

1p.w.L. op. cit., fol. 129,

2chld, op. cit., p. 187.

3Gould, op. cit., pp. 199-200.
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Nearly a month elapsed in the preparation of the !inisters
documents., During that montli a newv Parliament was elected and
with it a new Convocation. Taat Parlien~nt has bean described
a3 more royalist than the King, and awre Anglican than the Bishops."
By this time too, popular suprort had turned decidedly in the
bishops’ favour and they were strong encugh to employ to an even
greater measure, the language of authority, Thus when the Exceptions

along with the Petition for Peace and the Reformation of the Liturgy,

passed into their hands, they gave their Answer not as 1f the issues
were under joint discussion, but as if each question were submitted
to them for their decision.?

They therefore insisted that they were permitted by the King's
decree to mike only such changes as were anecessary and approved by
both parties. In the light of this the discussion had already
terminated when the bishops gave in their Answer. The concessiouns
offered wzre a significant proof, from the smallness of thoir number
and their comparative unimportance, that the two parties were ncw
so remote from each other as to leave no prospect of any solid

agreement., Henry Ferne in fact stated that there were not many

y

~
. . - e . \
th o which they (the Anglicans) could agree.” The bishops

U
Ind

L.
1

Answer also falls intec two categories., In each category they

~I. Cardwell, A History of Conferences and other Proceedings
Connected with the Bock or Common Praver from 15388-1690 (Oxford
University tzess, 1341}, p. 262.




dealt with the Ministers' objections point by point. They vigorously
maintained that the Praver Bock as it was provided the best

assurance for preserving and perpetuating peace aand unity in the
Church. [IhLey rexainded the Ministers that the buvden of proof

rested upon thenm e demenstrzte that the Litvrgy in its present

P o

form was sinful ard uvnlasf:

[

. They argued that 1ts genuineress was
not determined by %the consensus of those who opposed it, although
if such argument were permissible the weight of evidence would be
decidedly in favour of its continuance since there were more people
devoted to it than were against it, The bishcps were therefore
satisfied that the existing Liturgy conformed to Scripture and the
usages of antiquity.

In the Answer to questions relating to forms of prayer,
particularly extemporaneous prayers, the bishops explicitly declared:
"Devotion is apt to freeze or sleep, or flat in a lcng continued
prayer'; as a consequence the use of many short prayers was to be
encouraged since the worshippers were '"therein often called upon
and awakened by frequent 'Amens' and 'responses'. They criticized
exremporansous praysrs as being tco tedicus and the expression of

te opinions, The bishops contended that fasting in Lent was a

»

+

priva
valid and useful practice, and that the observance of saints' days, and
the use oi the words 'priest' and 'Sunday' should mot be abrogated.

On the question of ceremonies the bishops asserted the Church's
authority to impose the use of them. They therefore defended the
three dispured  points, the surplice, the use of the cross in

Baptism and kpneeling at Communion. The core of their argument with
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respect tc these was that only cuperior perseons wave fir to
determine or judge their comienience and these who were not capable
of doing so their duty was te obey, ''Pretence of conscience" said
the bisnops, "is no exemption from obedience , . . and we must net
perform public services undacently or disorderly for the ease of

;. Only the ignorant or obstinate wculd oppose

)

tender conscience

{r.

and by their opposition set up roadblocks in the way of peace and
unity. The bishops argusd that the suvrplice was ancient and had
never lost the reverence which was always ascribed te it. As for
the cress in Baptism its importance must never be minimized because
it was a significantion to all that Christians were not ashamed of
the cross of Christ. Kneeling in the act of receiving the Communion
was proper and reverent, declared the bishops. It is very revealing
that the vital issue of admission to the Lord’s Table was ignored by
the bishops and thev tcok little heed of the protest agzinst the rubric
which compelled all parishioners to celebrate the Lord's Supper uot
less than three times in one year,

The subject of Baptism was a particularly heated one. On
ne point did the bishops agree with the Ministers. They in fact
denied that the Ministers had the power to judge whether the parents

who presented the infants for Baptism were fit and proper persons

.

or were notorious sinners and unbelievers., Here again the question

of authority--whicli undoubtedly was the crucial question throughout
thiz whele conference--comes to the fore. Just as Baxter had contended
fer the power cof the Keys to be given to the Pastors, the bishops

with equal conviction and firmness refrsed to grant any such authority,
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On & sounder principle the bishops resolved that every infant

.

should be bastized. This is how they expressed their view:

It is an erroneous doctrine, and the grcund of many others,
and of reuy of your exceprions, that children have no other
right to Dsaptisl, than in their parents' right. . . . Our
Church cousludes more rharitably, that Christ will favourably
a T yanrism, that is presented by the Church
according to our present order.

aceepz every infant to
The bishops were unyielding in their position on the teaching

of baptismal regeneration. They declared

Seeing that God's Sacraments have their effects, where the

e does not put any bar against them (which children

de), we may say in faith of every child that is baptized,
s regenerated by God's Holy Spirit.?

The significance of this point of wview is that the validity of
baptismal rvegeneration is made tc depend on Christ rather than on
the faith of the child or the pareats or godparents. Wwith resard
to Confirmation, against which the Ministers had expressed grave
doubts and objections, the tishops in the Answer statasd that it
must be reserved to a bishop, '"to bless being an act of authoriry,’
Clearly, the maintenance of 2piscopal authority was regard=d as of
paramount importance.

The use cf the ring in rarriage was defended as legitimate
and it was an assumption that all those who were to be married ought

to be fit %o receive the Sacraments; but as one author notes, "in

LngLoq M8S, 2570, The whole zccount of the bishops' Answer
is presented point by uscint in Egerton MSS., 2570 and is written in

several hands.

21bid.



spite of the bishops' assumption, Parliament afterwards decided to
make Communion optional con the marriage—day."l

The bishops took an extreme position in which they indicated
their intention to make an alteration in the Prayer Book against the
Ministers' principles. They proposed that the Catechism should

2 wthat children being baptized have all things necessary

state,
for their salvation, and dying before they commit any actual sins,
be undoubtedly saved though they be not confirmed."3

This proposal angered Baxter and evoked from him the strongest
and severest protest. ‘

Of course, the bishops were not entirely unyielding even
though the evidence supports Baxter's outcry that the Answer was
"without any abatements or alterations at all that are worth the
naming.“4

In fact the bishops conceded only seventeen points out of the
ninety-six which the Ministers presented; three from the category we
labelled "General' and fourteen from the category labelied "Particu-—
lar". Of the seventeen points it is generally agreed that only one
has any significance, that is, the substituticn of the Authorized

Version, but it shculd be noted that this in no way affects the

structure or doctrine of the services.

1s. H. Wood, op. cit., p. 197.
2Ibid., p. 198.

3procter and Frere, New History cf the Book of Common Prayer,
(London: Macmillan and Co. Ltd., 1920), p. 200.

ARE I ii 187 (p. 334).
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The bishops yielded to the removal of archaisms, but of the

other concessions,

147

ix deal witl: general principies, seven with

. . b3

defective wordinz, and two with objectionable ussges.

Aparv from tnese concessions each Cxception is firmly and

+

scathinply zrgued against by the bishcrs, They had maintained from

LA

the start #hat the Church formulas were most proper and needed no
revigion., This attitude ztill characterized their dealings with the
Ministers and the documents presented. No plea of "tender consciences"
was going to move them to adeopt changes for which there was in their
opinion no clear necessity.

The two leading Anglican liturgical scholars, Procter and

Frere, point to the fact that the bishops '"took up a strong and

unyielding positien beliind primitive custom and Catholic usage. ™

In this connection also another writer affirms:

The Bishops'Answers were written in an uncourteous, and
captious spirit, not indicating the slightest disuocition to
conciliate, but foreclosing the possitilities of removing
objections: for they gaild, the alteration asked would be a
virrtual confessicon that the Liturgy is an intclerable burden
to tender consciences, a direct cause of schism and a super-
stitious usage, that it would justify past Non-conformity
and condemn the conduct of all Conformists. The document
presents an angry defence of Church formulas; and, whilst there
is much in the reasoning which commends itself to admirers of
the Liturgy, the temper betraved is of a kind which many of
them will condemn.?

It is only fair to say that the cishops' unyielding attitude was not

one of anger as Stoughton suggests. Rather it was one of ratiuvnal

O
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cctexr and Trere, The Book of Common Prayer with a Rationale
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analysis ana shrewd calculation about thie difference between theory
and practice. They ara not to be condemnca for believing that to
vield on any essential points would manirestly change the character
of their bziovad Book of Ceowuon Prayer and indeed the character

of the whole Chuyrch, which, it mey be recziled, they thought had
been miraculously restored t» them., They were undoubtedly still
worried about Fnglish Puritans who were not all Presbyterians.

Such doubts, of course, militated against a completely fair
appraissl ¢f what the Ministers were asking in their Exceptions and
other documents, The situation also forecast the rigidity with
wiiich the Liturgy and ceremonieswould be enforced and the remoteness
of a meaningful sectlement. To be sure, the bishops were aware
that any form of rigid imposition of the Liturgy would keep Puritans
out of the Church, no matter how many concessions were granted.

This point is of key importance, because Baxter makes it
quite clear in a subsequent document, which he had preparad for the
Confereunce but which was never used, and is therefore not among his
published or collected works. In tﬁis new document, The Church

Reforration Desired by the Reconcilers, Raxter explicitly scates:

But if a form of Liturgy must be imposed on all our
ministcers we desire that it be not with such rigor as

that thz omission of a word or sentence or small part shall be
punishable when the substence or general part is used, and all
necessary perts of eacn office is performed. . . . And if any
worthy minister scruple the use of the Liturgy but will live
peaceablv and not preach against it, we desire that (he) mav
be admitted to be a lacturer cr assistant tc such incumbent

as desire it., If any allowed pastor be accused of injuring
any person by denving them baptism or the Lord's Supper, or as
guilty of maladministration, he shall be responsitle to his
Rulers, and if guilty and unreformed afrer a first and second
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admonition, shall be punished according .o law as nis
offence . . . but not forbidden his ministerial labour
till it be proved that he does more husrt han good.l

Wnan the Ministers receivad the bishoyps’ Answer, they saw

how little and invonseguential were tne voincsg yielded by their
opponents, Thereupon the tszk of preparing a reply fell upon
Baxter's willing shoulders.

Tha HMinisters by this time resoived that the issues at stake
now called for clear statements rather than bringing into play
what little diplomacy they possessed.

Thus the Ministers' Rejoinder began with the accusation that
the bishops' design was unscriptural and inconsistent with the
practice of the Apostles. ''We must protest before God and men against
the dose of opium which vou here prescribe or wish for, as that which
plainly tendeth to cure the disease by the extinguishing of life and
to unite us all in a dead religion."2

Plainly in the tone of this criticism there is no restraint
or diplomacy. Such language could only lead to a further hardening
positions and a consequent degeneration of the Conference. In
the Ministers' Rejoinder Baxter was guilty of "overdoing'. He
appeared at his weakest here, He was aware of the bishops' authority,
and therefore ought to have calculated that harsh accusations against

them, cculd b2 easily turned against him and jeopardize even further

the nou-conformists' cause,

1The Church Reformation Desired by the Reconcilers; in ten
articles writtea bv Richsrd Baxter . , . rer the use of posterity ., . .
M35 sv.ll, Vol. V fols 158, 161.

20T, 1SS 59,10 fol. 129,
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Rut when he went on to decry the bishops' rule in such
terms as; "0 lamentable charity, that smocthes men's way to hell and
keepeth them ignorant of their danger, till they are past remedy,"l
he in fact destroyed himself and his cause. Gf course, it was a
destruction already settled bty the bishops. Nothing that Baxter
said or did at this point cculd have altcred thelr judgment. If
he had been more tactful and less vehement it might have allowed
him tc escape or avoid the opprobium which some of his contemporaries
and subsequent critics have heaped upon him, but it would have made
no difference at the time.

So when one reads the ccncluding words of the Rejoinder:
"If those be all the abatements and amendments you will admit, you

seil your innccency and the Church's peace for nothing,"2

one must
bear in mind the provocations of the times and the power of the
bishops' against the Puritans.

However, despite Baxter's sense of injury and his expression
cf indignation, such protest and strong remoanstrance were lanentarly
nut of place in an attempt to bring two parties of opposite senti-
rents to a nmutual understanding, nc matter how hopeless it seemed.

Baxter states in his Reliquiae that he had reasons 'to think
that the 5Senerality of tne Zishops and Doctors present never knew

&

what we cifered them in the Reformed Liturgy, nor in the Reply, nor

in any ¢f cur Papers, save those few whizh we read openly to them."3

JkB I i1 196 (p. 335).
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1 to refute Baxter's

Bosher guotes Henry Ferne's letter
charge and to support the view that the Anzlicans reached the con-
clusicn regarding the futility of the negotiations only after the
Ministers' documents were presented. But to maintain this position
is to fily in the face of the evidence,

There is also another letter, written by Dr. Hacket, who
was a member nf the Conference, which according to Bosher provides
conclusive evidence that the bishops did study the documents.,

It must be noted that Baxter did not say all of the bishops
and doctors were ignorant of the contents of those Papers. He in
fact makes it quite explicit that the "writers of their Confutations
would be at the labour of reading them over.'?

Fortunately a recent discovery of a M83 containing the
bishops' Answers clearly corroborates Baxter's assertion, for in this
MS we found that the bishops Answers were written by six different
hands.

This seems to indicate that only the "writers of their
Cornfutations' were chosen to deal with the different aspects of the
Papers. Furthermore, in different parts of the Answers were several

places where the word "I" was substituted or scratched and the word

lgeference is already made to this letter. Ferne however,
was net a member of the Savoy Conference.

2RB I ii 190 (p. 335).

3§§ fLgerton MSS 362 Vol 61.18. This documeat was brought to
my attencionr by Dr. G. F., Luttall and is here being studied for the
first time since its discovery. A photostat copy is placed in the
B.W.L. bur the original remains in the BY.



"we' put in iits place, indicating a change made either aftev or

during the time when the Answers were read to the generality of
the bishops and docters.

The different styles in handwriting are quite distinct and
the great number of spelling differences within the same document
strongly favour the position that only six out of the twelve or so
bishcps and their co-adjutors had anything to do with the actual
study or examination of the Ministers' Papers.

Moreover Dr, Hacket's letter could easily be interpreted to
mean that not much time was really spent on these Papers by the
generality of bishops and doctors; He stated in this letter, that
"since we parted at London, a composure of a Liturgy (some say it is
Mr. Baxter's pen) was brought to the Bishops. It was sent to me
immediately to look it over and in three nights warning for my
answers."l

Roth Hacket and Ferne indicate that there was not much time
spent in going over the Ministers' Papers. Ferne states that "we
run through the whole liturgy and their Exceptions . . . agreeing
wiiat might be yielded to."? And Hacket complains that he had only
three nights to look them cver and submit his Answers,

The evidence seems conclusive that the bishops did not

wish to compreheand within the Establishment the Puritans, who they

1§§) Sloane MSS 1710, fol. 202, This letter was written on
July 8, a licttle over two weeks before the Conference broke up.

ZBM Add, 28, 053, Danby MSS fol. 1.


http:2B~1~::.dd

172

knew would not reach agreement on the basis of the minor con-
cessions granted.
The Conference broke up on July 25, 1661, after ten days
cf indulgeunce in senseless disputatious., Both sides knew that
nothing could be achieved by their disputatious wranglings, yet
both consented to engage in them, which only added tc the discredit
of their endeavours.l
Baxter maintained that what he was against was the rigidity
of imposition of the Liturgy and ceremonies. He was not against the
surplice as such, buft compulsion to use it he held to be unlawful.
Neither would he withﬂold the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper fron
anyone who had no scruples about receiving it kneeling, but compulsion
to kneel on pain qf excommunication was inconsistent with the promise
of tender consciences. And so it was for the sign cof the cross in
baptism, and the proclaiming of infants to be regenerata.z
Procter and Frere sum up the situation in the following
WmaNNET :
They [the bishops] also knew that it was vaian to ass
any rezl chaange, for that, if they granted all the propos
of the Ministers and altered all the ceremonies and p
objected to, the Praver Book would still be deemed an

i
hurden, so long as 1ts use in any shape was to be constan
and vigorcusly enforcad,3

+The main issue debtated was the sinfulness of enjoining
ministers o denv the Communion to all that dare not kneel. Pearson,
Gunning znd Spurrow were the bishops disputant. Bates, Jacombe and
ed the Ministers.

2Raxter had allowed Sir Ralph Clare te communicate kneeling
in Kidderminster.

ke
“?rocter and Frere, cp. cit., p. 189.
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Such indeed were the presuppositions and pre-judgments with which
the bishops entered into the Conference and these inevitably led
to their own expected results.

Because of these they honestly cculd not see that the
Presbyterians were not sceking complete freedom from all Liturgical
forms.

"We would avoid," declared the Ministers, "both the extreme
that would have no forms, and the contrary extreme that would have
nothing but forms. You would deny us and all ministers the liberty
of using any other Prayers beside the Liturgy."l

Thus after four months of misunderstanding and controversy,
the Savoy Conference came to an inglorious end.

"We were all agreed on the ends', says Baxter, "for the
Church's welfare, unity, and peace and His Majesty's happiness and
contentment; but after all our debates, were disagreed of the means,
and this was the end of that Assembly and Commission."2

One thing that emerges quite clearly from our discussicn of
the Savoy Conference is that even if the Conference had succeeded
in a form of compromise on the Prayer Book, that was still not
going to bring about the desired unity and the '"giving of satisfaction
co tender consciences", which was the explicit desire of the King as
expressed in the Declaration and the King's Warrant., The fact is
the btishops paid little heed to the central questions of Church

government by absolute prelacy or modified episcopacy and Church

Ip.w.L., op. cit., p. 189,

2rB I ii 23L (p. 357).
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discipline by diocesan bishops or by pastcors and synods. The
discussicn <on the Prayer Book itself was doomed to failure with the
futile method of exchanging bitter Jocurents and the bishops'
refusal to settle disputed points opsnly. But in fairness to the
bishops it wmust be pcinted out that since the Reformation the
principle had becr laid down that every national Church should impose
ceremonies thac were not believed contrary to the Word of God; and
there is every reason to believe that the bishops at the Conference
were convinced that their action in this regard was not incongistent
with this Reformation principle. Yet it is true that Baxter's con-
tention was not that the ceremonies in themselves were sinful, but
that it was sinful to impose them,

So =lthough, according to Baxter, both bishops and Ministers

were agreed on the ends they failed to reach agreement on the

means and this was the end indeed of all the proceedings cf the

Savoy Conference of 1661.
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CHAPIER VIIQ
CONCLUSION

The greatest controversy surrounding the Savoy Conference
has always been concerned with the cause or causes for its failure.
More attention has been paid to this brief period in Baxter's life
than to any other equally brief period. Almost every writer on
this subject up to the present day has directly or indirectly
placed the blame for the abortive outcome of the.conference on
Baxter. In the eyes of Anglicans in his own day and since, there
is no doubt that, had Baxter not been present, ag?eement batween
the Presbyterians and the Anglicans would have been veached., His
contemporaries, beginning with the amiable Lord Chancellor, tcld
him that he was severe and strict and that he made those thinzs Sin
which others did not. Baxter's reply to Clarendon's criticism is
revealing. "I told him that I had spoken nothing but what I

thought, and had given my Reasons for . . ol

The sincerity and
purpcse with which he condvected himself are clearly seen in this
manly answer,

Another of his contemporaries and one of his severest

critics, bishop Morley, dcoes not disguise his impressions of

Baxter, He emwphatically and publicly declared:

Irs 1 ii 237 (p. 365).
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His {Raxter's) brethren have several tines -leclared
themselves not to be of his opinicn. . . . And therefore we
were so just as not to charge them with the assertion,
especially considering they did shew themselves unwilling to
enter wupoun this disbute,z and secmed to like much better
another v tending tc an amicable and fair compliance, which

wa
wes whclly irustrated »v Mr. Baxter’'z furious eagerness to

b}
engage ip Disputation.-

In recent times sone Anglicans have been even more severe
in passirg judgment on Raxter, than his contemporarizs were. In
the estimation of Bosher, "Kaxter's combativeness and vcluble self-
assertion were highly exasperating to the Anglicans and militared against
any friendly rapprochment between the two parties." Thereifore, "in the
eyes of churchmen the blame for the failure of the Conference was
squarely fixed on the shoulders of Richard Baxcer,"t
Another scholar laments. "He [Baxter] had no s2nze of humour.
He had never had training or experience in negotiating or in Zetting
business through assemblies., Not a statesman, he was alsc not more
charitable than the opponents he now met."5

Clark may be right in saying that Baxter had no sense of

humour, but he is certainly wrong in claiming that he had no

IThe assertion being "that a man might live without any
s

when the Ministers decided that any further debate was unrealistic.
However, Bates, Baxter, and Jacombe were allowed to enter the debate.
dhccompt., p. 4.

4Bosher, cp. cit., pp. 229, 230, 228,

SG. N. Clark, The Later Stuarts (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1334y, p. 19,
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expaerience in negotiating. The error in this statement is too
glaring to merit any further comment. S, C. Carpenter suggests
that, had agresment been reached, the Church of England might have
been the Church of the whole Engiish people, "but it would have been
a different church, less true to its Catholic tradition, less
likely to be in the end a focus of ecumenical reunion and with a
Calvinistic bias."t
Before engaging in a discussion of these strictures and
criticisms of Baxter, another essential point must first be con-
sidered, namely the political climate at the time of the Conference,
Tt is beyond dispute that the political events which transpired
at the time of the Conference inevitably favoured and encouraged the
position taken by the bishops.
Cardwell gives notice of the fact that
as soon as the Parliament of 1661 was assembled, and the
sentiments of the House of Commons were ascertained, there
could nc leonger be any doubt as to the future form and
relations of the national Church.2
We must not coverlook the important fact of the simultaneity
betwveen the meetings of the new Parliament and those of the new
Convocation., Baxter was certainly alert enough to discern elements
from these meatings that would siredgthen the haads of the bishops

at the Savoyv, At the elections for Convocation, the Anglicans

1s, c. Carpenter, The Church of England, 597-1688 (London:
J. Murray, 1954), p. 457.

’7“ 3 + - - - -
“Edward Cardwell, A Historv of Conferences and Other Pro-
Cennected with the Book of Common Praver from 1583-1690

University Prvess, 1841), p. 244,
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id mzjority, because so many Puritun ministers had

t

aud their places taken up Ly sequestcred Anglicans.l
On May 7 wbean the Tongon Minisuers met at Glon College to elect
a Principel and an aszistant £7r the cnsuing year, the Diocesan
party again carvied the election and so took control of the college.
On May 8 Convocation assembled, while ths Cocnference was in session,
and as was expected both parties were controiled by men who were
mere Royalist than the King and more Anglican than the bishops.
Withia less than twe weeks after Parliament met an order
was prociaimed for the destruction oi the Solemn League and Cevenant,
and on the 22 of May,.the Covenant was buint in public by the hands
cf the common ’;Za'lgman.2
These ars some of the events which took place in less than
one month after the commissioners had assembled to discuvss ths
Liturgy and to make revision and alteratiouns that would accommodate
the Puvitans and those of tender consciences.

n

(X

It ig quite likely that the bishops sincerely felt that
the light of the political situation, they had pursued the right
course. Thase actions were an endorsement of their plans and tc
change right mzan alienating wore people from the Church than the

number which might be comprehended.

.
*Ey tne end of 1660 about 695 ministers were ejected most

of these being Presbyterians. 290 were displaced by Anglicans. See

A, S, Matthews'Calamy Revised.

2Ry T ii 181 (p. 334
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Another point of great political {importance is that which
is revealed by Dr., Nuttall. This writer has shkown that while the
Conference was in session on May 8, the favw nembers of the New
Parliament whc would not receive the Cowmenicn according to the
Prayer Book were suspended. Hz furthev calls attention tg the fact

" f
col Junz 25

<
{

[N
N
Gt

that even before the Conferznce onded,within the two ¥
to July 9, a Bill for Uniformity, assuming confermity to the Praver
Boox as it then stood, was read three times in the House of Commons.
But even mecre significant is the fact that with the restoration cof the
bishops to the House of Lords, all twelve principal commissioners
in the Anglican party at the Savoy now had seats in that House, te
which on July 10, the Bill for Uniformity was sent up. At the
beginning of 1662 some of these bishops did in fact serve on the
Lords' Select Committee for the Bill.l

Neither Baxter nor his colleagues could be insensitive to
this drametic development cf events. As Cardwell opserved, they
were aware that the torch was already uplifted fovr their destruction,
nevertheless they sought to remove whatever cbstzcles were remcvable
in the pursuit of concord.?

Baxter’s own words are very often used against him to prove
that he was responsible for the failure of the Conference.

Surely it was natural for him to think and even admit that

his “overdcing” had aggravated and provoked the bishops, especially

1g, ¥, Nuttall, Richard Baxter, p. 90.

2Cardvell, op. cit., p. 244,
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Morley, Cunning, Sheldon and Cosin, whoe frem 1£40 had already
engaged hiim in bitter disputes during theilr meeiinze with the
King in the Lord Chamberlain dwellings.

Baxter never shrunk from the costs of his leadership.

The fact that he was tte chief spokesman for the Puritens must
not be treated as 1t were, in passing., Morley's and Ferne's
arguments that Baxter's colleagues seemed upset at him, because they
several times thought that there was a better and more amicable and

fair compliance, which he frustrated by his eagerness to engage in

1 2

disputation,” and his strictness and severity,4 are very slippery;
for had the Puritan divines really wanted to keep Baxter in check,
they could easily have outvoted him despite his protest, Had they
been convinced that the bisheps were in fact trying to undersctanc
their motives and conduct in the hope of reaching a settliement or
comprouise, they would not have allowed Baxter to frustrate their
only chance of being taken back into the Church. The evidence
proves the contrary to be more consistent with the ninisters namely,
that they were fully persuaded that very little could come out of
their negotiations with the bishops, yet in order tc avoid the

charge »f sedition and disruption of the Church's unity and peace

they decided to meet.

lépimadversicns Upocn a Late Treatice Entitled The Protestant
Reconciler (Lendon: Richard Chiswell, 1683). Jobu Stoughton
wrongly attributes this anonymous work to bishop Rust. In fact the
author 1is Daniel VWVhitby. See Richard Baxter's Penitent Confession 1691.

J. .
“rexne, op. Cit.
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Anotlier point cf considerable impcortvance, and one that
clearly disvroves the charges that RBarter’s brethren were frequently
disturbed bv his role at the Conference is the fact that the most
scathing document of the whole negotiations, namely, the Ministers'
Rejoindar o the bishops' Answers, was not only inspired by the
miniscers but additions were made when Baxter submitted it to them
for scrutiny.1 It is best to cite what actually transpirsd.2
Baxter states that when the ministers received the bishops Answers
and saw that they had yielded no abatements or alterations worth
the naming, 'Cur brethren seeing what they were resolved to bring
it to, and how unpeaceably they managed the Business, did think
best to write them a plain Answer to cheir Paper, and not to suppress
it as we had done by the First. This task they imposed on me, and 1
went out of town to Dr. Spurstow's House in Hackney for Retirement
where in eight days I drew up a Reply tc their ég§ye£ tc our
Exceptions: and the Brethren read it and consented to it; only

wished that it had been larger in the latter end, where I had

purposely been brief, because I had been too large in the begimnning,

———r

*There are three very important additions to this document which
are not written by Baxter. One of these is in the hand of Dr. Manton,
one of the leaders, who was ejected in 1662, when the Act of
Uniformity was enforced.

See William Harris', Scme Memoirs of the Life and Character of
the Reverend and Learned Thomas Manton D.D. (London: J. Darby, 1725),
p. 26£f.

2The Ministers reply is not printed in RB but is preserved in
the Treatise=s in MSS in DWL. See MSS 59.10, Vol. IV, fol. 129.
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and because FParticulars may be answered satisfactorily in a few
words when the General Differences are fulliy cleared."l

The question which remains to be asked is why did the
ministers enccurage Baxter not to suppress anything as they had
hitberto done? Why did they feel that now was no time for mincing
words?

These men who, according to two leading Anglican scholars,
were men of deep "learning, acuteness and piety,"2 had seen the
development of events. Now their fears were confirmed that their
future in the Church was dark indeed. ‘But they had also grown
weary in their search for peace and unity. So like Baxter many of
them were prepared to face ejection and hardship in their effort
to keep the doors of the Church open and their attempts to resist
impositions on the consciences of others. This is perhaps trte
of Baxter more than of any other of his contemporaries. He was

against the "Independent separating rigour"3

as well as against the
"Sect-Makers'"., He 'will never join with them that have but one
Form in Christ's School™ he once wrote to a separatist, and it is

precisely this among other things, he was struggling so desperately

te say to the bishops at the Savoy Conference.

1g§_I ii 187 (pp. 334, 335). Italics are Baxter's.
Zprocter and Frere, op. cit., p. 171.
3RB TI 1 103 (p. 46).

4RB appendix III, p. 62, in a letter of September 29 to

Thomas Lambe.
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Baxter was not afraid to be the scapegcat. He willingly
accepted much of the responsibilitv for the breakdown of the
Conference because as he explained:

. . . the Reason why I spoke so much was because it was
e desire of mv Brethren, and I was loath to expose them to the
hatrea of the Bishops; but was willinger to take it all upon
myself--they themselves having so much wit as to be therein
more sparing and cautious than I, and I thought that the Day
and Cause commanded me these two things which then were cbjected
against me as my Crimes viz, speaking too boldly and too long.

-
i

I

There is no doubt that the famous Worcester House Declaration
of October 25, 1660, raised the hopes of the Puritans that Compre-
hension and toleration were negotiable and that on this basis the
principal parties in the Nation could be brought.together and the
Church's Peace secured.

But because of the political climate and the turn of events,
the bishops honestly, though firmly, assumed that no concecssions would
be granted that would in any way open the doors for the Puritans and
weaken their control of ecclesiastical affairs, or reduce the status
and reverence accorded to the Prayer Book and Prelacy.

Of great importance also is the unexplained delay in calling
the Conference, It will be recalled that the Conference was
scheduled to commence on the 15th of March, but 3 whole month
elapsed before the Commissioners assembled at the Savoy for their
first meeting.

The evidence points to the fact that the negotiaticns prior

to the actual Conference, 23 well as the month's delay were

1RB I 14 236 (p. 364).



centrived in order to ensure that the bishops vere fully in control
of the Churchi and te give the New Parliament the much needed time to
determiiie upon ite programme for both Church and State. Sheldon
made the startling comment chertly after the bishops were firmly
in contrcl of the Church, "now we know their minds, we will nake the
door s0 naivew that they will be knaves if they conform."t
His expectations were slightly frustrated by the number of
Puritans that eventually conformed. He expressed his disappointment
thus: '"If we had thought so many would have conformed, we would

have made it stricter."2

Thus disgust and horror evoked by the thought of the
impudence by which the Puritans rose to power during the Interregnum
wera strong influences that made a successful or satisfactory outcome
of the Confevrence illusory.

But politics was sc much a branch of ecclesiastical affeirs
that now the victors showed no disposition to accept the wvanquished.
To be sure, it was virtually impeossible to conceal the motive cf
political bitterness and revenge which played a major part in the
breakdown of the Conference.

There were also the many vears of ecclesiastical bitterness

and theclogical rigidity on both sides. A few of the Ministers at

the Conference wmaintained that these many years of rivalry and

A, M, Fairbairn, English Church History 1649-1702,
Biceuntenary Lectures, p. 64.

21pid.



hatred could not all be buried in the space of focur months, Many
of them argued thac reconciliation, though desirablza, was well-nigh

impossible, and this presupposition was a hirdrance rather than a

-
-
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t the Savoy. fo it i3 untrue to say that the
lipistere ¢id not approach the Coniference without their own pre-
judgments and a certain measure of intransigence which provoked
the bishops in turrn and increased their determination to keep the
Puritans out. of the Church,

Ii would indeed be misleading to suggest that Baxter was
entirely blameless, He was too willing to carry the responsibjlity
as chief spokesman, ﬁeing one to take his task seriously and tc
pursue peace and unity with deep sencse of commitmwent, he quite
often became overbearing in his speeches and his love of rational
argument, Hdad he been more tactful he would have made hi- acticns
less vulnerable to the attacks of the critics and thus have avoided
the severity of their judgments.,

However, it is an inescapable fact that Baxter in some sense
conceived his role at the Conference as that of a prophet, though
a prophet of moderation. There are in bis writings clear statements
cf nis eagerness nct to allow doctrines to take pricority over
peaze and unity, As a "prophet" and pastor his plan was that he would
indeed be tne Witness or Agent of reconciliation Love and Justice
in a Nation that was sadly divided; but he maintained that before
this could be done the Church itself must be united.

This ideal proved fruitless, but the tlame for its failure

must not be placed on Baxter's shoulders. The evidence adduced from
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the verious decurents relztive to this question, points un~
wistekably te 2 nuanber of vital factors as causes for the
abhcrtive outccue of the Savoy Conference, rather than to any single
tactor,

Perhaps more than any ocher, the political climate of 1660-
1661 contributed to that result. The actions of the bishops were
largely dictated by events in that sphere, and they thought it
neither necessary nor desirable to bring in the Non~Conformists
who, they assumed, would be a constant challenge and threat to
their concept and practice of episcopacy and authority.

It is in this iight that one.must seek to understand the
bishops' determination to preserve at all cost the principle of
Jjes divinum, It is also against this background that one.must place
the blame for the failure of the Conference on the Bishops, not-
withstanding the merit of their case, on the new Parliament and Con-
vocation who passed the Act of Uniformity in 1662, and on the
majority of Anglicans who turned popular cpinion decidedly against
the Non-Conformists.

The questions may now be asked: what is the wvalue or relevance
of this for cur contemporary scene? What lessons can it teach us?

Baxter's insight that the Church's mission to the world takes
priority over its forms and ceremonies, has a remarkable contemporaneity.
It is thie that many churchmen today are demanding. This it was that
led Baxter to decry the divisions in the Church and made him critical
of both Prelatists (the Sect-Makers), and Separatists {(the Sects).

He sought to preserve the balance between the extremes. Perhaps



even move than many churchmen tcdey, Baxter grasped the enormous
importance of moderation, contrclled by Love, Truth and Justice.

On this basis I am confident that his appeal for unity in his
ownt dav and the principles by which -this unity nust be pursued and
eventually established, can be extremely valuable and useful in
helping to deal with the problems of union and unity in this
ecumenical age., His emphasis on things necessary and his insight
on mission as one of the marks of the Church may very well help
to increase rapprochement among denominations and lead to a more
charitable understanding of the significance of diversity in place
of conformity. Baxter once wrote, '"that Charity or Chrastian Love and
Unity, are the vital Graces of the Christiarn Church." These are as
essential (perhaps one might say more essential) for the Church today
45 when Baxter said it to the Church of his day. Baxter's purpose
at the Savoy Conference was to hold the door of the Church open,
and as Dr, Nuttall remarked, open one might say, for the Church of
South India, save that in that Church there are ministers who have
fastened on those who come after them what they decline for them-
selves, whereas Baxter daclined to impose on his contemporaries the
episcopal orders whichi he possessed himself, To him, imposition on
the consciences of pecplsz, even those with whom he disagreed, he
deemed unlawful and would have no part of it. This strong ecumenical
outlook was what made him a non-conformist. By exposition and
apology he worked to rresent and defend the Church's unity and the

assentials of the Christian Faith. His expectaticns and his approach



188

caused him to be misunderstood and at times abused, but even his
most severe critics have conceded tie cincerity which dominated his
efforts.,

Thus among those who have workad for the peace and unity of
the Church none deserved a highe~r wlace than the Pastor, writer and
counsellcr of Kidderminster. It is hoped that this studyv will have
succeeded in advancing a better understanding of Baxter's role at
the Savoy Conference in particular, and of his churchmanship, political
philescphy and Puritanism, and have pointed to & higher estimate of his
relevance both to his own day and to our time.

It is hoped further that this will be a partial falfillment
of hie prophnetic words spoken at the time of his trial in 16€85:

"These chings will surely be understood one day."



APPENDIX
THE SAVOY CONFEREXCE: DOCUMENTS

Some attention has alteady beea given to the documents of
the Savey Conference. It is hoped that the following detailed
presentation of these documents may prove a convenient guide for
future work on the Conference and the Baxter Treatises and other
sources which are of great historic significance.

A considerable part of the documents were the original
drafts or the original copies of what was printed in the Reliquiae

Baxterianae. But a significant number are contained in the MS

volumes which have not appearad in print. Much of the material
Baxter had intended to publish and his reason for not accoapiishing
this ambition is of some interest.

In discussing these documents, we hope that the arrangement
employed will be useful and practical.

For information regarding the documents of the Savoy
Confererce, there are five sources:
1, The ¥SS in D.W.L., Baxter MSS 59,12, Vol. VI; 59.11 Vol. V.

59.10, Vol. IV; 5$.9, Vol., III; 59.13, Vol. VII.

2, The Reliquiac Barxterianae I i1ii. Here some vital items are

included which are wanting in the MSS in D.W.L.
3. Egerton MS 2570. These documents are misging in the Baxter MSS
and the Reliquiae, They were in fact thought to have been lost.

189
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However it is now known that together with other parts of the
Bascer Corpus which are of great historic significance, these
are available in the British Zuseum as Egerton MS 2570. These
papers were the hasis for cur re-evaluation of the Savoy
Conierence.
Liturgical Tracts 8.35.15. The parts dealing with the Conference
are:
i) "An Accompt of all the Proceedings of the Commissioners
of both Persuasions appointed by his Sacred Majesty
According to Letters Patent for the Review of the
Book of Common Prayer 1660."
This account contains (a) the Ministers Exceptions against
the Prayer Book, (b) the Bishops' Answers tc the ZExcestions
and (c) the Ministers rejoinder or Baxter’s repiiss tc the
Bishops.
ii) A Petition for Peace with the Reformation of the Liturgy.
iii) The Ministers Address to the King: '"To the Kings Most
Excellent Majesty. The Due Account, and Humble Petitiomn
of the Ministers of the Gospel, Lately Commissioned for the
Review and Alteration of the Liturgy."
Items a and b in Part i are wanting in the D.W.L. MSS
Item a is found in the Reliquiae and b is in the Egerton
M3S 2570, items 364, 365. Part ii is contained in D.W.L.
MSS 59.10 Vol. IV; 59.9 Vol. III, and 59.13 Vol. VII, but

it is not printed in the Reliquiae,
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Part 1ii is printed in the Religuiag¢ but is not found in
Egerton MSS.

5. *“The Grand Debate between the Most Revercnd the Bishops and the
Presbyterian Divines Appointed by His Jiacred Majesty as
Commissioners for the Review and Alteration of the Book of Common
Prayer ., . . Being an Exact Account of their whole Proceedings.
The most perfect copy, 1661."

This source contains the following parts:
a) Tha Exceptions as Presented (b) the Bishops' Answers (c) the
Ministers' Rejoinder or Baxter's replies, and (d) the Petition
for Peace with thé Reformation of the Liturgy.

Items a and b are wanting in D,W.L. MSS. Item

fo
P.J.
4}

found in the Reliquiase. Item b is found in Egerton MSS,

The other papers and documents reslating to the Conference
are: (a) Bishop's Cosin's Paper and reply (b) reply to Bishop
Gunning (c) the Bishops' disputants and the detates., These are
contained in D.W.L. and the Religuiae,.

Items (b) and (c) are in Egerton MSS,.

A brief analysis of all the documents of the Conference re-
veals some important changes of additions and emphases which hitherto
have been missed,

1

Beginning with the "Exceptions as drawn up"™ which are found in

D.W,L, MSS 59.11 Vol. V and 59.12 Vol. VI, and on pages 308-315 in

lThese were Baxter's criticisms against the Prayer Book
which he offered to his brethren when they were drawing up theirs

but were never accepted by them.
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the Rrilquize, there is an insertion in the Reliquiae at the end
of page 315 and the beginning of 316 that is positively not
written by Baxter,

The addition is in the form of a criticism, and in fact a
rejection of tho practice of responses by the congregation. The
importance of this additior in an unknown hand, lies in the fact
that it is included in the Ministers' Exceptions against the Prayer
Boolz, |

Be it noted that '"the Exceptions as prescnted' were entirely
the work of the ministers. Some weight attaches to the fact that
Baxter had nothing to.do with the actual writing of these Exceptions
and that his own suggested list of criticisms against the Book of
Common Prayer was rejected. This supports his contention that all
along he had informed his colleagues that his objections and criticisms
of the Liturgy were different from their own,

But almost every discussion of Baxter's role at the Conference,
leaves the impression that he was chiefly responsible Zfor drawing
up the objections against the Liturgy and that his brethren had
little to do with it. Such an impression is ccempletely out of
harmonv with what is revealed in the documents.

Thers are also some vital differences in emphasis and actual
changes in the Exceptions as they are printed in the Accompt, the
Grand Debate and in the Reliquiae.

What is significant about these differences is the fact that
where they cccur in the first two sources they tend to support the

bishops' point of view against their Puritan opponents. In some
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places certain key words or phrases are bracketed out in the
Accompi, vhereas in the Reliquiae these same ¢xrressions are
italicised thus emphasizing their importanze. An example of this
is in that part of the Ixceptions concerning moruning and evening
prayer, The fcllowing gquotation helps to bring this point out.

Accompt RB T ii

Exception:

We desire that the words We desire that the words
of the first Rubric may of the first Rubric may
be expressed as in the be expressed as in the
Book established by Bock established by
Auttiority of Parliament Autherity of Parliament
5 and € Fdward VI. thus; 5 and 6 Edward VI. Thus
The Morning and Evening - the Morning and Evening
Prayer shall bpe used in Prayer shall be ugzsd in
such place of the Church such place of the cCuurch,

Chappel, or Chancel, and Chappel, or Chancel, snd

the Minister shail sc turn the Minister shall so turn

himself, as the pzcnlie may h]m au“fﬁé'Peo sle Naﬁ_gagg

best hear; and 1if there be DEar, and if tnere e anv

any coutroversies therein, Controversias therz1a, tas

the matter shall be referrad mattar shall oe relevrved te
"7

to the Ordinarvy.+ the Ordinary.

These differences are striking because they indicate that in the
seventeenth century men were still sensitive to verbal nuances.
Reference is already made to the bishops' Answers to the

Exceptions as presented. This document is of crucial importance and

cf great historic significance. I# provides the basis for a fresh

evaluation of the oy Conference while at the same time providing

)
!

1Accomp£, p. 13.

2Italics are in the original. There are several places
where this difference appears, RB I ii, 321.
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new insights for the study of the Englicsh Church and the history
of non-ceonforrity in the seventeenth century,

It 1eveals how little the bishovs were willing to yield in
order to accommodate tnose with tender consciences, and how much
they were influenced and in fact directed by the political climate
of the time. On the hasis of tiic dosument, the conclusion that
the leading bishcps and politicians, with the notable exception
of Clarendon, wanted neither comprehension nor toleration for the
Puritans, is not open to question.

Any future study of the political and ecclesiastical prcblems
of the English Church in this period must take serious acccocunt
of this new document.

Another notable difference which is revealed in the documents
and which has escaped the notice of Baxter's cricics either consciously

. Y - . ¥ . .
or unconsciously, is the document known as the Ministers Rejrinder

or Replies, In every instance the c¢ritics have attributed the writing
of this document entirely to Baxter., It is without doubt the most
scathing criticism against the bishops and cne that most seriocusly
affected the Ccnference.

But as we have already had occasion to show, Banter was not

the scle author of all that is contained in the Ministers' Eeioinder,

The MS reveals that there are three other hands who have added
to the Rejoinder., One of the additions is a significant guctation
from Clement of Alexandria Stromat Book 1, and is gquoted in Greek

and Latin., In the Rejoinder it comes under the section that deals

w
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orpunicn Service', This is contained in MS 129 fol.

The second addition deals with the Gloria Patri and comes
under the section Concerning orning and Evening Prayer. This is
in MS 129 fol. 427V, The third is a reference to a passage from
Hales and ig found in MS 129 tol. 419V, This concerns general
criticisms against 'those Generals, loading Publick Form with Church
pomp, garment, images and many Superfluities that creep into the
Church under the name of Order and decency etc."

The particular passage quoted from Hales is that 'the limiting
of the Church Communion to things of doubtfull disputation,
hath been in all Ages the ground of Schisme and Separaticn, and that
he that separates from suspected opinions is not ths Sepatatist.”l

The first addition is positively identified as the handwriting
of Thomas Manton, one of the leaders among the ministers at the
Conference,

From our brief analysis of all the Documents and Papers
dealing with the Savoy Conference further support is given to the
position that it would be wrong tc fasten the blame for the failure

of the Conference on Richard Baxter, or on any single facroer,

.0, L. MS 129 fol. 427 Verso.
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