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Abstract Of Thesis

The Evolving Reputation Of Richard Hooker:
An Examination of Reponses To The Ecclesistical Poliry, 1640-1714.
By
Michael Andrew Brydon

This thesis is submitted for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy in the University of Durham,
1999.

This thesis considers the contribution of seventeenth-century responses to the Polity towards
the creation of Hooker’s Anglican identity. It begins with an examination of the growing
tensions between the old Reformed understanding of Hooker, and the new Laudian desire to
comprehend the Polity as the expression of a distinctive doctrinal religious settlement.
Although the dominance of the latter group was temporarily eclipsed by the Civil War it was
their understanding of Hooker which emerged as the authentic opinion of the English Church at
the Restoration. The examination of the Restoration response to Hooker considers how his
recently established image as an Anglican father was perpetuated, the methods used to suppress
rival assessments, and the weaknesses of this interpretation. The accession of the Catholic
James effectively challenged the Restoration Hooker-sponsored belief in passive obedience,
and challenged his Anglican credentials through the large numbers of Catholics who cited the
Polity in support of the Roman Church. The long term effects of this upon Hooker are
evaluated during the reign of William and Mary. The Whig desire to justify William
encouraged them to exploit Hooker’s belief in an original political compact, and to encourage
more latitudinarian ideas within the Church. Restoration ideologies, however, were far from
moribund. Several Tories were able to reconcile their opinions to the change of monarchs, and
others waited until the reign of Anne where they endeavoured to put the political and religious
clock back. This dominance was only temporary, however, since the advent of the
Hanoverians led to the swift resurgence of the Whigs. Nevertheless this did nothing to
undermine the now universal belief that Hooker was the leading exponent of the English
Church. Although Hooker had anticipated that the Poliry would be read as, a Reformed text, it

had been been turned into a specifically Anglican work within a century of his death.
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Introduction

C.J.Sisson claimed that in “the long and crowded roll of great English men of letters
there is no figure of greater significance to the instructed mind than Hooker.” His Laws of

Ecclesiastical Polity, that late sixteenth century justification of the English Church, was a
milestone in the history of religious thought.1 The first “philosophical masterpiece” to be
written in the vernacular, it has traditionally been acclaimed for setting out the classic depiction
of the English via media. The Elizabethan Church was shown to have avoided the mistaken
extremes of popery or puritanism, and to have based her polity upon the sound triumvirate of
scripture, reason, and tradition.2 Hooker had rejected the hardening disjunctions between
these assorted sources of authority, and had brought them into a rational and coherent
synthesis.3 Whilst the English Church clearly pre-dated Hooker this congruence of the
divergent strands of the Reformation publicly marked “the beginning of what we now call

Anglicanism.”4

This purpose of this thesis is not, however, to provide an abstract consideration of the

contents of the Poliry. 1t is concerned with the way that subsequent interpretations of the text
have been responsible for creating this perception of an Anglican Hooker. In the introduction I
have examined the way that this process has been assisted by the ambiguities of the Polity's
polemical structure, before charting modern scholarly attitudes towards the Poliry from John
Keble onwards. For over one hundred and fifty years it will be demonstrated that a belief in

the Polity as a distinctive Anglican text has been predominant. Only recently has this view

1C.J.Sisson, The Judicious Marriage of Mr Hooker and the Birth of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940), p. 1x.

2 R.Eccleshall, Order and Reason in Politics. Theories of Absolute and Limited Monarchy in Early Modern
England, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), pp. 127-128; L.W.Gibbs, ‘The Source of the Most Famous
Quotation from Richard Hooker’s Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity,’ in The Sixteenth Century Journal, Vol XXI,
Number 1, 1990, (pp. 77-86), p. 77; W.D.Neelands, ‘Hooker on Scripture, Reason, and “Tradition,” * in Richard
Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community, A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and
Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 75-94), p. 75.

3 J.8.Marshall, Hooker and the Anglican Tradition. An Historical and Theological Study of Hooker’s
Ecclesiastical Politv, (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1963), p. 1; H.McAdoo, ‘Richard Hooker,” 1n The
English Religious Tradition and the Genius of Anglicanism, (Wantage: Ikon Productions, 1992), pp. 105-125.

4 Marshall, Hooker, p. 1.
1



been seriously challenged as part of the general reaction against the whole concept of
Elizabethan via media Anglicanism, a concept which is deemed to owe more to the
anachronism of early nineteenth-century religious commentators than to historic reality. Itis
the contention of this doctorate, however, that the early Victorians were merely building upon

an impression of Hooker as the enduring example of the English Church, which had been

created in the seventeenth-century.

Although the Polity is a more complex and ambiguous book than the widespread
Anglican reading of Hooker suggests, it is not difficult to see from even a cursory reading why
the “judicious divine” has acquired the reputation of being the leading father of the English
Church. In the Preface he explains how the Poliry was primarily prompted by the need to
combat the growing puritan pressure for a more thorough reformation of the Church.5 They
insisted that only those practices which were indisputably commended by scripture could be
safely retained, and that the English Church was “a dying stock that had been lopped of its
main branches in preparation for the final work of the axe at its root.” ¢ John Henry Newman
ironically observed that Anglicanism was indebted to the puritans since without them the Polity

would never have been written.”

The Polity was more than just another response to the puritan agenda since Hooker

sought to provide a theologically grounded, historically accurate, and legally informed
exposition of the constitution and practices of the Elizabethan Church of England. Books I-I11
defined the fundamental philosophical and theological principles for discussing the demands
made upon the Church so that in Book IV Hooker could apply standards for the use of reason
and scripture in the light of the earlier perspective. Book V then articulated what was publicly
enjoined in the Church of England before the last three books considered how these public

5 R.Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. Books I1-IV, G.Edelen, (ed.), W.Speed Hill, (general ed.),
(London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press), Vol.1, the Preface, pp. 10-12.

6 H.C.Beeching. Religio Laici. A Series of Studies Addressed to Laymen, (London: Smith, Elder and Co.
1602), p. 43.

7°T.Lathbury, A History of the Convocation of the Church of England from the Earliest Period o the Year

1742, (London: J.Leslie, 1853), p. 188.
2



duties were to be performed.8

Throughout all of these books the reader is acutely aware of Hooker's overriding aim to

provide a locus of religious authority which negated the puritan adherence to a policy of sola
scriptura. The seemingly dispassionate explication of the different kinds of law at the start of
Book I was introduced to supply a philosophical foundation for the two basic principles upon
which the success of the Poliry rested. Firstly there was a clear distinction between matters of
salvation and those external trappings which were things indifferent, and secondly each

national branch of the universal church had the right to determine the form of these outward
matters.® Such a double premise meant that Hooker was able to reject the omnicompetence of
scripture through his demonstration that there were other sources of knowledge, instruction,

and wisdom that could be employed without detriment to its high position.10 Grace, rather than

destroying nature, brought it to perfection.!1

The great danger of the contrary puritan position, in Hooker's view, was that it turned

indifferent mundane practices into matters of prime importance that became central to
Christianity.12 “For whereas God hath left sundry kindes of lawes unto men, and by all those
lawes the actions of men are in some sort directed: they hold that one onely lawe, the scripture,
must be the rule to direct in all thinges, even so farre as to the taking up of a rush or strawe.” 13
Puritan attempts to enlarge the purpose of scripture failed to comprehend that it was “perfect
and wanteth nothing requisite unto that purpose for which God delivered the same.”14 It

contained all that was necessary with regard to “the principles of Christian doctrine” but was

8 J.Booty, ‘Book V,’ in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (ed.), (New
York: Mediaeval Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol.VI, Part I, (pp. 183-231), p. 186; W.P.Haugaard,
‘Books 11, 111 & 1V, in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (ed.), (New
York: Mediaeval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol. VI, Part I, (pp. 125-181), p. 139.

Books 1-V were published during Hooker’s own lifetime, but Books VI and VIII had to wait unul 1649, and

Book VII was not finally issued until 1662.
91 E.Gibbs, ‘Book 1,” in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (ed.),
(New York: Mediaeval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol. VI, Part 1, (pp. 81-124), p. &5.

10 J.Gascoigne, *Church and State Unified: Hooker’s Rationale for the English Post-Reformation Order,” in The
Journal of Religious History, Vol.21, No.1, 1997, (pp. 23-34), p. 30.

11 1bid, p. 26.

12 Hooker, Polity, Vol.I, Bk, Chpt.1, p. 196.

13 Ibid, Vol. I, Bk. II, Chpt. 1, p. 145; Ibid, Vol. I, Bk. 11, Chpt. 8, p. 190.

14 1bid, Vol.l, Bk.II, Chpt.5, p. 190.
3



“more darke and doubtfull” in matters of discipline.!5 To suggest that Christ had ever intended

to prescribe an immutable form of Church polity only served to suggest that it was inadequate
next to the complexities of the Mosaic law. “That Christ did not meane to set downe particular

positive lawes for all thinges in such sorte as Moses did, the very different manner of

delivering the lawes of Moses and the lawes of Christ doth plainly show.”16

Hooker insisted that in the same way as “Wisdom™ had imparted her treasures to the

world in diverse ways, so her method of teaching was not limited to scripture and could draw
upon reason.!7 Again and again Hooker reiterated that God’s eternal law over his creation was

mediated through a series of laws, and that these laws were grounded in God’s own nature and

character. “For that which all men have at all times learned, nature her selfe must needes have
taught; and God being the author of nature, her voyce is but his instrument.” 18 This meant that
it was perfectly acceptable to commend actions which were not specifically specified by
scripture. Practices were only to be rejected if they directly contradicted 1t.1° The due

observation of law derived from reason would benefit all who observed it. “For we see the

whole world and each part thereof so compacted, that as long as each thing performeth only

that worke which is naturall unto it, it thereby preserveth both other things, and also it selfe.”20

The Polity’s enthusiasm for reason, however, did not permit individuals to make their

own judgments. If each man was permitted to follow the dictates of personal conscience it
would merely result in confusion under the pretence of being guided by the spirit. This was

why men’s experience had taught them that the Church was the only body which was qualified
to interpret scripture through tradition and reason. “For when we know the whole Church of

God hath that opinion of the Scripture, we judge it even at the first an impudent thing for any
man bredde and brought up in the Church to bee of a contrarye mind without a cause.”2! Such

a recognition of the Church’s centrality meant that Hooker was anxious to stress the importance

151bid, Vol.l, The Preface, p. 18.

16 1bid, Vol.1, Bk.11I, Chpt.11, p. 249.

17 Beeching, Religio Laici, p. 45.

18 Hooker, Polity, Vol.1, Bk.1, Chpt.8, p. 84.
191bid, Vol.I, Bk.I, Chpt.10, p. 129.

20 1bid,Vol.l, Bk.1, Chpt.9, p. 93.

21bid, Vol.1, Bk.11I, Chpt.8, p. 231.



of her visible state. “Gods clergie are a state which hath beene and will be, as long as there is a

Church upon earth, necessarie by the Plaine word of God himself; a state whereunto the rest of
Gods people must be subject as touching things that appertaine to their subjects health.”22 The
puritans had criticized episcopacy, but it was clear that it was the primitive form of government

most in agreement with scripture.23

These first principles having been established in the first four books, Hooker used the
fifth book “more throughlie to sift” those ceremonies that Puritans “pretend to be so
scandalous.”24 It was more than just a straight forward rationale of the liturgy since it

provided a profound exposition of the motivation behind Anglican belief, thought, and
worship. “Church ministry, sacraments, liturgical principles and practice, are all discussed and
not in the merely “parochial” setting, but in the context of participation in the Life of the

Incarnate Lord through the grace of the Word and sacraments in the corporate fellowship of the
Church.”25 The services were rooted in scripture since they largely revolved around the public
reading of the Bible, but they also demonstrated that the Church was able to draw upon
tradition to justify the use of ceremonies for the public edification.26 “If religion beare the
greatest swaie in our hartes, our outwarde religious duties must show it, as farre as the Church

hath outward habilitie.”27

The puritan complaint that the external forms of the Church were often misunderstood
provided insufficient justification for the removal of “good and profitable” ceremonies.28 It
was as foolish as the conclusion that because children hurt themselves with knives their elders
should be forbidden from using them as well.29 Such Prayer Book ceremonies were too

important to the reverent administration of the Church’s sacraments for them to be abandoned

22 1bid, Vol.1, Bk.III, Chpt.11, p. 267.

23 1bid, Vol.I, Bk.III, Chpt.11, p. 264.

24 1bid, Vol.1, Bk.1V, Chpt.12, p. 325.

25 McAdoo, ‘Richard Hooker,” p. 118; R.Targoff, ‘Performing Prayer in Hooker's Lawes: The Ef ficacy of Set
Forms,’ in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community, A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ:
Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 275-282), pp. 276-277.

26 Hooker, Politv, Vol.lI, Bk.V, Chpt.21, p . 87; Volll, Bk.V, Chpt.22, p. 92.

27 Ibid, Vol.l, Bk.IV, Chpt.4, p. 284.

28 1bid, Vol.l, Bk.1V, Chpt4, p. 284.

291bid, Vol.l, Bk.IV, Chpt.12, p. 325.



on such flimsy grounds. They were vital aids to the demonstration that those who were born
of God “have the seede of theire regeneration by the ministrie of the Church, which useth to

that ende and purpose not only the word but the sacraments, both havinge generative force and

vertue.”30 Baptism and the Eucharist were more more than just symbols, since they provided

the effective means for God to convey His saving grace.31

Hooker, having established the importance of these public duties and practices, used

his last three books to explore the forms of authority by which they were performed. The
surviving form of Book VI is far from complete, but it is clear that Hooker primarily intended it

to refute the office of lay elders through his defence of the spiritual discipline established in the
English Church and commonwealth.32 In Book VII he then went on to establish that the best
form of Church government was provided by episcopacy. He believed that the first bishops
were the Apostles who afterwards endued others “with Apostolical power of their own.”33 In

spite of this impressive precedent for episcopacy, Hooker was loth to absolutize its claims to be
the only legitimate form of religious government.  His subtlety of argument meant that on

occasions he even appeared to be undermining the episcopal case when he suggested that
bishops were on the same level as presbyters.34 Such hesitancy was primarily prompted by

Hooker’s reluctance to unchurch those Protestants who had abandoned episcopacy. Bishops

remained the most apostolic form of government, but they were not vital to the being of the

Church.35

In his concluding treatise on the power of ecclesiastical dominion, Hooker sought to

vindicate the legal basis of the English religious establishment through his defence of the royal

30 R.Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. Book V, W.Speed Hill, (ed), W.Speed Hill, (general ed.),
(London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1977), Vol.Il, Bk.V, Chpt.50, p. 207.

31 Ibid, Vol.li, Bk.V, Chpt.57, p. 247.

32 1. W.Gibbs, ‘Book VI,” in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (ed.),
(New York: Mediaeval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol.V1, Part 1, (pp. 249-308), p. 271;
Hooker, Polity, Vol 111, Bk.VI, Chpt.I-II, pp. 1-6.

33 R.Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. Books VI, VI, VIII, P.G.Stanwood, (ed.), (W.Speed Hill,
(General ed.), (London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1981), Vol.lII, Bk.VII, Chpt.4. p. 157.

34 1bid Vol 11l, BK.VII, Chptll, p. 152.

35 A.S.McGrade, ‘Book VII,’ in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W.Speed Hill,
(ed.), (New York: Mediaeval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol.VI, Part I, (pp. 309-336), p. 336.

6



supremacy in religion. At the beginning he strove to demonstrate how the Church and State
could together constitute a single entity whilst remaining distinct from each other. “As in a

figure triangular the base doth differ from the sides thereof, and yet one, and the self same line,
is both a base and also a side.”36 Having established this Hooker then turned to the more

specific issue of the civil magistrate’s claim to the title “Head of the Church.” Hooker argued
that because there were two kinds of ecclesiastical power, the “ghostly” and the “external”, the
Church was able to award the former to Christ whilst permitting the monarch to serve as a

visible head. We “in terming our princes heads of the Church doe but testifie that we

acknowledg them such governors.”37

Such a royal supremacy in no way implied that the monarch enjoyed a divine mandate.

“As for supreme power in Ecclesiastical affayres, the word of God doth no where appoint, that

all kings should have it, neither that any should not have it. For which cause it seemeth to
stand altogether that unto Christian kings there is no such dominion given.”38 Englishmen
were in no more subjection but such as they had willingly assented to for their own “behoof

and securitie.”39 This was why “suche thinges must be thought upon before hand, that power

may be limited ere it be graunted.”+0 In England the polity had been prudently based upon the
maxim that “Rex non debet esse sub homine, sed sub Deo et Lege” which meant that the grant
of any favour contrary to the law was void.41 Lest this be misconstrued as encouraging
resistance against rulers who ignored their legal commitments, Hooker stressed that it was a

“heavenly tribunal” before which they would appear, since “on earth they are not accomptable

to any.”42

As we have already seen, the other seven books also had this dominant desire to

demonstrate the reasonableness of obedience to the English Christian polity, so that what “the

36 Hooker, Polity, Vol.IlI, Bk.VIII, Chptl, p. 319.
37 Ibid, Vol.llI, Bk.VIII, Chpt.IV, pp. 357-361.

38 1bid, Vol.Ill, Bk.VIII, Chpt.IIl, p. 335.

39 Ibid, Vol 111, Bk.VIII, Chpt.I], p. 336.

40 1bid, Vol.Ill, Bk.VII1, ChptIII, p. 339

41 Ibid, Vol 1lI, Bk.VIII, Chpt.2, p. 332.

42 1bid, Vol.lll, Bk.VII, Chpt.9, p. 437.



Church hath received...must carry the benefite of presumption with it to be accompted meete
and convenient.”43 The motivation behind Hooker’s clear desire to advocate conformity is less

obvious, however, and subsequently has been interpreted in a variety of different ways. These
have ranged from the traditional belief that Hooker was attempting to promote a distinctive
form of Anglicanism, to the more recent suggestion that he was merely seeking to maintain a

moderate Calvinist settlement against reformist extremists.

This modern academic discussion of Hooker began with the publication of John

Keble’s edition of the Poliry in 1836. It was “a milestone of nineteenth century scholarship™

since unlike his predecessors he drew heavily upon manuscripts, provided footnotes, and

divided Hooker’s chapters into numbered sections for greater ease of reference.44 Keble also

provided an introduction in which he demonstrated the centrality of the Polity in defining the

Anglican via media. To Hooker, and his successors, “we owe it, that the Anglican Church
continues at such a distance from that of Geneva, and so near truth and apostolical order.” 45
His views on ceremonies and sacraments were based upon a “deep study of Christian
antiquity” which was the antithesis of puritanism.46 Since Hooker, for example attributed to

baptism “a pardoning grace” along with the “first infusion of that which sanctifies” he was

clearly opposed to “Calvin’s doctrine, of the absolute perpetuity of justifying and of the first

sanctifying grace.”#7

Keble was clearly perplexed by the three posthumous books of the Polity, however,
which were ambiguous in their support of episcopacy’s centrality to the being of the Church.

Gratefully he embraced Isaac Walton’s seventeenth-century biography of Hooker which

suggested that they may have been tampered with by hostile puritans.48 So confident was

43 Ibid, Vol .1, Bk.IV, Chpt.4, p. 286.

44 G Edelen, (ed.), The Folger Library of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (general ed.), (London:
The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1977), Vol.I, pp. XXv-Xxvi; P.G.Stanwood, (ed), The Folger
Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (gencral ed.), (London: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 1981),Vol.IlIl, p. v.

45 J Keble, (ed.), The Works of that Learned and Judicious Divine Mr Richard Hooker: With an Account of His
Life and Death by Isaac Walton , (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1836), p. civ.

46 Keble, Works, p. 1XXxvii; P.B.Nockles, The Oxford Movement in Contexi. Anglican High Churchmanship,
1760-1857, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 84, 207, 250.

47 Keble, Works, pp. Ixxxiv, cil.

48 Ibid, pp. XXiI, XXV1.



Keble of Hooker’s Anglican credentials, however, that he also strove to gloss Hooker’s
apparent reluctance to accept a divine origin for episcopacy. He insisted that both the
Erastiamism of the court and Hooker’s desire not to offend his non-episcopal continental
brethren encouraged him to moderate the way his views were stated. Hooker also lacked that

full evidence of episcopal origins “with which later generations have been favoured” since St
Ignatius was still “under a cloud of doubt.”49 Nevertheless since Hadrian Saravia, that zealous
Dutch proponent of episcopacy, was in close contact with Hooker we may use “the recorded

opinions of the one for interpreting what might seem otherwise ambiguous in the other.”50

Certainly many of the puritans attributed similar opinions to Hooker.51

This early high Church interpretation of the Polity effectively defined Hooker’s

reputation as the epitomization of the Anglican tradition. Such was the growth of pious acclaim
amongst Victorian devotees of the established faith that a statue of him was erected in the

cathedral close at Exeter, and he was depicted as an Anglican worthy in numerous churches

and chapels.52 Keble’s edition of the Poliry also continued to be in wide demand since it had

run through six issues before being revised by R.W.Church and F.Paget in 1888.53 At the

end of the century Paget, the Oxford Regius Professor of Pastoral Theology, commented in a
further consideration of Book V that “but for the change which Mr.Keble’s learning and

diligence have made in the conditions under which Hooker is studied, he could not have
considered” undertaking such a project.54 Edward Dowden agreed that they were all indebted

to Keble who had done so much to broaden their understanding of Hooker’s Anglican

49 1bid, pp. lix-Ixii
501bid, p. Ixvii.
51 ]bid, pp. Ixx-1xxi.

Unlike Book VII, Book VIII was largely irrelevant to Keble’s discourse on Anglicanism, but he was sull
unable to accept the suggestion that it showed Hooker to be the original Whig without making some sort of
retort. “Whereas even in respect of civil government, though he might aliow them their theory of its ongin, he
pointedly deprecates their conclusion in favour of resistance. And in respect of sacramental grace, and the
consequent nature and importance of Church communion, themselves have dared to claim sanction from him.”
Keble, Works, p. cv.

52 Good examples of images of Hooker may be seen in Chester Cathedral, King's College, London, Trinity
College, Cambridge, Ridley Hall, Cambridge, and Winchester Cathedral.

53 J Keble, The Works of that Learned and Judicious Divine Mr Richard Hooker with an Account of His Life
and Death by Isaac Walion, Revised by R.W.Church and F.Paget, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888).

54 F.Paget, An Introduction to the Fifth Book of Hooker’s Treatise of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Poliry,

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1899), p. 259.
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personality .55

Whilst all were united in their initial debt to Keble, itis clear that by the early twentieth

century divergent emphases were beginning to grow up within this general acceptance of
Hooker as an Anglican divine. Moderate tractarians, such as H.C.Beeching, continued to
remain loyal to the Hookerian via media image of the Church where the reformation had cut
away what “was really parasitical” but had retained what possessed in itself “a vital
principle.”56 Other more advanced heirs of the Oxford Movement, such as Darwell Stone and

A.J. Mason, also stayed faithful to Keble through their attempt to apply Hooker in support of

their Anglo-Catholic understandings of the eucharist and episcopacy.57

Several supporters of this latter group chose to distance Hooker further from the
Reformation, however, by emphasizing the existence of certain external similarities between
Hooker’s depiction of a hierarchically ordered universe and the theological principles of
Thomas Aquinas. Lionel Thornton, of the Community of the Resurrection, showed that

Hooker’s reliance upon Aquinas is consistent and profound, and that he had built much of his
theological emphasis upon Thomistic principles.58 It was not just Anglo-Catholics, however,

who recognized Hooker’s debt to mediaeval scholasticism. The Italian A.P.d’Entreves, who

restricted his interest in the Polity to the political sections, emphasized Hooker’s debt to

Aquinas so he could distance him from a more liberal political understanding.5°

Another school of opinion which overlapped with the via media and Thomist positions
was to regard Hooker as representing the spirit of Erasmian humanism. This process began
with Dowden who referred to the writer of the Polity as a Christian humanist who epitomized

the Anglican position at the end of Elizabeth’s reign. “The spirit of the Renaissance is brought

55 E. Dowden, Puritan and Anglican, (New Y ork: Books for Libraries Freepart, Essay Index Reprint Series,

1969), p. 69.

56 Beeching, Religio Laici, p. 43.

57 A.J.Mason, The Church of England and Episcopacy, (Cambridge: 1914), p. 54; D.Stone, A History of the

Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, (London: Longmans, Green, and Co, 1909), pp. 239, 244-245.

58 |_S.Thornton, Richard Hooker. A Study of His Theology, (London: S.P.C.K, 1924), pp. 27-30, 35, 92,

97-99, 103.

59 W._J Torrance Kirby, Richard Hooker’s Doctrine of the Royal Supremacy, (Leiden: E.J.Bnll, 1990), p. 12.
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into harmony by him with the spirit of the Reformation; he is serious, reverent, devout; with
seriousness and reverence he does honour to human reason;...he is at once humanist and
theologian.”60  Hardin Craig built upon this to suggest that Hooker’s humanistic balance
between the power of reason and grace was akin to Erasmus’s teaching on the freedom of man
to cooperate with God’s grace in the work of salvation. This clearly set Hooker apart from the
Reformed Protestant belief in the total depravity of man’s nature, and in man’s Justification by

faith alone.61

In spite of the subtle differences all three groups remained united in their conviction that

Hooker was distinctively Anglican, and stood apart from reformed orthodoxy. Although
historians such as Sidney Lee continued to stress the Whig constitutional principles of Book
VIII, this had no tangible impact upon the widespread perception of Hooker as an English
Church father, and seems to have been regarded as a separate issue. Hooker’s contribution to
his Church had so effectively been reckoned and fixed on the strength of the first five books

alone that in 1907 the Everyman reprint of Keble’s edition actually chose to omit the
posthumous books.62 Not until C.J.Sisson’s publication of The Judicious Marriage of Mr
Richard Hooker and the Birth of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity was this image seriously
modified in any way. Through his discussion of court records Sisson was able to correct
distorted images of Hooker’s family life, and fully restore the credibility of the latter books.63

This work was subsequently expanded upon by Novarr in his post-war exploration of the
seventeenth century biographies of Isaac Walton. Walton, Novarr insisted, was a reluctant
biographer, writing within a highly political context. His assignment, explicit or implicit, from

the archbishop of Canterbury, Gilbert Sheldon, was to rescue Hooker from the Poliry’s

60 Dowden, Puritan and Anglican, p. 69.

61 C Hardin, The Enchanted Glass: The Elizabethan Mind in Literature, (New Y ork: 1936), pp. 24, 28;
M.M.Phillips, Erasmus and the Northern Renaissance, (London: The English Universities Press Ltd, 1961), pp.
150-151. For a more recent discussion of Hooker’s relationship with Erasmus see R.J.Schoeck, ‘From Erasmus
to Hooker: An Overview,’ in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community, A.S.McGrade,
(ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 59-73).

62 Eccleshall, Order and Reason , p. 129; Torrance Kirby, Royal Supremacy, p. 11; W.D.J.Cargill Thompson, *
* “The Philosopher of the “Politic Society.” Richard Hooker as a Political Thinker,” in Studies in Richard
Hooker. Essays Preliminary to an Edition of His Works, W.Speed Hill, (ed.), (London: The Press of the Cape
Western Reserve University, 1972), p. 4; A.S.McGrade, ‘The Three Last Books and Hooker’s Autograph
Notes,” in The Folger Librarv Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker, W.Speed Hill, (ed.), (New York:
Mediaeval Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), Vol.VI, Part 1, (pp. 232-247), p. 235.

63 C.J.Sisson, The Judicious Marriage of Mr Richard Hooker.
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embarrassing enthusiasm for ideas which seemed to suggest that episcopacy was not divinely

ordained and the monarchy was not absolute.64

Such new analysis meant that the Polity finally began to be considered asan integrated
whole. Peter Munz concluded that although Hooker’s early books had striven to justify the
English polity upon Aquinas’s principles, he had been unable to reconcile them with the
realities of the Tudor political situation. Aquinas provided the theoretical basis, but Hooker

had been forced to have recourse to Marsilius of Padua when it actually came to practical
justifications of the political status quo.65 Gunnar Hillerdal, through a parallel exploration of

Hooker’s theological ideas, was similarly sceptical concerning the coherence of the Poliry.
Hooker, he insisted, had been unable to reconcile his Thomist philosophy of reason with his

Protestant theology of salvation. Consequently the laws were constructed around two

irreconcilable conceptions of grace and reason.66

There were surprisingly few responses to these allegations of Hookerian inconsistency.
Arthur McGrade was exceptional in his attempt to demonstrate that “coherence is not merely
present in the Poliry, but is in fact its greatest merit.”67 Hooker, he insisted, had planned the

thesis so that the earlier books would be “general in import” and the “later ones particular.”

The first books were intended to serve as “meditations” whilst the later ones involved
“decisions.”68 Cargill Thompson suggests that the lack of further responses to these criticisms
of the Polity was primarily a result of a general waning of interest in the study of political
thought in academic circles.69 This may have been a contributing factor, but the real reason

seems to have been the widespread continuation of the assumption that Hooker was a great
systematic thinker who provided an Anglican defence parexcellence. Works by H.C.Porter,

H.R.McAdoo, and E.T.Davies confidently assumed that Hooker was the exponent of the

64 D.Novarr, The Making of Isaac Walion's Lives, (New Y ork: Cornell University Press, 1958), pp. 226-230.
65 P.Munz, The Place of Hooker in the History of Thoughi, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,1952), pp.
49-57, 96-111.

66 Cargill Thompson, ‘The Philosopher,” pp. 11-12.

67 A.S.McGrade, ‘The Coherence of Hooker’s Polity: The Books on Power,” in The Journal of the History of
Ideas, Vol . XX1V, No.2, 1963, (pp. 163-182), p. 163.

88 1bid, p. 165.

69 Cargill Thompson, ‘The Philosopher,” p. 11.
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Anglican via media, whilst J.§.Marshall’s Hooker and the Anglican Tradition provided a

forceful reassertion of Hooker’s claim to be regarded as the successor of Aquinas.70

This tradition of interpretation has continued unabated and is is currently most visibly

represented in the Folger Library edition of the works of Hooker.7!  Although W.Speed Hill.

the general editor, suggested that Keble’s edition now seems “unduly narrow in the focus of its
commentary and unduly pious in its retention of Walton’s Life as the gateway to the Law's of

Ecclesiastical Polity” most of these Anglican assumptions have continued to dominate the
Folger work.72 For most of the editors Hooker continued to represent the quintessential
Anglican divine whose writings illuminated this moderate tradition with its combination of

Catholic and Protestant elements. In spite of his mild criticism of Keble, Speed Hill himself

refers to Hooker in the preface as a major contributor to Anglican religious thought.73 He
provided the definition of the ‘English Church as neither Roman nor Genevan - at once historic

and reformed - and thus distinctively “Anglican.”74

W.P.Haugaard insists that the maintenance of this position was a constant struggle for

the Church against proponents of the Genevan settlement. This was why Hooker had been so

anxious to repudiate “the singular authority with which Calvin had been endorsed by many

70 E.T.Davies, The Political 1deas of Richard Hooker, (London: S.P.C.K, 1946), pp. 27, 98; Marshall, Hooker
and the Anglican Tradition; HMcAdoo, The Spirit of Anglicanism. A Survey of Anglican Theological Method
in the Seventeenth Century, (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1965), pp. v, Vi, 4, 6-11, 26, 124, 143, 152,
182, 272, 309, 311, 319-320, 333; H.C.Porter, Reformation and Reaction in Tudor Cambridge, (Cambndge:
Cambridge University Press, 1958), pp. 333-334, 381-384; W.M.Spellman, The Latitudinarians and the Church
of England 1660-1700, (London: University of Georgia Press, 1993), pp. 64-66, 75, 77, 157-158.

71 The major significance of the Folger edition is discussed in B.Kaye, ‘Authority and the Shaping of Tradition:
New Essavs on Richard Hooker," in The Journal of Religious History, Vol.21, No.1, 1997, (pp. 3-9), pp. 4-5;
H.C.Porter’s brief qualification on the appropriateness of the term Anglican in the sixteenth century is about as
critical as any of the Folger school ever become of this notion. H.C.Porter, ‘Hooker, the Tudor Consutution,
and the Via Media,’ in Studies in Richard Hooker, Essays Preliminary to an Edition of His Works, W .Speed
Hill, (ed.), (London: The Press of Cape Western Reserve University), (pp. 77-116), p. 80. »

72 W Speed Hill, (ed.), Studies in Richard Hooker. Essays Preliminary to an Edition of His Works, (London:
The Press of Cape Western Reserve University, 1972), editor’s preface, p. 1%

73 Hooker, Polity, Vol .1, p. vi.
74 W.Speed Hill, ‘Doctrine and Polity in Hooker’s Laws,’ in English Literary Renaissance, Vol.2, 1972, (pp.
173-193), p. 175. See also W.P.Haugaard, ‘The Preface,’ in The Folger Library Edition of the Works of
Richard Hooker, W .Speed Hill, (ed.), (New York: Mediaeval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1993), (pp. 1-
80), pp. 5. 15; W.Speed Hill, ‘Richard Hooker in the Folger Edition: An Editonial Perspective,’ in Richard
Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community, A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and
Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 3-20), pp. 15-16.
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within the Reformed tradition.” Consequently he ignored the possibility of a “theological

dialogue between Calvin's reading of the New Testament and the needs of a Reformed

Geneva.”75 Cargill Thompson was less generous and suggested that Hooker had deliberately

indulged in a “calculated piece of misrepresentation.”76

Haugaard was sincerely impressed, however, by Hooker’s attempt to counteract the

puritans by articulating an identity which was faithful to scripture, to the central insi ghts of
Reformation doctrine, and to the critically considered heritage of the intervening centuries.

These characteristics had all been present in the Elizabethan Church, but it took Hooker to give
them a “coherent theological exposition.”?7 John Booty similarly described how within the
Polity Hooker managed to encapsulate the three distinctive “strands of Anglican authority,
Scripture, tradition (in the church), and reason.”78 By keeping faith with the moderate English

tradition of Thomas Cranmer, he had successfully combined a strong emphasis on the

sacrament as well as the word. This was what had subsequently made him so attractive to the

Oxford Movement.79

In contrast Egil Grislis, another of the Folger editors, preferred to treat Hooker as a

“theologian, rather than as part of the history of an institution.” Nevertheless Grislis is just as
much a proponent of the via media through his stress on Hooker’s desire for a religious

consensus based on the Thomistic distinction between the revealed knowledge of scripture and
that obtained via tradition and human reasoning.80 Lee Gibbs, a companion contributor, also
draws attention to the importance which Aquinas occupied in Hooker’s differentiation of

laws.81 Grislis is adamant that such a considered defence of the status quo was not based on

75 Haugaard, “The Preface,” pp. 66, 68, 79.
76 Cargill Thompson, ‘The Philosopher,” pp. 14-15.
77 Haugaard, ‘The Preface,’ p. 2.
78 ). E.Booty, ‘Hooker and Anglicanism,’ in Studies in Richard Hooker. Essays Preliminary to an Edition of
His Works, W.Speed Hill, (ed.), (London: The Press of Cape Western Reserve University, 1972), (pp. 207-
239), p. 230.
791bid, pp. 232-233.
80 Speed Hill, ‘Editor’s Preface,” p. xii; E.Gnislis, ‘The Hermeneutical Problem in Richard Hooker,’ in Studies
in Richard Hooker. Essays Preliminary to an Edition of His Works, (London: The Press of Cape Western
Rescrve University, 1972), (pp. 159-206), pp. 178-179, 182, 185-187.
81 Gibbs, ‘Book I, pp. 82, 123.
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the selfish pursuit of clerical self-interest, but was motivated from an objective desire to
demonstrate the reasonableness of religious conformity.82 This was not a totally forlorn hope
for Hooker since “the mind of man desireth evermore to know the truth according to the most

infallible certaintie which the nature of thing can yield.”83

Such a firm recent restatement of Hooker’s Anglican credentials by the compilers of the

Folger edition has ensured that via media notions continue to predominate in both popular and
scholarly considerations of the Polity.84 The most important and innovative contribution to

this continuing line of debate is located in the work of Peter Lake and Anthony Milton. They
have entirely rejected as anachronistic the traditional Keble-sponsored view that Hooker was
part of a moderate Anglicanism going back to the Reformation. Hooker could still be referred

to as an Anglican, however, not because he inherited this distinctive English tradition but
because he invented it.85 He was the founder of an anti-Calvinist movement which

subsequently came to dominate the Church. In contrast to the stark Calvinist division between

the godly and the profane he adopted a unique view of the visible church which was based

upon the sacraments and public worship rather than preaching.86

Any attempt to talk of sixteenth-century Anglicanism has been increasingly challenged,
however, for reading later doctrinal differences back into an earlier period.87 It has been

deemed to be historically misplaced to talk about Anglicanism in the sixteenth century when the

82 Grislis, ‘The Hermeneutical Problem,” p. 175.

83 1bid, p. 177; Hooker, Polity, Vol.l, Bk.1l, Chpt.7, p. 179.

84 Recent examples include A Middleton, The Peculiar Character of Anglicanism, (Louth: The Prayer Book
Society Ltd, 1998), pp. 27-30; M.Percy, Introducing Richard Hooker and the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity,
(London: Affirming Catholicism, 1999), pp. 3, 12, 19.

85 p.Collinson, ‘Hooker and the Elizabethan Establishment,’ in Richard Hooker and the Construction of
Christian Community, A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medival and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997),
(pp. 149-181), p. 151; P.Lake, Anglicans and Puritans? Presbyterianism and English Conformist Thought
from Whilgift 1o Hooker, (London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), pp. 173-82, 225-230; A.Milton, Catholic and
Reformed: The Roman and Proiesiani Churches in English Protestant Thoughi, 1600-1640, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), pp. 8, 48-49, 426-427; P.B.Secor, ‘In Search of Richard Hooker:
Constructing a New Biography,” in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community,
A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 20-37), pp. 24-27.
86 P.Lake, ‘Lancelot Andrewes, John Buckeridge, and Avant-Garde Conformity at the Court of James I,” in The
Mental World of the Jacobean Court, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), (pp. 113-133), pp. 113-
114; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 430, 451, 495

87 Torrance Kirby, Royal Supremacy, p. 35.
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epithet was the subsequent product of post-Restoration historiography.88 Any use of the term

mistakenly suggests that the Elizabethan Church had consciously developed a distinctive
identity which separated her from the continent. Sixteenth century churchmen were “blissfully
unaware that they were hammering out a theological position which was clearly distinct from
that being pursued by the Reformation in general.” This ignorance was not the result of
theological naivete, but simply because they would not have accepted that they were departing

from the reformed position.89

Naturally any reconsideration of the old historiography of the sixteenth century Church

has called into question the traditional Folger-school interpretation of Hooker’s Polin.90 First
Torrance Kirby, and then Nigel Atkinson have sought to reposition Hooker within the
mainstream Protestant reformed tradition.9! Alister McGrath describes how evangelicals have
for too long accepted the catholic interpretation of Hooker as a writer determined to move the
Church away from the Reformation, and have studiously ignored him in consequence.92

These revisionists are happy to accept the traditional exposition of the Polity’s enthusiasm for
scripture, reason and tradition, but dispute that there is anything distinctively Anglican about it.
Atkinson is swift to point out that Hooker would not have recognized this exclusivist depiction
of his theological premises. We have his own declaration that he was hostile towards Rome

and considered himself to be a theological proponent of the Reformation.93 The Church of

England might maintain different outward forms, but this did not mean that she was not of the

88 Id, p. 34.

89 N.Atkinson, Richard Hooker and the Authority of Scripture, Tradition and Reason. Reformed Theologian of
the Church of England?, (St Ives: Paternoster Press, 1997), p. xvi.

90 The absence of this religious historical shift ensured that earlier attempts by Sydney Carter and
C.W.Dugmore to emphasize Hooker’s reformed credentials had largely failed. C.Sydney Carter, The Anglican
Via Media, (Tynne and Jarvis Lid, 1927); C.W.Dugmore, Eucharistic Doctrine in England from Hooker 10
Waierland, (London: S.P.C.K., 1942), pp. 10-22.

91 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian ; W.J.Torrance Kirby, ‘Richard Hooker as an Apologist of the Magistenal
Reformation in England,” in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community, (Tempe, AZ:
Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 219-233); W.J. Torrance Kirby, Royal Supremacy,
(Leiden: E.J.Bnill, 1990).

These claims were not totally without precedent since in 1927 Sydney Carter had unsuccessfully atiempted to
re-emphasize Hooker’s reformed credentials. C.Sydney Carter, The Anglican Via Media. Being Studies in the
Elizabethan Religious Settlement and in the Teaching of the Caroline Divines, (London: J.Tynne and Jarvis Lid,
1927), pp. 41, 57, 69, 70, 74, 79, 94, 162, 182.

92 A McGrath, ‘“The Foreward,” in N.Atkinson, Richard Hooker and the Authority of Scripture, Tradition and
Reason. Reformed Theologian of the Church of England?, (St Ives: Paternoster Press, 1997), (pp. Vii-Viit).

93 Hooker, Polity, Vol.I, Bk.1V, Chpt.14, p. 344; Vol.1, Bk.IV, Chpt.9, pp. 302.
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same “confession in doctrine.”94

The belief that Hooker was attempting to place the Church outside the reformed
tradition has largely originated from an unquestioning acceptance of the authenticity of the
assessment of his early critics.95 In particular the authors of A Christian Letter were
responsible for giving the impression that many of his opinions were riddled with Romish anti-

Protestant errors. His efforts to demonstrate the possible salvation of pre-Reformation

Catholics were far too sympathetic towards “the chiefest pointes of popish blasphemie” for
their liking.96 Consequently they structured their response so that the official teaching of the

Church were placed alongside Hooker’s teachings to emphasize his deviation from them. This

gave them the appearance of defending the reformed religion from “the growth of heresy in its
very breast.”97 In particular they made the serious accusation that he owed more to Aristotle

than the Reformation fathers, and was guilty of setting reason above scripture. By linking the
Polity with Mediaeval scholasticism they made the damning allegation that he was attempting

to undermine the Reformation by contradicting almost all the principal points “of our English

crede.”98

It is mistaken to believe, however, that the views of the writers of The Christian Letter

were representative of mainstream Calvinist reformed religion within England. They were the
lineal descendants of those Protestants who had chosen exile during Mary’s reign, and had
returned to England assuming that the revival of the Edwardian Church was but the first step
towards a more thorough reform. The original magisterial reformers had believed that there
were only two necessary signs of the true visible Church, namely Word and Sacrament. This
meant that it was perfectly acceptable for each national Church to order her outward structure in

whatever way seemed most appropriate. Against this Bucer and Beza had subsequently

94 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. Xx.
85 Keble, Works, p. xxiv.
96 A Christian Letter of Certaine English Protestants, Unfained Favourers of the Present State of Religion,
Authorised and Professed in England: Unto that Reverend and Learned Man Mr R.Hoo Requiring Resolution in
Cerlaine Matters of Doctrine (Which Serve 1o Overthrow the Foundations of Christian Religion, and of the
Church atnong Us) Expreslie Contained in His Five Books of Ecclesiastical Pollicie, (Middleburg, R.Schilders,
1599), p. 4.
97 A Christian Letter, pp. 18-20; Folger Edition, Vol.IV, p. xviL.
98 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 5; A Christian Letter, p. 14.
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enunciated the “un-Calvinist” opinion that only a totally scriptural form of government was the
acceptable mark of the visible Church. Initially a broad spectrum of beliefs had to be tolerated
within the recently revived English Church, but by the 1570s she was sufficiently secure for
the hierarchy to attempt to define the religious boundaries of conformity. These efforts

necessarily concentrated on outward actions, not private faith, because the recusancy statutes
remained the main means of enforcing conformity.9% Those sola scriptura Protestants who
continued “to refuse to come to churche, as not lyking the surplas, ceremonies, and other

services” consequently became widely known as puritans,100

It was this extreme puritan manifestation of the Protestant faith that Hooker was

opposing, and not the reformed religion itself. Hooker’s success in defending the Church of
England was based not on his ability to define an Anglican position, but his adroitness in

demonstrating that his own position was closer to that of the leading reformers than that of the
puritans.10t His Poliry sought to demonstrate that the established religious order was wholly
in accord with reformed orthodoxy, and that it was a “misconceipt” to fail to accept this, and
urged instead urged further reforms. 102 The puritans were shown to be doctrinally unsound
since their theology was not that of the “magisterial Reformation,” and was an attempt to
introduce into England the subversive ideas of the Anabaptists and Sectaries.103 They were
guilty of trying to out-reform the Reformation, and in the process were creating a theology

which bore little resemblance to orthodox Christian belief.104

Hooker’s tripartite defence of the English Church, in contrast, was well within the

99 C.Litzenberger, ‘Defining the Church of England: Religious Changes in the 1570s,’ in Belief and Practice in
Reformation England. A Tribute to Patrick Collinson from His Students, C.Litzenberger and S.Wabuda, (eds.),
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998), (pp. 137-153), pp. 140, 143.
100 Ibid, p. 137.
101 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. xxi; Collinson, ‘Hooker and the Elizabethan Establishment,” pp. 161,
169, 171; Torrance Kirby, Richard Hooker, p. 2.
102 Torrance Kirby, Richard Hooker, pp. 21, 126.
103 1bid, pp. 6, 45.
104 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 130.
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tradition of the magisterial reformers.105 Torrance Kirby and Atkinson insist that only the

mistaken desire to read the Polity as a distinctive Anglican text, has prevented any earlier

recognition that his “laws of theological authority” were essentially the same as the leading
Reformers.106  Atkinson’s comparison of Hooker’s much-vaunted Thomistic usage of

scripture, reason and tradition with that of Calvin and Luther demonstrates a significant

continuity of belief. All three of them were in agreement that scripture enjoyed authoritative
primacy since the testimony of God could neither “erre, nor lead into error.”107 Consequently
it was “unlawful” to “urge any thing as part of that supernaturall and celestialle revealed truth”
upon the Church “and not to shewe it in Scripture.” 108 Calvin like Hooker did not attempt to
extend the use of scripture beyond its proper bounds, however, and was content in matters
indifferent to follow reason or tradition.109 Any attempt to pursue a strict policy of sola
scriptura would be disastrous. The puritan desire to locate proscriptive commands in the Old

Testament obscured the central biblical aim of teaching salvation through Christ.110

Hooker was not coy about his agreement with the major continental reformers, since he
was happy to cite them if they furthered his argument. He quoted Calvin favourably six times,
and only disagreed with him twice. The Polity demonstrated his belief that his ability to
distinguish between the differing laws united him to the major continental reformers. This was
why he encouraged readers of the Polity to ponder his “writings with the same minde you
reade Mr Calvines writings, beare yourself impartiall in the one as in the other; imagine him to
speak that which I doe, lay aside your indifferent minde, change but your spectacles, and I

assure myselfe, that all will be cheerelie true, if he make difference as all men doe, which have

105 Dewey Wallace insists that Hooker’s doctrine of predestination was also formulated “in a manner consonant
with Reformed theology “and that “Hooker’s supposed departures from scholastic predestinanan Calvinism were
more significant in tone than they were in departing from prevailing formulations.” Torrance Kirby, Royal
Supremacy, p.40; D.D.Wallace, Puritans and Predestination. Grace in English Prolestant Theology, 1525-1695,
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1982), pp. 66-67; Nockles, Oxford Movement, p. 257.
106 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. xxii; Torrance Kirby, Royal Supremacy, pp. 85-87.
107 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 97, Hooker, Polity, Vol.l, Bk.1I, Chpt.6, pp. 167-168.
108 A tkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 79; Hooker, Polity, Vol ll, Bk.l1, Chpt.V, p. 160.
109 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 79. The presence of this Thomistic distinction in Calvin’s thought
illustrates that it is seriously misplaced to believe that there was anything specifically Anglican about the use of
the scholastic tradition.
110 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, p. 122, Hooker, Polity, Vol.I, Bk.], Chpt.14, p. 128.
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in them this dexteritie of judgment between supematurall trueth and lawes.”111

This presentation of the Poliry as a mainstream Protestant text is convincingly argued,

and is certainly supported by the enthusiasm early seventeenth century Calvinist conformists
displayed towards it. The views of Hooker, Luther, and Calvin were not identical, but it has
been demonstrated that they enjoyed a similar theological outlook. Hooker’s rejection of
extreme biblicism was far from being a unique English phenomenon, since both Luther and
Calvin are full of examples demonstrating their recognition that scriptural authority was not
required for all eventualities. It is a weakness, however, of the revisionists that they have
failed to contrast the Polity with any other reformed writings than those of Luther and Calvin.
Hooker was only ten years old when Calvin died, and Luther was dead before he was even

born. Late sixteenth century Calvinism and Lutheranism owed a great debt to their founders,
but were not necessarily synonymous with the teachings contained within their works. 112

Atkinson’s stress on reformed principles also means that he fails to acknowledge sufficiently

the many differences between these two Protestant groupings, or to emphasize Hooker’s
outright hostility to Lutheranism.113 Whilst Hooker has been carefully positioned in his “deep

context” amongst the leading early figures of the Reformation, there has been a wholesale

neglect of his contemporaries.

If Hooker was indeed anxious to portray himself as an adherent of Protestant reformed
orthodoxy, rather than the advocate of a distinctive form of Anglicanism, it raises the question
of bow he came to be portrayed as the exponent of an English via media. In the case of the
Polity, with its strong emphasis on the importance of formal public worship and the occasional
reference to the “crazed” opinion of another continental protestant divine, it is certainly not
difficult to extract such a reading. It is noticeable that the revisionists usually have to look
outside the Poliry to demonstrate definitively Hooker’s Protestant credentials. Atkinson

openly admits that the Dublin Fragments provide his most careful consideration of reformed

111 Hooker, Polity, Vol.1, Bk.I, Chpt.16, p. 138.
112 p.O.G.White, Predestination, Policy, and Polemic: Conflict and Consensus in the English Church from the
Reformation to the Civil War, (Cambridge: Cambndge University Press, 1992), pp. 80-81.
113 *Even Richard Hooker could take it as read by his audience and opponents that the Lutheran Churches
maintained errors greatly repugnant to the truth which might in their consequence overthrow the very foundation
of faith.” Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 385.
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orthodoxy, and Torrance Kirby insists that the fundamental shape of Hooker’s thought can

only be understood through examination of his sermons and tracts.114

The revisionists primarily lay the blame for the distortion of Hooker’s reputation as a

proponent of reformed orthodoxy upon the Anglican hagiography of the Oxford Movement.!15

Keble and Newman are held responsible for developing the myth that Hooker’s distinctive
Anglican theology was the basis upon which the next generation of English divines were able

to build, and maintain that the Church was a separate state which remained distinct from either
Rome or Geneva through its embodiment of primitive truth and apostolical order.” 116 Several
contemporaries of the movement, including Wordsworth, were certainly critical of their
perceived misrepresentation of Hooker.117 The concept of an Anglican via media, however,

was not an invention of the Oxford Movement. It can be traced back to the first few decades of
the seventeenth century. In July 1624 Richard Montague, the dean of Hereford, expressed his
well known desire for a Church that would “stand in the gapp against Puritanisme and Popery,
the Scilla and Charybdis of antient piety.”118 Previously the English Church had defined her
identity through her differences in doctrine and discipline with the Church of Rome. Montague
now construed it, however, in terms of a doctrinal difference between the Church of England
and the Reformed as well. His views were far from representative of the contemporary Church
of England, but they were indicative of the slow development of the belief in a distinctive
English religious ideology. This was a progression which eventually came to dominate the

Restoration Church when Hooker became the father of English Anglicanism.

A vast amount has been written on Hooker’s own understanding of the Poliry, but there
has been very little consideration of subsequent historical interpretation and diffusion of the

ideas of the judicious divine. Examinations of the creation of Hooker’s posthumous reputation

114 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, pp. 28-29, 41, 56; Torrance Kirby, Hooker, pp. 3, 40.

115 Torrance Kirby, Hooker, p. 36.

116 Atkinson, Reformed Theologian, pp. X, xii, xvi-xvii, xix; Torrance Kirby, Hooker, p. 37.

117 Nockles, Oxford Movement, p. 87.

118 The Correspondence of John Cosin, D.D. Lord Bishop of Durham: Together with Other Papers Illustrative

of His Life and Times, Part 1, G.Ornsby, (ed.), (Durham: Surtecs Society, 1869), p. 21.
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by Robert Eccleshall and Conal Condren have been notable exceptions. 119 Both these studies

make clear that it has never been possible for the Polity to inhabit a timeless continuum. As

Quentin Skinner puts it, “to mount an argument is always to argue with someone™ and “to
reason for or against a certain conclusion or course of action.”!20 There is, in other words, a
fundamental hermeneutical issue here, concerning the way in which the Polity has been used,
and the various assumptions and biases which different readers have brought to it. Immediately
following the publication of the first five books the Poliry had clearly been used to authorize
the evolving values of varied individuals and corporate bodies. 121 Throughout the seventeenth
century interpretation of the Polity visibly changed as new contexts endowed it with new

meanings.122 By the end of the period Hooker had been used to elicit support for “the

embryonic version of practically every modern doctrine.” 123 Consequently, in the jargon of
modern hermeneutics, the Polity can be viewed as an open-ended text which initiated a

perpetual chain of significations, rather than one which conveyed some specific content.!124

Scholarly examination of these various responses to Hooker in assorted writings has

been discouraged until recently by the belief that there are few citations of the Poliry in the
century after his death. John Wall, for example, comments that in view of Hooker’s modemn
reputation as the pre-eminent English theologian of the sixteenth century, “one of the surprises

facing students of the seventeenth century is the relative scarcity of contemporary or near-

119 C.Condren, “The Creation of Richard Hooker’s Public Authority: Rhetoric, Reputation and Reassessment,
in The Journal of Religious History, Vol.21, No.1, 1997, (pp. 35-59); R.Eccleshall, ‘Richard Hooker and the
Peculiarities of the English: The Reception of the Ecclesiastical Polity in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries,” in The History of Political Thoughit, Vol.1l, 1981, (pp. 63-117); B.Kaye, ‘Authonty and the
Shaping of Tradition: New Essays on Richard Hooker® in The Journal of Religious History, Vol.21, No.1,
1997, (pp. 3-9), pp. 3-5; A.S.McGrade, ‘Foreward,’ in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian
Community, A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. xi-
XXI1), p. XI-XX1.

120 QQ.Skinner, ‘The Idea of Negative Liberty: Philosophical and Historical Perspectives,” in Philosophy in
History. Essays on the Historiography of Philosophy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), (pp.
193-2i9), p- 201; Q.Skinner, Liberty before Liberalism, (Cambndge: Cambndge University Press, 1998), pp.
101-102

121 A C.Thisleton, New Horizons in Hermeneutics, (London: Harper Collins, 1992), pp. 6, 35.

1221biq, p. 31.
123 R Eccleshall, Order and Reason , pp. 2-3.

124 Thistleton, New Horizons, p. 49.
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contemporary references to the “judicious divine.” 125 This belief is mistaken, however. since

it can be shown that Hooker’s opinions played an important part in the religious and political
disputes of the period. McAdoo describes how his influence was so prevalent that the list of

those “whose presentation of the truths of faith owe so much to him reads like a latterday litany
of the saints.” 126 In spite of the hyperbole, McAdoo is essentially correct that Hooker was

seldom absent from the works of the leading writers of the period. Hooker was too valuable
an authority to be marginalized by the seventeenth century polemicists. This thesis will
examine various strands within the struggle for intellectual control of Hooker, and evaluate
chronologically the influence of contemporary events upon interpretations of the Poliry.
Printed books rather than manuscripts are the primary source because of their availability to a
wider audience. Whilst some manuscripts were clearly circulated they were only ever able to
reach a limited section of society. In contrast the status of printed books as works intended for

general circulation signals their determination to provide the definitive interpretation of the

judicious divine.127

The thesis begins with a consideration of the growing tensions between the old
reformed understanding of Hooker, and the growing desire of individuals, such as Montague,
to comprehend the Polity as an expression of a distinctive English settlement. The latter group
it will be seen came to enjoy an ascendancy in the 1630s, but were heavily dependent upon
royal support. When this crumbled the established Church fell with them, and the old
reformed understanding of Hooker publicly reasserted itself. Only a small rump of churchmen
remained loyal to the old religious settlement. In the face of outright puritan hostility even the
former moderates amongst them were forced to become more extreme and embrace an Anglican
interpretation of Hooker. When the Restoration finally came this view was consequently to

emerge triumphant as the authentic opinion of the English Church.

The Restoration’s role in the creation of an Anglican identity for Hooker will then be

considered. It will be demonstrated how his recently established image as an Anglican Church

125 Speed Hill, ‘Richard Hooker in the Folger Edition,” pp. 7-8; J.N.Wall, ‘Jeremy Taylor and Richard
Hooker's Contemporary Reputation,” In Seventeenth-Century News, Vol. XXXV, No.4, 1977, (p. 112), p. 112.
126 McAdoo, ‘Richard Hooker,” p. 106; McAdoo, Spirit of Anglicanism, p. 378.

127 A Moss, Printed Commonplace-Books and the Structuring of Renaissance Thought, (Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1996), p. vil.
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father was perpetuated, and will consider the methods used to suppress rival interpretations.
Particular attention will be paid to the discreet marginalization of the last three books of the
Polity which contained ideas that were anathema to Restoration Anglicans. These chapters
will seek to demonstrate the resilience of the Restoration settlement, but also to draw attention
to some of its potential weaknesses. In particular the Church’s use of Hooker to promote the
doctrine of passive obedience placed her in an impossible dilemma following the accession of
James II. His reign effectively discredited the Restoration political understanding of Hooker.
It also threatened Hooker’s Anglican credentials through the large number of Catholics who

sought to exploit his religious vagaries in support of the Roman Church.

The long term effects of James’s reign on the Polity will then be evaluated during the
reign of William and Mary. James’s enforced abdication brought Hooker’s previously
discounted doctrine of original compact back into favour, and more latitudinarian attitudes
developed within the Church. Restoration ideologies, however, will be shown to have been
far from moribund. Several individuals were able to reconcile them to the change in status
quo, but others merely bided their time until the accession of Queen Anne. Although Anne’s
reign is outside the chronological span of the seventeenth century it is essential to include it in
this discussion. It was not regarded as a break with the past by contemporaries, and the
Tories, as already indicated, used it as an opportunity to attempt to put the religious and
political clock back. They were reasonably successful, although they became increasingly
conscious that the imminent accession of the Hanoverians would result in their eventual

marginalization.

Through this chronological and thematic examination of the changing role of the Poliry
I hope to vindicate my contention regarding the centrality of the seventeenth century in the
creation of Hooker’s posthumous reputation and all subsequent understandings of his works.
We will see how the Polity’ s view of the development of ecclesiology in historical terms made
it highly adaptable through the text’s ability to endorse the historicization of its own meaning.
The century began with the assumption that Hooker was within a moderate reformed tradition,
and ended with the belief that he was a distinctive Anglican figurehead. This was a momentous
change. Whilst the boundaries of this Anglican definition continued to expand and contract in

response to particular situations, the notion of the Polity as a distinctive English text has
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remained remarkably constant ever since.
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The Development Of An Anglican Hooker, 1640-1660.

Just eighteen months after becoming king Charles I publicized his views concemin g the
proper relationship between the religious and political polities in a titular letter to all bishops.
“We have observed that the Church and State are so nearly united and knit together that though
they may seem but two Bodies, yet indeed in some they may be accounted but as one...This
nearness makes the Church call in the help of the State to succour and support her...and...the
State call on for the Service of the Church both to teach that duty which her members know
not, and to exhort them to, and encourage them to, and encourage them in that duty they

know.” Such a belief in the intimacy of these two entities ensured that Charles enjoyed a close
relationship with William Laud, his effective minister for religious affairs.! For just over ten

years the two of them pursued a series of religious policies which sought to raise the standard
of public devotion, increase the status of the clergy, emphasize the distinctive character of the

English Church, and increase the quasi-divine status of the monarch.

Whilst there was considerable continuity with the Jacobean era it is not difficult to see
why such an aggressive public programme has encouraged the belief that the Caroline era
marked a distinctive break with the immediate religious past. Contemporary supporters of
these new policies were clearly aware of this allegation since they sought to demonstrate that
their position enjoyed both historical longevity and theological respectability within the English
Church. Scripture, the Church fathers, and the writings of the English Reformation divines
were all mobilized in their support. Foremost amongst this latter group was the Ecclesiastical

Polity of the “judicious Mr Richard Hooker.” It is the purpose of this chapter to examine the

success with which this Laudian grouping managed to mobilize Hooker in their support.2

Firstly their attempt to appropriate Hooker during Laud’s ascendancy will be
considered against a background of criticism regarding their perceived misuse of what was

essentially a reformed text. It will be shown how these Laudian aspirations ultimately appeared

1 C.Carlton, Charles 1. The Personal Monarch, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983), p. 16
2 G.E.Aylmer, The Struggle for the Constitution. England in the Seventeenth Century, (London: Blandford
Press, 1975), p. 77, F.D.Dow, Radicalism in the English Revolution, 1640-1660, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1985), p. 4; K.Sharpe, The Personal Rule of Charles I, (London: Yale University Press, 1992), p. 143.
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to end in failure with the summoning of the Long Parliament, and the subsequent
dismembering of everything that the king and archbishop had held dear. Old reformed notions
of Hooker were revived, and the Polity was cited in support of Commonwealth political
positions which the judicious divine could never have anticipated. In spite of this, however, it
will be demonstrated that the Laudian ideal never died out, since the forcible suppression of the
Church, and subsequent royal execution, served to ensure that Hooker-sponsored Laudianism
became the hallmark of supporters of the old Caroline settlement. When faced with the choice
of abandoning their old loyalties, or providing a coherent alternative in the face of considerable
hostility, the loyalists were forced to embrace this high Church rhetoric as their official

opinion.

Though this belief in Hooker as the authentic representation of a distinctive English
churchmanship would have been unimaginable to most early seventeenth century churchmen
the roots of this eventual change of attitude are, nevertheless, to be located within the reign of
James 1. It is untenable to claim that the unanimity of “Jacobean Anglicanism” was destroyed
by the advent of Laudianism.3 Anthony Milton describes how “the polemical demands of the
debate with Rome™ and the “increasing fears of the radicalization of puritan thinking™ had
already compelled many moderate conformists to adopt opinions which increasingly set them
apart from continental Protestantism and made any comprehension of extremist puritans almost

impossible.4 The growth of this dichotomy is clearly reflected in the evolving attitude towards

the Poliry.

At the beginning of the period John Spenser, Hooker’s friend and literary executor,
wrote the famous 1604 prefatory address to the Polity in which he recommended it as an
antidote to the “unhappie Controversie about the received Ceremonies and discipline of the

Church of England, which hath so longtime withdrawne so many of her Ministers from their
Principall worke.”5 In 1618 Thomas Morton, the moderate Calvinist bishop of Lichfield and

Coventry, similarly commended the Polity, and warned that the “sinister” opponents of such

3 A.Milton, Catholic and Reformed: The Roman and Protestant Churches in English Protesian Thought, 1600-
1640, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 531.

4 Ibid, p. 26.

5 R.Hooker, The Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie, Eight Bookes, (London: Printed by Will Stansby, 1617), to

the Reader.
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ceremonies could only answer Hooker by manipulating his testimony in ways other than “his
owne words do directly import.”6 Such statements were merely reiterations of Hooker's
belief in the reasonableness of peaceable conformity to the Elizabethan settlement, but they

provided a polemical tradition which later high churchmen were able to exploit to their own

advantage from a very different theological perspective.

As early as the 1620s John Cosin, then rector of Brancepeth and prebendary of
Durham, used Hooker in defence of his elevated understanding of episcopacy. In his sermon

at the consecration of Francis White, as bishop of Carlisle, he drew upon the Polity to defend
the related ceremonies, and to define the nature of the spiritual gift communicated to a bi shop.”?

This growing deployment of Hooker as some sort of “proof text” for high Church opinions is
also evident in the works of Richard Montague. Montague, the bishop of Chichester, clearly

believed that his citation of Hooker in support of ceremonial practice should silence all

criticism.8

Such a usage of Hooker, however, remained very much the exception in Jacobean

England, since the Polity continued to be treated with general respect as a leading defence of
the reformed nature of the Church of England.9 At the same time as Cosin was writing,
Robert Sanderson, then a prebendary at both Southwell and Lincoln, had self-assuredly cited
the Polity to remind his readers that the English Church was in agreement with the Calvinists
regarding predestination. He retorted against the Arminians that the “modest and learned

Hooker” could never have dreamed that men who were in agreement with him would find

6T .Morton, A Defence of the Innocencie of the Three Ceremonies of the Church of England. Viz the Surplisse,
Crosse afier Baptisme, and Kneeling at the Receiving of the Blessed Sacrament, (London: Imprinted for William
Barret, 1618), p. 204.
7 J.Cosin, A Sermon at the Consecration of Dr. Francis White, Bishop of Carlisle, 3rd December 1626, in The
Works of the Right Reverend Faither in God John Cosin, Lord Bishop of Durham, Vol.1, (Oxford: John Henry
Parker, 1843), (pp. 85-116), pp. 101, 103; See also J.Cosin, A Collection Of Private Devotions,
P.G.Stanwood, (ed.), (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), pp. 9-13, 15, 18-19, 171-172, 191, 198, 203-204, 208,
232 318-321, 322, 345-347, 350-351, 352, 354.
8 P.Collinson, ‘The Jacobean Religious Settlement: The Hampion Court Conference,’ in Before the English
Civil War. Essavs on Early Stuart Politics and Government, (London: Macmillan Press, 1983), (pp. 27-51), p.
36; P.Lake, Anghlirans and Puritans? Presbyterianism and English Conformist Thought from Whi1gift 1o
Hooker, (London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), p. 228.
9 R.Bruick Knox, James Ussher Archbishop of Armagh, (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1967), p. 117.
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themselves denounced as puritans. 10 In spite of such eulogies, however, there were some

slender indications that the dominant perception of the Polity as a leading reformed text was
becoming less certain amongst Calvinist conformists. Whilst Hooker’s Protestant credentials
were never overtly questioned he was increasingly being limited to the discussion of marginal
issues. Richard Holdsworth, a lecturer at Gresham’s College, clearly reverenced Hooker, but
his brief reference to the Polity in his discussion of the Apocrypha was far from crucial to his

argument.!!  When discussing matters such as the nature of the Church, Hooker’s prosaic

ambiguity meant he was usually discounted in favour of more emphatically reformed writings.

12

Nevertheless anti-Laudians reacted in shocked disbelief when Hooker was
subsequently cited in support of conceptions of the Church which they viewed as being both
popish and Arminian.13 Such a Hookerian justification of the Laudian position was a direct

challenge, because it allowed their anti-Calvinist opponents to berate them for not adhering to
the universally respected teaching of the Poliry. Hooker had directed his arguments against the
excesses of the puritans, but the Laudians had extended this criticism to many mainstream
Calvinists. They were able to do this because the Polity’s distinction between the prayer of the

individual Christian, and the corporate prayer of the Church, supported their pursual of an
enhanced role for the ceremonies and sacraments of the Church.14 The Polity showed that

within public worship one was not only instructed by what was spoken, but that a degree of

ceremony could awaken an awe and reverence for holy things. Bodily actions were an aid to

worship and made it easier for the faithful to take their full share in the service.15

10 R Sanderson, Pax Ecclesiae by the Right Reverend Father in God Robert Sanderson, Late Lord Bishop of
Lincoln, in The Works of Robert Sanderson, D.D. Sometime Bishop of Lincoln, W .Jacobson, (ed.), Vol. VI,
(pp- 253-277), p. 506.
11 R Holdsworth, Praelectiones Thelogicae Habitae in Collegio Greshamensis Apud Londinensis, (Londini:
Typis Jacobi Flesher, 1661), p. 108.
12 Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 533.
13 Avimer, Struggle for the Constitution, p. 187; J.Davies, The Caroline Captivity of the Church. Charles I
and the Remoulding of Anglicanism 1625-1641, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), pp. 118, 155; Milton,
Catholic and Reformed, p. 533.
14 G.W.0.Addleshaw, The High Church Tradition a Study in the Liturgical Thought of the Seventeenth
Century, (London: Faber and Faber Ltd, 1941), p.32; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp 470, 474.
15 Addicshaw, High Church, p. T7; Davies, The Caroline Captivity, pp. 10-11, 53; K.Sharpe, ‘The Personal
Rule of Charles 1,” in Before the English Civil War. Essavs on Early Stuart Politics and Governmen,
(London: Macmillan Press, 1983), (pp. 53-78), p. 63; Sharpe, Personal Rule, p. 274.
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This determination to use Hooker to promote the importance of the visible Church is
clearly illustrated by the Relation of the Conference between William Laud and Mr Fisher the
Jesuit Laud commended Hooker for perceiving that the spiritual Church had to be located

within the physical Church or it “is tied to no duty of Christianity. For all such duties are
required of the Church as it is visible, and performed in the Church, as it is visible.”16

Hooker had also rightly recognized that the “beam of scriptural light” could not be manifested
independently of the Church. Scripture needed to be read in conjunction with the tradition of
the Church which, although of human creation, was a form of reason, and therefore led

towards the divine rationality. Tradition remained an inducement to belief, although it was not

in itself an authoritative sanction.!”

It was upon this basis that the Laudians were able to vindicate their enforcement of the
Church’s disputed ceremonies and practices upon recalcitrant incumbents. William Page, the
master of Reading Grammar School, vigorously denounced those individuals who would not
conform to Church practices which they viewed as being unscriptural. The arrogance of such

individuals who set themselves against “the whole clergy” was appalling, since it should have
been a sufficient honour for them to have contended with the “iudicious Hooker.” 18 The
“authority of B.Andrews, Hooker, Zanchy, [and] Whitgift” was at the very least equal to
anything that his opponents could bring against them.!9 Francis White, who was elected
bishop of Ely in 1631, was similarly vigorous and instructed all those adhering to Calvinism to

read the preface to the Poliry, which he believed to impugn Calvin’s doctrinal authority.20

This presentation of Hooker as a Laudian worthy was not just limited to the printed

16 Davies, Caroline Captivity, p. 54; W.Laud, A Relation of the Conference between William Laud Late Lord
Archbishop of Canierbury, and Mr Fisher the Jesuit, by the Command of King James of Ever Blessed Memory,
in The Works of the Most Reverend Father in God, William Laud, D.D. Sometime Lord Archbishop of
Canterbury, (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1849), Vol.ll, p. 156 Note N; Sharpe, Personal Rule, pp. 287-288.
17 C.Condren, ‘The Creation of Richard Hooker’s Public Authority: Rhetoric, Reputation and Reassessment,’
in The Journal of Religious History, Vol.21, No.1, 1997), (pp. 35-59), pp. 45-47.
18 W.Page, A Treatise or lustification of Bowing at the Name of Jesus by Wav of Answere to an Appendix [ by
W.Prynne] againsi It, (Oxf ord, Printed by I.Lichfield, 1631), Dedicatory.
19 Ibid, p. 147.
20Lake, Anglicans and Puritans? , p. 228; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, p. 430; Sharpe, Personal Rule, pp.
203, 331.
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page, but was also given physical expression by the erection of a monument to his memory at
Bishopsbourne in 1635. John Warner, the then incumbent, was a hi gh churchman who went
on to become bishop of Rochester. Such was his devotion to the English Church that he chose
to be sequestered from his living in 1646, rather than conform to the dictates of the
Commonwealth.21 The monument consists of a bust of Hooker set between two columns
carved to resemble books, designed to be indicative of his scholarship. Beneath this was an
English epitaph by Sir William Cowper, the local landowner who had paid for its erection,
which first associated the epithet “judicious” with Hooker’s name. Cowper insisted that
Hooker’s real monument lay in his books, but since in life he had defended ceremonies it was

only right that his death was marked by one. All those of an ambitious temperament were

urged to learn from Hooker that only “humility is the true way to rise.”22

Many opponents of Laudianism, however, adamantly rejected Cowper’s advice.

Puritan controversialists, such as William Prynne, refused to allow this high Church

appropriation of Hooker to go unchallenged, and endeavoured to embarass his opponents
through his own tactical use of the Poliry.23 Prynne was infuriated by the way Hooker was

used to justify the enforcement of such rituals as the bowing at the name of Jesus. He

demanded to know what “auncient authorities there are before...Hooker, which testify that
bowing at the name of Jesus was used in the time of Arius?"24 They had misread the Poliry,

he insisted, which considered it to be a ceremony “which no man is constrained to use as Mr

Hooker, and others write: since many are urged if not enjoyed to use it: others questioned, if
not censured for opposing it.”25 Henry Burton, Prynne’s fellow puritan, was similarly

outraged by what he viewed as the permeation of popish ideas, such as limited recreation on

Sundays throughout the Church. Hooker, he reminded his readers, in a calculated polemical

21 A G Matthews, (ed.), Calamy Revised Being a Revision of Edmund Calamy’s Account of the Ministers and
Other Ejected and Silenced, 1600-1662, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1934), p .33; A.G.Matthews, (edl.), Walker
Revised Being a Revision of John Walker’s Sufferings of the Clergy During the Grand Rebellion, 1642-1660,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1948), p. 13.
22 R Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie, (London: Pninted for Andrew Crooke, 1666), p. 36.
23 Coltinson, ‘Jacobean Religious Settlement,’ p.29; Lake, Anglicans and Puritans?, pp. 229, 238, W .Prynne,
Histrio-Mastix. The Players Scourge, or Actors Tragedie, Divided into Two Parts, (London: Printed by E.A.
and W.A. for Michacl Sparke, 1633), p. 3.
24 W Page, A Treatise of lustification of Bowing at the Name of Jesus. By Way of an Answer 1o an Appendix
[By W.Prynne ] against It, (Oxford: Printed by I.Lichfield, 1631), p. 138.
25 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, pp. 47-48; Page,A Treatise of Justification, p. 107.
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move, had been a strict sabbatarian who recognized that one day was to be devoted exclusively
to God as an act of homage. “We are bound...to account the sanctification of one day in
seven...a duty which Gods immutable Law doth exact for ever.” No “Magistrate or Prelates”

had the right to dispense with this.26

This discontent against the Laudian use of Hooker was not limited to aggressive

puritans, but also emanated from many other moderate churchmen, who had perceived the
Polity as a model for rational belief within an ecumenical church, rather than a justification of
immutable Church forms. Laudianism was certainly a long way removed from the original

intention of Hooker to rest the legal defence of Church forms and ceremonies upon the rights
of duly established ecclesiastical authorities over things indifferent.27 The existence of these

more latitudinarian tendencies is clearly illustrated by the loose pre-Civil War group which met
at Great Tew, the home of Viscount Falkland. They admired the Elizabethan religious
settlement, but held notions of a divine liturgy or divinely instituted Church government to be
anathema. Like Hooker, they preferred to award reason a vital role in the authentication of
scripture, and the construction of suitable forms of ecclesiastical polity. This meant, for

example, that episcopacy was viewed as a convenient institution which had been confirmed by

prescription rather than jure divino.28

There was no such thing, of course, as a clearly defined Great Tew reading of the

Poliry. Although its members shared a common set of principles they possessed rather diverse
views when it came to interpreting Hooker. Whilst Falkland and most of the other members
were broadly sympathetic towards the sixteenth century settlement, others used Hooker to

pursue a more radical determination. William Chillingworth, an extreme rationalist amongst

26 H.Burion, The Lords Day, the Sabbath Day. Or, a Briefe Answer 10 Some Maleriall Passages in a Late
Treatise of the Sabbath-Day: Digested Dialogue-Wise between Two Divines A.&B., (Amsterdam: J.F.Stam,
1636), pp. 15-16, 26; Davies, Caroline Captivity, p. 174; Sharpe, Personal Rule, pp. 330, 355, 758-765;
M.R.Watts, The Dissenters, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), pp. 67-68.
27 Collinson, ‘Jacobean Religious Settlement,” p. 29; Milton, Catholic and Reformed, pp. 496-497.
28 R.L.Colie, Light and Enlightenment. A Study of the Cambridge Platonists and the Duich Arminiarg,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957), p. 22; R.Eccleshall, ‘Richard Hooker and the Peguliantlee of
the English: The Reception of the Ecclesiastical Polity in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centunes,”.ln
History of Political Thought, Vol.11, 1981, (pp. 63-117), pp. 71-72; H.Trevor-Roper, Catholics, Anglicans and
Puritdns, Seventeenth Century Essays, (London: Secker and Warburg, 1987), pp. 190-199; B.H.G.Wormald,
Clarendon: Politics, History and Religion, (Cambridge University Press, 1951), pp. 255-256.
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English churchmen, was the most revolutionary member of Great Tew since he used Hooker to
construct the “Tuvian via media” into a truly broad and comprehensive Church. In spite of

Chillingworth’s awareness that Hooker was “but a man,” he quoted him freely to suggest that
he was unaware of any possible difference between their respective viewpoints.29 Within The

Religion of Protestants, which set out his Church government ideal, there are five major

acknowledgments of Hooker’s work.30

He adapted Hooker’s belief in the Church of England as an all-embracing communion
to demonstrate that the only way the Church could cope with dissent was to opt for intellectual
liberty and toleration of differences.3! There was no room for authoritarianism within the

Church. Chillingworth insisted that although the authority of the Church might provide the

“first introduction,” Hooker had not said that it was “the last foundation whereon our belief...is
rationally grounded.”32 Any acceptance of the Church’s discipline did not necessarily entail

obedience to her teachings. Robert Orr described how Chillingworth regarded “Hooker’s

defence of ecclesiastical authority as conditioned by a belief in intellectual liberty, qualified
only by the fear of ‘extreme opinion’ which threatened the existence of the Church.”33 Hooker
was “as far from making such an idol of ecclesiastical authority, as the Puritans whom he

writes against.”3+4

The Christian assent to positive doctrines could never be based on the same foundation

of certainty as direct sense experience. Hooker “a Protestant Divine of great authority” had

acknowledged that although the truths of our faith are “certain and infallible...there is required

29 W.Chillingworth, The Religion of Protestants a Safe Way 1o Salvation. Or an Answer 10 a Booke Entitled
Mercy and Truth, or Charity Maintain'd by Catholiques, Which Pretends 1o Prove the Contrary, (Oxford: Printed
by Leonard Lichfield, 1638), p. 309; R.Orr, Reason and Tradition. The Thought of William Chillingworth,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), p. 147.

30 Orr, Reason and Tradition, p. 72.

31 Ibid, p. 148.

32 Chillingworth, Religion of Protestanis, pp. 64-65.

33 Orr, Reason and Tradition, p. 150.

34 Chillingworth, Religion of Protestants, p. 311; H.R.McAdoo, The Spirit of Anglicanism. A Survey of
Anglican Theological Method in the Seventeenth Century, (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1965). p. 14,

Wormald, Clarendon, pp.249-250.
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of us a knowledge of them, and adherence to them, as certain as that of sense or science.””35

Only reason could redress the excesses of extreme forms of Protestantism. Hooker had
insisted that reason was a public as well as a private faculty, so that to refer a controversy to

scripture did not submit it to individual private interpretation, but opened it up to public
examination.36 The fundamental importance of Christian dogma rested not upon authoritative

decrees, but upon the outcome of a process of rational discussion. Any attempt to achieve a
uniformity of opinion, which was “more to be desired than hoped for,” that made rational

understanding capable of authoritative finality was to fall into an error which would only serve
to undermine religion.37 Unsurprisingly this rather strained usage of Hooker’s belief in reason
to suggest that rational judgment was the ultimate source of appeal for religious concerns was
highly contentious.38  Archbishop Laud was clearly apprehensive at the direction of

Chillingworth’s arguments, and took steps to have the work censored before its publication

since it was far from compatible with his desire to demonstrate the immutability of Church

government.39

In spite of these occasional undercurrents of criticism, however, the Laudians appeared

to be dominant by the mid 1630s. Peter Heylin, a protege of Laud, later recalled it as a golden
era. The bishops were orthodox, the clergy obedient, ceremonies observed, the material

possessions of the Church increased, and “the gentry thought none of their daughters to be
better disposed of than such as they had lodged in the arms of a churchman.” 40 Whilst there

was indeed plenty to encourage Heylin, the Laudian success was somewhat superficial.

Visitations by Laud’s vicar-general might well be met with contrition, but this did not alter the
fact that the penitents generally reverted to their old pattern of behaviour on his departure.4!

Since Laudianism enjoyed a limited popular mandate its continued authority and enforcement

was largely dependent upon the support of the established government.

35 Orr, Reason and Tradition, p.151.

36 Ibid, p.93.

37 Chillingworth, Religion of Protestants, pp. 310, 325; Orr, Reason and Authority, p. 153.

38 Eccleshall, ‘Richard Hooker,’ p. 67.

39 Orr, Reason and Authority, p. 112.

40 Trevor-Roper, Laud, p. 272.

41 j Mornill, The Nature of the English Revolution, (Harlow: Longman Group U.K. Limited, 1993), pp. 53-54,

Sharpe, Personal Rule, pp. 368-369; Trevor-Roper, Laud, p. 194.
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Such a dependency upon Charles I ensured that the high churchmen acquired a vested

interest in the maintenance of his personal unquestioned government, and a belief in the
“Divine Right of Kings” became “the lynch-pin of high royalism.”+2 This desire to exaggerate

royal authority was clearly illustrated by the favourable comparisons which were drawn

between Charles and Old Testament kings such as Zerubabbel who had rebuilt the Temple and
David who had restored piety.”43 They also encouraged public ceremonial, such as the Garter
ceremonies or touching for the king’s evil, which emphasized the king’s status as God’s
lieutenant on earth.44 Hooker could only play a very limited role in this royalist propaganda,

since his published writings were not particularly political. This did not prevent the growth of
a tacit assumption, however, that the Church’s champion must necessarily have also believed

in divine right monarchy.

Such a belief was clearly encouraged by Charles’s known admiration of the Poliry.
From an early stage, Charles had recognized Hooker as one of his three “great authors.”+5

When he visited Oxford he received a pair of gloves, as historic custom dictated, but the
university astutely also chose to present his guest, the Prince Elector, with a copy of the
Ecclesiastical Polity .46 This attempt to demonstrate Hooker’s impeccable royalist credentials
would never have stood up to close scrutiny, but it was nevertheless successful in creating an
impression of a man who was a zealous supporter of both Church and king. On the eve of the
Civil War, David Owen, a high Church controversalist from Anglesea, felt able to state with

confidence that Hooker was amongst those “worthy men, that have in the Church of England,

learnedly defended the Princely right against disloyal and undutiful opponents.”7

42 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, p. 139; Dow, Radicalism, p. 11; D.Matthew, The Age of Charles 1,
(London: Eyre and Spottiswode, 1951), p. 131.
43 K Fincham, (ed.), ‘The Ecclesiastical Policies of James 1 and Charles 1,” In The Early Stuart Church,
K.Fincham, (ed.), (London: Macmillan Press Ltd, 1993), (pp. 23-49), p. 43.
44 R Ashton, The English Civil War, Conservatism and Revolution 1603-1649, (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1978), pp. 3-7; Fincham, ‘Ecclesiastical Policies,” p. 44.
45 Fincham, ‘Ecclesiastical Policies,’ p. 42; R.Perrinchief, The Royal Martyr: Or, the Life and Death of Charles
1, (London: Printed by J.M.For R.Royston, 1676), pp. 261-262.
46 p Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus: Or the History of the Life and Death of the Most Reverend and Renowned
Prelate by Divine Providence Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, (London: Printed for A.Seile, 1688), p. 318.
47 D.Owen, A Perswasion to Lovalty, (London: [No Printer], 1642), to the Dutful Subject.
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Such an elevated concept of monarchical absolutism was not entrenched within the

consciousness of Charles’s subjects, and its successful maintenance depended upon his
continued ability to act independently of Parliament. His unpopular taxation methods,
combined with growing religious grievances, meant that both king and archbishop faced an
unsympathetic elected chamber when the Scottish invasion necessitated the recall of

Parliament.#8 The Commons were determined to demonstrate that the king’s authority was

exercised through Parliament, and even sought to use Hooker to buttress this claim. Henry
Parker, “the most formidable parliamentary apologist of the first Civil War,” made a rare
reference to the unpublished manuscript of Book VIII to demonstrate that the courts of

Parliament were “the fountains of civill bloud, spirits, and life; and soveraigne antidotes of
publike mischiefes.” 49 Hooker, he insisted, had recognized that the public good and stability

of the monarchy depended upon consent. His demonstration that the religious and political
polities were different expressions of the same community meant that he was able to squeeze
together “the role of consent in church and state in a vice of tightening implication. Parliament
was a court “not so merely temporall” that “it might meddle with nothing but only leather and
wooll.” Similarly when devising laws in the Church “it is the general consent of all that giveth

them the forme and vigor of lawes.” It was a clear case of the king being “major singulis

universis minor.”50

Since the king had flagrantly ignored the established forms of machinery, which were
designed to ensure co-operation, Parker went on to suggest that Parliament “might legitimately
do...whatever was necessary to prevent national ruin.”51 Such a scenario was highly

contentious, however, and attracted very few public adherents. Even following the outbreak of
civil war the limited manuscript circulation of Book VII ensured that those individuals who

quoted Hooker in support of active resistance to absolutism remained very much the

48 Avimer, Struggle jor the Constitution, pp. 101, 102, Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 36-38, Sharpe,
Personal Rule, pp. T7-78.
49 R Eccleshall, Order and Reason in Politics. Theories of Absolute and Limited Monarchy in Early Modern
England, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), p. 160; M.Mendle, Henry Parker and the English Civil War.
The Political Thought of the Public’s “Privado,” (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), pp. xiv, 1,
63.
50 Dow, Radicalism, pp. 17-18, 19; J.H.Franklin, John Locke and the Theory of Sovereigny. Mixed
Monarchy and the Right of Resistance in the Political Thought of the English Revolution, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1978), pp. 23-24; Mendle, Parker, pp. 65-66.
51 Eccleshall, Orderand Reason, pp. 160-161; Franklin, John Locke, p. 27.
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exception.>2 Nevertheless, Parker had correctly recognized that Parliament was anxious to take

advantage of the sitting to articulate their grievances against the growing royal-sponsored
pretensions of the Church. “A laity by no means predominantly Puritan had come to share the
Puritan indignation against the bishops, fiercely resenting the arbitrary powers of the Court of
High Commission, and opposing with stubborn conservatism the ceremonial innovations of

the new school.”53

This is clearly illustrated by the parliamentary opposition of Falkland, self-appointed
leader of Great Tew, and his friend Edward Hyde, later earl of Clarendon, to the growth of
clerical and royal extremism. They were on the side of reform and were amongst the most
vociferous critics of arrogant episcopal behaviour in the 1641 Parliament. Clarendon's
denunciations of episcopacy, and criticisms of the bishops for undermining the Protestant

alliance, were such that Tulloch, a nineteenth century commentator on Great Tew, mistakenly
interpreted them as being indicative of an inflexible Calvinism.54 The parliamentary speeches
of Clarendon and Falkland, however, are best regarded as part of a debate rather than a
personal manifesto. Falkland’s belief in the virtue of individual freedom meant that he fiercely
opposed a rigid Calvinist structure, and sought a national Church which was subordinate to the
civil authority, whilst allowing as much latitude as the essentials of salvation permitted.55
Tulloch ignored such evidence as Falkland’s satirical Huntingdon elegy, of 1633, in which he
castigated the radical puritans for their belief that it was more pious to listen to sermons “then to
doe.” Falkland’s citation of Hooker within the elegy demonstrates his clear commitment to the

maintenance of the established Church:

“Who to be indiscreet, count to be stout
With whom the factions are alone devout,

Think all in state of grace, and void of sinne;

52 The clerical Philip Hunton’s citation of Hooker in support of resistance is limited to the first {ive books.
P.Hunton, A Treatise of Monarchy : Containing Two Parts, (London: Printed for E.Smith, 1689), p. 51.
53 R.S.Bosher, The Making of the Restoration Settlement, (London: Dacre Press, 1951), p. 3; Trevor-Roper,
Laud, pp. 227, 315, 321.
54 J.Tulloch, Rational Theology and Christian Philosophy in England in the Seventeenth Century, Vol.l,
(Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons, 1872), p. 82.
55 Ashton, English Civil War, pp. 121-122, J.C.Hayward, ‘The Mores of Great Tew: Literary, Philosophical
and Political Idealism in Falkland’s Circle,” Cambridge (Unpublished) PhD, 1982, p. 133; Momll, English
Revolution, pp. 45-46; Wormald, Clarendon, p. 260.
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Hate Hooker perfectly, and honour Prynn:”56

Falkland and his supporters made a clear distinction between the proud prelatical
Church maintained by Laud, and the reasonableness of the pre-Laudian religious settlement.
Their understanding of Hooker compelled them to maintain a Church which was shorn of jure
divino notions, but respected the civil magistrate, the Elizabethan Church, and the learnin g and
martyrdom of past bishops. Indicative of this aspiration was Ussher’s publication in 1641 of a
collection of tracts which sought to support the institution of moderate episcopacy. This
collection, which included works by Lancelot Andrews and Ussher, was prefaced with a short

piece by Hooker entitled “A Discovery of the Causes of the Continuance of these Contentions
Concerning Church-Government.”57 It served as a general exhortation for peaceableness in
Church government, and for the avoidance of faction. “Want of sound proceeding in church
hath made manie more stiffe in error now then before.” 58 This desire for a peaceable Hooker-

sponsored settlement was also demonstrated by the willingness of non-Laudian churchmen to
modify the outward forms and practices of the established faith. The writer of Certain Reasons
Why the Book of Common Prayer Being Corrected Should Continue reverenced Hooker’s
writings on the English liturgy since he that desires “answers to the severall objections against

the Booke of Common-prayer, may read and receive it in that learned Work of Master Hookers
Ecclesiasticall Politie.”59 Unlike staunch Laudian devotees of Hooker, however, he did not

believe that a high regard for Book V was incompatible with being in favour of some sensible

56 Ibid, p. 121.

57 R.P.Almasy, ‘They are and are not Elymas: The 1641 “Causes” Notes as Postscript to Richard Hooker’s Of
the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie,” in Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community,
A.S.McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1997), (pp. 183-201), pp. 183,
187, 200; J.Ussher, (ed.), Certaine Brief Treatises Written by Diverse Learned Men Concerning the Ancient and
Modern Government of the Church. Wherein Both the Primitive Institution of Episcopacie is Maintained and
the Lawfulnesse of the Ordination of the Protestant Ministers beyond the Seas Likewise Defended, (Oxford:
Printed by Leonard Lichfield, 1641).

In 1642 at Oxford one W.R. published a pamphlet entitled The Dangers of New Discipline, which was
largely a reprint of Chapters 8 and 9 of the Preface. Hooker’s name is nowhere mentioned which suggests that
the compiler was anxious to keep his source secret. G.Edelen, ‘Publishing History the First Five Books of the
Lawes,” in R.Hooker, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Preface Books I-IV, G.Edelen, (ed.), W.Speed Hill,
(general ed.), (London: The Belknap Press of Harvard Univesity Press, 1977) Vol.I, (pp. Xiii-xxvi1), p. XXiiL.
58 R.Hooker, The Causes of the Continuance of these Contentions Concerning Church Government, in Of the
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Books VI, VII, VIII, P.G.Stanwood, (ed.), W.Speed Hill, (general ed.) (London:
The Belknap Press of the University of Massachusctts, 1981), Vol.Ill, (pp. 455-459), p. 457. Sece also
G.Cranmer, Concerning the New Church Discipline an Excellent Letter Written by Mr George Cranmer to Mr
R.H., (Oxford: [No Printer], 1642), pp. 8, 23-24.

59 1.W., Certaine Reasons Why the Booke of Common-Prayer Being Corrected Should Continue, (London:
Printed by A, M. for Richard Lownds, 1641), p. 11.
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modification of the Church’s liturgy.60

Such eloquent pleas for moderate reform, however, failed to secure sufficient support

to be successful. Laudian-engendered hostility towards the Church ensured that the desire for
a radical religious reformation became dominant.61 George Gillespie, a leading Calvinist
writer, contrasted the purity of Scottish Presbyterianism with the popish corruptions of the
English Church. “And of Mr. Hookers jest we may make good earnest, for in very deed as the
reformation of Genevah did pass the reformation of Germany, so the reformation of Scotland
did pass that of Genevah.”62 The growth of millenarian expectations had also encouraged an
apocalyptic fervour which sought to cleanse the country. Thomas Wilson warned that it was

nonsense to talk of a “reduced episcopacy” when it could be demonstrated that this estate did

not even enjoy divine approval: “O think it not enough to clip their wings when Christ is

against the being of such a body.”63

The subsequent outbreak of Civil War only served to exacerbate the animosity felt

towards the royalist Church. Richard Baxter, the puritan divine, writing to Edward Eccleston
in the 1660s argued retrospectively that the failure to curb episcopal pretensions sufficiently
early had contributed to the outbreak of war. He was a young man in the early 1640s but could
not be ignorant “how Hookers principles began our warres..., that was a parliament of
Episcopall men and Erastians, an Army of such Commanders that began it.”6+ Growing
hostility towards the Church ensured that the clergy were held up to ridicule, their churches
were desecrated, and her worship and doctrine were treated with contempt. At Rochester
“they strowed the Pavements with the torn mangled leaves of the Book of Common-Prayer,

which with the 39 Articles, make up the third Book, wherein the Doctrine of the Church of

60 Ibid, p. 3.
61 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, pp. 109-112, Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 54-60.
62 G.Gillespie, A Dispute against the English-Popish Ceremonies Obtruded upon the Church of Scotland.
Wherein Not Only Our Own Arguments against the Same are Strongly Confuted, but Likewise the Answers and
Defences of Our Opposites, Such as Hooker, Mortoune, Burges, Sprint, Paybody, Andrewes, Saravia, Tilen,
Spotiswood, Lindsey, Forbesse, &c. Particularly Confuted, (Edinburgh: [No Printer], 1660), p. 272.
63 Lamont, Puritanism and the English Revolution, p. 87.
64 1bid, p 82.
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England is full contained.”65 Those who attempted to adhere to the forms of the English
Church had to endure scornful attacks. Baxter recalled some “separatists” looking in at the
door of a church and saying, “the devil choke thee, art thou not out of thy pottage yet?”

because the Prayer Book was still used.66

It was not just the Laudian clergy who found themselves subject to abuse, since many

moderate churchmen also found themselves criticized by militant Calvinists. William
Chillingworth, throughout his lingering death in captivity, had the misfortune to be placed
under the supervision of Francis Cheynell. Cheynell, an avowed Presbyterian, had been
horrified by Chillingworth’s opposition to the doctrine of sola scriptura and his resolving of
faith into reason. He hastened Chillingworth’s demise through abortive attempts to convert
him, and then combined an account of his unrepentant death with a critique of his argument.

Chillingworth, he insisted, had falsely elevated reason above supernatural truths, and wrongly

used Hooker to suggest that “Reason is in some sort God’s word.”67

Such localized acts of aggression against the continued existence of the English Church
came to full fruition in a series of parliamentary statutes. Episcopacy was abolished, the
cathedral foundations dissolved, and the Prayer Book was replaced by the Directory of Public
Worship. By 1646 a self-congratulatory Parliament was able to record that they had

successfully “laid the foundation of a Presbyterial Government in every Congregation.”68 The
English Church appeared to be destined for extinction. Trevor-Roper describes how in the
storms of the 1640s the Laudian Church had gone down “at the first gust, and those who did
not sink with it, or clamber into the obscure safety of captivity, swam severally to distant

shores. In the long years of Puritan rule, not one of the high-flying careerists who had

65 J.Barwick, B.Ryves, and G.Wharton, Angliae Ruina: Or England’s Ruine, (London: [No Printer],
1647/1648). p. 450.
66 T.Lathbury, A History of the Book of Common Prayer, (Oxford: John Henry and James Parker, 1859), p.
165.
67 F.Cheynell, Chillingworthi Novissima. Or the Sicknesse, Heresy, Death, and Buriall of William
Chillingworth, (London: Printed for Samuel Gellibrand, 1644), not paginated, approx. p. 31,41.
68 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, p. 142; Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 74, 77, 80-90, 148-155;
Parliament, An Ordinance of the Lords and Commons Assembled in Parliament for Keeping of Scandalous
Persons from the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, the Enabling of Congregations for the Chovce of Elders and
Suplving of Defects in Former Ordinances and Directories of Parliament Concerning Church-Government,
(London: Printed for Edward Husband, 1646), p. 3.
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flounished in the Laudian Church took any risks, or showed any faith in a future restoration.”69

Although Trevor-Roper’s unqualified criticism of the Laudians is far too sweeping, he
is correct to emphasize the resurgence of Calvinist influence. Whilst the Laudians had
attempted to mould Hooker to complement a combative high church ideology other Protestant
groupings had continued to recognize a very different understanding of the Polity  as
authonitative. The religious settlement of the Commonwealth created an environment in which
this old reformed interpretation of the Polity could once again flourish. This anxiety to see
Hooker restored to his true context was clearly illustrated by a special parliamentary vote, on
the 27th of June, 1641, which made his surviving manuscripts over to Hugh Peters, the well

known independent preacher, presumably with a view to publishing Books VI and VIII.70

Peters does not actually seem to have made any use of the manuscripts, but there were other
puritan sympathizers who made strenuous efforts to demonstrate that Hooker provided the

basis for a peaceable reformed settlement.

In 1648 James Ussher, the scholarly archbishop of Armagh, helped to publish the first
edition of Books VI and VIII in response to the growing tension after the failure of the

Newport negotiations. It was vital, he insisted, that “he which so much desired the Unity of
the Church, might have the divided members of his Labours united.”7! The irenicism of Book
VI and Book VIII's reasonable discussion of the jurisdiction of Magistrates were both clearly

appropriate to a situation fraught with theological and ecclesiastical differences.?2 Their appeal

was “both fundamental and ecumenical, to the natural law, and beyond the national Church.”73

68 W.K.Jordan, The Development of Religious Toleration in England. From the Accession of James I 1o the
Convention of the Long Parliament, (1603-1640), (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd, 1936), pp. 168-169;
Morrill, English Revolution, p. 159; H.R.Trevor-Roper, ‘The Great and Good Works of Richard Hooker,” in
The New York Review of Books, Vol.24, 24 November 1977, (pp. 48-55), p.33.
70 Letter of Dr King to Isaac Walton, in R.Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie, London: Printed for
Andrew Crooke, 1666).
71 R Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie; The Sixth and Eighth Books, (London: Printed by Richard
Bishop, 1648), Printer’s Notice.
72 P G.Stanwood, ‘Textual Introduction. The Last Three Books, in Richard Hooker, Of the Laws of
Ecclesiastical Polity, P.G.Stanwood, (ed.), W.Speed Hill, (general ed.), (London: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 1981), Vol.Ill, (pp .xiii-1xxv) p. xlii; H.A.Lloyd, ‘Constitutionalism,’ in The Cambridge
History of Political Thought 1450-1700, J.H. Burns and M.Goldie, (eds.), (Cambndge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991), (pp. 254-297), p. 279-283.
73 Ashton, English Civil War, p.125; Stanwood, ‘“Textual Introduction,’ p. xvil.
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There were passages in Ussher’s “Trinity manuscript” which contradicted this portrayal of
Hooker through their more absolutist depiction of the monarch, but these were omitted from
the printed edition. It was undoubtedly a deliberate decision to discount them in the

unreceptive atmosphere of 1648, but could have been justified on account of their absence from

the other surviving manuscript sources.7+

This considered treatment of the Polity failed to conciliate either king or Parliament,
however, and on the 30th of January, 1649, Charles I was put to death.75 Nevertheless

Hooker’s role as a reformed commentator was sufficiently adaptable for him to be
subsequently cited in support of the religious and political life of the commonwealth. John
Hall’s The True Cavalier was one of the most ingenious attempts. Hall quoted large passages

from the Polity to prove that, under the guidance of the civil magistrate, the Church was
competent to abrogate and amend its ecclesiastical practices. Hooker had clearly defended the
right of the Church and the “Chief Magistrate” to change her positive laws “as the difference of
time or places shall require.”76 The chief magistrate was normally the king, although by an

examination of “the intention of that Act whereby this power was exercised by the King, we
shall finde that it,...did not limit it to persons so stiled onely, but that it might be kept for ever,
did for ever unite it to the Imperial Crown of this Realm.”77 The preface to the Polity also
described how the eighth book would deal with “the power of Ecclesiastical dominion or

Supream Authority, which with us, the highest Governour or Prince, hath as well in respect of

domestical jurisdictions.”78

74 p,G.Stanwood regarded the Dublin Manuscript as the most accurate because it contained more of Book VIII
than any other source, and because it was copied “from Hooker’s autograph directly, it is obviously closest o
the original design which Hooker outlined in his notes.” Stanwood, ‘Textual Introduction,” pp. Ixiv, IxviL.

75 C.V.Wedgwood, ‘The Trial of Charles,’ in The English Civil War and After, 1642-1658, R.H.Parry, (Ed.),
(London: Macmiilan and Co Ltd, 1970), (pp. 40-58).

76 Bosher, Restoration Settlement, p. 35; J.Hall, The True Cavalier Examined by His Principles; And F ound
Not Guilty of Schism or Sedition, (London: Pninted by Tho. Newcomb, 1656), pp. 30-3.

77 1bid, pp. 58-59.

78 Ibid, p. 59. Hall makes the rather surprising comment that it is a great pity “that we had not the book it self
to have been further satisfied herein, and in the power belonging to him.” Since Hall’s book was publish‘cd in
1656 and Book VIII had been printed in 1648 this appears to be a naive remark. If Hall was able to remain
ignorant of both the 1648 and 1652 publications of a book he supposedly yearned to read, it suggests that he.had
no real interest in Hooker’s thought, and was solely motivated by a desire to score a propaganda coup over his
royalist opponents.
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Hooker had clearly believed that power was “due to the Kin g as Monarch, and not the
Monarch as King.”79 Cromwell was now “monarch” ahd should be obeyed for surely
scripture looked to “the present, when it enjoyed obedience to the Powers that are, and
commands to pray for Kings and all that are in authority?”80 It was to be hoped that the

authority of Hooker and his adherents was “not so lost, but that their authority and yet

arguments will remain of the same force still to keep us from all inclinations either to Schism or
Sedition.”®1  Since Cromwell was the legal governor and lawful authority was entitled to
reform the Church in unessentials “no plea of former establishment, whether by Councels or

Customes” could warrant any dissension from the currently sanctioned official position.82

Those who clung to the forbidden Prayer Book liturgy were guilty of violating the English
tradition as defined by Hooker. They had manifestly failed to heed Hooker’s warning not to be

like Pharisees, “by whom divine things indeed were lesse, because other things were more
divinely esteemed of then reason would allow.”83 Their determination to be faithful to the old
settlement had turned them into the new nonconformists, who arrogantly elevated conscience
above the authority of the national Church.84 When a man found himself in disagreement with
the Church it was “a strong presumption, that God hath not moved their hearts to think such

things, as he hath not enabled them to prove.”85 Consequently a persistent refusal to conform

could only be motivated “out of stubbornness and disrespect” to the Church.86 If they truly
esteemed Hooker they would “shew themselves Patterns of reverend subjection, not Authors
and Masters of contempt towards Ordinances.”87 The English Church had willingly

conformed to the Prayer Book ordinances of King Edward VI so they should now also

“conform to what an Act of Parliament and a protector of more power, hath determined

791bid, p. 59.

80 1bid, p. 91.

81 Ibid, p. 87.

82 bid, p. 39-40.
83 Ibid, pp. 38-39.
84 1bid, p. 32.

85 |bid, pp. 34-35.
86 Ibid, p. 30.

87 1bid, p. 31.
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concerning another alteration of this kinde.”88

In spite of Hall’s determination to equate the role of Lord Protector with that of a king

there was no such natural correlation. Edward VI had come to rule as part of an established
order of succession, but Cromwell had secured government by means of a military coup.
Notwithstanding, Hall had effectively transferred onto Cromwell the Laudian and Hookerian
rhetoric regarding the sovereign’s supremacy. Whilst the legitimacy of this action was
somewhat spurious, it did serve to confer the appearance of respectability upon the new
regime. Hall reminded his readers that although the changes made under the Commonwealth
may have seemed radical, Hooker had rightly recognized that all things “cannot be of ancient

continuance, which are expedient and needful for the ordering of spiritual affairs.”8 The

alterations to the structure of the church may have marked a break with the immediate past, but
it was clear from the Polity that such measures demanded conformity without reservation. To

act otherwise would resemble a man who set fire to his neighbour’s house whilst praying that it

would not burn.%0

Notwithstanding such ingenuity, however, these Commonwealth proponents of a
reformed Hooker failed to perpetuate their understanding of the Poliry much beyond the late
1650s. At the Restoration it was the image of an Anglican Hooker, not a puritan one, which
was to triumph. Although the statutory suppression of the English religious settlement had
publicly sounded the death knell for Laudianism, it ironically also marked the start of its
resurrection as the widespread official creed of the Church. “Truly”, says one historian,
“whereas the exile under Queen Mary was one of the greatest evils that ever befell the English
Church, the exile under the Commonwealth and Protectorate was one of the greatest blessings;

for it purified and spiritualized men’s conception of the Church, and made them realise their
churchmanship as they had never done before.”1 When confronted by outright hostility to any

form of accommodation for the old religious settlement, individuals who had previously

adhered to a more expansive vision of the Church were compelled towards opinions which

88 bid, p. 52.
89 1bid, p. 37.

90 Ibid, pp. 32-33.
91 R.S.Bosher, The Making of the Restoration Sertlement, (London: Dacre Press, 1951), p. 79.
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they had formerly regarded as Laudian innovations. Trevor-Roper regretfully comments that

by 1660 “the temper of the old liberals of Great Tew, having being soured by events, was

much nearer to that of the old Laudians than that of their old selves.”92

This growth of enthusiasm for Laudian concepts of the Church amongst previous
religious moderates is clearly illustrated by the evolution of Clarendon’s ecclesiastical opinions.
At the start of the Long Parliament he had been vociferous in his criticism of royalist and
Laudian abuses. J.C.Hayward refers to him as “the disciple of Hooker, whose theory of
government has been described as reconciling Aristotle’s concept of the state as a natural
institution with the Augustinian orthodoxy, that government is a consequence of the Fall.”93
He was horrified, however, by the upsurge of radical puritanism, and faithfully supported both
Church and king throughout the Civil War. In 1646 he began his great Hisrory of the
Rebellion which was designed to serve as a “secular” companion to the Polity. His opening
paragraph was clearly modelled upon Hooker, with its emphasis on the need to narrate the
condition of his times with a clear view to posthumous regard. Like Hooker he was
determined “to rise above controversy, to look beyond present misfortunes, and to produce a

long-term validation of the English monarchy that would win support from an uncommitted

posterity.”94

The execution of the king, however, confirmed that in the short-term he would have to
work with the high Church exiles, and their compatriots within England, if there was to be any
realistic possibility of securing a restoration. This enforced association with the Laudian clergy

ensured that Clarendon came to adopt a much more sympathetic attitude towards their political
and religious opinions.95 By 1649 he could write to Gilbert Sheldon, the former warden of All
Souls, that he was “one of those few by whose advice and example I shall absolutely guide
myself.”96  Such a statement cannot be dismissed as shallow rhetoric when one examines

some of the other overtly “Laudian” statements that Clarendon was making. He stated to Lord

92 Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 89-90; Trevor-Roper, ‘The Good and Great Works of Richard Hooker,’ p.
55

93 J.C.Hayward, ‘The Mores of Great Tew,” Cambridge University Ph.D., (Unpublished), 1982, p. 212.

94 Trevor-Roper, ‘The Good and Great Works of Richard Hooker,’ pp. 54-55.

95 Wormald, Clarendon, pp. 307-308, 312.

96 Bosher, Restoration Settlement, p. 55.
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Hopkins his belief that the acts of a non-episcopal ministry were utterly invalid. It is better that
were | “cast into the Indies [I] should live there all the days of my life without receiving the

Sacrament, than that I should receive it at the hands of one who had no authority to give it than
he was chosen by the company to that office.”97 The adoption of such an opinion naturally

compelled Clarendon to abandon his old latitudinarian understanding of Hooker, and to
replace it with the Laudian belief that the Poliry was the embodiment of the English via media.
Throughout his exile he took a keen interest in the efforts of John Earle, the former chancellor
of Salisbury, whose piety was subsequently likened by Walton to Hooker, to produce a Latin
edition of the Poliry. This it was hoped would demonstrate to their Roman adversaries the
excellent basis of the English Church. The translation was never actually published but,

following Earle’s death, Clarendon sent his son to retrieve the manuscript of this important

work.98

Clarendon’s interest in Earle’s translation of the Polity was not only indicative of
Hooker’s importance to the Church loyalists, but demonstrated their awareness of the need to
nurture the remnants of the old ecclesiastical organization if they were to survive. On the
continent it was possible for the exiles to maintain public services, but this was clearly not an
option in England. Notwithstanding, ordinations were secretly undertaken, the Prayer Book
services privately performed, and those faithful to the English Church were quietly instructed
in her doctrine and worship. They also strove to maintain their intellectual credibility through
the production of polemical works. Initially Bishop Duppa had despaired: “What amongst
these late philosophies and the Erastian and Socinian opinions too much in request, I doubt the

Church is likely to be stripped by learned hands which seems sadder to me than all her
sufferings from the rabble.”99 This concern did not go unheeded, and the loyalist clergy

produced a large scholarly output to demonstrate their continued affection towards the English
Church. These works examined the subject of episcopacy, the theological standing of the
Roman or other Protestant churches, and, most frequently of all, the structure of the Book of

Common Prayer.

97 1bid, p. 56.

98 Bosher, Restoration Settlement, p.50; H.Trevor-Roper, Catholics, Anglicans, and Puritans, Seventeenth
Century Essays, (London: Secker and Warburg, 1987), p. 191.

99 Bosher, The Restoration Settlement, p. 39; Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 164-168; Packer, The
Transformation of Anglicanism, p. 45.
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In the case of the latter the Church loyalists unsurprisingly turned to Book V of the
Polity, and swiftly confirmed it as the leading apology for a service-book which was the
embodiment of primitive piety and practice. Henry Hammond, a distinguished Oxford fellow
and unofficial leader of the “home Church”, clearly based the table of contents in his View of
the New Directory upon the start of Book V. He then went on to insist that the criticisms
made against the Prayer Book had only been “objections of little force to conclude anything,
but only the resolute contumacious,...or malice of the objectors, which might at large be

proved, both by the view of all the charges that former pamphlets have produced, all gathered
together and vindicated by Mr Hooker.” 100 This, rather surprisingly, was the only explicit

citation of Hooker in the whole tract. Since Hammond had lauded Hooker as the champion of
the Prayer book one would have expected rather more references. Hammond, however,
having referred to Hooker, at the beginning of his tract against the Directory, seems to have
assumed his readership to have been so familiar with the arguments deployed by Book V, that
they would have been able to recognize the parallel thrust of many of his arguments with those

of the Polity.

Hammond’s coyness conceming direct references to Hooker was not unusual since
other Church sympathizers such as the author of A Defensive Vindication of the Publike
Liturgy ...of the Church of England, were equally reserved. At the start of the tract he
faithfully transcribed a list of all the points which Hooker proposed to discuss in his fifth book:
“all which exceptions Hooker answereth punctually and fully, and so as may give any
intelligent and iudicious Reader abundant satisfaction.” 101 There are no other direct references
to Hooker so clearly one allusion was deemed to be sufficient. Certainly their opponents were
aware of the Church party’s enthusiasm for Hooker. Francis Cheynell was in no doubt that the
Polity was vital to Hammond’s defence of the Church. Hammond, he complained, continued

to “refer us to Mr Hooker” without having made any serious attempt to answer the grievances

100 H.Hammond, A View of the New Directory and Vindication of the Ancient Liturgy of the Church of
England, (Oxford: Printed by Leonard Lichfield, 1645), p. 11; McAdoo, Spirit of Anglicanism, p. 368, Packer,
Transformation of Anglicanism, pp. 15, 132-136.
101 J.R., A Defensive Vindication of the Publike Liturgy, Established Ceremonies, and Setiled Pairimony of
the Church of England, (London: Printed by J.R. for R.-Whittaker and . Williams, 1641), p.8.
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of the Presbyterians.102

By the 1650s this enthusiasm for using Hooker to defend the Prayer Book had become
much more explicit. This was undoubtedly prompted by the known devotion of the late king
martyr to the Prayer Book and the works of Hooker. Shortly before his death Charles had
commended the Polity to his children as an aid to the maintenance of their allegiance to the

English Church. Consequently Hammond now urged his readers to consult Hooker, and be
thankful that they had received “Gods graces in that Godly learned man.”103 A whole new

generation of Church apologists such as Anthony Sparrow, the ejected rector of Hawkedon,

and Peter Heylyn also began to pepper their works with references to the “incomparable
Hooker”104 They were incredulous that anyone should continue to reject the liturgy when all
scruples have already been “satisfied by our learned and judicious Hooker, who hath examined

it per partes, and justified it in each part and particular Office.”105

This upsurge of enthusiasm for Hooker was not, however, solely based upon devotion
to the instructions of the late king. Hooker was also clearly valued in his own right as an
authoritative text against the puritan objections to the Prayer Book. In particular his demolition
of the exclusive reliance on sola scriptura meant that the Church loyalists were able to

counteract the puritan condemnation of a prescribed liturgy as unscriptural and contrary to “the

Terms of Primitive symplicity and Catholicism.” 106 Hooker, Heylyn retorted, had shown that

102 H . Hammond, A Copy of Some Papers Past al Oxford, betwixt the Author of the Practical Calechism and
Mr Ch. a Brief Vindication of Three Passages in the Practical Catechism, from the Censures Affixt on Them by
the Ministers of London, in a Book Entituled, [a Testimony 10 the Truth of Jesus Christ, &c], in the Works of
the Reverend and Learned Henry Hammond, D.D. the Second Volume, Containing a Collection of Discourses in
Defence of the Church of England, (London: Printed for R.Royston, 1684), Vol.I, (pp. 153-198), p. 173,
J.W.Packer, The Transformation of Anglicanism 1643-1660 with Special Reference to Henry Hammond,
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1969), pp. 28, 52-53.
103 H.Hammond, The Grounds of Uniformity from 1.Cor.14.40. Vindicated from Mr Jeanes's Exceptions 10
One Pasage, in the View of the Directory, in The Works of the Reverend and Leanrned Henry Hammond, D.D.,
(London: Printed for R.Royston, 1684), Vol.II, Part 11, (pp. 240-247), p. 246.
104 A Sparrow, A Rationale upon the Book of Common Prayer of the Church of England, (London: [No
Printer], 1655), pp. 91-92; McAdoo, Spiri of Anglicanism, p. 26.
105 P Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicata: Or the Church of England Vindicated. Part Second. Containing the Defence
Thereof in Retaining the Episcopal Government. And the Canonical Ordination of Priests and Deacons.
Framed and Exhibited in an History of Episcopacy, (London: Printed by E.Cotes for Henry Seile, 1657). p. 79.
106 R Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae: Or Mr Baxier's Narrative of the Most Memorable Passages of His Life and
Times, S.Matthew, (ed.), (London: Printed for T.Parkhurst, F.Robinson, F.Lawrence, and F.Dunton, 1696), p.
435; Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicata, p. 100.
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the Prayer Book was the liturgy most consonant to the inheritance of the early Church, and that
all the ancient services were fixed and “never use to be voluntary dictates proceeding from any
mans extemporal wit.” This merely led to unsatisfactory “effusions of indigested prayers”

which is why God respects not only the solemnity of places but “the precise appointment, even

with what words or sentences his name should be called upon amongst his people.”107

The structure of Prayer Book services recognized this need for a dignified liturgy since

it had been observed “by our incomparable Hooker...That if the Angels have a continual
intercourse betwixt the Throne of God in Heaven, and his Church here militant upon the Earth,
the same is no where better verified then in these two godly exercises of Doctrine and

Prayer.”108 The puritans, however, had completely failed to comprehend this. Sparrow

comments of their desire to reform the funeral service by the removal of “prayers- praises, and
holy lessons...what one thing is there whereby the world may perceive that we are Christians?
Hook 1.5 Eccl.Pol.s.75.7109 Equally indicative of the dual exercises of the Prayer Book, and
just as fiercely opposed by the puritans, was the inclusion of certain psalms or biblical songs
for daily usage within the offices. Heylyn drew attention to Hooker’s claim that this was a
biblical practice, since the Jews had made use of the Cantate Domino in their public liturgy.
That “very hymn of Moses...grew afterwards to be part of the ordinary Jewish Liturgie, and
not that only, but sundry others since invented...Nor is there any thing more probable, then
that unto their custome of finishing the Passeover with certain Psalmes, the holy Evangelist

doth evidently allude, saying, that after the cup delivered by our Saviour unto his Apostles they
sung, and so went forth to the Mount of Olives.”110 Heylyn clearly idolized Hooker since he

admitted that he could not locate what ground he had for the first part of the assertion

concerning the Jewish people. He was sure, however, that “although he has not pleased to let

us know...he had good grounds for what he said.”11!

Hooker was also popular with the loyalists on account of his recognition of the

107 Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicaia, p. 100.
108 1bid, p. 98.
109 Sparrow, A Rationale upon the Book of Common Prayer, p.160.
110 Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicala, pp. 121-122.
111 Ibid, p. 122.
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importance of ceremonies, and refutation of the criticism that they were merely vestiges of
popery.112 Hammond regretted the puritan refusal to bow to the arguments of the Poliry, and
greeted their demand that “all admirers of Mr Hooker...should vindicate their great Patron of
ceremonies” with amazement.113  The Polity, Heylyn reminded his readers had already

demonstrated that contentious Prayer Book practices, such as confirmation, were not
equivalent with the non-scriptural Roman sacrament. Hooker had demonstrated that

confirmation was not to be understood as a separate sacrament since the Holy Ghost was
received in baptism, and confirmation was merely a completion of the sacrament.!14 Hooker

described how, in the primitive Church, it was commonly “administered with Baptisme, as a

concomitant thereof, to confirme and perfect that which the Grace of the Spirit had already
began in Baptisme.”115  The subsequent strict reservation of confirmation to a bishop “was

not because the benefit, grace, and dignitie thereof was greater than of Baptism.” It was rather

an attempt to reconcile the bishop’s inability to perform all baptisms with his “spirituall

superioritie” by reserving its completion to him for honour’s sake.}16

Heylyn insisted that this criticism of confirmation, and other Roman ceremonies, had
primarily arisen because the nonconformists lacked sufficient maturity to be able to draw a
distinction between the usefulness of a ceremony, and the Roman misuse of it. Providing the
popish abuse of a ceremony had been ended it was perfectly acceptable to retain a Roman
practice. Hooker had successfully comprehended this, and recognized that the observance of a
limited “ceremonial” could assist the conduct of public worship. Sparrow, therefore.
confidently cited the Poliry to show that outward gestures helped to denote an internal
devotion. Standing at the Gospel was to be commended because this gesture demonstrated “a
reverend regard to the son of God, above other messages, although speaking as from God.

And against Arrians, Jews, Infidels, who derogate from the honour of our Lord, such

ceremonies are most profitable. As judicious Mr. Hooker notes.”117

112 p Heylyn, Observations on the Historie of the Reign of King Charles, (London: Printed for John Clark,
1656), p. 133.
113 Hammond, Grounds of Uniformity, p. 246.
114 P.Hevlyn, The History of Episcopacy. The Second Part from the Death of S1. John the Apostle, 10 the
Beginning of the Empire of Constantine, (London: Printed for Henry Seile, 1657), p. 455.
115 Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicata, p. 257; Heylyn, History of Episcopacy, p. 452.
116 Heylyn, History of Episcopacy, p. 455.
117 Sparrow, A Rationale upon the Book of Common Prayer , pp. 91-92, 141-142.
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Such a polemical usage of Hooker was very successful in its attempt to consolidate the
position of the Church loyalists in England. By the mid 1650s they had assumed an
importance which would have been unthinkable ten years earlier. A London newsletter of
1653 declared that the clergy of “the old model begin to be very dear to the people in many
parts of the nation: conventicles for Common Prayer are frequent and much desired in
London.”118 Even the failure of the royalist rebellions in 1655, and the subsequent renewal of
repression failed to halt their growth. Duppa philosophically commented that “when the
persecution goes higher, we must continue to go lower, and to continue to serve our God as

the ancient Christians did, in dens, and coves, and deserts.”119

It was somewhat paradoxical that at the same time as the loyalists were striving to
counter the effects of a new state-enforced oppression there was a growing desire amongst
many of the Presbyterians for some sort of accommodation with the Church loyalists. 120

Once the support of the civil power had been withdrawn their attempt to establish
Presbyterianism in England collapsed, and they were subjected to increasing hostility from the
independents. This forced the surprising realization that their residual royalism and belief in
national forms of Church government had more in common with the loyalists. William
Lyford, in An Apologie for our Publick Ministrie, even cited Hooker against the independents
in support of the Presbyterian commissioning of ministers. Quoting from Book V he described
how according to Hooker “The Ministerie of Divine things is a function, which as God did
himself Institute, so neither may undertake the same but by Authoritie and Power given them in

lawfull manner.” It was nothing but impudence for “Mechanicks, who have received

Commission neither from God nor man, to intrude into Office.”121

A possible scheme to further this tentative rapprochement was provided by Nicholas

Bernard’s posthumous publication of a short tract by Ussher. Bernard, who had been

118 Bosher, The Restoration Settlement, p. 11; Morrill, English Revolution, pp. 174-175.
119 Bosher, The Restoration Settlement, p. 41; Packer, Transformation of Anglicanism, pp. 147-149.
120 R.Hutton, Charles the Second King of England, Scotland and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), p.
151.
121 W_Lyford, An Apologie for Our Publike Ministrie, and Infant Baptism, (London: Printed by Willlam Du-
Gard, 1653), p. 21.
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Ussher’s chaplain, recognized the value of this work in showing how episcopal and
presbyterial forms of government had been combined in the early Church. “And how easily
this ancient form of the Clergie might be revived again, and with what little shew of alteration
the Synodical conventions of the Pastors of every Parish might be accorded with the
Presidencie of each Diocese and Province.”122 This desire for reli gious co-operation was
enthusiastically welcomed by moderate churchmen such as Gauden and John Fuller. The
latter’s Church-History of Britain deliberately sought to tone down the degree of personal
animosity between Hooker and Travers.123 In the “very midst of the Paroxisme betwixt
Hooker And Travers, the latter stil bare...a reverend esteem of his adversary. And when an
unworthy aspersion...was cast on Hooker,... Mr Travers being asked of a private friend, what
he thought of the truth of that accusation, In truth (said he) I take Mr Hooker to be a holy man.

A speech with coming from an adversary, found no less to the commendation of his charity

who spake it ,then to the praise of his piety of whom it was spoken.” 124 Consequently, when

Hooker died, great was the grief of all Protestants for the judicous divine.125

Fuller was the exception, however, since most Church loyalists viewed the desire for
accommodation as nothing more than pure opportunism. From an apparently irredeemable
situation they had preserved and fostered considerable affection towards the uniformity and
order of the English Church. Heylyn was consequently scathing in his criticism of Fuller, who
was apparently prepared to surrender this advantage.126  When the Restoration of the
monarchy took place he and his compatriots were determined that it should be accompanied by
the full restitution of the English Church. Amongst the exiles, Sir Robert Shirley, that zealous
layman, was equally anxious to obtain surety from the king “that in view of the sacrilege in the

Reformed Churches of which the most judicious Mr. Hooker has left his judgment” that

122 W.M.Abbott, ‘James Ussher and “Ussherian™ Episcopacy, 1640-1656: The Primate and His Reduction
Manuscript,’ in Albion, Vol.22, 1990, (pp. 237-259), pp. 237, 256-258; J Miller, Charles I, (London:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991); J.Ussher, The Reduction of Episcopacie unto the Form of Synodical
Government Received in the Ancient Church, (London: Published by Nicholas Bernard, 1656), pp. 5-6.
123 T Fuller, The Church-History of Britain; From the Birth of Jesus Christ, until the Year 1648, (London:
Printed for John Williams, 1656), pp. 213, 214, 217.
124 1bid, p. 217.
1251bid, p. 235. ,
126 p.Heylyn, Examen Historicum: Or a Discovery and Examination of the Mistakes, Falsities, and Defects in
Some Modern Histries, (London: Printed for Henry Seile and Richard Royston, 1659).
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Church property would be restituted at the subsequent return of the monarchy.127 This was not

the aim of the Presbyterians who sought a new inclusive religious settlement.

Such a usage of the Polity was naturally anathema to high churchmen since it
contradicted their own exposition of Hooker as the guardian of the pre-Civil War
establishment. They responded by seeking to distance Hooker yet further from his earlier
reformed credentials. It became particularly important to demonstrate that Hooker had
supported old-style episcopacy. Book VII which had considered the role of bishops was
totally unknown, but there were other parts of the Poliry which could be successfully
mobilized to suggest Hooker’s tacit support for prelacy. Heylyn, for example, reminded his
readers that Hooker had believed the Church’s ordained ministry to be a threefold structure
consisting of Bishops, Presbyters and Deacons.128 The colleges of presbyters and deacons

had been founded by the apostles and evangelists, and were consequently joined into one

Church by being placed under the junsdiction a bishop.129 “A perfect image of which we have

remaining in our Deanes and Chapters of Cathedral Churches.”130 The Poliry was adamant

that Presbyters were a distinct order and should not, therefore, be equated with bishops. The
episcopate possessed a “charge of too transcendent, and sublime a nature, to be entrusted unto

every common Presbyter, or discharged by him, who as our Hooker well observeth, though he

be somewhat better able to speak, is as little to judge as another man.”131

This desire to minimize Hooker’s reformed sympathies was also apparent in high

Church attempts to position him within a distinctive and continuous Anglican history. William
Nicholson, for example, the dispossessed archdeacon of Brecon, produced An Apology for the
Discipline of the Ancient Church which demonstrated how Hooker had shown that the English

Church had remained totally loyal to the heritage of the primitive Church and had only

127 Calendar of Clarendon Siate Papers Preserved in the Bodleian Library, Vol.llI, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1872), No. 139.

128 Heylyn, The History of Episcopacy, pp. 430-431.
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131 P Heylyn, Extraneus Vapulans: Or the Observator Rescued from the Viole(z( but Vaine Assau(ls of Hamon
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maintained those forms which were found to be in agreement.132  The creatiop of this via

media image, however, was not just dependent upon new works. Older works were also
reissued and suitably edited to vindicate the longevity of the Anglican position. This is

particularly well illustrated by the theological evolution of Robert Sanderson’s attitude towards
Hooker.

Sanderson as we have already seen had been happy to quote the Poliry in favour of
predestinarianism against Arminianism in the 1620s. By the late 1650s it was unthinkable,
however, for either Hooker or Sanderson, a former royal chaplain and Regius Professor of
Divinity, to be associated with such overtly reformed views. Consequently Sanderson found
himself under considerable pressure from Thomas Pierce and Hammond to reinvent himself.
Several of his sermons were republished with all the anti-Arminian notes recast to refer only to

Pelagian heresy, and he was compelled to construct a prefatory letter in which he explained
how the follies of youth and opinions then predominant in the Church had misled him. 133 This

repentance of his earlier error also served to rescue Hooker from his predestinarian leanings.
Sanderson, in Hammond’s edition of his letter to Pierce, recalled how as a young man he had
attempted to resolve his doubts concerning predestination by reading Hooker. The Polity had
helped to settle his mind concerning many points of Church government, and was “a good

preparative to me (that | say not, antidote) for reading of Calvin’s Institutes with more caution

than perhaps otherwise I should have done.”134

Such a weighty recognition of Hooker’s impeccable anti-Calvinist credentials meant
that Pierce himself could confidently cite the Polity against the false claims of Calvinist

predestinarians.135 It was untenable for the English Church to claim that God died only for

132 W.Nicholson, An Apology for the Discipline of the Ancient Church Intended Especially for that of Our
Mother the Church of England: In Answer to the Admonilory Letter Lately Published, (London: Printed for
William Leake, 1659), pp. 117, 135, 185, 186, 190, 194, 196-197.
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the elect since “Mr Hooker saith that God hath a general inclination that all should be
saved.”136 Consequently Pierce could not allow to remain unanswered Richard Baxter's

insistence that Hooker’s first book demonstrated that even those very things of which God’s

will is the Cause, yet as they stand in relation to each other they have many other causes and
laws besides Gods absolute will” to remain unanswered. 137 Pierce roundly criticized him for

trying “to wrest the suffrage of so great an author” and for adding “something in pretence of

exposition to Hookers words.” His whole argument was “as contrary to that saying of
Hooker...as any thing can be spoken.”!138 When Baxter complained that he was being
misrepresented, Pierce responded by saying that he only condemned those “as were thought by

judicious Hooker to be fit inhabitants for a wilderness, not a well ordered city.”139

The possibility of restoring this “well ordered city” had been considerably furthered by

the death of Cromwell in September 1658. Although the Church was initially subjected to

renewed persecution, the growing confusion and disunity in England made the prospect of a
Restoration more likely than for many years past.140  With this prospect in sight the loyalists
sought to ensure that it took place upon the same basis as the old Caroline settlement by
publishing a series of well-aimed treatises affirming Hooker’s link to the royalist cause. 14!

This was a realistic ambition since their elevated understanding of both Church and king had

secured a much larger basis of consent than they had ever enjoyed in the 1630s.

136 T Pierce, The Divine Philanthropie Defended against the Declamaitory Attempts of Certain Late-Printed
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Advertisement to the Reader.

140 G.Davies, The Restoration of Charles 11, 1658-1660, (London: Oxford University Press, 1955), pp. 283,
290; R.Hutton, The British Republic, 1649-1660, (London: Macmillan Education Ltd, 1990). pp. 124-125.'
141 p Hevlyn, The Stumbling-Block of Disobedience and Rebellion, Cunningly Laid by Calvin in the Subjfcts
Way, Disc'o;rered, Censured, and Removed, (London: Printed by E.Cotes for Henry Seile, 1658), pp- 238, 274,

Wren, Monarchy Asserted, p. 47.
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It is true that the old reformed perception of Hooker had enjoyed something of a
revival, but as the works of Baxter, Hall, and Gee demonstrate it was no longer tied to the
maintenance of the Elizabethan settlement. Instead it provided a respectable justification of the
wide range of freedoms which they enjoyed under the broad puritan settlement of the
Commonwealth. Most moderate churchmen, such as those within the Tew group, who had
hoped merely to remove the Laudian excesses and return to the integrity of the Elizabethan
Church, had been permanently disillusioned with Hooker-sponsored moderation by the turmoil
of the 1640s. They had been compelled to abandon the Church of England, or to embrace the
previously derided Laudian conception of the Polity. As one loyalist subsequently put it the

Church “grew fastest when prun’d most: then of the best complexion and most healthy when

fainting through loss of blood.”142

In a way that would have been unthinkable in 1640 the previously condemned
excesses of Laudian prelacy and royalism had come to recall a stable society, peaceable
uniformity, and order in religion. This ensured that it was the rather narrow Laudian
understanding of Hooker which emerged as the authentic voice of the English Church. He had
become the vigilant guardian of both Church and State whose “learned pains...hath took off

long since those expectations, which hath been made against the severall Offices, and whole
course thereof, by those unquiet spirits who first moved these controversies.” 143 At the
Restoration a difficult struggle still lay ahead to ensure that these high Church expectations
were triumphant, but it was clear that Hooker could be drawn upon to show that the Church
enjoyed such primitive purity of doctrine and practice that there was no error which could

justify any man’s renunciation of her communion.

142 Fell, The Life of the Most Leanrned and Pious Dr H.Hammond, (London: Printed by F.Flesher for
F.Martin, F.Allestry and T.Dicas, 1661), p. 205.
143 Heylyn, Ecclesia Vindicara, p. 311.
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The Restoration Establishment Of Hooker’s Anglican Reputation

When Charles 1I finally returned to London in May 1660 he was greeted with
tremendous enthusiasm. “Escorted by troops of splendidly uniformed horsemen and foot-
soldiers, and announced by a fanfare of trumpets, Charles entered the capital through streets
bright with flowers and hanging tapestries.” He was not, however, just accompanied by
soldiers and civic dignitaries. Amongst those taking an honoured part in the procession were
twelve Presbyterian ministers in their sober Geneva gowns. Outside St Paul’s he actually
made an official stop so that he could be formally greeted by the whole company of city
preachers, and presented with a Bible. Farther along the processional route the king paused
briefly before a second more marginal group of clergy consisting of the city’s sequestered
divines. They then made a discreet presentation of a second Bible, bound up with the Prayer

Book.! This incident clearly demonstrates that whilst Charles may have “come into his own” it

was far from clear that the Restoration would lead to an accompanying restitution of the

Church, and reversal in the fortunes of the Presbyterians and Independents.

In the Declaration of Breda, Charles had promised religious toleration to all peaceful

Christians with the intention to seek parliamentary approval of this measure after mature
deliberation.2 Most Restoration thanksgiving sermons, therefore, rejoiced in the return of the

king, but only made the most general of references to any religious settlement. Edward
Reynolds, whilst preaching to Parliament at S.Margaret’s, carefully avoided commenting on
the explicit form the Restoration Church should take, and merely warned that we should

offend God if any settlement presumed “to see what is meet and convenient better then God

himself, thereby taking upon us to be controlers of his wisdome, as learned Hooker speaks.™3

1R.S.Bosher, The Making of the Restoration Settlement. The Influence of the Laudians, 1649-1662, (London:
Dacre Press, 1951), p. 143.

2 G.E.Aylmer, The Struggle for the Constitution in the Seventeenth Century, (London: Blandf; ord Press, 19753,
pp. 160-161; R.Hutton, The Restoration. A Political and Religious History of England and Wales 165§«] 667,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 108; J.Spurr, ‘Religion in Restoration England,” in The Reign of
Charles 11 and James VIl and Il, LXK .J.Glassey, (ed.), (New York: St Martin’s Press, Inc., 1997), (pp. 90-124),
p. 91; M.R.Watts, The Dissenters, Vol.l, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), p. 221.

3 E.Reynolds, Divine Efficacy without Humane Power. Opened in a Sermon Preached a1 St Margaret’s Church
in Westminster before the Right Honourable the House of Commons, June 28, 1660. Being the Da\ of
Solemne Thanksgiving for the Happy Return of the Kings Majesty, (London: Printed by Tho.Ratcliffe for

George Thomason, 1660), p. 30.
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In spite of apparent royal approval for such conciliatory statements the traditional
historiography, as epitomized by Robert Bosher, has emphasized that this was no more than a
calculated ploy to conciliate the puritans temporarily. Charles had no intention of
accommodating them, and discreetly worked to re-establish the old Caroline Church. Bosher
insists that in the twelve months following the Restoration “the Anglicans, working quietly but
purposefully under the powerful patronage of the Lord Chancellor, regained control of the
Establishment. The nature of the settiement was not determined by the negotiations with the
Puritans nor by the deliberations of Parliament, but by the fair accompli which was the

crowning achievement of Laudian policy, and which the nation had accepted before the Savoy
Conference opened or the Cavalier Parliament convened.”4 Bosher’s belief in a popular royal-

sponsored Laudian party has been vigorously contested. 1.M.Green insists that there was only
ever a minority of churchmen who were unswerving supporters of the old settlement, and there
is no evidence that Charles supported them. On the contrary he did all that he could to bring
about a compromise settlement of the Church. He “nurtured the spirit of reconciliation™ and
sought to enshrine it by “a form of limited episcopacy.” Only the intransigence of the laity

within a Cavalier dominated House of Commons ensured that the royal efforts were largely in

vain, and resulted the triumph of a high Church religious settlement. 5

Green’s explanation for the eventual triumph of the high Church party is supported by

the treatment of the Polity at the start of the 1660s. The struggles of the Civil War and the
Commonwealth had ensured that a Hooker-sponsored “Anglicanism” was the dominant
ideology amongst the Church loyalists. Unity of opinion, however, could not compensate for
the lack of clerical adherents, and the failure to secure a wide popular mandate. It will be
demonstrated that whilst the high churchmen, and some other individuals, maintained a strong
aversion to any form of compromise, there was nevertheless a widespread desire for a broad
religious settlement. The works of John Gauden and Edward Stillingfleet were very much in
the spirit of the Great Tew tradition when they suggested that Hooker offered the basis for such

moderation. Such agreement floundered, however, upon the rocks of the 1661 Cavalier

4 Bosher, Restoration, p. 144. o \_
51.M.Green, The Re-establishment of the Church of England, 1660-1663, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

1978), pp. 1-2, 24.
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Parliament. The electorates’ desire to select strongly royalist candidates produced a house of
“young squires” with an ingrained hatred of puritanism for the sufferings they believed it to
have caused, and a belief in the episcopal Church of England as a bulwark against the

“poisonous principles of schism and rebellion.”6

The cavaliers’ enthusiasm for the old Caroline Church manifested itself in a series of

legislative measures which confirmed her supremacy. This chapter will seek to show how
such a triumph for the Church party naturally encouraged them in their usage of the Poliry, and
helped to confirm their identity of Hooker as the guardian of both Church and State. Such a
reputation, it will be seen, was initially far from secure, since Gauden’s publication of a life
stressing Hooker’s moderation, and his authentication of the unpalatable last three books dealt
it a potentially damaging blow. Only through the publication of a new life by Isaac Walton
was the Anglican ethos of the Polity indefinitely secured. Walton’s genius in subtly
discrediting the later books, and his successful positioning of Hooker within a continuous
Anglican succession, will both be examined. It will then be shown how Walton’s successful
salvaging of Hooker’s credentials enabled the high churchmen of the late 1660s to affirm his

reputation as the irrefutable exponent of via media Anglicanism.

The enduring nature of this Hookerian Anglican settlement, following its swift re-
establishment in less than two years, has been largely responsible for the impression that its
restitution was inevitable. In 1660, however, as we have already seen, there was no certainty
that this would be the case. The Presbyterians, rather than the churchmen, were in the
dominant position. They enjoyed significant support in all three kingdoms, and were actively
co-operating to achieve the permanent “Extirpation of Prelacy” and the firm establishment of
“Presbytery, the Ordinance of Jesus Christ” throughout the British Isles. Charles’s return was

welcomed “not...upon any Terms, but upon the terms of the League and Covenant” by which
he had bound himself in 1650.7 The attempt by the Long Parliament, in March 1660, to
reimpose Presbyterianism by wholesale Jegislation was indicative of this desire to frustrate any

form of Church revival.8 It was against this background that a conscious decision must have

6 Green, Re-establishment, p. 180. |
7 Green, Re-establishment, p. 13; J.Miller, Charles I, (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991).

8 Bosher, Restoration, p. 139.
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been made to publish a second edition of George Gillespie’s A Dispute Against The English-
Popish Ceremonies Obtruded Upon the Church of Scotland. In 1637 Gillespie had correctly
identified the importance of Hooker’s justification of the Prayer Book to the Laudians, and
therefore sought to refute him. By 1660 the Presbyterians were equally afraid that churchmen,

“indoctrinated” with Hooker, would attempt to reimpose some form of the old pseudo-

Catholic Prayer Book.

The Prayer Book ceremonies, Gillespie had insisted, could not be accounted of little

importance because Hooker had observed that “a Ceremony...worketh very much with
People.”™ The Polity had described how they served “to conciliate reverence...and to stir up
devotion.” This was no different from the Roman appointment of ceremonies “ut externam
quandam Majestatem sensibus objiciant.”10 The abandonment of all Roman ceremonies was

the only way to avoid agreement with the papists in those things that were repugnant to God.
Hooker, since he had recognized the need for the Israelites to stand separate from the

surrounding pagan nations, had indirectly condemned the maintenance of Roman ceremonies
from his own mouth.1! In spite of this Hooker was still determined to retain the offensive

ceremonies because he insisted that, in the early Church, if any man had disliked “conformity
betweene the Church of God and Infidels, the cause thereof hath not been affectation of

dissimilitude, but some special accident which the Church not being alwayes subject unto, hath
not still cause to do the like.” 12 Gillespie denounced this inconsistency of belief concerning
non-Christian customs; “[w]ere not the Customs of Pagans to be held unbeseeming for

Christians, as well as the Customes of the Jews?”13

Hooker, Gillespie argued, had also insisted that since the “controverted ceremonies”

were not abused in England it was acceptable to retain them.14 They were “neither scandalous

9 G.Gillespie, A Dispute against the English-Popish Ceremonies Obtruded upon the Church of Scotland.
Wherein Not Only Our Own Arguments against the Same are Strongly Confuted, but Likewise the Answers and
Defences of Our Opposites, Such as Hooker, Mortoune, Sprint, Paybody, Andrewes, Saravia, Tilen,
Spotiswood, Lindsey, Forbesse, &c. Particularly Confuted, (Edinburgh: [No Printer], 1660), p. 10.

10 [bid, p. 77.

11 1bid, p. 150.

12 Ibid, p. 154.

13 1bid, p. 153

14 Ibid, p. 108.
60



in their own nature; nor because they were devised unto evil; nor yet because they of the
Church of England abused them unto evil.”15  Gillespie retorted that public conduct on the

feast days of the Church did not support this claim. Christmas was not spent praising the name
of God, “but in riffling, dycing, carding, masking, mumming, and in all licentious liberty, for
the most part, as though it were some Heathen Feast of Ceres or Bacchus.”16 Ceremonies
which had been abused by the Catholic Church would always serve as “the Trophees of

Antichrist, and the Reliques of Romes whoorish bravery.”17 Hooker, however, was

insensitive towards the pleas of weaker brethren who begged to be allowed to abstain from
those ceremonies which caused scandal to them. Instead he insisted that, since they were
public forms for ordering the Church, they could only be changed if they ceased to be “fittest

for the whole, although 1t may chance that for some particular men the same be found

inconvenient.” 18

Gillespie responded that it was bad divinity not to be concemed by the scandalizing of a
few men who had drunk “in superstition,” and fallen “into sundry grosse abuses in religion.”19

The belief that the Church possessed the freedom to prescribe ceremonies was based on the
equally flawed belief “that Christ hath not by positive Laws so far descended into particularities

k4

with us as Moses with the Jews.” Moral circumstances, such as the time of worship, were
clearly left free, but concerning those ceremonies, which were proper to Gods holy worship,

“shall we say that the fidelity of Christ the Son hath been less then the fidelity of Moses the

servant?’20

It was also clear to Gillespie that ceremonies, which depended upon the positive
ordinances of men, were widely believed to possess a sacramental significance. They so
“encroach upon the confines and precincts of the nature and quality of sacraments, that they

usurp something more then any rites which are not appointed by God himself can rightly

15 1bid, p. 107.
16 Ibid, p. 108.
17 Ibid, p. 107.
18 Ibid, p. 108.
19 Ibid, pp. 108-109.

20 Ibid, pp. 42, 231.
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do.”21 A ceremony, such as confirmation, was idolatrous because it ascribed to human rites
the power and virtue of achieving that which none but God could perform: “howbeit Hooker
would strike us dead at once, with the high sounding name of the Fathers, yet it is not
unknown, that the first Fathers from whom this Idolatory hath desended, were those ancient
Hereticks, the Montanists.”22  The maintenance of holy days was equally superstitious,
because Hooker’s stress on their holiness and necessity meant that worship was being placed
in the ceremonies.23  The practice of kneeling at Communion was an even more graphic
illustration of idolatrous worship being placed in a ceremony. The act of prostration, before a
mere creature, had effectively turned the elements into an idol.24 Hooker’s defence of the
custom, however, made him guilty not only of idolatry, but blasphemy as well. At the last

supper the apostles had clearly received whilst sat at table, but Hooker persisted in

commending the kneeling position which suggested that he believed that the Church had better

warranty for their kneeling than Christ had for His sitting.25

Such efforts by the Presbyterians to taint the Poliry and the Prayer Book, however,
failed to curb the Church loyalists’ enthusiasm for either of them. John Featley, nephew to
Daniel Featley, Archbishop Abbot’s controversial chaplain, responded by issuing one of his
uncle’s previously unpublished works against Presbyterianism. In it he furiously denounced

the covenant for being opposed to episcopacy “as hath been justified by the word of God, and
unanswerable arguments drawn from Scripture by Whitgift and Hooker.”26  Other churchmen

were equally eager to cite Hooker in support of the Church’s forms and practices. When, in
January 1660, Jeremy Taylor was asked by two members of Trinity College, Dublin, to
recommend a scholarly work which would complement their examination of the Prayer Book

he urged them to “reade diligently and frequently the 5th booke of Hooker’s Ecclesiastical

Policy the first 4 books are also excellent but they principally minister to other purposes.”27

21 1bid, p. 193.

22 1bid, p. 166.

23 1bid, pp. 117, 123-126.

24 1bid, p. 107.

25 1bid, p. 350.

26 D.Featley, The League Illegal, (London: Printed for R.Royston, 1660), p. 18.

27 C McKelvie, ‘Jeremy Taylor’s Recommendations for a Library of Anglican Theology (1660), in Irish

Booklore, Vol.4, No.2, (pp. 96-103), p. 100.
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Meric Casaubon, the classical scholar and high churchman, similarly urged “men that have
been buyers of books these 15. or 16. yeares past, to burn one halfe, at least, of those bookes
they have bought,...and to betake themselves to reading of Hooker: not doubting, but by that

time they had read him once, or twice over accurately, they would thank me for my advice, but

God, much more, that put it into their hearts to follow it.”28

This conviction, however, in the rightness of their position could not offset the

limitations of the high churchmens’ influence in 1660. They were neither numerous enough to

affect the situation at parish level, nor sufficiently well organized at court to control] the
settlement.29 Instead Church patronage, which remained securely in royal hands, was used

to promote a broadly based ministry. In a fraught atmosphere where the Presbyterians feared a
return to prelacy, the episcopalians were anxious for a return to the old status quo, and the
Independents feared both sides, it was not surprising that the king pursued a policy of
moderation culminating in the Worcester House declaration in favour of moderate episcopacy.
This desire for a generous compromise received widespread support, since in many regards it
was merely a continuation of attempts in the late 1650s to establish a consensus regarding the
combination of episcopal and presbyterial government. It also, however, showed

considerable affinity with the earlier aspirations of the “Great Tew” circle to base a moderate

reform of religious structures upon the principles of Hooker.30

John Gauden, who was amongst the leading proponents of a broad settlement, claimed
Hooker as “one of the ablest Personal and best Spirits that ever England employed or enjoyed”

who “hath...abundantly examined every feature and dress of the Church of England, asserting
it by calm, clear and unanswerable demonstrations of Reason and Scripture.”3! The

endeavours of “that rarely-learned and godly Divine (so full of the spirit and wisdome of

28 M.Casaubon, A Vindication of the Lord’s Praver, as a Formal Prayer, and by Christ’s Institution 10 Be Used
by Christians as a Prayer againsi the Antichristian Practice and Opinion of Some Men, (London: Prninted by
T.R. for Thomas Johnson, 1660), p. 82.

29 Green, Re-establishment, p. 24.

30 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, pp. 167-168; C.Hill, The World Turned Upside Down, Radical ldeas
during the English Revolution, (London: Temple Smith, 1973), p. 287: R.Hutton, Charles the Second King of
England, Scotland and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).

381 J.Gauden, Ecclesiae Anglicanae Suspiria, the Tears, Sighs, Complainis and Pravers of the Church of England
Setting Forth Her Former Constitution Compared with Her Present Condition, (London: J.G. for R.Royston,

1660), p. 83.
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Christ)” should have been sufficient “to have kept up the peace, order and honour of the
Church of England.”32 Such devotion to Hooker, however, was according to Gauden

perfectly compatible with reasonable religious reforms. It was better, for example, to reform

the Prayer Book if it perpetuated the unachievable ideal of the homogeneous Christian state
than to force tender consciences into dissent. There was a major distinction between those

puritans Hooker condemned as “still clamouring for further reformation, and threatening

violence, if they might not set up their fancies in Religion,” and those who genuinely wished to
be reunited with the Church.33 The former were guilty of attempting “to bury in silence, as
their enemy, that rare piece of Mr Hookers Ecclesiastical Polity, which many of them had

seldome either the courage or the honesty to read.”34

Gauden stressed that this was not the case in 1660 when there was a genuine desire
amongst the puritans to achieve a mutually acceptable settlement through the introduction of
moderate episcopacy. He made the important admission that he had been “principled to no

small jealousies of Bishops” before it became clear to him that no form of government
surpassed that of bishops and presbyters.35 “The incomparable and unanswerable Mr. Rich:

Hooker” had long ago demonstrated that it was *“a very strange thing, that such a discipline

(meaning the Presbyterian) as ye speak of, should be taught by Christ and his Apostles in the
Word of God, and no Church hath ever found it out, nor received it till this present time.”36
Instead he urged that Hooker’s belief in “the use and honour of Catholick Episcopacy in the

Churches of Christ” be accorded its rightful place.37

Such primitive episcopacy was vastly removed from any belief in prelatical
government. Even Calvin, as described by Hooker, had declared his approval for moderate

reformed episcopacy. “He “passeth all Anathemas or curses on those that are against them: so

far was Calvin from laying the Axe to the root of this Tree, which with Christianity, had ever,

32 Ibid, p. 83.
33 Ibid, p. 320.
34 bid, p. 83.
35 1bid, p. 691
361bid, p. 183.

37 Ibid, p. 85.
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as he confessed, born episcopacy.”38 Edward Stillingfleet, that lifelong friend to
nonconformists, was equally certain that moderate episcopacy was an acceptable form of
Church government. His Irenicum insisted that ordination performed by presbyters, in cases
of necessity, was perfectly valid since no Church government could be based upon a Jus
Divinum, but was a matter for prudence to decide.39 Critics were urged to consult the Polity,
and they would “see the mutability of the form of Church government largely asserted and

proved.”40

The genuine seriousness with which Charles also viewed the prospect of limited

episcopacy is clearly demonstrated by the appointments he made to bishoprics. Reynolds was
consecrated bishop of Norwich, and Baxter and Calamy, although they eventually declined,
were both offered sees. Some high churchmen, such as Cosin and Sterne, were also
appointed, but most of the appointments went to men who had been closely associated with the
“martyred king rather than the martyred archbishop.”4! This avoidance of high churchmen
may also have been influenced by Clarendon’s desire to establish the Restoration settlement on
the basis of mixed monarchy. Although a Church loyalist, he was clearly anxious to ensure
that there was no repetition of the earlier high Church episcopal exaggerations of regal power.
Any narrow revival of the belief in divine-right monarchy would have negated his acceptance

of Hooker’s belief in the importance of an original compact to ensure good government and

laws. 42

Clarendon’s account of the institution of laws was much more scriptural and historical
than the Poliry’s, since he avoided Hooker’s explorative enquiry into natural law. The
conclusion, however, was identical since he still agreed that all government was “establish’d

by firmness and constancy, by every mans knowing what is his right to enjoy, and what is his

38 Ibid, p. **1.
39 F.J.Powicke, The Reverend Baxter under the Cross, (London: Jonathan Cape Ltd, 1928), p. 220.
40 E Stillingfleet, Irenicurn, a Weapon-Salve for the Churches Wounds, (London: Printed for H.Mortlock,
1661), p. 3%4.
41 Green, Re-establishment, p.97, Hutton, Charles1l, p. 152; G.F.Nuttall, Richard Baxter, (London: Thomas
Nelson, 1965), p. 88.
42 J.C.Hayward, ‘The Mores of Great Tew,” Cambnidge University Ph.D,, (Unpublished), 1982, p. 212.
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duty to do.”43 He then extended Hooker’s belief that laws described duties to suggest that they

also described rights. In order, however, to avoid suggesting that these were natural rights he
was forced to accept a divine origin of government in order to preserve valued legal rights
This still removed the right of the sovereign to initiate and repeal laws at his own will whilst

allowing him to follow Hooker’s stance concerning law.44 Consequently Clarendon could be

forcible concerning the supremacy and sacred nature of monarchy whilst insisting that the
sovereign remained subject to the fundamental laws of the nation. The monarch retained the

right in exceptional circumstances to break the law for the common good, but no new law

could be made without the agreement of Parliament.45

This desire for mixed monarchy was no mere academic theory, and Clarendon
endeavoured to guide his public actions by it. In the Long Parliament of 1640 he had
supported the impeachment of Stafford in the interest of constitutionalism. This desire to
ensure that the constitution was was respected then led him to end his temporary alliance with

the Presbyterians when they sought to abolish episcopacy, and enhance the sovereignty of
Parliament.46 His History of the Rebellion, which he began in the 1640s, demonstrated his
desire that Restoration society should adhere to this constitutionalism. Hayward believes that
Clarendon deliberately manipulated the historical records “on the lawyer-like grounds that, if
England was to survive into the future as a law-respecting and oath-preserving nation, it must
not be known that Charles had exceeded his constitutional rights in the years 1641-6.”747 On
his return to England, in 1660, Clarendon maintained this adherence to law by not advising his

sovereign to reverse the acts of Parliament which Charles I had reluctantly assented to on the

eve of the Civil War. 48

43 M.Goldie, ‘Restoration Political Thought,” in The Reign of Charles II and James VIl and 11, 1. K.J.Glassey,
(ed.), (New York: St Martin’s Press Inc, 1997), (pp. 12-35), pp. 12-13; Hayward, ‘Great Tew,’ p. 213;
H.Tomlinson, The Causes of War: A Historiographical Survey, in before the English Civil War. Essays on
Early Stuart Politics and Government, H.Tomlinson, (ed.), (London: Macmillan Press, 1983), (pp. 7-26), pp. &
9.
44 Hayward, ‘Great Tew,” p. 209; B.H.G.Wormald, Clarendon: Politics, History and Religion, (Cambndge:
Cambridge University Press, 1951), p. 232. ‘
45 A .Quinton, The Politics of Imperfection. The Religious and Secular Traditions of Conservative Thought in
England from Hooker 1o Oakeshott, (London: Faber and Faber, 1976), p. 33.
46 1bid, p. 33.
47 Hayward, ‘Great Tew,’ p. 253.
48 M. Ashley, England in the Seventeenth Century, (1603-1714), (Harmondsworth: ?el.ican, 1962), p.121;
J.Mornll, The Nature of the English Revolution, (Harlow: Longman Group U.K. Limited, 1993), p. 400.
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However Clarendon’s personal desire to pursue the path of political moderation, and
Charles’s separate ambition to ensure a generous religious settlement, were both thwarted by
the growing strength of reaction amongst the Cavaliers. After the initial euphoria of the
Restoration they became steadily more concerned that a puritan counter-revolution would be
attempted. The growing association of religious dissent with political subversion is clear from
the declarations which the rapidly expanded royalist militia presented to the king.#9 In late
November this paranoia helped to ensure that the bill “for making the King’s Declaration
touching Ecclesiastical Affairs effectual” failed to secure a second reading, and, in January

1661, Venner’s Insurrection served to confirm the royalist equation of nonconformity and

sedition. This ensured that the May elections returned a strong royalist pro-Church house.50

Such an electoral result ensured that religious comprehension was no longer a realistic
possibility. This may not have been immediately apparent to many of the puritan divines, since
the Savoy Conference was in the process of discussing possible reform of the Prayer Book.
Baxter had held out high hopes for the conference, and had driven himself unrelentingly

throughout the spring of 1661 with the hope of drawing the bishops into some sort of plan for
pacific comprehension.5! Prynne also hoped to influence the outcome and produced his own
set of recommendations to demonstrate that “a set standing form of Common-Prayer...is not
absolutely necessary.”52 Giles Firmin was similarly anxious to correct the “artificial order and
method or frame of our prayers” and “should have told the learned Hooker” that it was better

for the minister to use extempore prayer.53

These proponents of liturgical reform were deeply conscious of Hooker's close

association with the maintenance of the Prayer Book, and therefore sought to further their case

49 Green, Re-establishment, p. 182.

50 Aylmer, Struggle for the Constitution, p. 169; Bosher, Restoration , pp. 196, 205; Miller, Charles I, p. 76
51 J.Cope, Joseph Glanvill, Anglican Apologist, (St Louis: Washington University, 1956), p. 7; Hutton,
Charles 11, pp. 180-181. 1

52 W.Prynne, A Short Pacific Examination of Some Exuberances in, and Ceremonial Appurtenances 1o
Common Prayer, (London: Printed by T.C. and L.P., 1661), p. 2

53 G.Firmin, The Liturgical Considerator Considered: Or a Brief View of Dr Gauden's Considerations Touching
the Liturgy of the Church of England, (London: Printed for Ralph Smith, 1661), not paginated, approx. pp-

10,18.
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by demonstrating that their proposed modifications were compatible with the Poliry Prynne
insisted that ceremonies such as kneeling, the cross in baptism, and the ring in marriage were
not to be insisted upon since many churchmen such as Cartwright, Whitgift and Hooker had

debated them both “pro and contra.” If there was no clear unanimity of agreement it was clearly

better for them to “be omitted, or left arbitrary to all.” 54 This was clear from the continuing
=]

controversy regarding the wearing of the surplice. It continued to be a source of discord in
spite of Hooker’s efforts to justify it to sensitive consciences. It was, therefore, better to Jeave
these “unhappy Controversies, about Priests, Vestments and Ceremonies, which perplexed our

Church, and gave great advantage to our Roman adversaries.”55

Prynne also used Hooker to demonstrate that it was permissible to dispense with many
of the repetitive intercessions. The usage of the Gloria Patri had become superfluous and
unnecessary because, as the Polity related, it had been originally introduced “as a
paraphrastical exposition of Ro.11.36 to manifest our sound judgment concerning the sacred
Trinity against the Arian.” For the same reason it could also be shown from Hooker that the

addition to the Gloria Patri of “As it was in the beginning...” was also “defective in itself.”56

Firmin was equally unhappy with the petitionary rote of the Prayer Book and insisted that

although the “Reverend Hooker” justified frequent usage of the Lord’s Prayer it does not
negate the fact that it is “a vain, senseless repetition, and self-devised Worship™57 “Our own
Hooker” had demonstrated the antiquity of so much of the Prayer Book, but recognized that the
prayers still remained the expressions of good and holy men rather than the inspiration of the

Holy Ghost.58

However, such a skilful deployment of Hooker to promote the nonconformist case fell
upon deaf ears. The growing sense of reaction amongst the Cavaliers ensured that the high
Church vision of Hooker was to be the dominant interpretation of the Restoration. By 1661

Irenaeus Freeman, another high churchman, could confidently lambaste the puritans for their

54 Prynne, Ceremonial Appurtenances, p. 7.

55 Ibid, p. 60.

56 Ibid, p. 11.

57 Firmin, The Liturgical Considerator, Approx. p. 14

58 Ibid, Approx. p. 4.
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constant complaints, and pronounce the worthlessness of their writings unti] they should
successfully answer Hooker.59 William Nicholson was equally enthusiastic in his citation of
Hooker to support the Prayer Book forms of service. The “judicious Mr Richard Hooker." he

informed his readers, had conclusively shown the need for sacramental forms of service.60

The less zealous puritan divines recognized this hardening of political and relj gious
ideologies, and sought to adjust their position accordingly. This is clearly illustrated by
Nicholas Bernard, that former supporter of Cromwell and limited episcopacy, who chose to
demonstrate his newly recovered royalist credentials through his publication of Clavi Trabales.
This included previously unpublished parts of Book VIII, which he claimed to have located
amongst Ussher’s manuscripts. These new extracts were important to the high Church

understanding of Hooker because they affirmed the sovereign’s religious supremacy, and his
ultimate reckoning to God rather than to the populace.61 Consequently the preface to Clavi
Trabales was gratefully contributed by Sanderson who had previously decried Hooker's belief

in a group decision to place legislative authority in the king-in-parliament.62

Most puritans, however, were ill prepared for this usage of Hooker against them.

Baxter’s contemporary account of the Savoy Conference shows that he was genuinely
shocked by the unsympathetic hearing which the episcopal divines gave to their grievances. A
tender conscience was declared to be another name for “a soft or foolish head.” Its possessor
claimed to be pleading the will of God, but since he was actually acting from motives of pride
or wilfulness he deserved no consideration. Hooker, his opponents insisted, had

demonstrated “that no man is bound to part with his own freedom because his neighbour is

591 Freeman, The Reasonableness of Divine Service: Or Non-Conformity to Common-Prayer, Proved Not
Conformable 1o Common Reason, (London: Printed by Tho.Basset, 1661), p. 33.

60 W.Nicholson, A Plain, but Full Exposition of the Catechism of the Catholic Church of England Enjoyned
10 be Learned of Everv Childe, Before He Be Brought to Be Confirmed by the Bishop, (London: Printed {or
Nathaniel Webb, 1661), pp. 18, 165.

61 N.Bemard, Clavi Trabales; Or Nailes Fastened by Some Great Masters of Assemblyes Confirming the Kings
Supremacy. The Subjects Duty. Church Government by Bishops, (London: Printed by R.Hodgkinson, 1661),
pp- 52-94.

62 R Eccleshall. ‘Richard Hooker and the Peculiarities of the English: In the Reception of the Ecclesiastical
Polity in the Seventeenth Centuries,” in The History of Political Thought, Vol.2, 1981, (pp. 63-117), p. 71,
Spurr, ‘Religion in Restoration England,” p. 99.
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froward and humorous.”63 He was even further outraged when Bishop Morley urged him to

read Hooker so that he would reform his errors.64 Nevertheless such was the growing
o

strength of this Anglican understanding of Hooker that Baxter accepted it as the established

interpretation, and amazingly rejected the Polity in preference for the opinions of his puritan

opponents in his response to Morley. “You referre us to Hooker since whose writinos Ames
o

in his fresh suit, and Bradshaw and Parker, and many others have written that against the
Ceremonies, that never was answered, that we know of, but deserve your consideration.”65
Unsurprisingly such a protest had little effect, and after the conference he was forced to reflect

sadly that Hooker was now amongst the major proponents for an established liturgy .66

This failure of the Savoy Conference to seek an expansive settlement ended all hopes

of comprehension, and publicly marked the beginning of a swift reassertion of the high Church
dominance.67 By the end of the year Convocation had indicated that ministers whose
ordination had only been undertaken by presbyters needed to be episcopally reordained, and
Parliament had passed the corporation act to exclude non-Anglicans from local government.68

Naturally, puritans such as Zechariah Crofton, an Irish nonconformist divine, resented this
disparagement of their ministry. Crofton commented that it was “well observed by the
Reverend Hooker that great Oracle of the Church of England” that those who have “received
the power and Office of the ministry may not think to put it off and on like a cloak as the

weather serveth.”69 The writer of A Peaceable Enquiry into that Novel Controversie about

Reordination insisted that Hooker would not have countenanced this flawed high Church

63 R.Baxter, The Grand Debate between the Most Reverend the Bishops, and the Presbyterian Divines, (London:
No Printer, 1661), pp. 91-92; R.Baxter, An Accompt of All the Proceedings of the Commissioners of Both
Persuasions, Appointed by His Sacred Majesty, According to Letters Patents, for the Review of the Book of
Common Prayer, (London: Printed for R.H., 1661), p. 93: Nuttall, Baxter, pp. 89-90; N.H.Keeble, Richard
Baxter. Puritan Man of Lerters, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), p. 4, Powicke, Baxter, p. 193; Spurr,
‘Religion in Restoration England,” p. 91.

64 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxieriae: Or Mr Richard Baxter’s Narrative of the Most Memorable Passages of His Life
and Times, M.Sylvester, (ed.), (London: Printed for T.Parkhurst, F.Robinson, F.Lawrence, and F.Dunton,
1696), p. 440.

65 Baxter, The Grand Debate, p. 92.

66 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, pp. 316-320, 440.

67 Green, Re-establishment, p. 143.

68 Spurr, ‘Religion in Restoration England,” pp. 104-107; Hutton, Charles1I, p. 182.

69 7 Crofton, A Serious Review of Presbyiers Re-ordination by Bishops, (London: Printed for Ralph S

1661), pp. 33-34.
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understanding of ordination. The ordination service’s use of the words “receive the holy
Ghost” did not “imply the office (as some great ones would have it) sith the authority is

delivered expressly in the next words, Take thou authority to preach.”70

These protests, however, were futile against the united force of the high churchmen

and their uncompromising parliamentary supporters. A further series of anti-puritan measures,
culminating in the 1662 Act of Uniformity, ensured that the high Church understanding of
Hooker, as the authentic unchanging voice of historic Anglicanism, was to be the dominant
interpretation of the Restoration. This is clearly reflected by those treatises which were
produced in support of the Cavalier Parliament’s policies of religious reaction. A new

generation of writers were proving to be just as determined, as their Laudian predecessors, to

ensure that the Poliry was associated with an elevated understanding of the English Church.7!

John Barbon, a high churchman, stressed that his justification of the forms and
practices of the English Church was really unnecessary since Hooker was amongst those

“more dexterous and more sufficient Pens that have dealt in this Argument or Theme before

me.”72 He was the great prophet of the Church who had recognized “that Puritanisme would

be the Mother of Anabaptistery in England.”73 Those individuals, who even after the troubles
of the Civil War, continued to resist the authority of the Church would soon be corrected if
they could only be persuaded to “try...their teeth...upon this file” of Hooker. 74 They would
soon be defeated by his challenge to find one church that has not been governed by bishops,
“sithence the times that the blessed Apostles were conversant.”75 The puritan allegation that

bishops were made by the king was unsustainable since he merely nominated them, and did
not consecrate them. “And yet, if it be so, see what Hooker saies for the meetness and

reasonableness of that course in that segment of his Polirie, which Dr Bernard ha’s

70R.1., A Peaceable Enquiry into that Novel Controversie abou! Reordination, (London: [No Printer], 1661), p.
26.

71 Spurr, ‘Religion in Restoration England,” p. 98.

72 3 Barbon, Liturgie a Most Divine Service: In Answer 10 a Late Pamphlet Stiled, Common-Prayer-Book No
Divine Service, (Oxford: Printed by A.&L.Lichfield, 1662), Dedicatory, Preface.

73 1bid, p. 24.

74 1bid, pp. 24, 63.

75 Ibid, The Preface.
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communicated to the world in his Clavi Trabales.”76

Sir Roger L’Estrange, the high Church politician, was equally adamant that he did pot

need to concern his readers over the relative merits of episcopal government since Hooker was

“[e]quall to all the World...upon that Subject.”77 Limited episcopacy was a nonsensijcal

proposition based upon “the Imaginary Coalition of the two Church Parties.”78 Barbon was
equally suspicious of such a concept, and warned his readers that only canonical ordination
could make a lawful minister. This was why S.Paul counselled that due care be taken before
the laying on of hands to ascertain that they “have gifts and qualityes fit for the laudable
discharge of their dutyes, or no;says the profound and sweet-breath’d Mr Hooker.” The
writings of such a “rich and inexhaustible anti-Sectarian Penn” should have silenced all claims

that a minister was made by his sound preaching of the word or ability in extemporeous

prayer.”79

Hooker’s words of warning, however, had remained unheeded by those puritans who
continued to press for public worship to consist of sermons and extemporary prayer. Much to
Barbon’s evident irritation they refused to subscribe to the Prayer Book because of its
perceived popish content. Wearily he agreed with Hooker that “were it not...to satisfie the
minds of the simple sort of men, there nice curiosities are not worth the labour, which we
bestow to answer them.”80 ].’Estrange was equally adamant that the Poliry showed that such
practices “are not in regard of their Corrupt original, to be held Scandalous.” None of their
opponents were “able to avouch, that any of them was otherwise instituted, than unto good.”81
Barbon concluded by reiterating Hooker’s admonition “That, in these miserable daies, under
the colour of removing superstitious abuses, the most effectual means, both to testifie and

strengthen true Religion, are plucked at, and, in some places even pulled up, by the very

76 1bid, p. 166.
77 R L’Estrange, Interest Mistaken: Or the Holy Cheat: Proving from the Undeniable Practises & Positions of
the Presbyterians, that the Design of that Party Is 1o Enslave Both King and People under the Masque of

Religion, (London: Printed for Henry Brome, 1662), p. 72.
781bid, p. 71.

79 Barbon, Liturgie a Divine Service, p. 13.

80 Ibid, p. 64.

811 ’Estrange, Interest Mistaken, p. 78.
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roots.”82

L’Estrange recognized that this over-zealous desire for reform would only be
successfully counteracted through the demolition of the puritan doctrine of sola scriptura. The
Polity which had striven to reconcile a belief in the sufficiency of the scriptures with the
deployment of reason, was ideal for this purpose. The “Incomparable Hooker" had

convincingly demonstrated that those things “which the Law of God leaveth Arbitrary, and at

liberty, are all subject unto positive Laws of men.”83 Any form of liturgy imposed by authority

was legitimate providing it was “neither Unlawful in it self: nor wickedly applyed.”84 Barbon

also quoted Hooker to explain how matters of faith necessary to salvation, which are expressly

contained within the scriptures, are to be differentiated from lesser questions of Church order

and ceremonial.85

The Polity’s provision of such a coherent theological basis for the Church’s actions
totally vindicated the form of Prayer Book services. In particular it served to justify the
Prayer Book’s emphasis upon the orderly public reading of scripture, rather than the sermon or
expository prayer, as the central component of services. Hooker, Barbon reminded his
readers, had stressed that the public reading of scripture had been a weekly practice of the
Jews, “but that they alwayes had, in like manner, their weekly Sermons upon some part of the
Law of Moses, we no where find.”86 Thomas Elborow, another high churchman, similarly
commended the public reading of Scripture, and cited Hooker’s justification for the public

reading of lessons from both Testaments; “The Law is as a Pedagogue teaching the first

rudiments; the institutions of highest perfection are contained in the Gospel.”87

Hooker was equally important to the justification of set forms of intercession in the

Prayer Book. Barbon defended the alternate prayer of minister and people, because Hooker

82 Barbon, Liturgie a Most Divine Service, p. 142.

83 R.L'Estrange, Inierest Mistaken, pp. 77, 80.

84 1bid, p. 77.

85 Barbon, Liturgie a Most Divine Service, pp. 34-35.

86 Ibid, p. 52. |
87 T Elborow, An Exposition of the Book of Common-Prayer of the Church of England by Way of Question
and Answer, (London: Printed for T.Garthwait, 1663), p. 28.
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had supported it as a “decent and orderly” form.88 Those who were unhappy with appendage

of the Gloria Patri to the end of each Psalm were instructed by Elborow to see Hooker's

defence of 1t.89 Similarly whilst answering nonconformist criticism, concerning the length of
=)

prayers, Barbon merely referred their critics to Hooker.90 Practices connected to public prayer
such as kneeling, or aids to public devotion, such as music, were commended because Hooker

had recognised them as helpful spiritual aids.!1 Specific services which were misunderstood

by the puritans, such as the churching of women, were properly explained by the Poliry. 92

Likewise those who questioned the theology behind the baptism and marriage services or
would expunge the prayers against sudden death and the burial service were counselled to see

Hooker.93

This aggressive “missionary” usage of the Polity was not without its successes.94

Some nonconformist ministers, such as Zechariah Crofton, claimed that they were persuaded
by their reading of Hooker to attend Anglican services. Unsurprisingly Crofton came under
considerable attack when he urged his fellow nonconformists to submit to the discipline of the
Church. Crofton, however, had not embraced high Anglicanism since he responded to his

critics by likening the Church to a degenerate vine. Parts of it were rotten but it was still a
vine.95 These corruptions had long clouded the clearness of the water, but had not prevented
sixteenth century Calvinists, such as Cartwright, from remaining within the Church.%6 Such a
position, Crofton claimed, could be justified by reference to the principles of divines such as

Hooker.97

88 Ibid, p. 82.

89 Elborow, An Exposition, p. 27.

90 Barbon, Liturgie a Divine Service, p. 80.

91 Ibid, pp. 36, 80.

92 bid, p. 143.

93 Barbon, Liturgie a Divine Service, pp. 95, 125,134, 142; L’Estrange, Interest Mistaken, p. 78.

94 Spurr, ‘Religion in Restoration England,” p. 111.

95 Z Crofton, Reformation Not Separation: Or, Mr Crofton’s Plea for Communion with the Church, u'm.ier
those Corruptions, and by that Disorderly Ministration to Which He Cannot Conform, Nor by 1l Administer.
In a Letter Written July 20 1661, (London: (No Printer), 1662),p. 8

96 Ibid, p. 43.

97 Ibid, p. 73.
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For example Crofton admitted that, whilst he would not have allowed the wearing of
the surplice, it had become part of the discipline of the English Church and should therefore be
respected. “l observe a passage in Hookers Ecclesiastical Polity, which | have often thousht
worth the observation of our temporizing Non-conformists, who think (by good professio:s)
to palliate their prophane compliances and preserve their credit.” Crofton quoted from the
twenty-ninth section of Book V where Hooker described how a group of ministers chose to
wear “these Abominable RAGS” rather than suffer their preaching to be silenced. “Being thus
hardly beset, we see not any other remedy, but to hazard your souls the one way, that we may
the other way endeavour to save them.” Crofton expostulated that it was a monstrous
wickedness to knowingly opt for sin. Hooker had rightly responded to this scenario by
commenting that he could not endure to hear “a man openly profess, he putteth fire to his
Neighbours house, but yet so halloweth it with prayer, that he hopeth it shall not burn.” In the
case of the surplice and other such points of controversy their critics should either have made
public their objections or willingly performed what was enjoined. Crofton remarked that if

“this learned man had been as rational, religious and sound in other parts of policy, as he is in

this, he would have made me a forward Builder in his Ecclesiastical Fabrick.”98

Crofton’s reading of Hooker was clearly not in agreement with the triumphant
Restoration writings of high Anglican divines. Nevertheless his reluctant recognition that the
Polity compelled religious compliance to a high Church settlement was indicative of the victory
of this distinctive form of Anglicanism. By the end of 1662 the position of the Church
appeared to be unassailable. Episcopacy had been restored to the Church, the Prayer Book

revised, and well over a thousand puritan clergy had been ejected for their refusal to
conform.9% Hooker had been successfully upheld as the guardian of Anglican liturgy, whilst

his designated role as the supporter of prelacy was becoming more widespread. Naturally
there were still nonconformists who differed in their usage of the Polity, and even some
Anglican exceptions such as John Durel, the future dean of Windsor, who expressed muted

disquiet concerning Hooker’s justification of the abolition of the Genevan episcopate. but these

were not representative of a wider tradition.100

98 1bid, pp. 36-38.
99 Green, Re-establishment, p. 35.
100 J. Durel, A View of the Government and Publick Worship of God in the Reformed Churches beyond the

Seas, (London: Printed by J.G. for R.Royston, 1662), p-160.
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The publication in 1662 of the first complete edition of the Polity, and the production of
a life of Hooker was, therefore, intended to confirm symbolically the high church trumph over
the puritans. The choice of Gauden to produce the life and supervise production of the new
edition was a surprising decision. His conformity under the commonwealth, and his close
association with moderate puritans, had done little to endear him to many of his clerical
brethren. Whilst others suffered he was deemed to have “continued fix’d and undisturbed in
his rich Benefice, joining himself to the sworn Enemies of the Church and Crown, by their
solemn League and Covenant.” 101 His known desire, however, to secure the bishopric of
Winchester, by ingratiating himself with the high Church fraternity, seems to have led to the

belief that he could be trusted to produce a suitably Anglican production.102

This belief that Gauden was endeavouring to curry favour was not misplaced. He used

his prefatory letter to Charles II to stress that the publication of the Poliry would “adde a
further Lustre to your Majesties glorious Name, and happy Reign, whose transcendent favour,
justice, and munificence to the long afflicted Church of England, is a subject no less worthy of
admiration than gratitude to all posterity.” Gauden commended Charles for his devotion to
both Church and people, and knew “not what to present more worthy of your Majesties
acceptance...then these elaborate Works of the Famous and Prudent Mr Richard Hooker now
augmented, and I hope compleated with the three last books, so much desired and so long
concealed.” Whilst the Polity acts as a “great and impregnable shield” to the Church, she also
craves “your Majesties Royal Protection under God.” 103 His late father had known his
duty to the Church, and “a few days before he was Crowned with Martyrdom, commended to

his dearest Children, the diligent reading of Mr Hooker’s Ecclesiastical Polity, even next the

Bible.”104

Such a recognition of the Polity’s worth had previously negated the need for a "Life

101 p_Barwick, The Life of the Reverend Dr John Barwick, D.D., (London: Printed by J.Bettenham, 1724). pp.

363-364.
102 D Novarr, The Making of Walton’s Lives, (1thaca: Cornell University Press, 1958), p.

103 R Hooker, The Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie, J.Gauden, (ed.), (London: Printed by J.Best for Andrew
Crooke, 1662), an Epistlc to the King.
104 1bid, an Epistle to the King.
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and Death of...[the Church’s] great Friend, faithful servant, and valiant Champion,” since
Hooker's memory, like a jewel, was clearly set in his writings, and no author had deemed
himself capable of producing a worthy companion.105 The production, however, of some
recent puritan lives (probably those of Samuel Clarke) which “have enviously passed by this
Mr.Hooker” had necessitated his own unworthy attempt. Puritan disparagement or i gnorance
of the Polity had allowed it for too long to “lay gasping and sprawling for breath.”106 Hooker
deserved to be better known because his life was like a golden lamp which shone with the

bright light of reason and bumed with the holy fervency of grace to the comfort of all true

members of the English Church.107

Within the Polity there was both a treasury and an armoury for those who possessed
sufficient maturity of judgment to be able to bear the weight of his reasoning. He had
convincingly shown how the English Church occupied a via media position between

nonconformity and popery:

“Into a new extreme; he bade them stay,
And shew’d between each ditch the safest way.

He did Democracy and misrule hate,

And lov’d the Order both of Church and State.”108

Hooker had successfully “avoided superstition on either hand; neither calling that evil which
was good, nor that good which was evil.”109 Such a stance was not popular with the puritans,

but no matter how bitter the conflict Hooker was never guilty of bitterness or aggression
towards his critics. Whilst the manner of his life, however, was mild, the impact of the Poliry

on the Church’s opponents was such that it “did cast the tortoise of Non-conformity on its

back.”110

105 J. Gauden, The Life and Death of Mr Hooker, in R.Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie, (London:
Printed by J.Best for Andrew Crooke 1662), pp. 1, 2.

106 1bid, p. 2

107 Ibid, pp. 6-7.

108 1bid, p. 38.

109 Ibid, p. 40.

1101bid, p. 20.
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Despite this portrayal of Hooker as the saintly but strong deliverer upon whose

“grounds, rules and proportions...a true Polity in Church and State” could be based, the Life
was not well received by the Anglican hierarchy.!11 Gauden was too balanced in his treatment

of Hooker to provide an acceptable model for high Church Anglicans. He was too guarded to
commit himself to any religious extreme, and was a link back to the Calvinist consensus of the
early seventeenth century. In the Life of Hooker he attributed the Commonwealth
abandonment of the Church not only to nonconformist excess but to a neglect by the Church
“of the main matters in which the kingdome of God...do[es] chiefly consist.” The obsession
of the 1630s Church with enforcing uniformity of ceremonies was derided for being more
concerned with achieving “an outward conformity to those shadows, then for that inward or

outward conformity with Christ.”112

Gauden’s Life was also tarnished due to its close association with the unpalatable last
two books of the Polity. Book VIII was clearly modelled on the 1648 edition, and did not
contain Clavi Trabales’s correction of the earlier emphasis upon an original compact.
Moreover, in spite of Gauden’s claim that Hooker asserted the supremacy of sovereign
princes, he had appended to the end of Book VIII an edition which infelicitously suggested that

“such usurpers...as in the exercise of their power do more than they have been authorized to do

cannot in Conscience binde any man unto obedience.”113

The contents of Book VII provided an equally unpleasant revelation for high
churchmen. Rather than demonstrating episcopacy to enjoy a divine origin it merely showed it

to enjoy divine approval, which meant that it was not an unalterable state of Church

government.!14 Sheldon, that exemplar of Restoration Anglicanism, had given the manuscript

111 Gauden, An Epistie 1o the King.

112 Gauden, Life of Hooker, pp. 4-5.

113 Goldie, Restoration Political Thought, pp. 14-16; R-Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie,
(London: Printed by J.Best for Andrew Crook, 1662), p. 224 Novarr, Walion's Lives, p. 233; Quinton,
Politics of Imperfection, pp. 26-27.

114 R Hooker, The Ecclesiastical Polity, V11, v, 5; R.Buick Knox, James Ussher Archbishop of Armagh,
(Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1967), pp. 129-131; M.R.Sommerville, ‘chharq H@ker @d His
Contempoaries on Episcopacy: An Elizabethan Consensus,’ in The Journal of Ecclesiastical History, Vol.35,

No.2, 1984, (pp. 177-187), pp. 182-183, 184, 187.
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to Gauden in the mistaken belief that its publication would conclusively demonstrate Hooker's

credentials as a supporter of jure divino episcopacy. He was primarily an efficient
administrator, so there may be some truth in Burnet’s comment that “Sheldon was esteemed a
learned man before the wars: but he was then engaged so deep in the politics, that scarce any

print of what he had been remained.”115

Peter Lake outlines the sort of interpretation which Sheldon must have constructed.

Lake describes how Hooker provided all the basic assertions of the Jure divino case for
bishops. Book VII recounted how the “apostles were the first bishops; episcopacy was an
institution of apostolic and therefore of divine foundation, the church in general, and the church
of England in particular, had never been governed except by bishops.” Hooker admitted that
he had previously agreed with the widespread conjecture that bishops, following the death of

the apostles, had been introduced to maintain peace and order, but he had repented of this

mistake.116

Lake insists that this was misleading since Hooker had far from intended to suggest that

episcopacy was a matter of divine injunction. Hooker’s consideration of Jerome’s attribution
of episcopacy to the custom of the Church was indicative of this. Episcopacy, Hooker
concluded, in spite of its apostolic foundations, enjoyed no divinely enjoined perpetuity, and
might therefore be said “to stand in force rather by the custom of the Church choosing to
continue in it” than by “any commandment from the word.” Hooker’s argument based “on the
inherent congruence of the dictates of nature, reason and scripture,...felt no need to have
constant recourse to direct divine injunctions, but preferred to emphasize the relative autonomy
of human institutions and politic societies in applying the general principles of divine and

natural law, safe in the knowledge that, as with...episcopacy, the demands of nature and

reason were often identical to those of scripture.”117

Gauden, in contrast to Sheldon, gratefully recognized Hooker’s reluctance to rest the

115 Novarr, Walton’s Lives, p. 222.
116 P, Lake, Anglicans and Puritans? Presbyterianism and English Conformist Thought from Whiigift to
Hooker, (London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), p. 221.
117 bid, pp. 222-223.
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episcopal case upon an overt divine command, and consequently sought to demonstrate that the
Polity supported his desire for limited episcopacy. In 1660 he had insisted that if it had been
possible for him to obtain access to Hooker’s unpublished Book VII, it would have supported
his stance of limited episcopacy. He had, however, been reliably informed that opponents of
the Church “had the good (or rather evil) fortune, utterly to suppress those...books touching

the vindication of the Church of England in its Ordination, Jurisdiction and Government, by
the way of ancient Catholick, Primitive and Apostolick Episcopacy.”118 When less than two

years later he was unexpectedly given a copy of the book he had no doubt that it was an
authentic text since he recalled that “by comparing the writing of it with other indisputable

papers or known manuscripts of Mr Hooker’s” he had ascertained that it was “undoubted] y his

own hand throughout.”119

Hooker’s own views “touching episcopacy, as the Primitive, Catholick and Apostolick
government of the Church” had finally been made available.120 Through its publication

Gauden clearly hoped to assure churchmen that limited episcopacy had a rational and

respectable conformist precedent, at the same time as indicating to Presbyterians that their
views could be comprehended by the newly re-established Church.121  The Polity

demonstrated that the common people needed to be religiously governed “by such whose
Learning, Age, Prudence, and Legal Authority derived from the Prince.” Episcopacy was also
to be preferred because it was in the best interests of the clergy to have a bishop with regard to
their welfare. It would also suit the interests of the gentry and grand nobility who would
respect a bishop more than a parochial minister. Finally the monarch could use bishops as their
“religious eyes” in the governance of their subjects. 122 Such a settlement would ensure that for

as long “as Bishops and Presbyters” continued to exercise their duty in the ways of Piety,

Prudence, Industry and Charity” the Church would enjoy God’s protection.123

118 Gauden, Ecclesiae Anglicanae, p. 84.

119 Gauden, Life of Hooker, p. 26.

120 1bid, Title Page. .
121 ] M.Martin, ‘Izaak Walton and His Precursors: A Literary Study of the Emergence of the Ecclesiastical
Life,” Cambridge (Unpublished) Ph.D., 1993, p. 305.

122 Gauden, Life and Death, p. 24.

123 1bid, p. 40. 0
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Whilst Gauden’s understanding of Hooker was fairly accurate, such moderation was
not in sympathy with the prevailing ethos of the Church and State by 1662. The suggestion
that Hooker had supported views contrary to the Restoration establishment was deeply
embarrassing. The renewed status quo was not so secure that it could afford to have the
reputation of one of its leading authorities sullied. Much to the Restoration Church’s
embarrassment Sir Henry Vane had already chosen to defend his Civil War actions with
reference to the Polity. At his trial he claimed that “politic power is the immediate efflux and
offspring of the law of nature, and may be called part of it. To this, Hooker in his
Ecclesiastical Polity agrees.” Therefore during constitutional deadlock “it had resolved on

parliament to act on behalf of the nation and, in so doing, safeguard the community’s

indissoluble right to political association.”124

This was the sort of usage of the Polity which the Church could not afford to have
become widespread. If Hooker’s opinions were shown to be “unsound” concerning
episcopacy or the monarchy it would undermine the Anglican identity of the rest of the Polity.

Even in the aftermath of Savoy, Prynne was still quoting the Polity to encourage abandonment
of such practices as bowing at the sacred name, and kneeling at communion. 125 The Polity, he
insisted, had acknowledged how God Himself, the supreme legislator, had left all the disputed
ceremonies free and arbitrary.126 Hooker, therefore, held that it was wrong to forbid
nonconformist leaders from performing their ministerial function because they would not

subscribe to ceremonies of man’s own devising.127

Some attempts were, therefore, made to discredit Gauden’s manuscript copies of

previously unpublished material, but since no other authentic manuscripts could be found this

quickly failed.128 However the coincidental posthumous publication, in the same year of

124 j 4. Adamson and H.F.Folland, Sir Henry Vane. His Life and Times 1613-1662, (London: The Bodley
Head Ltd, 1974); Hutton, Charles I, p. 171; H.Vane, The Tryal of Sir Henry Vane, Ki, ({No Place of
Publication]: {No Printer], 1662), p. 42.
125 W.Prynne, A Moderate, Seasonable Apology for Indulging Just Christian Liberty to Truly Tender .
Consciences, Conforming 1o the Publike Liturgy, (London: Printed for the Author by T.C. and L.P., 1662}, pp.
40, 53, 68.
126 Prynne, A Moderate Seasonable Apology, the Epistle Dedicatory.
127 [bid, the Epistic Dedicatory.
128 Martin, ‘Walton,” p. 307.
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Thomas Fuller’s Worthies of England went some way to correct the impression created by
Gauden'’s life. It damaged Gauden’s factual reliability by showing him to be mistaken in his
belief that Hooker never married. Fuller also portrayed Hooker as a staunch adherent of the
English Church. Regarding the conflict at the Temple, Fuller writes that “the pulpit spake pure
Canterbury in the Morning, and Geneva in the afternoon, until Travers was silenced.”
Hooker’s Polity , he insisted, was prized by all “save such who out of Ignorance cannot, or
Envy will not understand it. But with a prejudice, that as Jephtha vowed to sacrifice the first
living thing which met him, these are resolved to quarrel with the first word, which occureth
therein.”129 Such a short biographical entry, however, naturally had its limitations. Fuller's
own moderate churchmanship ensured that it did not overtly stress the high Church nature of
Hooker’s beliefs. It also failed to do anything to mitigate the embarrassment caused by

Gauden’s authentication of the disagreeable content of the latter books.

Any bopes that Gauden’s unpalatable Life would be quickly forgotten were dealt a
blow by the publication in 1663 of a biography of Sanderson which was clearly based on

Gauden’s account of Hooker.130 In the same way that Gauden had pictured Hooker as a

moderate churchman, D.F. attempted to show that Sanderson was of that party.131 Such

enthusiasm for Gauden’s Life from religious moderates only served to fuel Anglican fears that
Hooker’s high Church credentials were being damaged. Sheldon pragmatically recognized that
only the production of a corrective life would bring the matter to a satisfactory conclusion. He
was fortunate that Gauden had died before the end of 1662, which meant that he felt free to
commission Isaac Walton to produce a new biography. The new biography was intended to
discredit Gauden’s Life, undermine the reputation of the unpalatable posthumous books, and
present Hooker as a true Anglican. Walton was trusted to achieve this since he was known to
be a convinced royalist and a high churchman, who had already written a highly successf ul and

suitably “Anglican” life of Donne.

Walton's agenda is clear from the very beginning when he described how he intended to

write the life of “the happy Author of Five (if not more) of the Eight Bookes of The Laws of

129 T.Fuller, The History of the Worthies of England, (London: Printed by J.G.W.L. and W.G., 1662), p. 264.
130 D.E., Reason and Judgment: Or, Special Remarques of the Life of the Renowned Dr. Sanderson, Late
Bishop of Lincoln, p. 4, Gauden, Life of Hooker, p. 6, Novarr, Walion's Lives, p. 464.

131 Novarr, Walior's Lives, p. 465.
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Ecclesiastical Polity.”132  With mock politeness he insisted that any implied criticism of
Gauden was unintentional, but within his life there were many errors and omissions “which
my better Leisure, my Diligence, and my accidental Advantages, have made known to me 133

He was at pains to show the superior factual basis of his life through the specificity of his

dates, and the particularity of his accounts of Hooker’s benefices.134 By describine how he

had been able to speak to William Cranmer, his two sisters, Ussher, Morton and John Hales
concerning their knowledge of Hooker, Walton was also able to demonstrate the superiority of

the sources which he had been able to draw upon.!35

Such new material provided Walton with the necessary evidence to discredit the latter
books of the Poliry. Building upon Wood’s account of the unsympathetic family he implied
that Hooker’s wife had been unsupportive of his academic studies. He reported how Sandys
and Cranmer, whilst visiting their old tutor at Drayton Beauchamp, had been shocked to
discover that he was reduced to minding the sheep, and rocking the cradle. After Hooker’s
death, Walton who was consciously reviving Spencer’s earlier account concerning the latter
books’ destruction by “evil disposed minds,” described how Archbishop Whitgift sent his
chaplain to enquire after the drafts of the final three books of the Polity, but he could obtain no
satisfactory answer from her. On being summoned to Lambeth to see Whitgift in person she
confessed that she had allowed two local puritan ministers access to the writings of her late
husband’s study. Whilst “there they two burnt and tore many of them assuring her, that they
were writings not fit to be seen, & that she knew nothing more concerning them.” The matter

was never pursued any further than this since Hooker’s widow unexpectedly died overnight at

her lodgings. 136

Sisson, Novarr, and Stanwood have convincingly shown that Hooker’s wife has been
unfairly maligned by history. They have demonstrated that, with the possible exception of
Book VI, there is no first hand evidence that the last three books of the Poliry ever existed ina

132 [saac Walton, The Life and Death of Richard Hooker, The Author of those Learned Books of the Laws of
Ecclesiastical Polity, (London: Printed by J.G. for Rich.Marnott, 1665), p. 1.
133 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, to the Reader.
134 Novarr, Walton's Lives. p. 275; Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 47, 156-157.
135 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665 pp. 3-6.
136 C_1.Sisson, The Judicious Marriage of Mr Hooker and the Birth of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940), p. xii; Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 161-162.
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more complete form, and that there was no deliberate attempt to destroy Hooker's
manuscripts.137 “The story, in its various forms, presents some impossibilities. Mrs
Hooker’s impeachment, her journey to London, her examination before the Privy Council, and
her [sudden] death, are manifest myth. And the various versions are mutually destructive by

their many incompatibilities.” 138 Instead the evidence suggests that Hooker actually enjoyed a

relatively successful marriage.139  The famous story of Hooker being forced to mind the
children during his incumbency at Drayton Beauchamp is an invention, since there were no
children in 1584, and there is no evidence that he ever took up residence. 140 Sisson locates the

origins of the story of the unsupportive wife within the lengthy and acrimonious chancery court
cases which arose out of the claims of his daughters as legatees under his will. In particular the
suggestion that Sir Edwin Sandys, Hooker’s literary executor, had failed to pay the daughters
their just share of the profits produced by the Polity created a bitter environment which came to
reflect badly upon the whole family. This unpleasant and confused atmosphere encouraged the
development of malicious rumours which blended truth with fiction. The memory of this

scandal was preserved amongst Sandys’s friends, notably the Cranmers, who subsequently

became Walton’s principal informants.141

Walton’s debt to the Cranmers is made explicit in the appendix when he described how
Mrs. Spenser “who was my Aunt and Sister to George Cranmer” had told him that her

husband had been forced to finish the last three books of the Poliry himself, because the
manuscripts he had received at Hooker’s death were unfinished.142 Evenif Walton sincerely
believed the information to be accurate, he must undoubtedly have welcomed it as another
conclusive piece of evidence to damage the credibility of the posthumous books. This

calculated desire, to cast authoritative aspersions upon the origins of the latter books, is

graphically confirmed by Walton’s deployment of other authorities against them. He praised

137 R Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Polity, P.G.Stanwood (ed.), (London: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 1981), pp. Xix-X
138 Sisson, Hooker, p. 87.
139 Ibid, p. xiii.
140 Novarr, Walton’s Lives, p. 272; Sisson, Hooker, p. 20.
141 p B Secor, ‘In Search of Richard Hooker: Constructing a New Biography,” in Richard Hooker and the
Construction of Christian Community, A.S. McGrade, (ed.), (Tempe, AZ: Medieval and Renaissance Texts amd
Studies, 1997), (pp. 20-37), pp. 29-30; Sisson, Hooker, pp. 4-18.
142 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 116-117.
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Bernard for drawing attention to the possible corruptions in the final three books. Readers
were advised to consult ClaviTrabales where “the omissions are by him set down at large in
the said Printed book.” Here the regal supremacy was asserted because “there could be in
Natural Bodies no Motion of any thing, unless there were some first which moved all things,
and continued Unmoveable; even so in Politick societies, there must be some unpunnishable,
or else no Man shall suffer punnishment...Which kinde of Preheminency if some ought to have

in a Kingdom, who but the King shall have it? Kings therefore, or no man can have lawfull

power to Judge.”143

Bernard was not Walton’s only source of evidence for corruption of the last book since
he was able to draw attention to the testimony of Fabian Philips, “a man of note for his useful
Books. Philips offered to “make Oath if I shall be required that Doctor Sanderson the late
Bishop of Lincoln did a little before his Death affirm to me he had seen a Manuscript, affirmed
to him to be the hand-writing of Mr.Richard Hooker in which there was no mention made of
the King or Supreme Govemors being accomptable to the People.” 144 There was also a letter
of Henry King, the bishop of Chichester, to Walton which was cited in its entirety. King
described how Hooker’s manuscripts of the unpublished books had been safely deposited in
Laud’s library until his martyrdom. They were then removed and given to Hugh Peters. “And
though they could hardly fall into a fowler hand, yet there wanted not other endeavours to
corrupt and make them speak that Language, for which the Faction then fought; which was,

To subject the Soveraign Power to the People.”

King was incredulous that anyone even attempted such a fabrication. Hooker’s
“known loyalty to his prince whilst he lived,” the devotion felt towards him by James I and
Charles I, “and now the singular Character of his worth given by you in the passages of his
life” all vindicate the Polity from the charge of being anti-royalist.145 ~ Elsewhere Walton
recalled how Lord Say, the parliamentarian commissioner, whilst conversing with the king,

had quoted from one of the then unpublished books. The king responded that “they were not

143 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 168-170.

144 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665. p. 171.

145 etter of Dr King to Isaac Walton, in 1. Walton, The Life of Mr Rich.Hooker. the Author of those Learned
Books of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, (London: Printed by J.G. for Rich.Marriott, 1665).
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allowed to be Mr. Hooker’s Books but, however he would allow them to be Mr. Hooker’s and
consent to what his Lordship proposed to prove out of those undoubted Books™ if he would

only accept the teaching of the undoubted five.” 146

This careful marshalling of material was highly successful in its attempt to undermine
the credibility of Gauden’s un-Anglican account, and the reputation of the last three books of
the Polity. Even until well into this century these books were viewed with a degree of
suspicion. ~ Walton’s Life did much more, however, than merely limit the damage caused by
Gauden'’s edition of the Poliry. It was his Life of 1665 which was responsible for firmly
establishing and perpetuating the image of the pious scholarly English divine which was to

influence the English Church for over three hundred years.

Walton writes how “there is in every page of Mr.Hooker’s book the picture of a divine
soul, such pictures of truth and reason and drawn in so sacred colours, that they shall never
fade, but give an immortal memory to the author.”147 Hooker’s Anglican persona was
stressed throughout the Life by emphasizing the affection he possessed towards the distinctive
nature of the English Church. Walton, like Fuller, stressed, that his sermons at the Temple
were always loyal to Canterbury whilst those of his opponent looked towards Geneva.148 [n
his “first publick appearance to the World” Hooker had contradicted “a late opinion of Mr
Calvins” when he stressed that it was God’s primary will that all mankind should be saved;
“but his second Will was, That those only should be saved, that did live answerable to that
degree of Grace which he had offered or afforded them.” Consequently Hooker’s anti-
Calvinist stance had been supported by other learned churchmen, such as Hammond and

Jackson, who believed “that a contrary opinion trenches upon the Honor and Justice of our

Merciful God.” 149

Hooker’s distinctive Anglican identity was also displayed through his close friendships
with other proponents of the Elizabethan Church. Walton was particularly anxious to link him

with uncompromising supporters of episcopacy. The Life was prefaced by 2 letter of 1598

146 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 173.
147 Ibid, p. 121
148 1bid, p. 91.

1491bid, p. 38.
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from George Cranmer to Hooker which condemned the puritans for their bigotry towards all
who supported the lawful authority of bishops.150  Whilst Hooker was at Bishopsbourne
Hadrian Saravia, then a prebendary of Canterbury, who had “studied and well considered the
controversial points concerning Episcopacy” is shown to have actively sought out his
company. Through his many tracts he declared his “Judgement concerning...his brethren
ministers of the Low Countreys...and of the Bishops Superiority above the Presbytery.”151
Hooker’s relationship with Saravia was so “holy” that it increased “daily to so high and natural

affections, that their two wills seemed to be but one and the same.”152

Walton also emphasized Hooker’s association with Archbishop Whitgift to suggest that
he shared his views regarding Church property.153  He invented a speech for Whitgift

concerning ecclesiastical property which he associated with an acceptable passage from the

seventh book (slightly altered) which referred to princes as “Nursing Fathers” of the
Church.154 Walton, who was clearly inspired by the historical and antiquarian works of Sir

Henry Spelman, emphasized those regal obligations towards the Church which were
undertaken at the coronation. If the monarch allowed those who “serve at God’s Altar” to “be

exposed to Poverty, then Religion it self will be exposed to Scorn, and become
contemptible.”155 Later Walton adopted this speech to make it even stronger in tone. Those

who failed to uphold Magna Carta would suffer a “Curse like the Leprosie, that was intail'd on

the Jews:...and, the fathers sin of sacrilege, will prove to be intail’d on his Son and

Family.” 156

Whitgift, the great statesman, was also used by Walton as a foil to this shy retiring

Hooker so that he could present a more complete and rounded aspect of godly conduct. 157 The

150 Letter of George Cranmer to Mr Richard Hooker, Feb.1598, in 1. Walton, The Life of Mr. Rich. Hooker.
The Author of those Learned Books of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, (London: Printed by J.G. for Rich
Marriott, 1665), pp. 182, 192, 200-203.

151 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 124.

152 ]hid, p. 127.

153 Ibid, pp. 63, 67, 70-80.

154 Martin, ‘Walton,’ p. 330; Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 70

155 Walton, Life of Hooker, pp. 76-T7

156 1bid, p. 74.

157 Martin, ‘Walton,” p. 329.
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enthusiastic zeal of Whitgift was greatly removed from the passive rectitude which Hooker
always displayed towards his opponents. This desire to avoid conflict had been with Hooker
from his birth. Walton recorded how Hooker, whilst at University, had described how
“Scripture was not writ to beget Pride and Disputations...but Moderation and Charity. and
Humility, and Obedience, and Peace, and Piety in Mankinde; of which, no good man did ever
repent himself upon his Death-bed.”158 Such a desire for calm meant that Hooker could easily
be deployed in support of the status quo; discord and revolution were the responsibilities of
those groups which sought to challenge the accepted conventions and structures of society.

The puritan attempt, for example, to abolish episcopacy had resulted in social discord.159

Hooker, therefore, had rightly recognized that “God abhors confusion as contrary to

his nature” 160 Hooker’s conflict with Travers, the afternoon lecturer at the Temple church,

demonstrated that he had been reluctantly forced into a public disagreement.161 By describing
Hooker as being unwilling to enter into dispute, Walton implied that he was a conformist
without actually saying so. Walton did not rehearse the arguments put forward by Hooker
since his loyalty to the English Church was demonstrated by his behaviour as a “passive

peaceable Protestant” who was “never known to be angry, or passionate, or extream in any of

his Desires.”162

By the time Walton came to write, the image of the peaceable Protestant had become a
well established type within the tradition of Protestant hagiography. It frequently occurs within
the nonconformist lives of Samuel Clark.163 Walton was clearly aware of this literary device
although his portrayal of Hooker as a peaceable Protestant was probably based upon the
account he gives of himself in response to A Supplication Preferred by Mr Walter Travers.

Hooker claimed that he derived no joy from arguing and wished that his opponents “had so

ruled their hands...that | might never have been constrained to strike so much as in mine own

158 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 35.
159 1bid, pp. 54-57.
160 Ibid, p. 106.
161 1bid, pp. 106-107.
162 Secor, ‘In Search of Richard Hooker,” pp.28-29; Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 25
163 Clarke, A Collection of the Lives of Ten Eminent Divines, pp. 4, 6, 15, 41, 44, 75-78, 114-115, 170,
183, 216, 325, 446-447, 472-473, 43, 493, 504-506.
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defence.” 164 Walton, however, has clearly toned down the scale and the bitterness of the
conflict if his account of the disagreement is compared with Hooker’s own response to
Travers. Hooker’s own account claimed that Travers’s behaviour was not that which befitted a
fellow brother in Christ. Even if the opinion of a fellow Christian was deemed to be offensive,
could it ever be right to “controule it first with contrary speech and conferre with him

afterwards upon it when convenient opportunitie serveth?”165

Walton’s Life also proved to be innovatory through its moulding of Hooker’s private
devotion and pastoral work, so that it was indicative of his peaceable conformist Anglican
attitude. Walton always stressed “the greater efficacy of private actions over public
utterances.” In an anonymous pamphlet he quoted a fictional nonconformist’s deathbed speech
in which he regretted the hours “spent in disputes, and opposition to Government” describing

them as “a Corrosive,... like gravel in his teeth” while at the same time finding “comfort” in
those hours spent in devotion, and acts of Charity.”166 Hooker had possessed more foresight

than this nonconformist and quietly devoted himself to intellectual pursuits and the fostering of
personal piety. He was a supremely humble man who had requested a small living so he could

avoid “Contentions” and enjoy the necessary “study and quietness” he needed to write the

Poliry.167 Whilst in his parish, he regularly fasted, visited the sick, and sought to maintain

good will amongst his parishioners by encouraging them to settle their grievances amicably. 168

In appearance Hooker was “an obscure, harmless man, a man in poor Cloaths, his
loins usually girt in a course Gown, or Canonical Coat; of a mean stature, and stooping and yet
more lowly in the thoughts of his Soul; his Body worn out, not with Age, but Study, begot by
his unactivity and sedentary life.” 169 This was clearly reminiscent of Saint John the Baptist
who lived in the desert and wore coarse garments of camel’s hair. In Walton’s revision of the

Life the connection was made even more explicit when he stated that Hooker seemed “like

164 R Hooker, The Answer of Mr Richard Hooker 10 a Supplication Preferred by Mr Walter Travers 10 the
H.H.Lords of the Privie Counsell, (Oxford: Printed by loseph Barnes, 1612), p.31.

165 1bid, p. 24.

166 Martin, ‘Walton,” p. 326.

167 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 112.

168 1bid, pp. 136-139.

169 Ibid, p. 128.
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S.John the Baptist, to be sanctified” from his mother’s womb. 170 These images of the Baptist

were obviously intended to portray Hooker as the “voice crying in the wilderness™ which
prepared the nation for the firm establishment of the Anglican Church. Such was the impact of

this “most Learned, most Humble, holy Man” that he had been raised up to join the most

“glorious Company of the Patriarks and Apostles.”171

Walton had effectively created an Anglican Church father who historically vindicated
everything that the Restoration religious settlement stood for. Lake convincingly argues that

Walton developed the myth of an “apostolic succession of Anglicanism” by associating Hooker
first with John Jewel, famous for his Apology Of The English Church , and then Whitgift.172
Walton recalled, for example, how Jewel presented Hooker with his “walking staff”, which he

described as a “Horse, which hath carried me many a Mile, and I thank God with much
ease.”173  This anecdote was not merely included to demonstrate the importance of humility

within the Church, but graphically displayed how Jewel nominated Hooker as his successor in
the “great chain of Anglicanism.” This Anglican succession was also illustrated by showing
the favour Hooker enjoyed on account of his religious convictions from both Elizabeth I and

James 1. Elizabeth had presented Hooker, “whom she loved well”, to the living of “Borne”
and had mourned his death.174 At his first meeting with Whitgift, James I is supposed to have
enquired concerning the writer of the EcclesiasticalPolity , and to have been saddened by the

news of his death.175

Of course such a vision of Hooker as the voice of a via media Church had also been
present in Gauden's Life. There was even some indication of a continuous religious

succession since Hooker was shown to have attended Jewel’s old college of Corpus Christi,

and Whitgift was shown to have encouraged his academic pursuits.176 Walton's  Life,

170 1.Walton, The Life and Death of Richard Hooker, in R.Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Politie,
(London: Printed for Andrew Crooke, 1666), p. 4.

171 Ibid, p. 21.

172 Lake, Anglicans and Puritans?, p. 229.

173 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665 p. 19.

174 1bid, pp. 115, 120.

175 1bid, pp. 119-120.

176 Gauden, Life of Hooker, pp. 10-11.
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however, was radically different from Gauden. The latter had connected Hooker with the
previous generation of Elizabethan divines, and monarchs, to demonstrate his Protestant and
reformed lineage. Walton, in contrast, had harked back to the sixteenth century to demonstrate
the longevity of Hooker’s Anglican credentials. Even more startlingly, however, he strove on
the way to link Hooker to the Laudian desire of the 1630s for conformity and reverent

ceremonial, so that he could portray him as distinctively Anglican within a Protestant tradition.

Within the Life Walton approvingly recorded how Hooker had faithfully attended

Prayer Book services, prayed for the bishops, and was zealous in his maintenance of the

related ceremonies.!77 Although Puritans objected to kneeling at the Communion rail Hooker
had knelt willingly “both when he prayed, and when he received the Sacrament.”178 This was

a long way removed from those puritans who wrested the scripture to their own destruction.179
Walton mournfully records that if others would only follow his example and abandon “their
pertinacious Zeal” then “Peace and Piety” might flourish within the nation.180 He insisted that

he had only submitted to Sheldon’s challenging request to write the Life so that it would serve

as “a more publick Acknowlegment of your long continued, and now daily, Favours” to your

humble servant.181

Such devotion to the established order meant that Hooker, like the loyal pre-Civil War

Anglicans, had endured considerable criticism for attempting to adhere to the path of peaceable
conformity. Although he trod “in the footsteps of Primitive Piety” he had suffered the same

fate as Athanasius, and had been subjected to countless slanderous remarks from heretical
enemies.!82 During the Commonwealth the Bishopsbourne parish clerk was reported as

saying that there had been so many sequestrations of “good men” from their livings, that “he

doubted if his good Master Mr Hooker had lived till now, they would have sequestred him

t00.”183 This was a sad change from former days when he had received “many rewards” for

177 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 25, 106, 134-135.

178 1bid, p. 106.

179 walton, Life of Hooker, 1666, p. 10.

180 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 107-108.

181 Ibid, Dedication.

182 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, pp. 138-139; Walton, Life of Hooker, 1666, p. 24,

183 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1665, p. 131.
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showing Hooker’s grave and monument to visitors.184

Walton’s account of Hooker successfully masked the major discontinuities within the
history of the English Church, and had helped to create an historic Anglicanism which had
existed since the Reformation. He could claim with some justification that the most learned
members of the nation could never refer to Hooker without some “Epithite of Learned, or
Judicious, or Reverend, or Venerable Mr Hooker.”185 Consequently it was his final prayer
that the Restoration Church would continue to follow this worthy pattern of peaceable An glican
piety. “Lord bless his Brethren, the Clergy of this Nation with ardent desires and effectual
endeavours to attain, if nott to his great Learning, yet to his remarkable meeknesse, his godly
simplicity, and his Christian moderation...And let the Labors of his life, his most excellent

Writings be blest with what he designed when he undertook them: Which was Glory to thee, O

God on high, Peace in thy Church, and good will to mankinde.”186

This prayer was not to be disappointed since the Life became an established part of
high Anglican hagiography. It was widely welcomed, because it had successfully counteracted

the puritan image of a moderate churchman, and undermined the authority of the last three
books.187 Trevor-Roper cynically remarks that Walton’s disparagement of Hooker’s less
palatable writings became an “essential brick in the temple erroneously reared to an imaginary
high Anglican saint.”188 Such a careful presentation of Hooker, however, was vital if Anglican

writers were to be able to cite enthusiastically the first five books, secure in the knowledge that

they would not be contradicted by the latter books of the Poliry. Without Walton’s carefully
crafted corrective it would have been almost impossible for individuals, such as Heylyn, to
maintain their belief that the content of the Polity was synonymous with the Laudian Church of

the 1630s.189

184 1bid, p. 130.

185]bid, p. 121.

186 Walton, Life of Hooker, 1666, p. 26

187 Novarr, Walion’s Lives, p. 6.

188 H.R.Trevor-Roper, ‘The Good and Great Works of Richard Hooker,’ in The New York Review of Books,
Vol. 24, November 24, 1977, (pp. 48-55), p. 55.

189 P Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus: Or the History of the Life and Death, of the Most Reverend and Renowned
Prelate William by Divine Providence, Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, (London: Printed For A Seile, 166R),

the Preface.
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The publication of the Life marked the final triumph of the Church, and ensured that it
was more securely re-established by the end of the 1660, than could ever have been anticipated

at the start of the Restoration. The puritans had been silenced and Anglicanism, with Hooker
as its bulwark against Calvinism, looked forward to the future with confidence.190 Hooker

was the authentic mouthpiece of an Anglicanism which compelled all English men to submit to

the Church. Irenaeus Freeman pronounced the worthlessness of puritan writings unti they
should successfully answer Hooker.191  Simon Patrick, then rector of S.Paul's Covent

Garden, cited Hooker as a means of demonstrating to nonconformists the efficacy of reason in
conjunction with scripture, and Samuel Parker, a future archdeacon of Canterbury, described

how the Polity was “as full and demonstrative a confutation of their own cause, as the matters

combined in it.”’192

William Assheton, who was a convert to Anglicanism, agreed with Hooker that there

would be a time “when three words uttered with Charity...shall receive a far more blessed
Reward than three thousand volumes written with disdainful sharpness of wit.”193 Whilst this

was the ideal it was not yet a practicality since puritan passions and interests continued to push
themselves forward. Early Church schismatic groups such as the Donatists had pleaded for

toleration, and when they achieved it under the Apostate Julian wreaked havoc upon the
orthodox.194 The present Church would be better advised to follow Hooker’s opinion that
“the manner of mens writings must not alienate our heart from the Truth, if it appear they have

the Truth.”195

Whilst Assheton praised Hooker’s perception, his reference to Julian shows that he

was also deeply aware that the public position of the Church remained heavily dependent upon

190 1bid, The preface, p. 52.

191 | Freeman, The Reasonableness of Divine Service: Or Non-Conformity to Common-Prayer, Proved Not
Conformable 1o Common Reason, (London: Printed by Tho. Basset, 1661), p. 33. |
192 S Parker, A Discourse of Ecclesiastical Politie, (London: Printed for R.Royston, 1669), p. 230; S.Patrick,
A Continuation of the Friendly Debate, (London: Printed for R.Royston, 1669), p. 234.

193 W.Assheton, Toleration Disapprov’d and Condemnd, (Oxford: Printed by William Hall, for Francts Oxlad,
1670), p. 16.

194 1bid, p. 52.

195 1bid, p. 3. 3
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the State. This supports Green’s view that the Church was allied to the gentry, and would
never have been restored without their support. “It was this more than anything else which
forced Charles to abandon first the idea of comprehension and then the possibility of a royal
indulgence. It was probably this factor too which undermined the morale of the Puritan clergy,
so that in August 1662 well over a thousand ministers, despairing of a royal indul gence, and
surrounded by a gentry which for some time had shown its hostility towards them, left their

living quietly, and resignedly.”196

Green, however, fails to consider that the Cavalier Parliament only adopted this stance
because the Church loyalists had already persuaded them to go down the path of Hookerian
Anglicanism. An ingrained high Church respect for the Polity was obviously not the leading
motivation behind the Cavaliers’ behaviour, but the importance of Hooker should not be
underestimated. In the first two years of the Restoration Hooker had been cited in support of
the royal supremacy, the exalted place of episcopacy, the retention of traditional ceremonies,
and respect for traditional religious rights. Puritan attempts to suggest that Hooker was a

broad reformed churchman were totally discounted, as Baxter had found to his cost at Savoy.

If Hooker had been considered in any way marginal to the Restoration’s case,
Gauden’s and Vane's treatment of the Poliry would not have caused such consternation. It
was unthinkable to the high churchmen that their association with Hooker should be
undermined. This setback to Hooker’s Anglican identity, however, was only temporary.
Walton’s Life encapsulated the Restoration Anglican ideal, and ensured that unquestioning
obedience to authority was portrayed as the only sure foundation for religious and political
stability. The succeeding editions of the Life only served to reinforce the Anglican sense of

gratitude to the champion of the “Church of England Rights, against the Factious Torrent of

Separatists.” 197

At the start of the 1670 edition Samuel Woodford, the poetical divine, endeavoured to

encapsulate, in verse, the close association of Walton with Hooker:

196 Green, Re-establishment, p. 200. | | L
197 King, Copy of a Letter Sent to Mr Walton, by Dr.King, Lord Bishop f’f Ch¥che.sler, n .l.Wallon, T{an j:’cd
of Mr Rich.Hooker, The Author of those Learned Books of the Laws Oof Ecclesiastical Polity, (London: Prin

by J.G. for Rich. Marrnott, 1665).
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The Church is Hookers Debtor: Hooker His;
And strange ‘twould be, if he should Glory miss,
For whom two such most powerfully contend
Bid him, chear up, the Day’s his own:

And he shall never die
Who after seventy’s past and gone,

Can all th’Assaults of Age defie:

Is, master still, of so much youthful heat

A child, so perfect, and so sprightly to beget.198

Regardless of its linguistic merits such a poem was certainly apt in its recognition that Walton
had become inseparable from any normative reading of Hooker. Without Walton’s corrective
account, the Polity would never have been able to sustain its popularity as a defence of high
Church principles. His Life had ensured that Hooker was the unrivalled champion of the

Restoration settlement against all those who “would...rake into the scarce-closed wounds of a

newly bleeding State and Church.”199

clesiastical
1981 Walton, The Life of Mr Rich. Hooker, The Author of those Learned Books of the Laws of Ecclesiasii
Polity, (London: Printed by Tho. Newcomb for Richard Marmiot, 1670).

199 King, Letter to Walton, 1665. o5



Threats And Challenges To Hooker’s Anglican Identity, 1670-1685

Walton’s interpretation of Hooker as the guardian of Anglicanism was to dominate the
1670s almost without challenge. In an environment where Anglican references to the Jjudicious
divine had become commonplace, few individuals had the confidence, capacity or influence to
dispute it. Any contrary opinion remained very much an exception. Only with the advent of
the exclusion crisis did the high Church understanding of the Poliry suffer any realistic threat
to its supremacy. Notwithstanding the seriousness of this challenge, however, it will be
shown how the use of Hooker to justify the Restoration settlement survived unchanged, and

emerged stronger than ever before.

Such future exclusion troubles could not have been imagined, however, by the
triumphant Anglicans of the early 1670s. Walton’s depiction of the peaceable Anglican divine

had fully entered the national consciousness, and ensured that the whole weight of scholarly
opinion was behind the high Church understanding of Hooker.! When, for example, Clement

Barksdale, another Anglican biographer, and Anthony Wood, the Oxford historian, sought to

produce their own accounts of the judicious divine, they unhesitatingly turned to Walton’s Life
of Hooker for their inspiration.2 Walton himself also continued to use his biographical skills
to consolidate Hooker’s Anglican identity. His life of Sanderson clearly sought to confirm the

anti-Calvinist nature of the Polity, and the dubious reputation of the posthumous books.3

The continued vitality of this perception of Hooker as a high Church divine was also

apparent in popular Anglican apologetic. Earlier Hooker-dependent works such as Sparrow’s
Rationale Upon the Book of Common Prayer or Nicholson’s Catechism of the Church of

England were regularly reprinted, and new writers such as Francis Gregory, a high Church

1 D.Novarr, The Making of Walton's Lives, (New Y ork: Comell University Press, 1958), p. 6. '
2 C.Barksdale, A Remembrancer of Excellent Men, (London: Printed for John Martyn, 1670); A.Wood, st{ona
E1 Antiguitates Universilatis Oxoniensis Duobus Voluminibus Comprehensae, (Oxford: E.Theatro Sheldoniano,

1674), Lib.1l, p. 236. . _
3 R.Hooker, A Sermon of Richard Hooker Author of those Learned Books of Ea‘lesiasticql Politie. Found in the
Study of the Late Learned Bishop Andrews, (London: Printed for Richard Mamon, 1678) in I;Wal‘t,on. The Life
of Dr Sanderson, Late Bishop of Lincoln, (London: Printed for Richard Marriott, 1678), (pp. _3—-76),
T.Pierce, A Letter of March 1677/8 to 1. Walton, in 1.Walton, The Life of Dr.Sanderson, Late Bishop of
Lincoin, (London: Printed for Richard Marriott, 1678); Walton, Sanderson, the Preface.
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schoolmaster, or William Goulde, the rector of Ken, continued to cite his Jife and works as the
model for all true churchmen to base their own upon.4 It was all very much in the tradition of

Restoration Anglicanism, and marked no major discontinuity with the 1660s. The only really
innovative use of Hooker was provided by Barksdale’s compilation of Judicious Hooker's
lllustrations of Holy Scripture in his Ecclesiastical Poliry, which was effectively a short
anthology of his more high Church texts. In the dedication Barksdale expressed his hope that
“this little piece will be able, by Gods Grace, to make sure impression...of Meekness and
Obedience upon every serious and impartial peruser.” Only through such “a taste of Hooker
will the more ingenious sort [be encouraged] to study that incomparable Book of his in defence
of our Church-Laws and Liturgy, which ...might serve to compose dissensions and make up

our breeches.”> Even a cursory reading of the Poliry would illustrate to the Church's

opponents that she possessed the necessary authority to commend things indifferent. “What

things God doth neither command nor forbid, the same he permitteth with approbation to be

done or left undone.”6

Such widespread Hooker-inspired confidence should have convinced even the most

casual of observers that the Anglican supremacy was dominant. Yet it was precisely at this

moment that Charles Il attempted to persuade a staunchly pro-Church Parliament that it was
permissible for him to grant a declaration of religious indulgence.”7 Although his private aim

was to secure liberty for his Catholic subjects he seems to have forlornly hoped that

widespread nonconformist support would provide a sufficiently popular mandate to silence

4 W.Goulde, A Sermon Preached in the Cathedral Church of St Peter in Exon. On Palm Sunday. An.Do,.1672,
(London Printed for R.Royston, 1672), pp. 1-2; F.Gregory, The Triall of Religions with Cautions 10 the
Members of the Reformed Church against Defection 10 the Roman, (London: Printed by E.Flesher for
R.Royston, 1674), Dedication; Anon, Publick Devotion and the Communion Service of the Church of England
Justified, and Recommended to All Honest and Well Meaning, (However Prejudicial) Dissenters, (London:

Printed for Ben Took, 1675). . '
Between 1670-1680 Nicholson and Sparrow were both reissued twice. D.Wing, (ed.) Shori-Title Catalogue,

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1948), Vol .ll, p. 283, Vol.lll, pp. 488-489.

5 R.Hooker, Judicious Hooker’s Illustrations of Holy Scripture in His Ecclesiastical Policy, (London: Printed
for the Collecter, 1685), Dedication.

61bid, pp. 2, 10, 12, 18, 27,45. .

7 3 Miller, Charles 11, (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991), pp. 189-192, 200-202; J.Spurr, ‘Rehgf-on In
Restoration England,’ in The Reign of Charles Il and James VIl and 11, L.K.J.Glassey, (ed.), (New York: St
Martin's Press, Inc, 1997), (pp. 90-124); M.R Watts, The Dissenters, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978)., Vol.l,
pp. 247-248; W.T.Witcombe, Charles Il and the Cavalier House of Commons 1663-1674, (Manchester:

Manchester University Press, 1966), pp. 247-248.
97



parliamentary objections. Nonconformists were certainly enthusiastic concerning the removal
of the burden of state-sanctioned religious oppression. Baxter commented that he had never
sought to deny the learned standing of Hooker, but regretted that his works had adopted a
“military strain” when there were “many more, who by Love and meekness, and a peaceable

familiarity (without sin) might have been disarmed.”8

Andrew Marvell, former secretary to Cromwell, also took the opportunity to criticize
the Anglican usage of the Polity. His Rehearsal Transposed favourably contrasted the

modesty and frankness of Hooker with the “ignorance and prejudice of those who quoted him

without having always read him.”® The Anglican obsession with ceremonies was being

undertaken to the detriment of scripture.10 Hooker’s defence of scriptural sacraments had
gained “those lasting and eternal trophies” over their opponents, but his use to justify non-
scriptural practices remained unacceptable.!1 “And, whereas Mr Bayes [Bishop Parker] is

always defying the Nonconformists with Mr Hookers Ecclesiastical Polity, and the Friendlv
Debate; 1 am of opinion, though I have a great Reverence for Mr Hooker, who in some things

did answer himself, that this little Book of not full eight leaves [J.Hales, Treary of Schism]

hath shut that Ecclesiastical Polity, and Mr Baye’s too, out of doors.”12

Such nonconformist affection for Hooker was highly unusual by the 1670s. Most

dissenters had accepted the Anglican interpretation of the Polity, and had discounted him as a

prelatical writer.13 This tentative revival of interest in Hooker as a reformed theologian, along

8 R.Baxter, The Church Told of Mr. Ed. Bagshaw's Scandals, and Warned of the Dangerous Snares of Satan,
Now Laid for Them , in His Love-Killing Principles, (London: [No Printer], 1672), p. 29.

9 F.J.Shirley, Richard Hooker and Comtemporary Political Ideas, (London: S.P.CK., 1949), p. 207,
J.M.Wallace, Destiny His Choice: The Loyalism of Andrew Marvell, (Cambridge: Cambri dge University Press,
1980), pp. 187-188.

10 A Marvell, The Rehearsal Transposed; Or, Animadversions upon a Late Book, Intituled, a Preface Shewing
What Grounds There are of Fears and Jealousies of Popery, (London: Printed by J.D. for the Assign of John
Calvin and Theodore Beza, 1672), p. 308.

M 1bid, p. 217.

12 Hales was favoured by Marvell because of his belief that it was not schismatic to separate from the Church
upon the grounds of “true and unpretended conscience...Where the Cause of Schism is necessary, there not he
that separates, but he that 1s the cause of separation 1s the Schismatick.” Man'ell_, Reheqrsal Transposed.' pp.
175-177: J.Hales, A Tract Concerning Schisme and Schismaticks. Wherein Is Briefly Discovered the Original
Causes of All Schisme, (London: Printed for R.B., 1642), pp. 3-5. ‘

13 p.Talbot, A Treatise of Religion and Government with Reflexions upon the Cause and Care of Englands
Distermnpers and Present Dangers, (London: [No Printer}, 1670), p. 106.
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with the widespread nonconformist enthusiasm for the declaration of indulgence, was
fl L3
sufficient, however, to stiffen the Anglican resolve against any form of compromise.14 The

Commons predictably refused to accept the royal dispensation, and made it clear that any form
of financial grant was dependent upon its withdrawal. Parliamentary anxiety regarding
=)

Charles’s rather lukewarm devotion to Anglicanism also resulted in the passing of the 1673
Test Act, which effectively removed Catholics from government and military posts.15 The

Church of England was too secure for Charles’s attempt to liberate his nonconformist subjects
to be anything but a complete failure. In fact it only served to encourage a further

parliamentary affirmation of the importance of Hooker to Anglicanism.

Whilst loyal Anglicans enjoyed such legislative support for their belief in the spiritual
perfection of the Church there could be no serious challenge to their religious dominance, and
they remained totally unsympathetic to those individuals who sought to worship outside the
confines of the religious establishment. John Goodman, a vociferous high churchman,
dismissed dissenting attempts to safeguard their spiritual purity as merely resulting in new
forms of sectarianism. Hooker had demonstrated that their desire to hedge in access to the

communion with strict rules and regulations had made it more like the private Roman mass they
had striven to escape.16 John Nalson, the historian and royalist pamphleteer, insisted that if

they could only be persuaded to read Hooker they would realize their errors and be reconciled
to the Church. This judgment, he concluded, was implicitly echoed by the dissenting
ministers’ attempts to dissuade their adherents from consulting Hooker. The minister “will
not fail to do all he can to perswade them not to lose so much time reading such frothy stuff,
which is nothing but untemper’d Mortar, to dawb over the Temple of antichrist, which not
withstanding all that can be done to support it, must down, must fall very suddenly.” Instead

they will recommend some works of their own choosing which confirms the people in their

14 F G.James, ‘The Bishops in Politics, 1688-1714," in Conflict in Stuari England. Essays in Honour of
Wallace Notestein, W.A . Appleton and B.D.Henning, (eds.), (London: Jonathan Cape, 1660), (pp- 226-257), p.
230: J.Miller, Restoration England: The Reign of Charles 11, (London: Longman, 1985), p. 62.

15 R M.Bliss, Restoration England 1660-1688, (London: Methuen and Co.Ltd, 1985), p. 36.

16 . Goodman, A Sermon Preached at Bishops-Stortford, August 29.1667 before the Right Refveft’"d Father in
God, Henry Lord Bishop of London, &c. At His Lordship s Primary Visitation, (London: Printed for

R.Royston, 1677), p. 3.
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error.17

Nalson's rhetoric is somewhat exaggerated, but it is clear that Hooker was generally

absent from the nonconformist library. The Polity was certainly not included amongst
Baxter’s list of recommended books for “the young beginner in Religion.”!8 This refusal to

commend Hooker as a devotional work, however, did not mean that they were necessarily
unfamiliar with him. It was, rather, a recognition that Hooker’s association with Anglicanism
was too strong for the Polity to play any constructive part in the advancement of any other
religious cause. Most nonconformists, therefore, chose to ignore the Polity in its entirety.
The only persistent exception to this consensus was Baxter who continued to draw attention to
the embarrassing contents of Book VIII. Baxter was aware of the ambiguity surrounding the
authorship of the final books, but was adamant that they were the sole work of Hooker. “And
if any (causelessly) question whether the eighth (imperfect) Book be in those passages his

own, let them remember that the sum of all that I confute, is in his first Book, which is old and

highly honoured.” 19 He also insisted that even before Book VIII was published he had been

familiar with its contents from a manuscript belonging to a friend.20

Baxter’s dogged interest in the unpalatable posthumous books made no impact,
however, on the contemporary political debate. High churchmen such as William Falkner and

John Nalson enthusiastically espoused Hooker’s ecclesiastical doctrine, but completely

discounted him in their political writings.2! There was nothing inconsistent about their

17 1. Nalson, The Countermine: Or a Short but True Discovery of the Dangerous Principles of the Dangerous
Principles, and Secret Practices of the Dissenting Party, Especially the Presbyterians, (London: Printed for
Jonathan Edwin, 1677), p. 6.

18 Baxter does cite Hooker in a further reading list which was primarily aimed at clergymen. Presumably he felt
that their views would not be irrevocably formed by it; R.Baxter, A Christian Directory or, A Sum of Practical
Theologie, and Cases of Conscience, (London: Printed for Robert White for Nevill Simmons, 1673), pp. 60,
926. :

19 1bid, to the Reader. o

20 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae: Or Mr Richard Baxter's Narrative of the Most Memorable Passages of His Life
and Times, M.Sylvester, (ed.), (London: Printed for T.Parkhurst, F.Robinson, F.Lawrence, and F.Dunton,

1696), Part 111, p. 151. | |
21 W Falkner, Libertas Ecclesiastica, or, a Discourse Vindicating the Lawfulnesse of thqse Things thgh Are |
Chiefly Excepled against in the Church of England, Especially in Its Liturgy and Worship, (Londqn: an'ed by
JM. for Walter Kettilby, 1674), pp. 467, 515; J.Nalson, The Countermine or a Short but True.DLscover_\ of.
the Dangerous Principles, and Secret Practices of the Dissenting Party. Especially the Presbyterians, (London:

Printed for J.Edwin, 1677), p. 7.
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behaviour since they were merely avoiding those books which were widely believed to have
been corrupted by hostile puritan sources. Baxter’s opinions were easy to discount since his
scrupulous obedience to his conscience generally made it impossible for him to co-operate
successfully with any group. Only during his stay at Kidderminster did he ever manage to
pursue anything approximating to a settled pattern of ministry. Although it is clear that Baxter
was something of a maverick, it is important to examine his treatment of the Poliry at some
length. Notwithstanding his lack of influence in the 1670s his understanding of Hooker bore
remarkable similarities to the subsequent post-1688 Whig interpretation. Baxter would have
totally disapproved of the Whig enthusiasm for the Polity’s belief in an original contract, but

he had effectively prepared the way for them.

His use of the Polity in Restoration England had ironically been intended to display his
conservative credentials, not to lay the basis for future Hooker-sponsored radicalism. When
Bishop Morley appeared to question his loyalty he was able to refer him to his Christian
Directory where there was “a large confutation of Mr Hooker, as to the body’s...original and
necessary power of legislation, and the King’s receiving his power from the people, and his
holding it in dependence on them.”22 Baxter was also being Machiavellian, however, in his
deployment of the Polity. By drawing attention to Hooker’s dubious views regarding the
monarchy he was subtly attempting to impugn the rest of the Poliry. His challenge to the
Anglican hierarchy became clear when he complained that in spite of Hooker’s political failings
he still remained “one of the most magnified authors with the Bishops.”23 It was equally
incredible, he asserted, that Charles I had recommended him to his children. “They find that
even the greatest Episcopal Divines, as approved by our Princes, and most Learned Defenders
of Monarchy and Obedience, do yet set up the Laws above the King, and write more in than

we can consent to.” Book VIII may have been unknown to him, but the equally subversive

Book I “was extant when King Charles I commended his Works.”2+

Baxter insisted that whilst he remained reluctant to contradict the “authority of this

22 Miller, Charlesll, p. 250; F.J.Powicke, The Reverend Richard Baxier under the Cross, (London: Jonathan

Cape Ltd., 1928), p. 227.
23 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, Part 11, p. 424; W.Lamont, Richard Baxter and
the English Revolution, Vol.ll1, (London: Crook Helm, 1979), pp. 98, 290.

24 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, Part 11, p. 424.

the Millennium, Puriianism and
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famous divine” he could not allow his belief that the whole body could be governors to stand

unchallenged. Such a belief meant that the “Pars imperans” and “Pars subdita™ were

confounded. “Their authority is not derived from the people’s consent, but from God, by their

1t 1 L1 . .
consent, as a bare condition, sine qua non.”25  Since the monarch’s authority came directly

from God there could be no recipient between God and him to convey it to him.26 To sye gest
o

that the whole body were governors was as ridiculous as the belief that if all “the persons in

London subjected themselves to the lord mayor, he would thereby receive his power from
them.”27 If by some misfortune all the heirs to the throne were to die they would be an

ungoverned community and have power to choose a new governor. They would not, as

Hooker suggests, have “power to govern...As it is with a corporation when the mayor is dead,
the power falleth not to the people.”28 They can only “determine of the persons that shall have

power from God.”29

Neither did the people, as Hooker believed, play any part in the law-making process.
“Wisdom doth but prepare laws and governing power enacteth them, and giveth them their

form. But the whole body hath no such governing power, therefore they give them not their

form.”30 Men obey God without consenting to his will; so are they to respect the laws of their
sovereign for “rex legem [facit].”31 The publication of Book VIII had misled the populace into

believing that as “the fountain of Authority”32 they possessed “fore-prized Liberties, which
they may defend, and the Parliament hath part of the Legislative Power, by the Constitution of
the Kingdom.”33 Any legislative power which Parliament possessed stemmed not from the

people, “but it is as the Constitution twisteth them into the government. For if once

Legislation...be denied to be any part of Government at all, and affirmed to belong to the

25 W.Orme, The Practical Works of the Rev.Richard Baxter: With a Life of the Author, and a Crucial
Examination of His Writings, (London: Mills, Jowett, and Mills, 1830), Vol.I, pp. $48-549.

26 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, Part 1, p. 48.

27 R.Baxter, The Christian Directory, in The Practical Works of the Rev Richard Baxter, Vols.I-XX111 W.Orme,
(ed.), (London: James Duncan, 1830), Vol.VI, p. 29.

28 1bid, p. 31.

29 1bid, p. 35.

30 Ibid, p. 32.

31 Baxter, Christian Directory, Orme, (ed.), Vol.VI, pp. 31, 33.

32 R Baxtcr, A Christian Directory, (1673), to the Reader.

33 Ibid, Part 111, p. 11.
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People as such, who are no Governors, all Government will hereby be overthrown.”34

Baxter did admit, however, that there were occasions when one might legitimately
disobey the monarch. He referred with approval to Book VIII’s conclusion which insisted that

it was not a “sin to break a Law which is no Law, as being against God, or not authorised by
him.”35 Baxter also cited with approval Hooker’s scenario where a king contradicts the advice
of a physician and tells a2 man not to take certain medicines. If the man follows the king's
advice he knows that he is likely to die so he may legitimately ignore the king. It would be a
sin against God who commands the preservation of life and a failure to acknowledge that such
a matter belongs more properly to the physician than to the magistrate.36 “Our Actions may
participate of obedience in general, as being actions of subjects, when they are not obedience in

the full and perfect formality as to the particular.”37 Baxter still remained anxious, however,

“lest any should misapply Mr Rich.Hooker’s [aforesaid] doctrine” and believe that they are

never bound in conscience “to obey their Parents, their King, their Pastors, in any point
wherein they exercise more power than God gave them...[since] there are many cases in which

God bindeth children and subjects to obey their superiors, in such matters as they did sinfully

command.”38

This potential misuse of the Polity presented more than an abstract threat to the
magistrate, since Baxter believed Hooker’s doctrine of popular monarchy to have contributed
to the causes of the Civil War. Consequently he believed it to be his duty to ensure that
Hooker was publicly exposed as bearing the responsibility for fatally weakening subjects’
obedience to their rulers.39 He recalled how he himself had allowed Hooker and other
episcopal divines to make him more receptive towards populism. Consequently “1 was the

easilyer drawn to think that that Hooker’s Political Principles had been commonly received by
all.”40 The subsequent publication of Book VIII had only served to increase the possibility of

34 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, p. 41.

35 Baxter, Christian Directory, Fourth Part, (1673), p. 37.
36 Ibid, p. 22.

37 Ibid, Parts I-111, p. 888

38 Ibid, Parts I-111, p. 888.

39 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxieriae, p. 96.

40 Lamont, Richard Baxter and the Millennium, p. 229.
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conflict. When Parliament had first sought learned support to justify their stance against the
king, it had “much concerned them to find the most Learned episcopal divines speak so high
for the Legislative Power of Parliaments...for the Eighth Book, which saith more than the

Parliament ever said, was not then published.”4!

Such major anxieties regarding the Poliry ensured that Baxter encouraged his readers to
discount Hooker. Instead he urged them to consult Thomas Bilson, the scholarly bishop of
Winchester, and to adhere to his political philosophy. In a private letter of 1677 to his old
friend Richard Allestree, the provost of Eton, he explained that his understanding of Bilson had
been the real reason for taking Parliament’s side in the civil War. “The Newes of 200 000
murdered by the Irish and Papist strength in the King’s armies, and the great danger of the
kingdom was published by the Parliament...] thought that both the defensive part, and the
salus populi, lay on the Parliament’s side...my principles were the same with Bishop Bilson's
(of subjection) and Jewel’s, but never so popular as R.Hooker’s.”42 There were some
superficial similarities between Bilson and Hooker, but these were marginal, because the
former, unlike the writer of the Polity, had refused to make any concessions to concepts of
popular sovereignty. Bilson only permitted disobedience to the monarch within carefully
prescribed circumstances. A king forfeited obedience not from excessive use of his powers,
but by misdirecting them. As Lamont puts it, “reason, not tyranny was the critical issue. If the
king, helped deliver his realm into the hands of a foreign power, such as Rome,he had negated
the whole point of his kingly powers.”43 He could no longer command obedience from the
populace who were perfectly entitled to pull their “necks out of the greedy jaws of that Romish

Wolf."44 Baxter insisted that the nonconformist community had never gone beyond these

grounds for resistance, and had never embraced the popular principles contained within the

Ecclesiastical Polity.45

As has already been seen, this ingenious attempt to defend nonconformity at Hooker's

41 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxteriae, Part 111, p. 11.

42 W .Lamont, Baxter and the Millennium, p. 99.
43 1bid, p. 92.

44 1bid, p. 99.

45 Ibid, p. 99.
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expense made no impact upon the English Church. Faithful Anglicans in no way felt
compelled to abandon their mentor’s position as “protector” of their rites and practices. Only
the severe, unexpected and totally independent upheaval caused by the revelation of the Popish
Plot in late 1678 suggested that there was any possibility of Baxter’s political fears being
fulfilled. This brought the problem of the succession into immediate public focus, and fmn?
the Spring of 1679 to the Spring of 1681 the central political issue was whether James should
be excluded from the throne. The proponents of exclusion, who were soon labelled Whigs,
insisted that James’s Catholicism would lead to popery and absolutism. Their Tory opponents
insisted that it was unfair “to condemn James untried” and insisted that their real aim was to

overthrow the Church and the monarchy.46 These allegations were not without some basis.

Any attempt to exclude James was clearly an attack upon the Restoration Hooker-sponsored
hereditary principle that kings could only be passively resisted. Even if the fears of turmoil

were exaggerated there was sufficient unrest to make the likelihood of Civil War at least seem

possible.47

The Tones were naturally anxious to avoid any repetition of the upheaval of the 1640s,

and consequently strove to preserve the historic succession as surety against this. Since the
Whigs were in the ascendancy the Tories sought desperately a major polemical work to
demonstrate that the crown could not be surrounded by institutional restrictions. This they

achieved through the publication of Sir Robert Filmer’s Patriarcha. 48 1t was an inspired

choice, since Filmer, a staunch supporter of Charles I and friend of high churchmen such as

Heylyn, already enjoyed a reputation as a royal absolutist through earlier published works such

46 G.E.Aylmer, The Struggle for the Constitution. England in the Seventeenth Ceniury, (London: Blandford
Press, 1975), p. 198; Miller, Charles 11, pp. 290-300; J.Miller, Restoration England: The Reign of Charles 11,

(London: Longman, 1985), p. 63.
47 R Hutton, Charles the Second King of England, Scotland and Ireland, (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1989), pp.
358-364; M.Knights, Politics and Opinion in Crisis, 1678-81, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994), p. 4; Miller, Charles 11, p. 336. |
48 The historical context for its composition has been much debated, and scholarly opinion» has placed it as early
as the 1620s and as late as 1653. At present there is a general consensus that the manuscript was completed
around 1631. This makes primarily make it an abstract attempt to justify royal absoluusm, rather than a direct
response to the confusion of the Civil War. The Tories of the 1680s woulq not, of course, have been \
preoccupied with the specific circumstances which precipitated the composition of Patriarcha . G.Burge<§, o
Absolute Monarchy and the Stuart Constitution, (London: Yale University Hess, 1996); R.Fxlmer,’ PaInar(
and Other Writings, J.P.Sommerville, (ed.), (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. XXX1-XXNIY.
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as his Observations upon Aristotles Politiques.49 Brian Duppa, writing in 1654, agreed with
his correspondent that “in the point of government I know no man speaks more truth than the
knight you mention.50 Consequently when Patriarcha made its appearance it was gratefully
received as a forthright defence of the “natural power of Kings” against the “unnatural liberty
of the people.”>! It demonstrated how the case for the royal supremacy was based upon the
secure premise that just as a father’s power over children does not stem from their consent, so
the king’s power is not derived from the consent of his subjects, but from God alone.52 The
reality of this claim was clearly illustrated at the start of the book of Genesis where it was
recorded that God had invested Adam with monarchical power. This authority, he insisted,
had consequently been passed down through Adam’s descendants, until it finally came to rest
in the house of Stuart. Since government was shown to be dependent upon divine status there

was no question of it requiring consent.53

Rather unexpectedly Filmer was adamant that the Poliry supported his belief in a
constant succession from the Old Testament onwards. He described how his examination of
the Polity, including a manuscript copy of Book VII1, had demonstrated that Hooker could find

"

“no example in the scripture of the people’s choosing thei